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OSCE/ODIHR Election Observation Mission Final Report?

l. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Following an invitation from the government of the Republic of Armenia, the OSCE Office for
Democratic Institutions and Human Rights (OSCE/ODIHR) deployed an Election Observation
Mission (EOM) for the 2 April 2017 parliamentary elections. For election day, the OSCE/ODIHR
EOM joined efforts with delegations of the OSCE Parliamentary Assembly, the Parliamentary
Assembly of the Council of Europe, and the European Parliament to form an International Election
Observation Mission (IEOM). The OSCE/ODIHR EOM assessed compliance of the electoral
process with OSCE commitments, other international obligations and standards for democratic
elections, as well as national legislation.

The Statement of Preliminary Findings and Conclusions issued by the IEOM on 3 April 2017
concluded that the elections “were well administered and fundamental freedoms were generally
respected. Despite welcomed reforms of the legal framework and the introduction of new
technologies to reduce the incidents of electoral irregularities, the elections were tainted by credible
information about vote-buying, and pressure on civil servants and employees of private companies.
This contributed to an overall lack of public confidence and trust in the elections. Election day was
generally calm and peaceful but marked by organizational problems and undue interference in the
process, mostly by party representatives”.

The new electoral system provides for a minimum of 101 members of parliament (MPs) to be
elected through a two-tier proportional system, with candidates elected from a single national list
and 13 district lists. For the first time, the system also reserves four seats for national minorities.
The Constitution requires a “stable parliamentary majority” to form a government, which is defined
as 54 per cent of all seats. Several OSCE/ODIHR EOM interlocutors criticized the complexity of
the new electoral system.

The legal framework for elections is comprehensive but complex. The new Electoral Code was
adopted in a process that was characterized as inclusive and seen by most OSCE/ODIHR EOM
interlocutors as a step forward in building overall confidence in the electoral process. A number of
previous OSCE/ODIHR and Venice Commission recommendations were addressed, although some
areas merit further attention. Several OSCE/ODIHR EOM interlocutors also expressed concerns
about complicated voting procedures, limitations on the number of citizen observers and journalists
allowed in polling stations, and criminal sanctions for negligent reporting of incorrect information
from the signed voter lists.

The Central Election Commission (CEC) met all legal deadlines and conducted its work in a
transparent manner while operating collegially and efficiently. They issued a number of
clarifications of the Electoral Code mostly at the request of NGOs and proactively reacted to
campaign violations. However, the CEC did not pursue complaints rigorously. The CEC organized
training sessions for lower-level commissions and disseminated a wide variety of printed and
audio-visual voter education materials on new election day procedures, which was positively

! The English version of this report is the only official document. An unofficial translation is available in

Armenian.
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assessed by the OSCE/ODIHR EOM. Many interlocutors expressed confidence in the work of the
TECs but the impartiality of PECs was questioned due to the distribution of leadership positions
that favoured the ruling party.

The accuracy of the voter lists was improved as a result of enhanced inter-institutional
collaboration. The voter list contained a total of 2,654,195 voters, including a significant number of
voters residing abroad. Although the law provides sufficient mechanisms for voters to request
corrections, the voter lists continue to include addresses where a high number of voters are
registered, which requires further scrutiny by the authorities.

Voters were identified on election day through the use of electronic Voter Authentication Devices,
which functioned effectively. Voters’ fingerprints were scanned, providing the CEC with the
possibility to to conduct cross-checks to identify potential cases of multiple voting. For the first
time, scanned copies of signed voter lists from PECs were published after election day, which all
OSCE/ODIHR EOM interlocutors regarded as an important deterrent of voter impersonation
despite the disclosure of voters private data.

In an inclusive process, the CEC registered candidate lists of five political parties and four party
alliances. Some parties cited difficulty in finding minority candidates for their reserved seats. All
contestants complied with the requirement that each gender must appear in each integer group of
four candidates and, out of a total of 1,558 candidates 30 per cent were women. Nevertheless, only
18 women (17 per cent of MPs) were elected to the new parliament.

The campaign started slowly and intensified as election day approached. Most campaigns focused
on individual candidates rather than party platforms or policies. Contestants were largely able to
campaign without restrictions, but isolated incidents of violence were reported. Positively, many
government officials took leave for campaign purposes. Many OSCE/ODIHR EOM interlocutors
stated that a lack of genuine debate among political parties, and between candidates and voters,
limited the information available to voters to make an informed choice.

The campaign was tainted by credible and widespread allegations of vote-buying, pressure on
public servants including in schools and hospitals, and of intimidation of voters to vote for certain
parties. This contributed to an overall lack of public confidence in the electoral process and raised
concerns about voters’ ability to cast their votes free of fear of retribution, as required by OSCE
commitments.

Some legal provisions for campaign finance reporting and oversight were strengthened; however,
so-called organizational expenditures, such as for campaign offices, transport, and communication
are excluded from reporting, diminishing transparency. All contestants submitted reports on
campaign income and expenditures and no campaign finance violations were identified by the
CEC’s Oversight and Audit Service, which did not proactively examine the accuracy of the reports.

Freedom of expression is guaranteed by the Constitution. However, undue interference of media
owners into editorial autonomy resulted in self-censorship of journalists and discouragement of
critical reporting of the government, including on public television. Posistively, there is no
interference in Internet freedom contributing to increased political pluralism in media.
OSCE/ODIHR EOM media monitoring showed that the public channel devoted equitable coverage
to each contestant in its newscasts within the campaign period.

Most OSCE/ODIHR EOM interlocutors stated that there is a continuing public reluctance to report
electoral offences due to lack of confidence in the effectiveness of the complaint adjudication
system. The lack of independence of the judiciary, election administration, and law enforcement
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bodies, and the manner in which they dealt with complaints undermined the effectiveness of legal
redress, at odds with OSCE commitments and Council of Europe standards.

International and citizen observation is permitted and party proxies are entitled to be present at
polling stations. The CEC accredited a total of 28,021 citizen observers. Media and civil society
criticized legal possibilities to selectively limit the number of citizen observers and media
representatives at polling stations. Furthermore, international NGOs were refused an invitation to
observe the elections, at odds with OSCE commitments.

Election day was calm and peaceful overall. Voting procedures were generally followed. However,
the voting process was marked by overcrowding, long queues and interference by party
representatives and police. Crowds were allowed to gather outside of polling stations, contrary to
the law. Voters had difficulties in understanding the voting process in many observations and
instances of group voting and attempts to influence voters were observed. The vote count was
conducted in a transparent manner but was assessed negatively in many cases, mostly due to
interference of party representatives, as well as some procedural omissions. IEOM observers
largely assessed the tabulation process positively.

All requests for recounts were dismissed on procedural grounds, as were the subsequent complaints
filed to the CEC and Administrative Court. On 14 April, the election results were challenged in the
Constitutional Court, which confirmed the CEC decision on election results stating that the
complaint was largely unsubstantiated. The Court, however, stressed the need to address issues
raised by the applicants, including in respect of vote-buying, lack of clarity on invalidation of
results at the polling station level, and insufficiently clear procedures for electoral dispute
adjudication.

This report offers a number of recommendations to support efforts to bring elections in Armenia
further in line with OSCE commitments and other international obligations and standards for
democratic elections. The OSCE/ODIHR stands ready to assist the authorities to improve the
electoral process and to address the recommendations contained in this and previous reports.

1. INTRODUCTION AND ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

Following an invitation from the prime minister of the Republic of Armenia and based on the
recommendations of a Needs Assessment Mission conducted from 30 November to 2 December
2016, the OSCE Office for Democratic Institutions and Human Rights (OSCE/ODIHR) established
an Election Observation Mission (EOM) on 20 February 2017. The EOM, led by Ambassador Jan
Petersen, consisted of a 14-member core team based in Yerevan and 28 long-term observers who
were deployed on 1 March throughout the country. The EOM remained in Armenia until 14 April to
follow post-election developments.

For election day, the OSCE/ODIHR EOM was joined by delegations from the OSCE Parliamentary
Assembly, the Parliamentary Assembly of the Council of Europe, and the European Parliament to
form an International Election Observation Mission (IEOM). Mr. José Ignacio Sanchez Amor was
appointed by the OSCE Chairperson-in-Office as Special Co-ordinator and leader of the short-term
OSCE observer mission. Mr. Geir Joergen Bekkevold headed the OSCE PA delegation. Ms. Liliane
Maury Pasquier headed the PACE delegation. Ms. Heidi Hautala headed the EP delegation. Each of
the institutions involved in this IEOM has endorsed the 2005 Declaration of Principles for
International Election Observation. In total, 439 observers from 41 countries were deployed,
including 340 long-term and short-term observers deployed by the OSCE/ODIHR, as well as a 63-
member delegation from the OSCE PA, a 24-member delegation from the PACE, and a 12-member



Republic of Armenia Page: 4
Parliamentary Elections, 2 April 2017
OSCE/ODIHR Election Observation Mission Final Report

delegation from the EP. Opening procedures were followed at 148 out of 2,009 polling stations,
voting was observed at 1,534 polling stations, counting at 164 polling stations, and tabulation in all
38 Territorial Election Commissions (TECs).

The OSCE/ODIHR EOM assessed compliance of the electoral process against OSCE commitments,
other international obligations and standards for democratic elections, as well as national
legislation. This final report follows a Statement of Preliminary Findings and Conclusions, which
was released at a press conference in Yerevan on 3 April.?

The OSCE/ODIHR wishes to thank the authorities for the invitation to observe the elections and the
Central Election Commission (CEC) and the Ministry of Foreign Affairs for their assistance and co-
operation. It also expresses its appreciation to representatives of political parties, civil society,
media, the international community, and other interlocutors for sharing their views.

I11.  BACKGROUND AND POLITICAL CONTEXT

As a result of constitutional amendments approved in a referendum on 6 December 2015, Armenia
is transitioning from a semi-presidential to a parliamentary political system. These amendments
reduced the powers of the president in favour of the prime minister and the parliament and changed
the electoral system from a majoritarian one to a largely proportional system, with district lists.?
These elections were the first held under the new political system.

At the last parliamentary elections in 2012, the Republican Party of Armenia (RPA) won 69 seats
and formed the government. In 2016, it signed an agreement to enter a coalition with the Armenian
Revolutionary Federation (ARF), which held five seats. The parliamentary opposition included
Prosperous Armenia (PA) with 33 seats, the Armenian National Congress with 7 seats, Armenian
Renaissance (AR) with 5 seats, and Heritage with 4 seats.”

