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1.  intrOduCtiOn

On May 14, 2017 Europe in Law Association Human Rights NGO (hereafter: 
ELA) carried out an election observation mission during Yerevan Elders’ 
Council elections within the “Citizen Observer” initiative.  

The legal team of the observation mission initiated an appeal process 
regarding the electoral violations observed and reported by our 
observers. On May 14 and 15, 2017, the ELA submitted 19 complaints 
to 10 Territorial Electoral Commissions (hereafter: TEC) in Yerevan, 
which partly related to violations at precincts and partly to those at TECs. 
The above-mentioned complaints included violations of both observers’ 
subjective rights and general (objective) electoral right. 

2. viOlatiOns underlying the COmplaints: 

2.1. Observer a.a. noticed the following violations at Precinct 3/1:

2.1.1. A n unauthorized person regularly entered the polling station 
and guided in voters every time reasoning that he was 
accompanying his relatives.

2.1.2.  As of 2:00pm, the total number of voters who had already 
signed the list and participated in the vote and that of voters 
registered by the technical device did not match. The number 
of vote receipts handed in by voters who had already cast their 
ballots was different, too. 

 2.1.3.  During the vote results summarization session, the Secretary of 
the Commission started to fill in the protocols when the ballot 
sorting was not over yet, and the ballots were not counted. The 
violation was eliminated after the observer voiced his remark 
about it.  

 2.1.4.  After 1:00pm the observer Aram Sargsyan, wearing the badge 
of Marz Initatives and Development Center NGO regularly 
brought election participants to the polling station, and 
accompanied them into the election booth. The observer also 
managed to overhear a telephone conversation during which 
Aram Sargsyan told someone: “Get them into the minivan and 
dirve them all here.” At 2:30pm Aram Sargsyan left the polling 
station. 

2.2. Observer g.g. observed the following violations at Precinct 3/25:

2.2.1.  The violations of the latter’s rights as observer stemmed 
from the violation of the order established for organizing the 
polling station, as a result of which Commission members’ 
desks were positioned immediately at the wall so that the 



8 9

observer was deprived of the possibility to comprehensively 
monitor the electoral process. 

2.2.2.  At around 8:30am the Precinct 3/25 Commission member 
Arman Mkhitaryan hindered the observer’s free movement 
in the polling station. Arman Mkhitaryan also prohibited 
the observer to stand at the ballot box and monitor his 
actions, stating that the observer had no right to move 
around. Commissioner Vanik Manvelyan was notified about 
this violation and was proposed to undertake relevant 
actions, including elimination of the violation; however, 
no action was undertaken. The observer demanded to 
record the violation/his assessment of the violation in the 
Precinct Electoral Commission log-book; however, the 
Commissioner rejected the demand. Hours later, at about 
12:00pm, a certain CEC employee named Lilia got in touch 
with the observer, recommended not to take every violation 
to heart, not to make a record, and try and settle it up with 
the members of the Precinct Electoral Commission. After 
the observer’s comment on the failure by the Chairman to 
undertake any steps for the elimination of the violation, the 
CEC staff member spoke with the Chairman of the Precinct 
Electoral Commission. The conversation was followed by 
the Chairman’s action to make a protocol on the observer’s 
behalf, which the latter refused to sign because of partial 
disagreement with the description/content of the violation 
noticed by him. 

2.2.3.  One of the present observers himself took out the ballots 
from the ballot envelopes. In response to G.G.’s comment, 
the Chairman of the Commission said that it would accelerate 
the session for summarizing the voting results. When the 
observer demanded the violation should be recorded 
in the log-book, the observer who opened the envelopes 
and tabulated the ballots was replaced by a Commission 

member, and the above-mentioned observer took his place 
next to a Commission member and started to collect a pile 
of ballots. The same observer stayed at the polling station till 
the very end and helped the Precinct Electoral Commission 
in their actions (a video recording is available).

2.3. Observer a.J. noticed the following violations  at Precinct 4/8: 

 1.3.1.  At about 10:15am a woman named Angela Tashchyan arrived 
at the polling station as an assistant to help an elderly man 
in his voting, as the latter had sight impairment. After 
the elderly man’s passport was scanned by the technical 
device, the woman handed in her own passport. The device 
monitor signaled red, meaning that she had already voted. 
According to the hypothesis of the assisting woman, it was 
the device operator’s instruction that caused her to hand 
in her passport in confusion. This was recorded in the log-
book, yet as an accident. 

2.4. Observer a.J. noticed the following violations  at Precinct 4/6: 

2.4.1.  At 5:22pm the observer arrived at the polling station to find 
out that 3 of the Commission members who according to 
the record in the log-book were supposed to be fulfilling 
concrete functions at the quoted time were not present. The 
log-book did not contain any record of any other member 
substituting for the absent commissioners at that moment.  

 2.4.2.  One of the 3 booth at polling statioon 4/6 was placed so that 
there was open space in the back, another room (open), 
and by the way, there was movement and traffic there. 
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●   1. Observer l.g. noticed the following violations at precinct 4/1: 

1.1. The voters’ list contained data of a disceased person. 

1.2.  Since 8:10am Vardan Hakobyan, an observer from Caravan 
88 NGO, constantly impeded on the natural course of voting 
and did actions that were beyond observation mission: 
particularly, approached voters, greeted them,  asked the 
numbers of their ballot receipts, then accompanied them to 
Commissioners responsible for ballot distribution. The same 
person periodically approached a car bearing the 89QD009 
plate and returned to the polling station. Moreover, 
approximately half an hour after the start of voting a major 
inflow of voters into the polling station took place. These voters 
continually approached observers Vardan Hakobyan and Hayk 
Vardanyan, wearing the badges of Caravan 88 and Education 
and Cultural Bridges NGOs, greeted them, conversed and 
only after that entered the booths. After the act of voting, 
voters communicated with the above-mentioned individuals in 
the yard of the polling place. There is a written record of the 
specified violations, signed by a proxy from Yelk Alliance. The 
Chairman of the Commission was informed about the violation 
and was proposed to undertake relevant actions, including 
the elimination of the violation; however, the Chairman had 
not undertaken any action. The violation was recorded in the 
Precinct Electoral Commission’s log-book by the observer, 
only after the Chairman of the Commission had created a 
number of groundless hindrances for the record. 

