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  iNtrodUCtioN

On April 2, 2017 elections to the RA National Assembly were held, which, 
however, were different from all the previous elections, as they were held 
in line with the RA new, or as they call it “amended” Constitution adopted 
during the referendum in December of 2015, according to which the RA 
NA elections became the only national elections. The position of the RA 
President became ceremonial, and now the President is elected by the 
National Assembly. 

Besides this core changes, the 2017 NA elections were also marked with 
the fact that they were held in line with the new Electoral Code (EC).

The constitutional amendments from December 6, 2015 stipulated 
adoption of a new electoral code before June 1, 2016, which would 
regulate the details of the new electoral system.  

On May, 2016 the new EC was passed along with amendments in related 
laws (RA Criminal Code, RA Code on Administrative violations, RA 
Administrative Procedure Code, etc.)  

In terms of certain provisions of the EC the state continued discussions 
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with the political powers, as well as with the international institutions and 
foreign diplomatic representations, with input of civil society expertise 
and focusing, in particular, on the organizational-technical mechanisms 
of control over the legitimacy of the voting process while expecting 
foreign and international financial assistance.

On September 13, 2016, a working session took place at the 
National Assembly on finalizing and signing the documents about the 
administration of electoral processes in the Republic of Armenia, during 
which representatives of the RPA, PAP, ANC, CoL and ARFD parties in 
the NA signed a statement. 

In line with the agreement reached as a result of the aforementioned 
process, on October 20, 2016, new amendments were made in the RA 
Electoral Code as well as in the RA Criminal Code. The political parties 
came to an agreement on videotaping of the polling stations and online 
access – live streaming on the voting day, on publishing the signed voter 
lists after the voting, as well as on other issues.

Another main change of the new electoral code (EC and related legislation) 
was the publishing of the signed voter lists, a demand that the opposition 
and the civil society representatives had been raising for many years.

aCCeSSibility oF voter liStS iN the 
eleCtoral Code

In accordance with Article 13 of the RA Electoral Code, the list of voters 
in the Republic of Armenia, with the exception of cases stipulated by this 
Code, are free for familiarisation.

The list of voters who participated in the elections, except for lists signed 
by voters at the military units, penitentiary institutions and detention 
centers, are published in the manner defined by this Code.

Article 73.3.1 defines that during the elections to the National Assembly, 
the territorial electoral commission, starting from 12:00 on the 
day following the election scans the lists of voters, and the electoral 
commission members, candidates, proxies, observers and mass media 
representatives can monitorthe process.    

The lists of the voters are scanned in the manner definedby the Central 
Electoral Commission and in line with the criteria so that the voter’s 
successive number, surname, name, patronymic, date of birth, registration 
address, as well as the signature, the columns for the individual stamp of 
the commission member responsible for the registration of the voter can 
be seen on the list of voters of the given polling station. 

No later than 24 hours after the start of the scanning, the scanned lists 
of voters are published with the opportunity to download, and search 
according to the polling station, and are uploaded on the official website 
of the Central Electoral Commission. 
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PUbliCatioN oF the liStS

The CEC published the signed list of voters on its website in the morning 
of April 4, 2017. However, it was not possible to open them.

On April 4, 2017, the “Citizen Observer” initiative made a statement, that 
as of 19:00, April 4 the links put on the official website of the CEC mostly 
did not function.   

“That means that with the failure of the commitment taken by the 
authorities the requirement of the electoral code was violated.

Although with the link elections.am/list one can find the names of the 
signed lists of voters, in fact they are not accessible. The list of each 
polling station can be seen after long attempts of trying to open it, 
however, even this opportunity is not accessible in case of all the lists of 
polling stations. In the majority of cases it is simply impossible to see the 
contents of lists. In fact the signed lists of voters are not accessible to the 
citizens, observing organizations and parties”, says the statement of the 
“Citizen Observer” initiative

The “Citizen Observer” reminded that the deadline for submission of 
complaints against the electoral violations related to voter lists is at 11:00, 
05.04.2017.

“We have reasonable doubts that this practice by the CEC is not a result 
of a technical failure, but a practice to aimed at hiding the true picture 
of participation in the elections, not excluding the goal of depriving the 
process participants of the reasonable opportunity to submit claims 
against false participation” says the statement.

On April 6, 2017, the RA Central electoral commissiondisseminated 
aclarification according to which the complications regarding the 
downloadingof voter lists were connected with the traffic of the website, 
and the lists were published via alternative sources. 