IV. LEGAL FRAMEWORK

Parliamentary elections are regulated by a comprehensive legal framework, primarily consisting of
the 1995 Constitution (last amended in 2015) and the 2016 Electoral Code. The legal framework
also includes the Law on Political Parties, Law on Freedom of Assembly, Criminal Code,
Administrative Procedure Code, Administrative Offences Code, the Law on the Constitutional
Court,® and Central Election Commission (CEC) regulations. Armenia is also a party to major
international and regional instruments related to the holding of democratic elections.®

See all previous OSCE/ODIHR reports on Armenia.

See the Council of Europe’s Venice Commission Opinions on the Draft Amendments to the Constitution. After
the expiry of the current mandate in 2018, the president will be indirectly elected by parliament for a seven-
year term.

In 2015, the Rule of Law party renamed into ‘Armenian Renaissance®, but its parliamentary faction kept the
former name.

The majority of legislation was amended in order to bring it in line with the new Electoral Code. Howeve, the
Law on Constitutional Court still refers to the old electoral system.

Including the 1966 International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights (ICCPR), 1965 International
Convention on the Elimination of All Forms of Racial Discrimination, 1979 Convention on the Elimination of
All Forms of Discrimination against Women (CEDAW), 2003 Convention against Corruption, 2006 UN
Convention on the Rights of Persons with Disabilities (CRPD), and 1950 European Convention on Human
Rights. Armenia is also a member of the Council of Europe’s Venice Commission and Group of States against
Corruption (GRECO).



http://www.osce.org/odihr/elections/armenia
http://www.venice.coe.int/webforms/documents/?opinion=757&year=all
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In line with the revised Constitution, a new Electoral Code was adopted less than one year before
election day.” The electoral reform process was characterized as inclusive and seen by most
OSCE/ODIHR EOM interlocutors as a step forward in building overall confidence in the electoral
process. The changes were approved by a significant majority of governing and opposition MPs.?
Non-governmental organizations (NGOs) participated in the discussions of the draft Electoral Code,
but did not endorse the final text, as their calls to ease restrictions on citizen observers were not
addressed.

The new Electoral Code addressed a number of previous OSCE/ODIHR and Council of Europe’s
Venice Commission recommendations.” It provides for improved voter identification, measures to
enhance the independence of election authorities, removal of the mandatory test for citizen
observers, and an increased gender quota on candidate lists. The Code additionally provided for
publication of signed voter lists, the use of VVoter Authentication Devices (VADs), and web cameras
on election day as a means to help identify voters and prevent multiple voting, impersonation, and
fraud.

However, some prior OSCE/ODIHR and Venice Commission recommendations remain
unaddressed, including those related to narrow rules on legal standing for submitting electoral
complaints; citizenship and residency requirements for candidates, as contained in the Constitution;
a high electoral threshold for alliances to enter parliament; formation of candidate lists for national
minorities; and exclusion of organizational expenditures from campaign finance reporting.

While recent amendments partly clarified previously problematic provisions related to
campaigning and campaign finance, they did not fully address prior recommendations. This
included a lack of clear, gradual, and proportionate sanctions for campaign-related offences™® and
the location of campaign offices in buildings owned by the state or local self-government. Several
OSCE/ODIHR EOM interlocutors also expressed concerns about complicated voting procedures,
limitations on the number of citizen observers and journalists allowed at polling stations, and
criminal sanctions for negligent reporting of incorrect information from the signed voter lists.™

Further efforts should be undertaken to amend the legal framework to address the gaps and
ambiguities identified in this report as well as previous recommendations of the OSCE/ODIHR and
Venice Commission. Any amendments should be based on broad consultation and be adopted well
in advance of the next elections.

V. ELECTORAL SYSTEM
The new electoral system is complex. A minimum of 101 members of parliament (MPs) are to be

elected through a two-tier proportional system, with candidates elected from a single national list
and 13 district lists. The ballot paper includes one part with the closed national list and one part

Section 11.2.b of the 2002 Venice Commission Code of Good Practice in Electoral Matters recommends that
“the fundamental elements of electoral law, in particular the electoral system, membership of electoral
commissions and the drawing of constituency boundaries, should not be open to amendments less than one
year before an election”.

The 25 May Electoral Code was adopted with 102 of 131 MPs voting in favour, the 30 June amendments were
voted adopted with 101 votes in favour, and the 20 October amendments with 103 votes in favour.

See Joint Opinions of the OSCE/ODIHR and Venice Commission related to Armenian electoral legislation.
The Electoral Code only provides for a warning or de-registration. The law does not regulate what number of
warnings can lead to de-registration. Also, some election commissions did not have a unified approach in
application of warnings with written and verbal warnings issued inconsistently.

The possible punishment for negligent reporting includes imprisonment from two to five years.

10
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with the open district list. The district candidates have to appear on the national list as well. A voter
can, in addition to choosing a national list, also give a preference vote to one district candidate.

To qualify for the distribution of seats, political parties must pass a threshold of five per cent, while
alliances must pass seven per cent. Seats are firstly distributed among the contestants according to
the number of votes received nationwide. Then, half of the seats are distributed to the national list
according to the order of candidates and half to the district lists according to the number of
preferences received. Candidates who obtain a district seat are struck from the national list.

The system, for the first time, also provides for a total of up to four reserved seats, one for each of
the four largest national minorities (Yezidis, Russians, Assyrians, and Kurds). Each contestant is
permitted to include a sub-part on the national list, with a candidate from each of the minorities. If
a contestant does not have a minority candidate, the seat passes to the party with the next largest
number of votes that does have a minority candidate.

In line with the Constitution, a “stable parliamentary majority” (defined as 54 per cent of the seats)
must be obtained to form a government.'? If a stable majority is not achieved as a result of the
elections, or by forming a political coalition within 6 days after finalization of the results, a second
round is held between the top two candidate lists 28 days after election day. Some OSCE/ODIHR
EOM interlocutors criticized the complexity of the electoral system and its deviations from a
purely proportional system and raised concerns that there was a lack of efforts to raise public
awareness as to how votes would transfer into seats.

VI. ELECTION ADMINISTRATION

The elections were administered by a three-tiered system, comprising the CEC, 38 TECs, and
2,009 Precinct Election Commissions (PECs). The CEC is a permanent and professional body,
which is responsible for the overall conduct of elections. It has extensive powers, including
registering candidate lists, training lower-level commissions, and monitoring campaign finance. It
is composed of seven members elected by parliament for six-year terms. All CEC members were
re-elected in October 2016 by a strong majority vote in the parliament.*®

The CEC worked in a transparent manner and overall operated collegially and efficiently, meeting
legal deadlines; however, the CEC did not pursue complaints rigorously (see Complaints and
Appeals). Its sessions were attended by observers, media, and party representatives and were
streamed online. CEC decisions and agendas of its sessions were published on its website in a
timely manner.** The CEC approved rules of procedure for TECs and PECs and guidelines for
observers and proxies. In line with a prior OSCE/ODIHR recommendation, the Electoral Code
empowers the CEC to issue legally binding instructions to ensure uniform implementation of the
law. However, the CEC instead opted to issue clarifications to lower-level commissions, which

12 Additional mandates may be allocated to the political party or alliance receiving an absolute majority of the

votes in order to attain a “stable parliamentary majority”.

The composition of the CEC raised concern among civil society due to its alleged poor performance in
previous elections. Seventeen NGOs issued a joint statement criticizing the appointment of the CEC.

CEC normative decisions are to be published on the website on the day of their state registration by the
Ministry of Justice, which has 15 days to review them. As a result, some CEC instructions appeared on the
website after one week from the date of their adoption.

13
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were not regarded as legally binding, detracting from legal certainty.*®

In order to ensure uniform implementation of the law and provide sufficient guidance to lower-
level commissions the CEC should clarify legal provisions through binding decisions.

The CEC developed and disseminated a wide variety of printed and audio-visual voter education
materials on new election day procedures, the quality of which was positively assessed by the
OSCE/ODIHR EOM. Materials were also provided in accessible formats for persons with sensory
disabilities.'® However, the OSCE/ODIHR EOM noted that the distribution of printed materials
was not sufficiently wide to reach voters in remote areas. In addition, some national minority
representatives regretted the lack of voter education materials in minority languages.

The CEC could further intensify its efforts to provide widely accessible and comprehensive voter
education materials for all groups of voters, including persons with various types of disabilities,
national minorities, and those in remote areas.

The TECs, formed in 2016, are professional bodies composed of seven members appointed by the
CEC for six-year terms.'” The TECs were responsible for supervising PECs, handling complaints
against PECs, recounts, and tabulating the results. The TECs generally conducted their work in an
efficient and timely manner and many OSCE/ODIHR EOM interlocutors expressed confidence in
their work.

The PECs, which are responsible for the organization of voting and counting, were formed on 11
March.™® The positions of PEC chairperson and secretary were distributed proportionally to parties
according to their strength in the parliament, resulting in the RPA having either a chairperson or
secretary in 1,786 out of 2,009 PECs.!® Several OSCE/ODIHR EOM interlocutors expressed
concerns that the formula for distributing leadership parties unduly favoured the governing parties
and undermined public perceptions about PEC independence and impartiality.?

The distribution of leadership positions in the PECs could be reconsidered to enhance their
independence and impartiality.

The quality of training organized by the CEC for the PECs was evaluated positively overall by the
OSCE/ODIHR EOM. The replacement of some PEC members after they were trained, together
with the complexity of the new election day procedures, challenged the capacity of the PECs to
effectively administer elections.

1 On 28 March, the Administrative Court ruled that the CEC clarifications with regards to invalidation of ballots

are not legally binding, and therefore not subject to appeal. The CEC also informed the OSCE/ODIHR EOM

that their clarifications are not binding to the PECs. Section 11.2.a of the 2002 Venice Commission Code of

Good Practice in Electoral Matters recommends that “apart from rules on technical matters and detail — which

may be included in regulations of the executive —, rules of electoral law must have at least the rank of a

statute”.

Videos included sign language. Guidebooks on voting procedures were produced in large font and braille

script.

TEC members are drawn from among self-nominated qualified voters.

Each parliamentary party appointed one member to each PEC, while the respective TEC appointed two.

While the PA had one of the leadership positions in 1,250 PECs, other parliamentary parties had no more than

300 positions each.

2 Paragraph 20 of the 1996 CCPR General Comment 25 to the ICCPR requires that “[a]n independent electoral
authority should be established to supervise the electoral process and to ensure that it is conducted fairly,
impartially and in accordance with established laws which are compatible with the Covenant”. See also Article
19.2(j) of the 2002 CIS Convention on the Standards of Demaocratic Elections, Electoral Rights and Freedoms.