1.3.  Next door to the polling station, there was a room with open 
doors where the members of the Commission, the proxies, and 
the observer from Caravan 88 NGO Vardan Hakobyan would 
regularly enter and exit. The Chairman of the Commission was 
informed about this violation and was proposed to undertake 
relevant action, including the elimination of the violation; however, 

no action was undertaken for that purpose. The Chairman of the 
Commission provided clarification that “the room adjacent to the 
polling station is a specially allocated room which the Chairman 
of the Commission had personally paid for in order to organize 
a lunch break for the members of the Commission and the 
proxies.” The Chairman of the Commission refused to lock the 
door, saying “he would lock it only when the observer points at 
a respective article in the RA Electoral Code, according to which 
it is prohibited to have an auxiliary room adjacent to the polling 
station which they can eaily access.”

●  2. Observer n.h. noticed the following violations in Precinct 2/12:

2.1.  There was propaganda material at the polling station, in the 
form of the photo of the President of a party running elections, 
namely the photo of the RPA President Serzh Sargsyan, 

2.2.  At 07:15am a random drawing was held at the precinct to 
determine the functions of Commission members which one 
of the Commission members – Arshak Gevorgyan – was not 
present at. The Chairman of the Commission drew the lot for 
him. The Chairman of the Commission was informed about 
the violation and was proposed to undertake relevant action, 
including elimination of the violation. The latter stated that 
he had got in touch with A. Gevorgyan on the phone. The 
violation/evaluation of the violation was recorded in the log-
book of the Precinct Electoral Commission. 

2.3.  A man and a woman walked into the polling station. When 
the latter were already in the booth, the man watched his wife 
vote and only after moved on with his own voting. 

2.4.  A citizen with no status appeared at the polling station from time 
to time (at about 7:45am, at around 1:00pm). The Chairman 
of the Commission was informed about the violation and was 
proposed to undertake relevant action, including elimination 
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of the violation, however, the latter did not undertake any 
action, arguing that the person was standing in the corridor, 
not in the polling station. 

2.5.  A citizen present at the polling station was guiding voters. 
Later, the same person was registered as Artashes Vladimiri 
Kirakosyan – observer from Geghama Youth Terrirorial 
Association NGO. Throughout the elections, the above-
mentioned person accompanied voters into the polling 
station, approached voters at the polling station, conversed 
with the latter, persuading them to vote for Number 3. There 
are photos and a video recording available. 

2.6.  There was regular monitoring of the voting process at the 
polling station. Particularly, a citizen (the observer managed to 
find out that the latter was the Deputy Principal of School 187 
(where the polling station was located)) periodically approached 
Commission members during the Election Day and checked on 
the number of voters who had participated in the elections as 
of that moment in time. A photo is available. The Principal of 
the above-mentioned school did the same once. 

●  3. Observer v.g. noticed the following violations at Precinct 9/22. 

3.1.  At around 8:20am an unknown person who held a badge, 
hit the video camera held by the observer and quickly left 
the polling station. The observer managed to take a photo 
of the person’s face. The Chairman was informed about the 
accident, but did not undertake any action. The Chairman 
of the Commission refused to inform whether the above-
mentioned person was registered in the log-book or not and 
who that person was. 

3.2.  At around 8:30am the specialist operating the technical 
device hit the observer’s video camera, moved the camera 
lens away from his direction, thus hindering the shooting by 
the observer.   

3.3.  At around 8:50am Commissioner Artur Shirinyan sweared at 
the observer, saying “Siktir” (“Fuck you”).

3.4.   At around 09:00am when the observer was making a log-
book record of his evaluation of the Commissioner’s use 
of obscene language to his address, a person registered 
at the precinct as a proxy named Kughyanosyan, told the 
Commission secretary that the observer is not Armenian, but 
a Persian, with an explicit intention to humiliate the observer.  

3.5.  At about 7:30am in the vicinity of Preсincts 9/22 and 9/23 a 
car was parked for about an hour or an hour and a half. The 
Chairman of the Commission approached the driver to ask 
him to drive away, but the latter did not. 

3.6.  At around 08:15am in front of Precincts 9/22 and 9/23 
unidentified persons were gathered at a distance of 5 – 6 
meters from the polling station premises. 

3.7.  At around 12:30pm at Precinct 9/23 the proxy, registered 
by surname Kughyanosyan, taking advantage of the situation 
(no one was watching), hit the observer on the back with the 
door of the building Precincts 9/22 and 9/23 were located 
in. As a result, the observer, complaining about his backache 
(he had had a back injury which caused an aggrevation of the 
chronic pain) left the polling station and had no opportunity 
to continue the observation mission.   

●  4.  Observer Zh. s. noticed that at Precinct 9/16 the RA President 
Serzh Sargsyan’s photo was posted on the wall near the voting 
booths, which is implicit propaganda if we take into consideration 
that he leads RPA, a party running the current elections for the 
Elders’ Council. 