It is noteworthy that the alternative link was placed on the “google drive” 
server, which belongs to “Google”, and the account through which 
the aforementioned alternative link was published belongs to Davit 
Harutyunyan, then Minister-Head of the RA Government staff. That means 
that the signed voter lists were first accessible to Davit Haruryunyan, and 
only after that uploaded to the mentioned serverfollowing which they 
were made accessible.

diGitizatioN aNd ProCeSSiNG oF the
 SiGNed voter liStS

Irrespective of all the legislative impediments, publication of the 
scanned voter lists allowed to identify a number of violations, including 
inconsistency between the number of voters who participated in the 
voting published by the Central Electoral Commission and the number 
of signatures on the lists, cases of double voting, voter impersonation.    

Taking into consideration the materials resulted from the observation of 
the NA elections on 02.04.2017, in particular, the scanned copies of the 
signed voter lists, and such problems that were identified during their 
initial analysis, which were able to impact the results of the elections, the 
“Europe in Law Association” non-governmental organization, operating 
within the scope of the “Citizen Observer” initiative, found it necessary 
to conduct an in-depth analysis of the signed voter lists, for the purpose 
of which the lists were digitalized, i.e. a relevant system was created 
(computer software), in which the data from the relevant fields of the 
signed voter lists were entered.

Three programmers were engaged to create the system and provide 
current service, who conducted the activities on a pro bono basis, 15 
persons were entering the information and one person was coordinating 
the activities. 
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An analyst was engaged to study and sum up the work after it was finished.

We studied the downloaded copies of the scanned signed voter lists right 
after they were published on the CEC website. Several months after the 
publication, certain changes were made in the scanned lists published 
on the CEC website: e.g., the lists containing the identity data of the 
voters were replaced with scanned lists not containing such data. Other 
possible changes were not studied within the scope of this research.

the PrelimiNary reSUltS oF ProCeSSiNG 
the SiGNed voter liStS

ThE DATA Of DOCUmENTS CONTAININg 
VOTER IDENTITy INfORmATION

Although the EC defines that the list of voters should be scanned in the 
manner and according to the standards defined by the Central Electoral 
Commission so that along with the lists they do not publish the voters’ 
identity data, in scanned lists from a number of precincts those data 
were visible.   

In this relation the personal data protection agency of the RA Ministry 
of Justice started a proceeding on publishing the identity document 
data along with the scanned voter lists. The agency made a decision to 
demand from the RA Central Electoral Commission within three days to 
block the passport data of the voters who participated in the voting. 

Attention should be paid to the fact, that although the cases of publishing 
the identity data were few, the study of those data allowed to disclose that 
there were precincts where the same identity data were repeated, i.e. 
in front of the name/surnames of various voters who participated in the 
voting there was the same ID information. The mentioned fact comes to 
prove that cases of voter impersonation or double voting occurred. 

In the scanned lists from 650 precincts there were data from 10 and 
more voters. In the scanned lists from 294 other precincts there was the 
ID data of at least one voter in each precinct.

rePeated id data

As a result of the study of scanned voters lists at least 30 precincts were 
identified where there was at least one (in each precinct) matching of 
passport data. 

E.g.
In precinct 35/61, the passport data of PoghosyanMartik and 
StepanyanArtyom match, moreover, the individual stamp of the 
commission member also matches.  
ArtyomStepanyan

MartikPoghosyan 

In precinct 1/15 the passport data of Yuri Atoyan and HripsimeHarutyunyan 
match, moreover, the signatures are the same, and in front of Atoyan 
Yuri’s name there is no individual stamp of the commission member.
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Yuri Atoyan

HripsimeHarutyunyan

In precinct 1/21the passport data of Karen Alanakyan and Tigran 
Barseghyan match.

Karen Alanakyan

Tigran Barseghyan

In precinct 4/33, the passport data of KasyanArmen and 
AmirkhanovaKarine match. Moreover, the commissions member’s 
individual stamp and signature also match.

KarineAmirkhanova

 

Armen Kasyan 

 

When analyzing the general picture of the studied precincts, the 
probability is great that similar cases are also available in the precincts, 
the scanned lists of the voters’ ID data from which have not been 
published in accordance with the law.

In certain precincts, figures and letters are written in the field of the ID 
data (e.g. VAD29989), which are not consistent with the serial numbers 
and standards of either the passports issued in RA, or ID cards. Quite 
possibly the sequence of these letters and figures are the successive 
number of the VAD printouts. However, even in the given case matching 
of these successive numbers have been identified in the same precinct, 
whereas the numbers should be different for all the printouts.As a result 
of sample checking of the mentioned cases it was identified that in case 
of the successive number of repeated prinouts the individual stamp of 
the commission member is the same and the signature of the voters were 
the same.

E.g.

In precinct 2/24 the data entered in the column “ID” under the name 
DavtyanValeri and MkrtchyanAdita match.  