16
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Women were well represented in the election administration. Three of seven CEC members are
women, including the deputy chairperson. Women comprised 35 per cent of TEC members;
however, only 16 per cent were at leadership positions.>* IEOM observers reported a higher share
of women in PECs (some 57 per cent, including 39 per cent chairpersons in the PECs visited).??

VIil. VOTER REGISTRATION

All citizens over the age of 18 on election day are eligible to vote, unless declared incompetent by a
court decision. Restrictions on the right to vote for persons with mental disabilities challenges the
2006 CRPD, which provides that there should be no restriction on the suffrage rights of such
persons irrespective of the type of disability.?® In line with a prior OSCE/ODIHR and Venice
Commission recommendation, the amended Constitution grants prisoners convicted for lesser
offenses the right to vote.

Restrictions on voting rights of persons with mental disabilities should be removed.

Voter registration is passive and voter lists are based on the State Population Register (SVR), which
is maintained by the Passport and Visa Department of the police (PVD) and includes all voters with
an official permanent residence in Armenia.?* The final number of voters for these elections was
2,588,468, including a significant number of voters who are residing abroad but maintain an official
residence in Armenia.” Although there is a legal obligation to inform in writing a respective
embassy or a consular office of staying abroad for more than six months, not many people do so
and they are therefore retained in the SVR according to their last registered residence. Special lists
are maintained for military voters and those imprisoned or in temporary detention.”®

The improvement of inter-institutional collaboration, including integration of computer systems of
the PVD and Ministry of Justice, led to enhanced accuracy of the voter lists, including removal of
deceased. The Electoral Code provides sufficient mechanisms for voters to request corrections
from the PVD.?’ However, voter lists continue to include addresses where a high number of voters
are registered.?® According to the PVD, in many cases this was due to an improper address

21
22

At least two members in each TEC must be of the other gender. No gender requirements are set for the PECs.
The CEC did not maintain gender-disaggregated data on the composition of the PECs.

2 Articles 12 and 29 of the 2006 CRPD. See also, paragraph 9.4 of the 2013 CRPD Committee’s
Communication No. 4/2011 (Zsolt Bujdoso and five others v. Hungary) which stated that: “Article 29 does not
foresee any reasonable restriction, nor does it allow any exception for any group of persons with disabilities.
Therefore, an exclusion of the right to vote on the basis of a perceived or actual psychosocial or intellectual
disability, including a restriction pursuant to an individualized assessment, constitutes discrimination on the
basis of disability, within the meaning of article 2 of the Convention”. Paragraph 41.1 of the 1991 OSCE
Moscow Document commits participating States “to ensure protection of the human rights of persons with
disabilities”.

Voters without permanent address and the homeless could register to vote if they applied to the PVD. A total
of 915 voters did so for these elections.

According to the 2011 census, a total of 2,190,686 citizens over the age of 18 actually resided in Armenia.
Spot tests of the voter list conducted by the OSCE/ODIHR EOM indicated that there were numerous
dwellings with citizens registered who had emigrated.

Some 1,480 pre-detainees and convicts were registered to vote. By law, information on military voters,
including on their number, is not made public.

Voters could request corrections, inclusions, and deletions related to themselves or other voters until 23
March; a few voters made such request. VVoters can be added to the voter list on election day only based on a
decision by the PVD or a court.

For example, there were some 2,500 addresses where 15 or more voters were registered at the same address.

24
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database, including challenges wth “illegal” residential units, which cannot be allocated with an
official address.

Collaboration between different government institutions on measures to reduce the number of
voters without a complete address should continue in order to resolve the remaining issues with the
accuracy of voter data.

In response to longstanding requests of the opposition and NGOs, and in an effort to prevent voter
impersonation on election day, significant measures were implemented to enhance the transparency
of the voter registration process. As required by law, the preliminary and final voter lists were
posted at polling stations for public scrutiny on 21 February and on 30 March, respectively, as well
as on the PVD website. In addition, following the elections, on 4 April, the CEC published scanned
copies of the signed voter lists from all PECs, allowing for public checks of those who voted,
including those allegedly abroad. All OSCE/ODIHR EOM interlocutors regarded this as an
important deterrent of potential fraud, despite concerns over the disclosure of voters' private data.?
However, such measures should not be a substitute for effective actions against those who engage
in electoral malfeasance.

The authorities should proactively engage in preventing any misuse of voter list entries, timely
prosecuting anyone who conducts electoral malfeasance. A review of measures to guarantee the
protection of voter’s private data, while ensuring that meaningful access to the lists is retained,
should be undertaken.

In a step to facilitate the right to vote, voters had the possibility to change their registration to a
temporary residence where they were physically located on election day.*® However, several
political parties and NGOs expressed concerns that some district candidates pressured voters to
change their registration to districts where they were running. The PVD reported to the
OSCE/ODIHR EOM that there were no organized efforts to re-register voters to specific districts.
The analysis of preliminary and final voter lists data conducted by the OSCE/ODIHR EOM did not
show any significant re-registration of voters between districts.

In a further effort to prevent potential electoral fraud through impersonation and misuse of voter
list entries, voters were identified on election day through the use of VADs, which contained an
electronic copy of the voter lists.>® Voters’ IDs were scanned to determine if the voter was
registered at that polling station and if the voter had already been marked in the system as having
voted. Voters’ fingerprints were also scanned on election day, allowing the CEC to check if the
collected fingerprints match those on record with the PVD.** The CEC informed the
OSCE/ODIHR EOM that it did not verify collected fingerprints as no complaints were received
related to potential multiple voting.

2 Paragraph 1l of the 2016 Venice Commission’s Interpretative Declaration to the Code of Good Practice in

Electoral Matters on the Publication of Lists of Voters Having Participated in Elections highlights that “A
balance needs to be struck between data protection and secrecy of the vote on the one hand and stakeholders’
interest in consulting the signed (or stamped) voter lists on the other”. See also paragraph 86 of the Council of
Europe Recommendation (2004)11 on Legal, Operational and Technical Standards for E-Voting.

Total of 28,277 voters made such requests, including police on duty and PEC members at polling stations
outside the precinct where they live.

The introduction of new technologies in the electoral process was strongly supported by the opposition and
civil society and was co-financed and technically supported by the international community.

According to the PVD, some 30 per cent of voters had biometric ID documents with their fingerprints on
record.
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The introduction of the VADs was welcomed by most OSCE/ODIHR EOM interlocutors as a
useful tool for building confidence in the integrity of election day proceedings. However, the late
development and delivery of the VADs led to a limited time for testing of equipment and training
of the VAD operators.® In the run up to the elections, concerns were raised about the VADs'
functionality and the familiarity of the electorate with the details of their use, but the VADs were
used on election day without major problems (see Election Day).** The political parties could have
access to the source code of the software used on the VADs; however, only one party requested
that. The detailed technical specification of the VADs was prepared only in English and was not
made public.®

Any changes to the election procedures that involve new technologies should be agreed upon,
legislated, tested, and publicized well before elections. To further increase the transparency of new
technologies used in elections, the CEC should publish detailed technical specifications and
provide greater information on their use to voters.

Voting from abroad through the Internet was available for diplomatic and military staff posted
abroad as well as representatives of Armenian companies working abroad and their family
members. In total, 877 voters were registered and 747 cast their votes electronically.

VIIl. CANDIDATE REGISTRATION

In an inclusive process, the CEC registered the candidate lists of all five political parties and four
party alliances that applied for these elections, with a total of 1,558 candidates.*® Candidates were
required to be eligible voters, at least 25 years old, reside in and be a citizen of only Armenia for
the preceding four years, and have command of the Armenian language. Under the law, language
proficiency may be proven either by having secondary or higher education or by passing a test.*’
Addressing a prior recommendation of the OSCE/ODIHR and Venice Commission, the language
test administered by the Ministry of Education and Science was based on reasonable and objective
criteria. Judges, prosecutors, military personnel, police officers, other categories of public servants,
and election commissioners may not stand as candidates.

Although, the new Constitution reduced the citizenship and residency requirements from five to
four years and the Electoral Code details how the residency requirement should be calculated,
candidacy restrictions based on citizenship of another state is at odds with international standards.*
Candidate lists could be submitted by political parties and party alliances but, while a list may

8 The CEC informed the OSCE/ODIHR EOM that a limited test of the VADs during local elections on 12
February 2017 revealed some technical shortcomings, but that it took steps to address the identified issues. On
25 March, the CEC held a public demonstration of the final version of the VADs.

The final version of VAD software was provided to the CEC on 18 March. In general, voters did not have the
possibility to familiarize with the VADs until election day.

Paragraph 21 of the Council of Europe Recommendation (2004)11 on Legal, Operational and Technical
Standards for E-Voting states that information on the functioning of NVT should be made publicly available.
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% The AR, ARF, Communist Party of Armenia (CPA), Congress-Armenian People’s Party alliance (CoAPP),
Free Democrats (FD), Ohanyan-Raffi-Oskanian alliance (ORO), the RPA, Tsarukyan alliance (TsA), and
YELK alliance.

3 All 11 candidates who applied for the test received language proficiency certificates.

% In Tanase v. Moldova (application 7/08, 27 April 2010), the ECtHR held that “where multiple nationalities are

permitted, the holding of more than one nationality should not be a ground for ineligibility to sit as an MP”.
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include non-party members, the law does not provide a possibility for candidates to stand
individually.*

Restrictions on candidate rights for people with dual citizenship should be removed. Consideration
should be given to provide possibilities for candidates to stand individually.

For registration, parties and alliances submitted a financial deposit that was refunded if the list
received more than four per cent of the valid votes.*® Each contestant submitted a single national
list with a minimum of 80 candidates and district lists corresponding to the 13 electoral districts.**
In addition, a national list could include a separate part with up to four candidates for each of the
four seats reserved for the largest national minorities. Only the AR, CoAPP, RPA, and TsA
nominated candidates for the national minority list. Some other parties met with by the
OSCE/ODIHR EOM cited difficulty in finding minority candidates that were not loyal to the ruling
party. In addition, national minority NGOs met with by the OSCE/ODIHR EOM perceived the
nominated minority candidates as representatives of political parties rather than of minority
communities.

All contestants complied with the Electoral Code requirement that each gender must be represented
by at least 25 per cent of candidates on the national lists, with each gender appearing in each
integer group of four candidates. In a positive development and in line with previous
OSCE/ODIHR recommendations, the gender quota applies also to the distribution of obtained and
vacant seats. However, while some 30 per cent of candidates were women, only 18 were elected
(17 from national lists and 1 from district lists), resulting in 17 per cent of women MPs in the new
legislature. This falls short of Armenia’s international obligations to ensure de facto equality of
opportunity for women candidates.*?