●  5. Observer l.B. noticed the following violations at Precinct 7/29: 
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5.1.  At around 08:15am and 09:00am the observer turned to 
the Chairman of the Commission asking to grant him the 
right to take a photo of the log-book (the page that contained 
the names of persons registered at the precinct), however 
the Chairman of the Commission refused to give such an 
opportunity both times, arguing that the observer only had a 
right to make excerpts and copies. 

5.2.  As of 11:20am o’clock a case was detected for the second time 
already when the female member of the Commission gave voters 
two ballots, moreover, in the second case the observer noticed 
that the ballot was already filled in and voted for, however, the 
observer failed to see in whose favor. When the voters said 
that they were given two ballots, the Commissioner distributing 
the ballots gestured at the voters, attempting to silence them 
and stop them from voicing the issue. The Chairman of the 
Commission, in his turn, took the ballots away and tore the extra 
ones. The Commission member who had given out those ballots, 
refused to introduce herself and hid the badge, however, the 
observer took her photo. Later, the observer found out that the 
Commissioner’s name was Nvard Grigoryan.  

5.3.  The person signed in front of another voter’s name. After the 
detection of this case, the Commissioner drew an arrow from 
the already marked line to the real line the name of the voter 
was printed on.  

5.4.  At around 2:35pm the voter took a photo of the ballot. The 
latter was given a new envelope and new ballots. 

5.5.  At around 3:00pm o’clock unauthorized persons conducted 
guidance: during approximately 30 minutes they brought in 
two – three groups of citizens to vote. The Chairman of the 
Commission led the organizer of this act of guidance out. 

5.6.  At around 4:50pm a member of Precinct 7/29 Commission 
was at Precinct 7/28 next to a member of the other 
Commission.  He did not answer the observer’s question 
as to what function he was fulfilling at the moment and left. 
Some time later he returned. Returning to Precinct 7/29, the 
observer found out that in the above-mentioned period of 
time the Commissioner had been in charge of the ballot box 
and the self-adhesive stamps. The observer did not manage 
to find out the name and surname of the Commissioner, the 
latter refused to introduce himself. The observer did not have 
an opportunity to make a record of the violation/his evaluation 
of the violation in the log-book because the Chairman of the 
Commission had taken the log-book away with him and was 
answering the questions of the Police regarding the case of 
distribution of 2 additional ballots.   As soon as the Chairman 
of the Commission had returned, the observer demanded to 
record the violation/evaluation of the violation, however, the 
Chairman of the Commission had not ensured that the record 
was made, arguing that the member of the Commision had 
gone over to the other Precinct to use the bathroom. There 
was a bathroom at Precinct 7/29, too. 

5.7.  The log-book page for recording the results of the random 
drawing for Commission members’ shift did not contain the 
names and surnames of the members of the Commission, the 
respective lines only bear individual stamps.   

5.8.  As of 8:17pm, during the sum-up session, the indivudal 
stamps of the Commission members were not collected, first 
the final reference of the technical device was printed out, 
the receipts were counted. 
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●  6. Observer s. B. observed the following violation at Precinct 7/33.

6.1.  At around 8:30 pm, before counting the number of poll 
participants, the final reference had already been printed out 
of the technical device, and the equipment had been removed.

●  7. Observer s. m. observed the following violations at Precinct 7/43:

7.1.  The violations of the latter’s rights as an observer were 
manifested in the precinct by the commission’s following 
actions (inaction): from 7:40am to 8:00am  the observer was 
forbidden to observe the voters’ registration by the technical 
device from the rear side, exercise his right to free movement 
and taking pictures in the relevant section. The Chairman of 
the Commission was informed about the violation and was 
proposed to undertake relevant action, including eliminating 
the violation, however, the Chairman created unjustified 
obstacles. Observation was allowed only after the Chairman’s 
phone call for clarifications, and the violation was recorded 
after the Chairman had made unjustified obstacles. The 
observer’s right to take a photo of  the relevant page of the 
log-book was restricted for a limited period of time and was 
allowed only after the Chairman’s phone call for clarifications. 
As a result, the observer’s subjective rights under the RA 
Electoral Code were also violated.

7.2.  The elderly woman, who was voting, approached the ballot 
box to cast a ballot envelope into it. Besides the ballot-paper 
in the ballot envelope, she also had a second one, which she 
tried to take out of the precinct. The ballot-paper in the ballot 
envelope was for the RPA. The Chairman of the Commission 
was informed about the violation and was proposed to 
undertake relevant action, including the elimination of the 
violation, however, no action was undertaken. The observer 
requested to record the violation (his evaluation of the 
violation) in the Precinct Electoral Commission log-book. 

The Chairman of the Commission tried to persuade not to 
record that time because the voter was given an extra ballot 
by mistake. He suggested registering it as a violation if such 
a thing happened for the second time. After the observer had 
insisted several times, the violation was recorded. In response, 
the Chairman and the Secretary of the Commission tried to 
make another protocol. The Secretary of the Commission left 
the polling station and returned with a written protocol, which 
stated that the second ballot-paper had been provided to the 
voter by the Commission member accidentally.

7.3.  An unused ballot-paper was found inside the polling booth. 
The voter said that the ballot paper had been inside, when he 
had entered the polling booth.

7.4.  At the final session on the poll results, it was recorded that 
the number of poll participants according to the voters’ list 
did not correspond to the number registered by the technical 
device. The violation was registered.

7.5.  At the final session on the poll results, the observer recorded 
that there were two ballots in each of the four ballot envelopes, 
seven of which were for the RPA and one was empty. One of 
the ballot envelopes had a piece of paper in it. The Chairman 
of the Committee was informed about the violation. The 
violation/ evaluation of violation was recorded in the log-book.