 

 

In precinct 2/24 almost 10 cases were identified when the data entered in 
the “ID” column match. Another example from this precinct.
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iNCoNSiSteNCy betweeN the data aNd 
SiGNed voter liStS PUbliShed by the CeC

Publication of the signed voter lists allowed to get precise information as to 
how many people participated in the voting in the precincts. Comparison 
of these data with the data published on the CEC official website revealed 
a number of interesting circumstances, e.g. that the mentioned data do 
not match. It means that the number of voters’ signatures available in 
the signed lists is mostly less than the total number of participants in the 
voting on the CEC website. As a result of sample checking in almost all 
cases it was identified that in the signed lists the number of signature is 
always less than the total number of actualvoters published on the CEC 
website.

E.g., in precinct 1/1, according to the signed lists 1251 voters participated 
in the voting, whereas according to the CEC website the total number of 
actual voters in this precinct was 1257.

In precinct 1/2, according to the signed lists 1221 voters participated in 
the voting, whereas according to the CEC website the total number of 
voters at this precinct was 1224.

In precinct 1/3, according to the signed lists 1153 voters participated in 
the voting, whereas according to the CEC website the total number of 
voters at this precinct was 1255.

In precinct 1/5, according to the signed lists 1115 voters participated in 
the voting, whereas according to the CEC website the total number of 
voters at this precinct was 1117.

In precinct 1/6, according to the signed lists 1210 voters participated in 
the voting, whereas according to the CEC website the total number of 
voters at this precinct was 1212.

In precinct2/1, according to the signed lists 1181 voters participated in 
the voting, whereas according to the CEC website the total number of 
voters at this precinct was 1184.

In precinct2/9 according to the signed lists 1225 voters participated in 
the voting, whereas according to the CEC website the total number of 
voters at this precinct was 1235.

In precinct2/16, according to the signed lists 1047 voters participated in 
the voting, whereas according to the CEC website the total number of 
voters at this precinct was 1051.

In precinct2/18, according to the signed lists 1187 voters participated in 
the voting, whereas according to the CEC website the total number of 
voters at this precinct was 1198.

In precinct 2/31, according to the signed lists 1032 voters participated 
in the voting, whereas according to the CEC website the total number of 
voters at this precinct was 1036.

In precinct2/40, according to the signed lists 1059 voters participated 
in the voting, whereas according to the CEC website the total number of 
voters at this precinct was 1065.

In precinct 3/04, according to the signed lists 1207 voters participated 
in the voting, whereas according to the CEC website the total number of 
voters at this precinct was 1211.

In precinct 7/51, according to the signed lists 879 voters participated in 
the voting, whereas according to the CEC website the total number of 
voters at this precinct was 886.

In precinct8/25, according to the signed lists 1262 voters participated in 
the voting, whereas according to the CEC website the total number of 
voters at this precinct was 1269.
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The introduced precincts were selected randomly and in all of them the 
CEC added several votes to the signed lists of the available signatures of 
voters. This speaks of the fact that the number of voters who participated 
in the voting has been added, i.e. a bigger number of voters has been 
introduced who participated in elections than the actual signature on the 
voter lists.

Besides, as a result of checking the entered data, cases were identified 
when the voter’s signature was on the signed voter lists, but the 
commission member’s individual stamp in front of it was missing. At the 
same time cases have been identified, when the individual stamp of the 
commission member was there, but the voter’s signature was missing. 
This proves that in all the cases when one of the validity conditions of the 
voting was missing, those cases (voter’s signature or the stamp) cannot 
be considered as cases of voting, which reduces the number of voters as 
compared with the published figure.

CaSeS oF voter imPerSoNatioN

In 520 precincts at least one case (in each) was recorded, when two 
signatures were put in front of the voter’s name. In all the precincts more 
than 3000 similar cases have been recorded. 

According to the observers who worked in polling stations, in may cases 
voters coming to the polling stations found out that there is a signature 
in front of their names.

The commission members clarified that there was confusion by the voter 
and the latter signed not in front of his/her name. In this kind of a case 
the citizen was offered to sign next to the signature already put in front 
of his/her name, in the “additional notes” column.

 

Although the decision by the CEC about the notes in the “additional notes” 
column on the voter list defines that the commission member responsible 
for the registration of the voters, after informing the Chairperson of the 
commission at the given precinct, allowsthe voter, who was registered 
by the technical device and received a ballot but did not participate in 
the voting, in front of whose data there is a signature of participating in 
the voting, to put a signature in the “additional notes” column in front 
of his/her name along with putting the individual stamp next to the 
signature, the mentioned cases were not considered as prima facie cases 
of voter impersonation as stipulated by the criminal code. And neither 
were they referred to the police or the prosecutor’s office by the election 
administration bodies, i.e. commissions, and no effective remedy was 
undertaken to protect their electoral rights.
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At the same time cases were identified when there were two signaturesin 
front of the voter’s name, but only one of them was validated by the 
individual stamp of the commission member, in case of which the second 
signature cannot be considered as valid. Consequently, the total number 
of voters should be reduced by the number of such cases.