Consideration should be given to enhacing special measures to promote women candidates. This
could include placing candidates from the under-represented gender in at least every second
position on national lists, establishing a minimum number of women candidates on district lists,
and incentivising political parties to increase the number of their women candidates.

IX. ELECTION CAMPAIGN

The official election campaign started on 5 March and ended 24 hours before election day.
Fundamental freedoms were largely respected and the contestants were able to campaign without
restrictions; however, isolated incidents of violence were reported in some areas of the country.*®
Although initially low key, the campaign intensified as election day approached.** According to

% Paragraph 7.5 of the 1990 OSCE Copenhagen Document commits participating States to “respect the right of

citizens to seek political or public office, individually or as representatives of political parties or organizations,
without discrimination”. According to the CEC, 15 per cent of nominated candidates were not members of the
nominating party.
40 The deposit is AMD 10 million (some EUR 19,450). EUR 1 is approximately AMD 514 (Armenian Dram).
4 A maximum of 1 candidate per 15,000 voters may be included in a district list. The district candidates have to
also appear on the national list. The maximum number of district candidates ranged from 7 to 15.
Article 4.1 of the CEDAW states that the adoption “of temporary special measures aimed at accelerating de
facto equality between men and women shall not be considered discrimination”. See 2004 CEDAW
Committee General Recommendation No. 25, paras 7-9. See also paragraph 3 of the OSCE Ministerial Council
Decision 7/09, which calls on participating States to “encourage all political actors to promote equal
participation of women and men in political parties, with a view to achieving better gender balanced
representation in elected public offices at all levels of decision-making”.
The OSCE/ODIHR EOM received reports from Aragatsotn, Ararat, and Armavir provinces.
4 The OSCE/ODIHR EOM observed a total of 99 rallies across the country.
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many OSCE/ODIHR EOM interlocutors, the campaign took place in an environment of general
disillusionment of voters with politics and elections.

The resources available to each contestant influenced their campaign activities, which consisted
mostly of rallies, door-to-door canvassing, posters, media advertisements, and through online and
social media. Campaign platforms focused on social issues, jobs creation, infrastructure, and
economic investments as well as national security. However, in practice, most campaigns focused
on individual candidates rather than political platforms or policies. Many OSCE/ODIHR EOM
interlocutors raised concerns about the lack of genuine debate among political parties and about the
lack of dialogue between candidates and voters on their electoral platforms. A few initiatives by
NGOs and regional media provided an opportunity to engage candidates in a limited debate but this
did not give voters sufficient information to make an informed choice based on the electoral
platforms of the contestants.

The Electoral Code provides for equal opportunities for contestants during the official campaign
period, including equal access to public resources, free and paid media airtime, poster space, and
premises for meeting voters. It is prohibited to locate campaign offices in the buildings used by
state and local self-government bodies, and to place campaign posters on state buildings.*® In an
effort to prevent abuse of administrative resources, officials are prohibited to campaign while
performing their activities. Positively, many regional officials took leave during the campaign
while central government officials, including the prime minister, campaigned mostly on
weekends. *

Widespread allegations of vote-buying in favour of certain parties were reported throughout the
country and the OSCE/ODIHR EOM received many credible reports directly from voters.*’
Allegations extended into election day, when media reported on and IEOM observed large groups
of voters visiting parties’ campaign offices before voting.* Several OSCE/ODIHR EOM
interlocutors, including some government officials, indicated that vote-buying had become an
entrenched part of the political culture and stated that accepting money or other benefits in
exchange for votes was often explained by extreme poverty and lack of economic opportunities.*®

Throughout the campaign the OSCE/ODIHR EOM received credible reports of pressure and
intimidation on voters, especially on private and public sector employees.”® Shortly before the
elections, the NGO Union of Informed Citizens obtained information through audio recordings of

° The law still allows for the location of campaign offices in buildings owned, but not used, by state and local

self-government bodies.

Governors of Gegharkunik and Vayots Dzor, mayors of Agarak (Meghri) and Hrazdan, and three deputy
governors in Kotayk took leave to be able to campaign full time.

For example, the OSCE/ODIHR EOM received credible reports that the Governor of Syunik promised
bonuses to employees of mining company ZCMC who would vote for the RPA,; that the RPA offered money
to teachers in Kotayk and Syunik; and that the TsA offered money to voters in Syunik. The OSCE/ODIHR
EOM received many direct reports from people in the regions that they expected to be paid for their vote.

For example, the IEOM observed long queues of voters on election day in front of RPA offices in Lori and
Yerevan.

Connivance to vote-buying is at odds with paragraph 33 of the 1999 OSCE Istanbul Document, according to
which “Participating States pledge to strengthen their efforts to combat corruption and the conditions that
foster it, and to promote a positive framework for good government practices and public integrity”.

For example, the OSCE/ODIHR EOM was informed by several public employees that on 15 March, the
Governor of Syunik instructed them to vote for the RPA. The head of a cultural centre in Syunik requested his
staff to create lists of RPA supporters. In Syunik, teachers were threatened that they would be fired if they
would not vote for the RPA. Teachers, doctors, and other public employees were asked by their supervisors to
attend meetings with an RPA candidate in Armavir. A private company owner in Yerevan threatened his
employees that they would be fired if they would not provide him with a list of sufficient number of potential
RPA supporters.
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114 school principals that they had collected lists of names of teachers and parents of students who
would support the RPA. In some cases, the lists were submitted to local authorities. Two political
parties filed complaints with the CEC claiming that this activity by the school principals was an
abuse of administrative resources.®® In addition, although voters were generally free to obtain
information on all contestants, some opposition parties informed the OSCE/ODIHR EOM that their
supporters were pressured not to attend their rallies.

Collectively, the widespread allegations of vote-buying and pressure and intimidation of voters had
a negative impact on the campaign, contributing to existing public mistrust in the electoral process.
This together with considerable concerns over the secrecy of the vote expressed during and after
election day (See Post-Election Developments) raised concerns about voters’ ability to cast their
votes free of fear of retribution, as required by paragraph 7.7 of the 1990 OSCE Copenhagen
Document.™

The authorities and political parties should undertake utmost measures to increase public trust in
the integrity of the elections, including public discouraging of selling and buying votes and to
ensure that pressure is not applied on citizens to attend campaign events or vote in a particular
way.

Generally, women candidates received support for their campaigns from their parties and were
actively involved in campaigning.>* However, they were not placed in decision-making positions in
campaign headquarters and were rarely the main speakers at campaign events.> Party electoral
platforms did not directly address issues related to women participation in public life. In addition,
women candidates themselves were reluctant to address gender issues in their campaign and
preferred to discuss broader social issues.

X. CAMPAIGN FINANCE

Following prior recommendations made by the OSCE/ODIHR and Venice Commission, some
legal provisions for campaign finance reporting and oversight were strengthened, including the
guarantee of an independent status of the CEC’s Oversight and Audit Service (OAS) and a
requirement for contestants to submit regular detailed campaign finance reports.>® Nevertheless, a
number of outstanding shortcomings and the lack of a proactive approach by the OAS in
monitorg7ng campaign finance diminished the transparency and integrity of the campaign finance
system.

o The RPA admitted that collection of names had occurred but insisted that it was legitimate campaigning as it

did not take place during working hours. See Complaints and Appeals.
52 The CoAPP, ORO, and YELK representatives informed the OSCE/ODIHR EOM that their supporters were
prevented from attending their rallies, often through a pressure by community leaders.
Paragraph 7.7 of the 1990 OSCE Copenhagen Document commits participating States to “ensure that law and
public policy to permit political campaigning to be conducted in a fair and free atmosphere in which neither
administrative action, violence nor intimidation bars the parties ... from freely presenting their views... or
prevents the voters from learning and discussing them or from casting their vote free of fear of retribution”.
See also the 2016 OSCE/ODIHR and Venice Commission Joint Guidelines for Preventing and Responding to
the Misuse of Administrative Resources during Electoral Processes.
Approximately 30 per cent of those attending campaign rallies observed by OSCE/ODIHR EOM were women.
According to OSCE/ODIHR EOM media monitoring results, only nine per cent of campaign coverage in prime
time news were devoted to female political actors.
See also the 2014 GRECO Second Compliance Report on Transparency of Party Funding in Armenia.
Article 7.3 of the 2003 UN Convention against Corruption provides that states should “consider taking
appropriate legislative and administrative measures... to enhance transparency in the funding of candidatures
for elected public office and, where applicable, the funding of political parties”.
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https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=rWgFr7FKRVU&feature=youtu.be
http://www.coe.int/t/dghl/monitoring/greco/evaluations/round3/GrecoRC3(2014)26_Second_Armenia_EN.pdf
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The law limits campaign expenses to AMD 500 million per contestant for the first round and an
additional AMD 200 million for a second round.>® Campaign funds may include monetary and in-
kind contributions from voters and personal funds of candidates and parties.>® Contributions from
legal entities, as well as from foreign and anonymous sources are not allowed. Despite a prior
OSCE/ODIHR and Venice Commission recommendation, so-called organizational expenditures
such as for campaign offices, transport, and communication are excluded from campaign finance
reporting, thus limiting transparency of campaign finance.

The legal framework should provide for reporting on all campaign-related expenses, including
organizational expenditures such as for campaign offices, transport, and communication.

Under the Electoral Code, the OAS should act independently from the CEC; however, the law does
not clearly set its institutional status or working methods. The OAS lacks effective independence
from the CEC as the latter appoints and dismisses the head of the OAS. In addition, the OAS cannot
initiate any administrative proceedings on its own or challenge a CEC decision. Six auditors were
appointed by the parliamentary parties to work with the OAS; however, their activities were neither
sufficiently regulated nor implemented consistently.®

In line with the law, all contestants opened a special bank account for their campaign finance
transactions and submitted three financial reports, declaring donations and expenditures.®* The OAS
did not identify any violations of campaign finance and published information on total income and
expenditures of contestants on the CEC’s website.?® A list of donors was provided by the Central
Bank to the OAS every three working days; however, this information was not published for public
scrutiny.® Overall the OAS did not proactively examine the accuracy of the reports.

To enhance the transparency and effectiveness of campaign finance oversight, the OAS should
have adequate resources, technical expertise, and independence.

%8 The CEC may fine contestants that breach campaign finance rules or apply to the court for de-registration of a

list, if the campaign expenses exceed 20 per cent of the spending limit.

> Respectively, AMD 500,000, AMD 5 million, and AMD 100 million.

60 While the Electoral Code mandates the OAS to summarize bank statements, the OAS Rules of Procedures

require audit of these statements. The CEC’s Procedure on auditing campaign incomes and expenditures

mandates the OAS to cross-check and verify the expenditures; however, this was not carried out. While some
auditors informed the OSCE/ODIHR EOM that they examined all submitted reports, others selectively looked
into declarations upon request of their nominating party. The OAS informed the OSCE/ODIHR EOM that it

did not exercise their right to request information from companies providing goods and services for cross-

checking the transactions.