7.6.  At the final session on the poll results, the observer recorded 
that 58 ballots were marked in red ink, 27 ballots had green 
notes on them, 29 ballots had black notes and 3 ballots were 
marked in orange ink. All mentioned ballots were in favor of 
the RPA.
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●  8. Observer n. m. noticed the following violations in Precinct 10/53: 

8.1.  At around 7:30 am, the Commission held the random drawing 
in the absence of one of the Commission members. As a result 
of the random drawing, the functions were distributed among 
the members of the Commission, and later the Commission 
member, who subsequently made his presence, was assigned 
according to the results of the draw to run List N2 from 8:00 
am to 10:00 am. However, due to the eyesight problems of 
this Commission member, List N2 was assigned to another 
member of the Commission, and the mentioned member of 
the Commission was sent to another location. The Chairman 
of the Commission was informed about the violation and 
was proposed to undertake relevant action, including 
the elimination of the violation, however, no action was 
undertaken. initially the evaluation of the violation hadn’t 
been recorded in the log-book of the precinct electoral 
Commission, and only later, at 9:30 am, a record was 
made in the log-book.

8.2.  Right behind the polling booths in the polling station there 
was a door with a peephole, which gave the possibility to 
control the voters’ actions in the polling booth.

8.3.  From around 8:00am to 8:30am a person came to the 
precinct, talked to the RPA proxy and in response to the 
observer’s question to the Commission’s Secretary who that 
person was, the Secretary of the Commission said that the 
person was from the RPA. Then the mentioned person left 
the precinct and some time later returned with an observer’s 
certificate. The observer approached the person asking him 
to inform which observer organization he was representing, 
but the person was not able to answer and tried to read 
the organization’s name on the certificate. His name was 
Aram Adamyan, who represented “Geghama Youth Regional 
Association” NGO. The observer also inquired from the 

Secretary of the Commission how the RPA representative 
could be an observer, in response to which the Secretary 
denied what he had said earlier, indicating that the person 
was an observer and as an observer he was making 
corresponding registration at that moment.

8.4.  From around 9:30am to 10:00am, the RPA proxy talked to a 
woman in the corridor. After getting the observer’s attention, 
the latter continued their conversation in a lower voice. Then, 
the proxy approached the observer and said, “The calmer 
you stay and the less you interfere into our personal matters, 
the better the things will be for you.” The observer said that 
he did not interfere into any personal matter, but rather 
observed the events taking place in the electoral process. 
Later, that woman substituted for Aram Adamyan, formerly 
acting as observer. The woman’s name was Kristine Alexanyan 
and she also acted on behalf of the above-mentioned NGO.

8.5.  A citizen entered the precinct, approached the members of 
the Commission, talked to the latter and those present there 
(this citizen was not a voter in that precinct). The observer 
tried to find out who the person was from the members of the 
Commission. In response, the observer was told to approach 
that person himself and find out who he was. The observer 
approached him and found out that he was the candidate 
for the Elders’ Council on the RPA electoral list, Artur 
Kirakosyan, the head of Nubarashen administrative district in 
Yerevan. Upon the observer’s demand, the above-mentioned 
fact was recorded by the Precinct Electoral Commission.

8.6.  From around 9:30am to 10:00am the observer left the precinct 
and recorded how voters were being transported to the precinct 
by minibus. The observer started a video recording, and when 
the voters came out of the minibus and entered the precinct, he 
approached the minibus. In the minibus there were the driver 
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and a woman, who also had lists. The observer tried to find out 
the starting point and destination of the minibus. As a result, 
it turned out that it was to head for Nubarashen. The observer 
also inquired about the lists in the woman’s hands, after which 
the woman tried to hide them, saying that those were her lists. 
At that moment, the RPA proxy from a precinct on the opposite 
side cried out to the woman asking her why she allowed the 
observer to shoot her, after which the woman started shouting 
and threatening, demanding from the observer to delete the 
video and threatened that if the video appeared somewhere 
the observer “would regret and would not get rid of her.”

8.7.  A police officer approached the Chairman of the Commission 
every two hours asking him to provide him with the number 
of people, who had participated in the poll by that time. The 
observer requested to clarify on what basis the police officer 
was provided with such information, in response to which the 
Chairman of the Commission informed that the police officer 
had a right to request and receive such data to report to his 
superiors.

8.8.  At around 4:10 pm, the observer noticed a Commission 
member taking photo of the voters’ list. Seeing that the 
observer had noticed the process of photographing, the 
member of the Commission stopped, reasoning that he was 
not photographing the voters’ list but was taking a “selfie”.

●  9. Observer r. a. noticed the following violations in Precinct 5/1: 

9.1.  At about 11:10 am, the RPA proxy guided the voter before 
entering the polling booth under the pretext of explaining the 
voting procedure.

9.2.  At around 11:46 am, the observer noticed a car pile-up in 
front of Precinct 5/1.

●  10. Observer K. a. noticed the following violations in Precinct 5/7: 

10.1.  At around 9:00 am an elderly woman entered the precinct 
with a ballot template already voted for the RPA in advance.

10.2.  At around 4:50 pm, police officers came to the precinct 
and took the log-book for examination, then they moved to 
another room with the log-book to get an explanation from 
the Chairman of the Commission. The observer tried to find 
out where the log-book was and why they had taken it. He 
also demanded to return it to the precinct,  in response 
to which the Secretary announced that the observer had 
caused a confusion as a result of which the prosecutor’s 
office came to check the log-book (this is the wording used 
by the Secretary). The observer demanded to record the 
fact of the above-mentioned violation in the log-book of 
the Precinct Electoral Commission; however, the Secretary 
refused to do so, reasoning that it was meaningless to record 
the violation as the police had already recorded the time 
when the log-book was taken from the precinct and what 
actions were taken. As a result, the observer’s rights under 
the RA Electoral Code were also violated.