Although the CEC set up template forms, declarations were not filled in a consistent manner by contestants.

According to their reports, the RPA spent some AMD 387 million for campaign purposes, TSA some AMD

156 million, ORO some 84 million, ANC some 75 million, and other parties collectively spent some AMD

164 million.

63 Article 12.5 of the 2002 CIS Convention on the Standards of Democratic Elections, Electoral Rights, and
Freedoms states that “political parties shall submit information on their donors and the use of campaign funds
and the electoral bodies shall publish this information”. See also paragraph 206 of the 2010 OSCE/ODIHR and
Venice Commission Guidelines on Political Party Regulations.
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Xl.  MEDIA

A. MEDIA ENVIRONMENT AND LEGAL FRAMEWORK

Many media outlets, including eight television (TV) stations with nationwide coverage operate in
Armenia. However, the media landscape is characterized by a limited advertising market which
leaves room for only a few self-sustainable media outlets. Commercial TV stations are reportedly
financed by businessmen to promote their political and commercial interests, and the ones with the
highest audience shares are widely perceived to be affiliated with the government. Some NGOs
expressed their concern over the dominance of certain companies in the media and advertising
market, which according to numerous OSCE/ODIHR EOM interlocutors are affiliated with the
ruling party.

Freedom of expression, as guaranteed by the Constitution and legislation, was broadly exercised.
Defamation was decriminalized in 2010 and, instead, the Civil Code provides for damages of up to
AMD 2 million. Following a 2011 Constitutional Court decision that encouraged the use of non-
pecuniary measures, such as public apology and refutation, the number of civil defamation cases
declined. Despite the Law on Freedom of Information, some media professionals reported an
insufficient response by authorities to information requests. However, in a growing number of cases
involving access to public information the courts have decided in favour of the plaintiff.

Although the Law on Television and Radio limits each legal entity to a broadcasting license for one
TV and one radio station, the State Commission for Protection of Economic Competition approved
the Pan Armenian Media Group to manage several TV and radio stations, as well as online media.®*
The law also does not require the ultimate ownership of media outlets to be disclosed.® In addition,
the digitalization of broadcasting has not enlarged pluralism on TV and several regional TV stations
expressed their concern to the OSCE/ODIHR EOM of not receiving a digital license.®

Measures should be taken to ensure full transparency of media ownership, for example, by
requiring clear identification of the ultimate owners of media outlets. Information on media
ownership and funding sources should be available to the public.

Journalists informed the OSCE/ODIHR EOM that undue interference of media owners into their
editorial autonomy has resulted in self-censorship and discouraged critical reporting of the
government, including on public TV. News stories of public interest related to the elections,
including the publication of lists of supporters collected by principals of schools and electoral
complaints heard by the CEC, were not covered by the public broadcaster H1 primetime news but
were covered in other media. Journalists also reported that recent cases of violence against
journalists and insufficient prosecution undermine their safety and hinder their work.®’ Positively,
there is no interference in Internet freedom, with online news sources contributing to increased
media pluralism and critical reporting of the government. In addition, some online media outlets,
financed by international donors, provide space for in-depth and investigative journalism.®®
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Each media outlet under umbrella of the Pan Armenian Media Group technically has a different ownership.
Most TV stations with nationwide coverage are registered as Closed Joint-Stock Companies and thus their
owners are not listed in the public register.

The tender provided for only one license for each region, thus reducing the number of broadcasters from 44
analogue to 18 digital ones. Positively, analogue regional TV stations’ licenses were extended until 2020 and
currently both, analogue and digital, TV stations broadcast in the regions.

The OSCE Representative on Freedom of the Media called for protection of journalists’ rights and for
thorough investigations of incidents involving journalists.

For example, Civilnet.am, Hetg.am, and Radio Liberty.
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B. COVERAGE OF THE ELECTION CAMPAIGN Click Here to Read Media Monitoring Results

The Electoral Code stipulates that TV and radio must provide “impartial and non-judgemental”
news coverage of candidates’ campaigns. The National Commission for Television and Radio
(NCTR), the body that oversees implementation of media-related provisions during the campaign,
did not communicate any guidance on how this provision would be monitored. Many TV journalists
interpreted this provision to mean that they must provide an equal amount of coverage to every
contestant in each programme and complained that this limited substantive campaign reporting.

Based on consultation with journalists and media NGOs, the NCTR should issue clear guidelines
on the implementation of the requirements of impartiality and equal coverage.

On 15 and 25 March, the NCTR issued its monitoring reports. Although the NCTR reported an
unequal amount of time for the coverage of contestants, no violations were recorded by the NCTR.
The NCTR did not monitor the tone of coverage.

During the campaign, the public broadcaster H1 broadcast a total of 60 minutes free airtime per
contestant, in line with the law. In addition, all contestants purchased political advertising on
monitored TV stations under equal conditions. OSCE/ODIHR EOM monitoring results showed that
during the campaign the public H1 devoted an equitable share of airtime to all contestants in its
newscasts.®® Armenia TV devoted almost double the news coverage to the RPA and CoAPP (21 and
19 per cent respectively) than to each of the other contestants. Kentron TV devoted significantly
more news coverage (18 per cent) to the TsSA than to other contestants. Shant TV devoted 20 per
cent of the news to the RPA while giving between 7 and 12 per cent to the others. Yerkir Media
favoured the ARF with 25 per cent of its news leaving the other contestants with 6 to 13 per cent of
coverage.

The news coverage on all monitored TV stations was 98 per cent neutral or positive in tone.
However, OSCE/ODIHR EOM media monitoring results for the period from 24 February to 4
March, before the start of official campaign, revealed a clear bias of monitored TV stations in
favour of their publicly perceived party affiliation. The monitored online news sources generally
provided more diverse and critical coverage before and during the election campaign.

A gquantitative and qualitative media monitoring of the news, current affairs programs, and debates
of the public broadcaster through the year including campaign periods could contribute to ensuring
its independent coverage of political and campaign events. Results of the monitoring should be
made public on a periodic basis.

Generally, the amount of campaign-related coverage on the most popular TV stations Armenia TV,
Shant TV, and the public H1 was limited and prime time programing during the campaign was
dominated by entertainment programmes. Kentron TV and Yerkir Media provided more election-
related coverage, including interviews and discussion programmes. They had, however, less
audience share. There were no televised candidate debates on major TV stations, including H1,
which could have been a means to enhance the opportunity of voters to compare electoral

69 Between 24 February and 31 March, the OSCE/ODIHR EOM monitored the public H1 and the commercial
Armenia TV, Kentron TV, Shant TV, and Yerkir Media. In addition, three online news sources Aravot.am,
Armtimes.com and Hetg.am were monitored.

0 H1 informed the OSCE/ODIHR EOM that the TV station intended to host a debate but due to the refusal of
leading candidates from major parties refrained from broadcasting it.


OSCE ODIHR
Note
In case of problems opening Media Monitoring Results, please upgrade to the latest version of Adobe Acrobat reader. The results are embedded as attached PDF (go to view/navigation panels/attachments).
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programrr;les of the contestants and allow opposition parties to directly challenge the ruling parties
in public.

To enhance the opportunity of voters to compare electoral programmes of the contestants, it could
be considered to require the public broadcaster to organize campaign debates with contestants.

XIl.  COMPLAINTS AND APPEALS

The complaints and appeals process is regulated by the Electoral Code, the Administrative
Procedures Code, the Law on Fundamentals of Administration and Administrative Proceedings, and
the Law on the Constitutional Court. Under the Electoral Code, decisions, actions and inactions of
election commissions can be appealed to the superior commission, while all complaints against the
CEC are under the jurisdiction of the Administrative Court. Although provisions on complaints and
appeals have been revised, the legal framework regulating electoral dispute resolution continues to
be overly complex and contains some gaps and ambiguities, including narrow legal standing to
bring challenges, certain inconsistent or narrow deadlines, and burdensome requirements for
submission of complaints.”

All election-related complaints can also be filed with the courts, but, in line with previous
OSCE/ODIHR and Venice Commission recommendations, the Electoral Code now provides for the
exclusion of parallel handling of complaints at election commissions and courts.”® Complaints
against election results may be filed only on the fifth day of promulgation of the final results (but
not earlier) to the Constitutional Court, which has 15 days to decide on it.

Contrary to a previous OSCE/ODIHR recommendation and paragraph 5.10 of the 1990 OSCE
Copenhagen Document, the Electoral Code limits the right to file complaints to those whose
personal electoral rights are at stake.”* Complaints may be filed by voters, media representatives,
and observers with respect to violations of their individual rights; by party proxies and commission
members with respect to violations of their rights and those of parties, candidates, and other
stakeholders. New provisions extended rights to observers and party proxies to challenge cases of
voter impersonation. Contestants, proxies (if they were present during the vote count), and members

n Paragraph 2.2 of the Recommendation 15 (2007) of the Committee of Ministers of the Council of Europe to

member states on measures concerning media coverage of election campaigns recommends that “Where self-
regulation does not provide for this, member states should adopt measures whereby public service media and
private broadcasters, during the election period, should in particular be fair, balanced and impartial in their
news and current affairs programmes, including discussion programmes such as interviews or debates”.

For example, Article 49.1 of the Electoral Code requires complainants to attach a document certifiying their
staus for each complaint filed. Where complaints are submitted by lawyers on behalf of individual observers,
duly formalized powers of attorney to represent the observers is required from these lawyers. According to
citizen observers, these requirements barred them from filing complaints in due time.

Where a decision, action (omission) of an election commission was appealed through administrative and
judicial procedure, the administrative proceedings shall be dismissed.

Paragraph 5.10 of the 1990 OSCE Copenhagen Document states: “...everyone will have an effective means of
redress against administrative decisions, so as to guarantee respect for fundamental rights and ensure legal
integrity”. Paragraph 99 of the Explanatory Report of the 2002 Venice Commission Code of Good Practice in
Electoral Matters states that “Standing in [electoral] appeals must be granted as widely as possible. It must be
open to every elector in the constituency ... to lodge an appeal”. One NGO informed the OSCE/ODIHR EOM
that it filed five complaints with the ECtHR challenging the lack of legal standing, which are currently pending
consideration.
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of the PEC in question may challenge precinct voting results at the TEC. Only contestants, but not
voters, can appeal the final election results, contrary to international standards and good practice.”

Despite a substantial number of allegations raised throughout the process, a limited amount of
complaints were filed with the election administration and courts. Before election day, the CEC
received 18 complaints, including 14 from NGOs that were subsequently denied due to lack of
standing.”® While the majority of complaints were rejected, the CEC looked into the substance of
most complaints and took up the issues ex officio.

Four complaints came from contestants concerning campaign violations, including allegations
related to campaign offices located in state owned buildings, vote-buying, abuse of administrative
resources, and campaigning while performing official functions. The CEC rejected two complaints
that requested de-registration of the RPA for abuse of administrative resources, for engaging school
and Kkindergarten principals and teachers in the collection of lists of supporters, due to lack of
evidence that signatures were collected while performing official duties or during the campaign
period. The CEC likewise declined one request to de-register a candidate for campaign violation for
lack of evidence. At times the CEC examined some alleged facts, but it did not thoroughly consider
contentious issues including possible pressure and intimidation of teachers to collect signatures.”’
The TECs received no official complaints but proactively initiated proceedings in relation to
campaign violations, including on destruction of campaign materials, in some 50 cases.

The Administrative Court received two complaints from prospective candidates who were refused
residency certificates and six appeals against CEC decisions, including on campaign issues, denial
of accreditation of media representatives, and candidate registration; all were rejected, largely on
formal grounds. The Administrative Court started hearing an appeal against a CEC decision
rejecting the de-registration of the RPA for abuse of administrative resources, even though filed by
the YELK alliance and its two candidates past the 18:00 deadline on the eve of the elections. Yet
the Court discontinued the proceedings at midnight disregarding substantial evidence brought as the
hearing went beyond the legal time for adjudication.” Insufficient deadlines, inconsistent decision-
making, and the manner in which the cases were considered failed to ensure effective remedy of the
complainants.”

The Prosecutor General set up a working group to investigate allegations of election-related
offences. Before election day, the working group identified some 220 cases related to vote-buying
and obstruction of voting rights, predominantly from media sources. Of these, 58 cases, including
38 about vote-buying, were referred for investigation to the police.®® All these cases were dismissed

s Section 11.3.3.f of the 2002 Venice Commission Code of Good Practice in Electoral Matters recommends that

“All candidates and all voters registered in the constituency concerned must be entitled to appeal. A reasonable
quorum may be imposed for appeals by voters on the results of elections*.

One of the complaints filed by an NGO was reviewed by the CEC on the merits and dismissed. However, the
Administrative Court denied appeal of this decision due to lack of legal standing.

The CEC stated that submission of supporters’ lists to the local authorities does not contradict to the law, as the
authorities may be engaged in campaign. While the law explicitly prohibits public officials to engage in
campaign while performing their official duites, the CEC did not examine when these activities took place.

® The Administrative Court informed the OSCE/ODIHR EOM that it followed rules of administrative
proceedings, which allow filing of complaints until the end of the day.

While in one case the Court accepted a complaint from Asparez Journalist Club and calculated deadlines for
appealing a CEC decision from the moment of its receipt by the applicant, in two other cases the Court rejected
complaints filed by Transparency International and stated that deadlines are calculated from the moment of
publication of the deicision by the CEC.

Allegations were identified by means of monitoring various media sources, receiving calls by citizens on a
hotline, and individual reports.
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due to lack of evidence.?* Additionally, the Ombudsperson reviewed 148 allegations mostly related
to campaign violations, received via its hotline, in writing, and from media publications, and
referred 5 cases to the law enforcement bodies, which in most cases found no sufficient evidence to
proceed.

While the 2016 amendments to the Criminal Code decriminalized vote-selling, if reported, public
reluctance to report vote-buying persisted.®” Most OSCE/ODIHR EOM interlocutors stated that
there is a general public reluctance to report electoral offenses due to a lack of confidence in the
effectiveness of the complaint adjudication system and the lack of independence of the judiciary,
election administration, and law enforcement bodies.®® The manner in which election administration
and the court dealt with complaints further undermined the credibility of electoral dispute resolution
and the effectiveness of legal redress, at odds with paragraph 5.10 of the 1990 OSCE Copenhagen
Document and other international standards.*

To ensure effective remedy, the CEC and the courts should give full and impartial consideration to
the substance of complaints, act impartially and transparently, and follow due legal process. Any
allegations of pressure and intimidation should be vigorously investigated and prosecuted by the
authorities.

XI. CITIZEN AND INTERNATIONAL OBSERVERS

The law provides for international and citizen observation and entitles party proxies to be present at
polling stations. In order to be accredited, citizen observer groups are required to adopt an internal
code of conduct for their observers and to hold their own trainings. Despite prior OSCE/ODIHR
and Venice Commission recommendations, the Electoral Code requires citizen observer groups to
include in their charter explicit aims related to democracy and human rights protection for at least
one year preceding the call of elections, thereby narrowing the opportunity to observe. Due to non-
compliance with this requirement, the CEC refused accreditation of two citizen organizations.®
Some NGOs informed the OSCE/ODIHR EOM that the requirement to submit applications for
observer’s accreditation 15 days before election day also created hurdles in mobilizing observers.
Media and civil society criticized the Electoral Code provisions, which introduced the possibility to
selectively limit the number of citizen observers and media representatives at polling stations, but
this was not an issue on election day.%

In line with previous OSCE/ODIHR and Venice Commission recommendations, the provision
disqualifying newly created organizations from electoral observation should be reconsidered and
the deadline for application for observer accreditation could be made closer to election day.

8l Also, the legislation does not provide for shortened timeframe for election-related criminal offences, and

regular criminal proceedings are applicable.

Only two allegations on vote-buying were reported to law enforcement bodies by citizens.

The 2015 GRECO Corruption Evaluation Report on Armenia on Prevention in Respect of Members of
Parliament, Judges and Prosecutors assesses the independence of the judiciary as unsatisfactory. See also, UN
Human Rights Committee “Concluding Observations on Armenia” (31 August 2012), CCPR/C/ARM/CQ/2,
paragraph 21.

Article 2.3 (a) of the ICCPR states that “... any person whose [fundamental] rights or freedoms ...are violated
shall have an effective remedy”.

“Citizen Headquarters” that was previously accredited and observed local elections in October 2016 and
“Northern Gate” established on 28 April 2016 were denied accreditation by the CEC.

Such limitations may only be imposed if agreed by qualified majority of PEC members and, in any case, the
limitation on the number of observers cannot be below 15. Visitors, international observers, and
representatives of TV are exempt from this limitation.
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The CEC accredited 49 citizen organizations with a total of 28,021 observers as well as 640
international observers. Some OSCE/ODIHR EOM interlocutors regarded a number of citizen
organizations as being affiliated with district candidates. All international NGOs who expressed an
interest in observing the elections were officially refused an invitation to observe with a formal
explanation that there was already a high number of observers accredited, challenging OSCE
commitments.®’

The authorities should invite observers from international NGOs and other appropriate institutions,
and facilitate their access to all stages of electoral process without undue restrictions.

XIV. ELECTION DAY

A. OPENING AND VOTING

Election day was generally calm and peaceful, with no serious incidents reported throughout the
country. However, IEOM observers noted tension and intimidation of voters taking place inside and
outside of the polling stations. This was generally a result of large numbers of party proxies and
others being present around polling stations throughout the day. Large groups of people were
present in the immediate vicinity of polling stations in 30 per cent of observations, with tension
seen in 6 per cent and intimidation of voters in 4.5 per cent of observations. The police did not
consistently enforce the legal prohibition to gather in front of polling stations.®

The opening of polling stations was assessed positively by IEOM observers in 95 per cent of
observations. The procedures were generally followed and polling stations opened on time.
However, ballots boxes were not shown to be empty and then sealed at five per cent of polling
stations observed.

The voting process was assessed negatively in 12 per cent of observations by IEOM observers,
which is a high number and of concern. This was primarily due to overcrowding (26 per cent of
observations), poor queue control (12 per cent), and voters having difficulties in understanding
voting procedures (35 per cent). Intimidation of voters was reported more often at overcrowded
polling stations compared to other polling stations observed. Likewise, IEOM observers reported
tension at 13 per cent of overcrowded polling stations observed and at 3 per cent of other stations.
These observations underscore the need to address overcrowding at polling stations in a systematic
manner.

Efforts should be undertaken to address overcrowding at polling stations. Consideration could be
given to conduct time-and-motion studies to adjust the number of voters per polling station, to
identify sufficiently large voting premises, or to increase the number of polling stations.

Although procedures were generally followed, voters did not always vote in secret (2 per cent) and
group voting, including family voting, was noted in 10 per cent of observations. IEOM observers
noted some cases of serious violations, including attempts to influence voters for whom to vote (2

8 Among others, European Network of Election Monitoring Organizations and European Platform for

Democratic Elections were denied invitation to observe. In paragraph 25 of the 1999 OSCE Istanbul
Document, OSCE participating States reaffirmed their commitment to “invite observers to our elections from
other participating States, the ODIHR, the OSCE Parliamentary Assembly and appropriate institutions and
organizations that wish to observe our election proceedings”.

8 The Electoral Code prohibits gatherings within 50 meters of polling stations.
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per cent of observations), proxy voting (2 per cent), and the same person accompanying multiple
voters in voting booths (3 per cent).®

Party proxies were present at 97 per cent of polling stations observed and citizen observers at 94 per
cent, contributing to the transparency of the process. However, in 12 per cent of observations
proxies, citizen observers, local officials or police were seen to be interfering in the conduct of the
elections.

The process of voter identification through the VADs was conducted efficiently and without
significant issues.”® IEOM observers noted some problems with scanning of voters’ IDs and
fingerprints; however, this did not lead to significant disruptions of voting.** IEOM observers noted
9 cases of attemped multiple voting that were captured by the VAD and therefore prevented. The
VADs provided the possibility for voters to be redirected, in case they were registered at another
polling station in the same district, and this was observed at 55 polling stations.

The authorities should continue to develop effective safeguards against multiple voting and to
ensure the secrecy of the vote, which should be implemented adequately and consistently. This
could include enhanced training of election staff and targeted voter education, as well as requiring
that voters be informed about their right and obligation to secrecy at the polling station. Further
steps should be taken to prevent interference by unauthorised people in the voting process.

For the first time, web cameras were installed at the 1,499 largest polling stations in these elections,
so that election day procedures could be recorded and observed via the Internet.®? Due to technical
issues, the public online streaming was not available for all polling stations, especially in the
morning on election day; however, the contestants and the CEC had uninterrupted access to all
cameras through a direct connection to servers throughout the day.®® After closing, a number of
polling stations were set up by the PECs in such a way that the counting procedures could not be
followed via the web cameras in a meaningful manner.