●  11. Observer m.s.  noticed the following violations at Precinct 6/3. 

11.1.  Gegham Vileni Sukiasyan, an observer from the Geghama 
Youth Territorial Associaton NGO was guiding voters from 
8:00 am until 11:30am. Information about guidance and 
the limitation of the observer’s rights was published on the 
citizenobserver.am website, after which the Chairman of 
the Commission recorded the violation/the evaluation of the 
violation by his own initiative in the log-book of the Precinct 
Electoral Commission. 
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11.2.  Gegham Vileni Sukiasyan, an observer from Geghama Youth 
Territorial Association NGO intimidated Mane Sahakyan, 
and used offensive language to her address (“who is this 
Chakour, she must be from the middle of nowhere and has 
no idea of things”, “hey, Chakour, go back to your village”, 
“yokel”, “but also write that this is Chakour’s opinion”), and 
the member of the Commission tried to scare the observer, 
saying: “whatever you say can be used against you.” There is 
a recording about the voiced insults and threats.  

11.3.  At around 2:30pm persons who did not have a right to be 
present in the polling station entered the precinct. The latter 
did not wear badges over their clothes (there is a video 
recording available).

11.4.  At the end of the final session on poll results the Chairman 
of the Commission did not allow the observer to take a photo 
of the log-book. 

●  12. Observer r.v. noticed the following violations at Precincts 6/14 and 6/15.

12.1.   As of 6:30pm the ballot boxes were not sealed (photos are 
available). 

●  13. Observer K.a. noticed the following violations at Precinct 6/42: 

13.1.  The Chairman of the Commission prohibited the observer 
to be present and be at the side of the Commissioner 
distributing the ballots (to sit next to the latter) and monitor 
the process of ballot distribution, saying in particular: “there 
is nothing interesting here, get up.” The observer had to 
move to another part of the polling station. Approximately 
five minutes later the observer returned again to the 
Commissioner distributing ballots (sat next to him), and the 
Chairman of the Commission once again tried to limit the 
right of the observer to freely move in the polling station 

and observe the ballot distribution process. After the 
Commission Secretary’s mediation, impediments to exercise 
the observer’s rights were eliminated.  

13.2.  In the case of two ballots the established manner for making 
a mark on the ballots had evidently been violated (in one 
case, the mark was in the form of an X, and in the other the 
mark was a /); however, both ballots were tabulated as valid 
by the vote of the Precinct Electoral Commission members, 
both votes were in favor of the RPA. 

13.3.  A few of the Precinct Electoral Commission members (4 
persons) regularly left the polling station at the excuse of 
having lunch in the period between 2:00pm and 5:00pm 
(for up to 20 minutes). Besides, the lunch, according to 
a Commission member, was provided by the RPA. An 
observer from Hayq organization and two observers from 
another organization participated in this lunch with the 
members of the Commission (the ELA observer was invited 
to join; however the latter turned the invitation down).  At 
the absence of the members of the Commission, there were 
congregations of people and disruptions of the normal 
course of voting. In one case, when the Secretary of the 
Commission was missing from the polling station, 2 persons 
entered the booth at a time to vote. At that moment the 
Chairman was standing with his back to the booth, when 
the observer drew the latter’s attention to the fact, the two 
voters stepped apart and stood at a distance. 

13.4.  After the final session on poll results and having left the 
polling station, an observer who had spent the day in the 
polling station, informed the ELA observer that he was from 
the RPA and was simply wearing the badge of an observer 
from the organization he said he represented.  And the 
observer from Hayq organization monitored all the steps of 
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the ELA observer throughout the day both at the polling 
station and in the vicinities. 

●  14. Observer a.l. noticed the following violations at Precinct 8/43: 

14.1.  At around 9:00 am Artur Asoyan, running for Yerevan 
Elders’ Council, was at the polling station with three proxies 
of his. His reasoning was that he was distributing proxies to 
electoral precincts. 

14.2.  Candidate for the Elders’ Council of Yerevan Artur Asoyan 
regularly arrived at the polling station. The RPA proxy 
gave Artur Asoyan some data about the citizens who had 
come to vote. Besides, the proxy regularly made calls and 
reported data about voters. At around 6:00pm Artur Asoyan 
came to the polling station again, and the Chairman of the 
Commission was not there. At that time the Secreatry of the 
Commission approached the observer and told him that a 
candidate had a right to be at the polling station. 

14.3.  A voter came out of the booth not having put the ballot into 
the envelope. The Chairman of the Commission, arguing 
that the voter’s hand was injured and the latter could not put 
the electoral ballot into the electoral envelope by himself, did 
it for the voter. However, the observer noted that the voter 
signed before his name on the voters’ list and made the vote 
with the same injured hand. 

14.4.  During the final session on poll results, when counting the 
ballots the observer noted that the marking on 49 ballots 
was in red ink. These ballots were all in favor of the RPA. 

●  15.  Observer m.s. noticed the following violations at Precincts 8/08 
and 8/09:   

15.1.  Being present at the final session on poll results and taking 

his own copy of the final reference printed out by the 
technical devices, the observer left the polling station. At the 
entrance to the precinct, the observer witnessed that Sona 
Aghekyan and Mnatsakan Parakshiyev nominated as Elders’ 
Council member candidates from Yerkir Tsirani party were 
not allowed to enter Precincts 8/08 and 8/09 and be present 
at the final session on poll results. 

●  16.  Observer m.p. noticed the following violations at Territorial Electoral 
Commission 2 based on the alarms, received from precincts:  

16.1.  At Precinct 2/12, at around 3:00pm, a Commission member 
from the ANC was absent from the precinct for a short 
while, and he returned to find out that the composition of 
the Commission had changed as a result of which he was 
no longer a member of the Commission. The incident was 
reported to the RA Ombudsman’s office. The Chairman of the 
Territorial Electoral Commission arrived at the precinct. The 
case was recorded in the Precinct Electoral Commission’s 
log-book.  

16.2.  Regular alarms were received from Precinct 2/47 during the 
day regarding the frequent failures of the technical device. 

16.3.  At around 12:30pm on May 15, 2017, the signed lists were 
not submitted attached to the sack, received from Precinct 
2/53. The latter were found inside the sack. 

16.4.  At around 01:00am the sack received from Precinct 2/7 was 
opened, and was not sealed and signed at all. 

●  17.  Observer h.h. noticed the following violations in Territorial 
Electoral Commission 5:  

17.1.  After the final session on poll results, when the sacks were 
brought to the Territorial Electoral Commission from the 
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Precinct Electoral Commissions, the smaller sacks were taken 
out of the big sacks from Precinct Electoral Commissions 
5/14 ad 5/15 and were placed separately, in the safe, and only 
after were the bigger sacks sealed. A record of the above-
mentioned violation was made. 

17.2.  The baseline numbers in the protocol made by Precinct 
Electoral Commission 5/10 and the number on the receipt 
printed out by the electronic device did not match.  

●  18.  Observer K.a. noticed the following violations at Territorial 
Electoral Commission 8. Participating in the session invited by the 
Commission at 3:00pm, the observer recorded the session, the 
Chairman of the Commission asked the observer if the latter was 
recording the session. The observer gave an affirmative answer, the 
Chairman asked if the observer had a right to make a recording, 
to which the observer answered affirmatively again, stating he had 
a right to make the recording. The observer’s answer made the 
Chairman feel confused, and the other members of the Commission 
demanded not to record the session. In order to avoid further 
trouble, the observer answered that he was not recording any more. 
Then, one of the female members of the Commission reached out 
her hand to the observer, demanding the phone. At the same time 
the Secretary of the Commission, as assumed by the observer, said 
out loud to the above-mentioned member of the Commission to 
take the phone away, as a result of which, intimidated by the shouts 
of the Commission Secretary, the observer handed the phone over 
to the above-mentioned Commission member. This person took the 
phone and seeing that it was still recording, made a threat using 
the following language: “do you know how many mice of your 
kind i have trapped? i will break your head and your phone, 
hey, you, whoever you are!” After the demand voiced by the 
observer, the phone was returned to him after which the observer 

checked and saw that the recording was deleted. The observer 
stated that the recording was deleted by either the Secretary, or 
one of the two boys present in the room and not wearing badges, 
one of whom had assured during a conversation with the observer 
that he had no connection with the Commission and whom the 
latter (the Secretary) had turned to asking how the recording could 
be turned off. At around 3:36am the Europe in Law human rights 
NGO made an alarm call about the incident to the hot line of the 
Human Rights Defender’s Office. In response to the oral inquiry 
by the Ombudsman’s staff member,  the Commission informed 
that at the moment the observer could go and make a recording, 
simply he had made an attempt to record secretly, a point that 
is not true. And with regard to threats, the Ombudsman’s staff 
recommended the observer should turn to law-enforcing bodies. 
When the observer came back to the room of sessions 5 minutes 
after he had left to make the alarm to the Ombudsman’s office, the 
session was already over, as a result of which the observer had 
been deprived of the opportunity to monitor the session. 

●  19.  europe in law association ngO submitted a complaint, regarding a 
violation recorded in a video, published by Azatutyun TV (Liberty TV) 

 (https://web.facebook.com/azatutyun/videos/1527510977294274/?autoplay_
reason=gatekeeper&video_container_type=4&video_creator_product_type=0&app_
id=165907476854626&live_video_guests=0&_rdc=1&_rdr). According to that video, 
money was distributed to citizens at the RPA headquarters (Acharyan 23). Zaruhi 
Postanjyan made an announcement that there were lists drawn up at the RPA headquarters 
and that money was being distributed to citizens. In 2 precincts in the neighborhood of the 
RPA headquarters a total of 1742 voters participated in the elections. 

At Precinct 1/16 (Acharyan 15) the total number of persons with 
suffrage was 1873, the number of participants – 1005, 

At Precinct 1.20 (Tsarav Aghbyur 55a) the total number of persons 
with suffrage was 1518, the number of participants – 737.
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●  20.  the europe in law association ngO filed a complaint also with 
regard to the violations recorded in the video material at https://
www.youtube.com/watch?v=qL9TyIEtMrk&app=desktop,e.com/
watch?v=qL9TyIEtMrk&feature=share   according to which a Radio 
Liberty journalist detected cases of electoral bribe distribution 
at the RPA headquarters in Kond district. In that district dozens 
of citizens visited the RPA campaign headquarters, with their 
passports and accompanied by a group of people, before they 
went to the polling station. The zone of electoral bribe distribution 
covered 8 precincts with an approximate total number of voters 
amounting to 5279.  

At Precinct 9/18 the total number of persons with suffrage was 1665, 
the number of participants – 785, 

At Precinct 9/19 the total number of persons with suffrage was 1774, 
the number of participants – 671, 

At Precinct 9/20 the total number of persons with suffrage was 931, 
the number of participants – 411, 

At Precinct 9/21 the total number of persons with suffrage was 1829, 
the number of participants – 661, 

At Precinct 9/22 the total number of persons with suffrage was 2024, 
the number of participants – 603, 

At Precinct 9/23 the total number of persons with suffrage was 1546, 
the number of participants – 505,

At Precinct 9/28 (Rustaveli 14) the total number of persons with 
suffrage was 1816, the number of participants – 862, 

At Precinct 9/29 (Rustaveli 14) the total number of persons with 
suffrage was 1499, the number of participants – 781.