The Electoral Code provides for a possibility of mobile voting for hospitalised patients, with lists
prepared by heads of hospitals three days before election day.?* There is no possibility for other
voters to vote through a mobile ballot box, which led to reduced access to polls for elderly and
homebound voters. The IEOM noted that 69 per cent of polling stations observed were not
accessible to persons with physical disabilities and reduced mobility. This does not fully guarantee
equal suffrage to all voters as required by OSCE commitments and international obligations.*

To guarantee equal suffrage, the authorities should consider measures to enhance access to voting
procedures for persons with physical disabilities and reduced mobility.

8 The Prosecutor General registered 1,594 reports of alleged violations on election day, including on vote-

buying, violation of secrecy of the vote, and voter impersonation. Some 254 cases were referred for further
inquiry to the law enforsement bodies. Out of 176 cases registered by the police, 32 were directed for further
investigation.

The CEC reported that they had to replace few VADs due to malfunctions.

The CEC reported that passports and IDs could not be scanned for 14.6 per cent of all voters who voted. In
such cases, the valid 1D data were manually typed in the VADs and voters were allowed to vote.

The Electoral Code provides for installation of web cameras at all polling stations; however, this was not
followed due to financial limitations.

Some 30 cameras were not operational at various times, reportedly due to interruptions in power supply.

In total, there were 2,001 voters were registered to vote in hospitals through a mobile ballot.

Article 29(a) of the CRPD obliges States to “ensure that persons with disabilities can effectively and fully
participate in political and public life on equal basis with others ... inter alia, by ensuring that voting
procedures, facilities and materials are appropriate, accessible and easy to ... use”. See also paragraph 7.3 of
the 1990 OSCE Copenhagen Document and paragraph 41.1 of the 1991 OSCE Moscow Document.
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B. VOTE COUNT AND TABULATION

The vote count was conducted largely in a transparent manner, with those present generally having
a clear view of counting procedures and the possibility to examine ballots on request. The counting
process was assessed negatively in 32 observations, mostly due to interference of unauthorized
people, who directly participated in 36 counting observed. Transparency was, at times, undermined
by not showing ballot papers counted to all present (7 observations) and not counting ballots for
district candidates one by one (19 observations).

IEOM observers noted cases of tension or unrest at 14 counts observed and intimidation of PEC
members in 8 counts observed. Procedures were generally followed; however, the PECs did not
determine the validity of ballots in a consistent (11 observations) and reasonable manner (16
observations). At 57 polling stations observers reported one or more cases of invalidation of votes
for district candidates, where voters’ intent was clearly expressed.*®

In 24 observations, the PECs had difficulties in filling in the results protocol, which did not
reconcile in 9 cases and were pre-signed by PEC members in 12 cases. The OSCE/ODIHR EOM
reviewed 77 PEC results protocols obtained by IEOM observers from all regions. In more than one
third of these protocols (29 cases) there were small discrepancies in figures due to mathematical
errors.

The election administration should follow all established counting procedures and address
procedural mistakes and omissions noted during the reconciliation procedures.

The tabulation process started immediately after the results protocols were delivered from the PECs
to the TECs. The processing of PEC results protocols in the TECs was generally well organized and
IEOM observers assessed the tabulation process positively in 29 of 38 TECs observed. However, in
23 observations, the facilities for reception and recording of the protocols were assessed as
inadequate. In addition, in 24 cases it was observed that the large number of persons present
negatively affected the process. Unauthorized people (mainly police) were observed in nine TECs.
Instances of changing protocol figures due to mathematical errors were reported, but no deliberate
falsification was observed by the IEOM.

The CEC started publishing the preliminary results online shortly after midnight broken down by
polling stations, contributing to transparency of tabulation process.

XV. POST-ELECTION DEVELOPMENTS

Prior to the summarization of election results, a total of 324 complaints were received by 37 out of
38 TECs.?” While by law the TECs have until one day before summarization of the results by the
CEC to render decisions on complaints, the CEC only accepted complaints and appeals received up
to two days prior to the summarization of the results, thus undermining the right for effective
remedy.*® In addition, a number of the TECs resolved complaints very close to the deadline, leaving
a limited time to appeal these decisions to the CEC.

% These ballots were marked with a different mark than the “V”” mark established by the CEC.
o In addition, 1,487 complaints were registered at 561 PECs and reviewed by the TECs. All TECs stated that
revealed violations did not have significant impact on election results.

% Complaints received by the CEC after that deadline were not reflected in its decision on final results.
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Four requests for recounts concerning 12 PECs were submitted to the TECs by candidates who
were not present during the counting; therefore, these requests were dismissed.”® Three more
applications were filed after the deadline and dismissed on the same grounds. One application for
invalidation of results at three polling stations was filed by the CoAPP to TEC 35 and was
subsequently dismissed for lack of evidence.

On election day, the CEC received one complaint filed by the ARF alleging violation of secrecy of
the vote. This was referred to the relevant TEC, which invalidated the results at one polling station
on these grounds and sent the case to the Prosecutor’s office for further investigation. After election
day and before the publication of final results, the CEC received 12 complaints, 3 of which were
related to campaign violations. The CoAPP filed a complaint seeking invalidation of nationwide
election results on several grounds, including misapplication of the Constitution while setting the
election date, abuse of administrative resources, voter impersonation, and other irregularities. The
CEC dismissed the complaint as unfounded stating that the applicant failed to prove that the alleged
violations had a significant impact on the overall election results."® Some 100 appeals of TEC
decisions were filed to the CEC on 10 April, after the announcement of final results. The CEC
informed the OSCE/ODIHR EOM that these appeals would be dealt with within 30 days following
the regular administrative timelines for appeals.

The election-dispute resolution system would benefit from additional review to eliminate gaps and
ambiguities identified in this and previous OSCE/ODIHR reports, including granting wider legal
standing to subjects entitled to appeal and setting out sufficient and consistent deadlines for the
adjudication of complaints and appeals. All election-related complaints and appeals should be
considered within the electoral period and before the finalization of election results.

On and after election day, the Prosecutor’s Office reviewed some 2,900 reports of alleged electoral
violations, 850 of which were sent to the relevant law enforcement bodies for investigation. Out of
these, 723 were dismissed as unfounded, 19 criminal cases were initiated including 12 related to
attempts of impersonation or multiple voting, 3 to violation of secrecy of vote, 3 to obstruction of
activities of journalists, and 1 case of vote-buying. Out of 719 reports of alleged electoral violations
received by the police, 299 were dismissed as unfounded, and the remaining cases were still under
investigation at the time of writing this report.

After election day, the Administrative Court received four complaints related to violation of
observers’ rights, and an appeal of the CEC’s refusal to conduct a nationwide cross-check of voter’s
fingerprints.'® All complaints were rejected as unsubstantiated.

On 14 April, the last day for appeals, the CoAPP challenged the election results in the
Constitutional Court. In their complaint the CoAPP alleged that several systematic violations
occurred, which had an impact on the overall election results. These included abuse of state
resources, blurring of the distinction between state and party activities, vote-buying, and violations
of secrecy of the vote. The CoAPP based their case mostly on the observation reports from one
citizen observer group and requested that all video recordings from all polling stations be reviewed.

99
100

According to the Electoral Code, only those entitled who were present during the count may request a recount.
The CEC upon motion of relevant TECs repealed licenses of eight PEC chairpersons for violation of Electoral
Code, and addtionaly all members of one PEC, where results were invalidated.

Administrative Court stated that collating finger prints data and its crosschecking is not an obligation but a
discretionary power of the CEC, and therefore the Court has no power to oblige the CEC to act upon
applicant’s request.
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On 28 April, after a four-day-hearing the Constitutional Court confirmed the CEC decision on
election results. The Court stated that most of the evidence presented by the applicants was
unsubstantiated.'® It also stated that applicants did not use the opportunity provided by the
legislation to address possible violations on election day such as recording a dissenting opinion in
the PEC protocol, only raising these issues with the CEC and the Constitutional Court, therefore
failing to exhaust all legal remedies available.

While dismissing the complaint, the Constitutional Court stressed the need to address issues raised
by the applicant, including vote-buying, lack of clarity on invalidation of results at the polling
station level, deadlines for calling the first session of the parliament, and insufficiently clear
procedures for electoral dispute adjudication.’® The Constitutional Court highlighted that legal
reforms are necessary including establishment of mechanisms mitigating possible risks of political
corruption in the electoral processes.

XVI. RECOMMENDATIONS

These recommendations as contained throughout the text are offered with a view to further enhance
the conduct of elections in Armenia and to support efforts to bring them fully in line with OSCE
commitments and other international obligations and standards for democratic elections. These
recommendations should be read in conjunction with past OSCE/ODIHR recommendations that
have not yet been addressed. The OSCE/ODIHR stands ready to assist the authorities of Armenia to
further improve the electoral process and to address the recommendations contained in this and
previous reports. %

A. PRIORITY RECOMMENDATIONS

1. The authorities and political parties should undertake utmost measures to increase public trust in
the integrity of the elections, including public discouraging of selling and buying votes and to
ensure that pressure is not applied on citizens to attend campaign events or vote in a particular
way.

2. Further efforts should be undertaken to amend the legal framework to address the gaps and
ambiguities identified in this report as well as previous recommendations of the OSCE/ODIHR
and Venice Commission. Any amendments should be based on broad consultation and be
adopted well in advance of the next elections.

3. In order to ensure uniform implementation of the law and provide sufficient guidance to lower-
level commissions the CEC should clarify legal provisions through binding decisions.

4. To enhance the transparency and effectiveness of campaign finance oversight, the OAS should
have adequate resources, technical expertise, and independence.

5. The election-dispute resolution system would benefit from additional review to eliminate gaps
and ambiguities identified in this and previous OSCE/ODIHR reports, including granting wider

102 Both Prosecutor General and the Head of the PVD present at the hearing stated that no widespread violation of

the law were identified by their offices m throughout the election period.

The Constitutional Court underlined that procedures on consideration of different types of complaints by the
Constitutional Court should be clarified and sufficiently detailed in the law.

In paragraph 25 of the 1999 OSCE Istanbul Document, OSCE participating States committed themselves “to
follow up promptly the ODIHR’s election assessment and recommendations”.
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legal standing to subjects entitled to appeal and setting out sufficient and consistent deadlines
for the adjudication of complaints and appeals. All election-related complaints and appeals
should be considered within the electoral period and before the finalization of election results.

6. The authorities should continue to develop effective safeguards against multiple voting and to
ensure the secrecy of the vote, which should be implemented adequately and consistently. This
could include enhanced training of election staff and targeted voter education, as well as
requiring that voters be informed about their right and obligation to secrecy at the polling
station. Further steps should be taken to prevent interference by unauthorised people in the
voting process.