3. prOCess Of appeal at 
territOrial eleCtOral COmmissiOns

 
The respective electoral administration bodies partially or entirely 
refused to initiate administrative proceedings based on all complaints 
filed. 

All 10 TECs refused to initiate administrative proceedings based on the 
19 complaints related to Europe in Law Association NGO or rejected the 
complaints filed by ELA. 

As for the complaints submitted on behalf of the observers, TECs 2, 
3, 4, 6 and 7 ruled in relation to 3 complaints out of submitted 17 that 
the Chairmen of Precinct Electoral Commissions 2/12, 3/25, 4/01, 4/06, 
6/3, 7/29, 7/33 had violated the provisions of Article 67 Para 14 of the 
RA Electoral Code  and solicited to the CEC to repeal the qualification 
certificates for enrollment in electoral commissions, granted to the 
Chairpersons of those Precinct Electoral Commissions, namely Arsen 
Vardani Poghosyan, Vanik Artashi Manvelyan, Arshak Petrosi Arzikyan, 
Donara Shaheni Aghajanyan, Gayane Hrant Lobyan, Hovsep Tigrani 
Ghazaryan, Vardan Rafiki Vardanyan.   

TEC 9 sent 1 complaint on the above-narrated circumstances to the RA 
Police. 

TEC 7 ruled that there was a violation of the subjective electoral right 
of two observers with regard to the failure to make a record of the 
observers’ evaluation in the log-book. 

With regard to 11 violations appealed by complaints filed on behalf of the 
observers, the complaints were rejected by the TECs. 

The initiation of administrative proceedings based on the remaining part 
of the complaints on behalf of observers was rejected. 
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4. prOCess Of appeal at the 
Central eleCtOral COmmissiOn 

 
Before May 21, 2017, i.e. the summarisation of the election results for 
Yerevan Elders’ Council and the session of the RA Central Electoral 
Commission to summarise the results of Yerevan Elders’ Council 
elections, the ELA managed to find all the TEC decisions and filed 15 
complaints against the decisions by all 10 TECs. 2 more complaints were 
filed after that. 

Complaints against the decisions of the TECs were filed with the Central 
Electoral Commission, demanding:   

1.  To declare the respective decisions made by Territorial Electoral 
Commissions on the given points partly invalid, 

2. To undertake measures   

 a)  for initiating effective investigation and means established by 
the legislation, regarding the above-mentioned violations,    

 b)   for bringing persons who had committed violations and 
persons responsible for recording and eliminating them to 
liability in the manner established by the law, 

 c)  for recording the infringements upon relevant persons’ 
rights and the eliminations of those violations, to the extent 
possible. 

3.  In case of availability of grounds, including offenses of criminal nature, 
reassign them according to competence, 

4.  To discuss and evaluate the impact of the mentioned violations on the 
voting results in the above-stated precincts. 

Based on all filed complaints, the initiation of administrative proceedings 
was rejected partially or fully. 

5. prOCess Of appeal at the 
ra administrative COurt 

13 complaints were filed against decisions passed by TECs and the CEC. 

Regarding 4 of the administrative proceedings initiated based on the 
above-mentioned complaints, the Administrative Court of the Republic 
of Armenia passed a judicial act, resolving the case on its merits. Three 
of the applications (AC/5392/05/17, AC/ 5384/05/17 and AC/5389/05/17 
administrative cases) were fully rejected. Appeal claims were submitted 
against these three judgements of the Administrative Court. One of 
the applications (AC/5396/05/17 on administrative case) was partially 
satisfied by the Administrative Court. An appeal application was submitted 
regarding the provisions of the application that remained unsatisfied. All 
the other cases are under judicial examination.  

Within the framework of three administrative cases (AC/5392/05/17, AC/ 
5384/05/17 and AC/5389/05/17), when considering the grounds and 
substantiations for the claims, the court considered them groundless, 
and some points of substantiation did not even become a topic of 
investigation. 

In addressing the issue of the legal standing of an NGO to apply to the 
RA Administrative court for the protection of electoral rights in Case 
AC/5392/05/17, the court concluded that an NGO does not have a legal 
standing to appeal the decision or the actions (inaction) of the electoral 
commission. The judgements established that an NGO can appeal the 
decision of an electoral commission or its actions (inaction) only with 
regard to the rights directly related to them, defined by the RA Electoral 
Code (observer accreditation). 

Not considering the other grounds and justifications of the claim, in 
particular the fact that territorial electoral commissions made their 
decisions one day prior to the set deadline for the summaristion of the 
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election results, on May 19, 2017, thus making it impossible to appeal 
these decisions to the CEC or, the fact that the TEC and the CEC did 
not evaluate the impact of the violations on the voting results, the Court 
stated that they were basically of no legal and factual basis. 

In another case (AC/5384/05/17) even though the Court discussed the 
issue of making decisions on the summarisation of election results by 
Territorial Electoral Commissions one day prior to the set deadline, 
however, the adverse legal impact of the decision-making one day prior 
to the established deadline for the summarisation of election results did 
not become a matter of discussion: instead it was only substantiated 
that the law defined maximum time periods for Territorial and Central 
Electoral Commissions to respond to applications, and the decisions 
were  made within those time periods. That is to say, the court did not 
evaluate the factual possibility for exercising the right to file a complaint, 
i.e. its elimination, due to such regulation. 