7. To guarantee equal suffrage, the authorities should consider measures to enhance access to
voting procedures for persons with physical disabilities and reduced mobility.

B. OTHER RECOMMENDATIONS

Election Administration

8. The distribution of leadership positions in the PECs could be reconsidered to enhance their
independence and impartiality.

9. The CEC could further intensify its efforts to provide widely accessible and comprehensive
voter education materials for all groups of voters, including persons with various types of
disabilities, national minorities, and those in remote areas.

10. Any changes to the election procedures that involve new technologies should be agreed upon,
legislated, tested, and publicized well before elections. To further increase the transparency of
new technologies used in elections, the CEC should publish detailed technical specifications
and provide greater information on their use to voters.

Voter Registration

11. The authorities should proactively engage in preventing any misuse of voter list entries, timely
prosecuting anyone who conducts electoral malfeasance. A review of measures to guarantee the
protection of voter’s private data, while ensuring that meaningful access to the lists is retained,
should be undertaken.

12. Collaboration between different government institutions on measures to reduce the number of
voters without a complete address should continue in order to resolve the remaining issues with
the accuracy of voter data.

13. Restrictions on voting rights of persons with mental disabilities should be removed.

Candidate Registration

14. Restrictions on candidate rights for people with dual citizenship should be removed.
Consideration should be given to provide possibilities for candidates to stand individually.

15. Consideration should be given to enhacing special measures to promote women candidates.
This could include placing candidates from the under-represented gender in at least every
second position on national lists, establishing a minimum number of women candidates on
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district lists, and incentivising political parties to increase the number of their women
candidates.

Campaign Finance

16. The legal framework should provide for reporting on all campaign-related expenses, including
organizational expenditures such as for campaign offices, transport, and communication.

Media

17. Based on consultation with journalists and media NGOs, the NCTR should issue clear
guidelines on the implementation of the requirements of impartiality and equal coverage.

18. A quantitative and qualitative media monitoring of the news, current affairs programs, and
debates of the public broadcaster through the year including campaign periods could contribute
to ensuring its independent coverage of political and campaign events. Results of the monitoring
should be made public on a periodic basis.

19. Measures should be taken to ensure full transparency of media ownership, for example, by
requiring clear identification of the ultimate owners of media outlets. Information on media
ownership and funding sources should be available to the public.

20. To enhance the opportunity of voters to compare electoral programmes of the contestants, it
could be considered to require the public broadcaster to organize campaign debates with
contestants.

Complaints and Appeals

21. To ensure effective remedy, the CEC and the courts should give full and impartial consideration
to the substance of complaints, act impartially and transparently, and follow due legal process.
Any allegations of pressure and intimidation should be vigorously investigated and prosecuted
by the authorities.

Election Observation

22. In line with previous OSCE/ODIHR and Venice Commission recommendations, the provision
disqualifying newly created organizations from electoral observation should be reconsidered
and the deadline for application for observer accreditation could be made closer to election day.

23. The authorities should invite observers from international NGOs and other appropriate
institutions, and facilitate their access to all stages of electoral process without undue
restrictions.

Election Day
24. Efforts should be undertaken to address overcrowding at polling stations. Consideration could
be given to conduct time-and-motion studies to adjust the number of voters per polling station,

to identify sufficiently large voting premises, or to increase the number of polling stations.

25. The election administration should follow all established counting procedures and address
procedural mistakes and omissions noted during the reconciliation procedures.
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ANNEX I: FINAL ELECTION RESULTS

Name of Party/Alliance Number of Percentage of Number of Percentage of
votes received | votes received | seats allocated | seats allocated
YELK 122,065 7.79% 9 8.57%
Free Democrats Party 14,739 0.94% - -
Armenian Renaissance 58,265 3.72% - -
. 27.36
Tsarukyan Alliance 428,836 % 31 29.52%
Congress PPA Alliance 25,950 1.66% - -
Republ_lcan Party of 770.441 49.15 58 55 23%
Armenia %
Commgnlst Party of 11,741 0.75% ) i
Armenia
ORO Alliance 32,508 2.07% - -
Armenian Revolutionary 103,048 6.57% 7 6.66%
Federation
TOTAL 1,567,593 100% 105 100%

Total number of voters 2,588,468

Total number of voters who participated in voting 1,575,786 (60.87%)

Number of invalid ballots 6,675

Voters voted through the mobile ballot box 2,572

Voters voted through the e-voting system 747

(Source: Central Election Commission website: www.elections.am )
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ANNEX II: LIST OF OBSERVERS IN THE INTERNATIONAL ELECTION

OBSERVATION MISSION

OSCE Parliamentary Assembly

Ignacio Sanchez Amor
Geir Jorgen Bekkevold
Judith Schwentner

Kyriakos Kyriakou Hadjiyianni
Zuzka Bebarova-Rujbrova

Jan Hornik

Ladislav Sincl

Jan Zaloudik

Kulliki Kubarsepp
Jaanus Marrandi
Kimmo Kivela

Mika Raatikainen
Jean-Paul Dupre
Thierry Mariani
Alain Neri

Michel Voisin
Christoph Bergner
Elvira Drobinski-Weif}
Jurgen Klimke
Tankred Schipanski
Georgios Varemenos
Mavroudis Voridis
Sergio Divina
Federico Fauttilli
Guglielmo Picchi
Francesco Scalia
Mikhail Bortnik
Barbara Bartus
Grzegorz Furgo
Malgorzata Gosiewska
Jan Lopata

Robert Mamatow
Bozena Szydlowska
Jacek Wlosowicz
Miguel Santos

Luis Campos Ferreira
Petru Movila
Gennadii Onishchenko
Artem Turov

Peter Osusky

David Carracedo
Margareta Cederfelt
Kent Harstedt
Sven-Olof Sallstrom
Anna Wallen

Simon Burns

Anton Heinzl

Alex Kassegger
Jean-Jacques Flahaux
Annemie Turtelboom
Milovan Petkovié¢
Silvia Demir

Special Co-ordinator
Head of Delegation
MP

MP

MP

MP

MP

MP

MP

MP

MP

MP

MP

MP

MP

MP

MP

MP

MP

MP

MP

MP

MP

MP

MP

MP

MP

MP

MP

MP

MP

MP

MP

MP

MP

MP

MP

MP

MP

MP

MP

MP

MP

MP

MP

MP

Staff of Delegation
Staff of Delegation
Staff of Delegation
Staff of Delegation
Staff of Delegation
Staff of Delegation

Spain

Norway
Austria

Cyprus

Czech Republic
Czech Republic
Czech Republic
Czech Republic
Estonia

Estonia

Finland

Finland

France

France

France

France
Germany
Germany
Germany
Germany
Greece

Greece

Italy

Italy

Italy

Italy
Kazakhstan
Poland

Poland

Poland

Poland

Poland

Poland

Poland
Portugal
Portugal
Romania
Russian Federation
Russian Federation
Slovakia

Spain

Sweden
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ABOUT THE OSCE/ODIHR

The Office for Democratic Institutions and Human Rights (OSCE/ODIHR) is OSCE’s principal
institution to assist participating States “to ensure full respect for human rights and fundamental
freedoms, to abide by the rule of law, to promote principles of democracy and (...) to build, strengthen
and protect democratic institutions, as well as promote tolerance throughout society” (1992 Helsinki
Summit Document). This is referred to as the OSCE human dimension.

The OSCE/ODIHR, based in Warsaw (Poland) was created as the Office for Free Elections at the 1990
Paris Summit and started operating in May 1991. One year later, the name of the Office was changed to
reflect an expanded mandate to include human rights and democratization. Today it employs over 150
staff.

The OSCE/ODIHR is the lead agency in Europe in the field of election observation. Every year, it co-
ordinates and organizes the deployment of thousands of observers to assess whether elections in the
OSCE region are conducted in line with OSCE commitments, other international obligations and
standards for democratic elections and with national legislation. Its unique methodology provides an in-
depth insight into the electoral process in its entirety. Through assistance projects, the OSCE/ODIHR
helps participating States to improve their electoral framework.

The Office’s democratization activities include: rule of law, legislative support, democratic
governance, migration and freedom of movement, and gender equality. The OSCE/ODIHR implements
a number of targeted assistance programmes annually, seeking to develop democratic structures.

The OSCE/ODIHR also assists participating States’ in fulfilling their obligations to promote and
protect human rights and fundamental freedoms consistent with OSCE human dimension
commitments. This is achieved by working with a variety of partners to foster collaboration, build
capacity and provide expertise in thematic areas including human rights in the fight against terrorism,
enhancing the human rights protection of trafficked people, human rights education and training,
human rights monitoring and reporting, and women’s human rights and security.

Within the field of tolerance and non-discrimination, the OSCE/ODIHR provides support to the
participating States in strengthening their response to hate crimes and incidents of racism, xenophobia,
anti-Semitism and other forms of intolerance. The OSCE/ODIHR's activities related to tolerance and
non-discrimination are focused on the following areas: legislation; law enforcement training;
monitoring, reporting on, and following up on responses to hate-motivated crimes and incidents; as
well as educational activities to promote tolerance, respect, and mutual understanding.

The OSCE/ODIHR provides advice to participating States on their policies on Roma and Sinti. It
promotes capacity-building and networking among Roma and Sinti communities, and encourages the
participation of Roma and Sinti representatives in policy-making bodies.

All OSCE/ODIHR activities are carried out in close co-ordination and co-operation with OSCE
participating States, OSCE institutions and field operations, as well as with other international
organizations.

More information is available on the ODIHR website (www.osce.org/odihr).
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OSCE/ODIHR Election Observation Mission Media Monitoring Results

The OSCE/ODIHR Election Observation Mission (EOM) monitored a sample of Armenian broadcast media with a standard quantitative and

qualitative analysis of their election coverage. Three Internet based media outlets were included into the monitoring as well. The media monitoring
was used to assess the amount of time and space allocated to political actors as well as the tone of the coverage.

Monitored media outlets were:

e Five television (TV) stations: the public H1, the commercial Armenia TV, Kentron TV, Shant TV, and Yerkir Media. TV stations were
monitored daily between 18:00 and 24:00 hours.

e Three Internet based media outlets: https://aravot.am, http://armtimes.com, and http://hetg.am.
The media monitoring took place from 24 February to 31 March 2017.

HOW TO READ THE CHARTS

e The pie charts show the distribution of airtime or space (in percentage) allotted to each electoral contestant by each media outlet.
e The bar charts below show the tone of the coverage (negative, neutral, positive).



https://aravot.am/
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ONLINE MEDIA
24 February — 4 March (before the start of official campaign)
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