As for cases AC/5389/05/17 and AC/5396/05/17, with regard to the 
grounds established by the law for ruling the actions of Chairmen of 
Precinct Electoral Commissions as unlawful, the Courts found out that  
according to the regulations of the enforced Electoral Code separate 
proceedings shall not be initiated for every violation recorded in the 
Precinct Electoral Commission log-books on Election Day: violations 
recorded in the log-books of Precinct Electoral Commissions on the day 
of elections are subject to systemic examination at the session of territorial 
electoral commission, and their evaluation from the perspective of their 
impact on the elections is presented in a respective decision. Thus, the 
Court maneuvered away from construing the positions expressed by the 
TEC and CEC on the violations described by observers, on the bases of 
the violations of their subjective and objective electoral rights, as well as 
any evaluations in light of grounds presented in the complaint.  

It is worthy of attention that regarding AC/5389/05/17 case, referring 
to the issue of an NGO acting as a person (subject) before the law for 
the protection of rights, the Court expressed an elusive position instead 

of discussing and expressing a legal stand, establishing that should the 
NGO be viewed as a subject entitled to act for the protection of the 
rights of its observers, nonetheless, it would not impact on the final part 
of the judgements – “the Court rules/judges…” – in the matter under 
discussion, since in the case of organizations, too, the judgement not 
to initiate proceedings would be lawful,  and then noted that in such 
circumstances, the court does not refer to the arguments of the plaintiffs 
regarding the status of NGOs as persons before the law for the protection 
of rights. 

Regarding cases AC/5389/05/17 and AC/5396/05/17, discussing the 
matter of decisions passed by Territorial Electoral Commissions one day 
prior to the set timeline for the summarisation of the election results, 
the court expressed the same position according to which the law defined 
maximum periods for Territorial and Central Electoral Commissions to 
respond to applications and make decisions. The decisions were made 
within the periods defined by the law. 

Regarding Case AC/5396/05/17, the Court ruled that the decisions of 
the TET and CET were not lawful by not referring to the violation of the 
subjective electoral right of Europe in Law NGO on the grounds that the 
violation of the subjective rights of the organization’s observer is directly 
related to the subjective rights of that organization and in this regard 
the organization shall be entitled with the right to present and protect 
its own rights and those of its observer in state bodies. The opposite 
interpretation, i.e. the entitlement of a subject (entity) (organization) with 
the right to perform an observation mission, at the same time depriving 
it from the possibility to protect it, will make this right imaginary. 
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6. the prOCess Of appeal at the 
administrative COurt Of appeal 
Of the repuBliC Of armenia 

Appeal claims were filed against the decisions of the RA Administrative 
Court. The decisions were appealed fully for three cases and partially for 
one case. 

The appeal claims were filed in on the following grounds:

The unlawful character of the actions of the Precinct Electoral Commissions 
(inaction), the failure to undertake necessary action regarding the 
violations of the objective electoral rights, recorded by the observer 
and monitoring organization based on the TEC and CEC decisions, 
and the refusal to institute administrative proceedings by the TEC and 
CEC decisions lead to the violation of the objective electoral right of the 
observes on the grounds that any person having a right to vote should 
also have an effective means of defending that right. Consequently, when 
for the purposes of the prevention, elimination or the implementation 
of other necessary action regarding electoral violations recorded by the 
observer at the polling station, the Chairman of the Precinct Electoral 
Commission fails to undertake necessary means, the electoral rights of the 
respective observer and the organization fulfilling an observation mission 
are violated. Whereas the refusal to initiate administrative proceedings on 
the grounds that there was a lack of violation of direct rights and personal 
interest as an incompetent subject/entity is unlawful either, since the 
complaints submitted by the observer and the observing organization on 
appealing the decisions and actions of electoral commissions on grounds 
of violations of objective electoral rights, are subject to examination by 
administrative proceedings, the same proceedings as in the cases of the 
violations of observers’ subjective rights. 

The decisions of the TEC are unlawful since they were passed only a day 
before the summarisation of voting results, depriving the complainants 

of the real opportunity to appeal TEC decisions before the election 
results were summed up by the CEC, i.e., the opportunity for the Central 
Electoral Commission to examine complaints against TEC decisions 
before the results of the vote were summed up and to evaluate them 
when summing up the results. The right of an NGO to be recognized as a 
person before law to submit complaints regarding violations of an object’s 
electoral rights stems from the institution of actio popularis complaints 
and from here it derives that those NGOs shall have an opportunity to 
go to court or turn to other bodies and officials for the violated right of 
other persons, also aiming at the protection of collective or concrete 
communal interests.  

TEC and CEC decisions are not lawful also because making the formal 
decision on rejection of administrative proceedings initiation the 
Commission had factually made a decision without initiating administrative 
proceedings. The legal evaluation of being a subject of appeal could not 
become a topic of the Commission’s discussions as a result of which the 
applicants’ right to good administration has been violated. 

The position according to which the factual circumstances presented in 
the complaint were also presented in the log-books of the respective 
Precinct Electoral Commissions was studied and used to evaluate the 
impact the latter had on the results of the voting, cannot free competent 
authorities from their obligation to examine violations presented in these 
complaints, since the violations recorded in the complaints submitted 
by the plaintiffs were subject to examination within the framework of 
administrative proceedings initiated on the bases of these complaints 
and in condition if they become participants in these proceedings. And 
the separate study and “examination” of violations presented in the 
complaints, as well as the study of the records made in the log-book 
cannot substitute for the proceedings subject to the implementation by 
the Territorial Electoral Commission, and the existence of these decisions 
cannot be used as an argument from the perspective of evaluating the 
validity of the disputed decision. 
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