 

other violatioNS

 (rePeated StamPS, SiGNatUre withoUt a StamP,
 StamP withoUt a SiGNatUre, etC.)

Article 11 of the EC defines the requirements related tovoter lists. Besides 
the successive number, name, surname, patronymic, date of birth and 
registration address in voter list of that precinct, there are 4 more 
columns on the list:

1) for the voter’s ID data

2) for the voter’s signature

3)  for the individual stamp of the commission member responsible for 
the registration of the voter

4)  for additional notes. Additional notes are made in the voter lists in the 
cases and manner defined by the CEC.

In accord with the Decree N126-N on making notes in the “additional 
notes” column of the CEC voter list, the precinct commission member 
responsible for the registration of the voters, when identifying a 
misspelling or a technical mistake (in case the rest of the voter data are 
consistent), informs the PEC Chairperson about it, makes notes in the 
“additional notes” column of the voter list and gives the voter a chance 
to participate in the voting.

The study of the signed voter lists shows that no misspellings or technical 
mistakes have been identified in the lists, as no notes were made in the 
“additional notes” column.

Instead, a number of cases of wrongful filling in of the lists were 
identified, when the voter’s signature is there, but without a stamp, or 
there is a stamp, but without a signature. There are many cases when the 
voters have signed in the field not for the signature or the stamp was put 
not in the column for the individual stamp of the commission member 
responsible for the registration of voters. 

Examples

In the additional list of precinct 22/16 there is no commission stamp, and 
in the additional notes field in front of all the successive numbers there 
is a note saying “mistake”.

In relation to this case it is worth mentioning that it is completely unclear 
based on what facts the PEC concluded that a mistake in voting was made 
and what the legal consequences of this was. There are data missing 
whether the mentioned cases were calculated as valid voting, or they 
were seen as cases of voter impersonation.The given cases were not 
referred by the election administration bodies, i.e. the commissions, to 
the police or to the prosecutor’s office, and no effective remedies was 
undertaken to protect the citizens’ electoral rights. 
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* * *

At the precinct 38/34, 11 out of 31 pages of the list are additional pages 
due to their location: in that part there are data relating to about 200 
voters; in front of some voters’ names the address is incomplete, the 
community name is different.

 

This case creates reasonable doubt either about voter impersonation or 
double voting. The given cases as well were not referred by the election 
administration bodies, i.e. the commissions, to the police or to the 
prosecutor’s office, and no effective measure was undertaken to protect 
the citizens’ electoral rights.

* * *

In the additional handwritten list at precinct 38/43 the name, signature, 
stamp of the Commission Chairperson and precinct-related data are 
missing.

 

 

In fact, this list is invalid, and votes in them cannot be considered as 
valid. Consequently, the published number of voters should be reduced 
accordingly. The given cases as well were not referred by the election 
administration bodies, i.e. the commissions, to the police or to the 
prosecutor’s office, and no effective measure was undertaken to protect 
the election right.
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* * *

In 2 parts of the additional list in precinct 14/16, there are data about the 
same people, however the stamps and signature are different.

Part 1

  

Part 2

   

These cases as well prove that voter impersonation, or double voting 
occurred. The given cases as well were not referred by the election 
administration bodies, i.e. the commissions, to the police or to the 
prosecutor’s office, and no effective remedies were undertaken to protect 
the citizens’ electoral rights.

* * *

At the precinct 36/43 (VayotsDzor, Zaritap (Martiros)) in the signed 
by voters lists the individual stamps of the commission members are 
missing.

According to the electoral code, in the described case in the given 
precinct the results of the voting cannot be considered valid.However, 
neither the precinct commission nor the CEC referred to this fact, which 
proves inaction by the upper commissions.

   

* * *

In precinct 781, almost 2000 cases were identified in which there is a 
signature in front of the voter’s name, however the individual stamp of 
the commission member is missing.

This fact as well proves that in all the cases when one of the validity 
conditions of the voting is missing, these cannot be considered as cases 
of voting, which reduces even more the number of voters as compared 
with the published figure.
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 Precinct 8/59

  

 Precinct11/39

  

Precinct10/36

 

* * *

In 365 precincts more than 300 cases have been identified, when the 
commission member’s individual stamp is visible in front of the voter’s 
name, but the voter’s signature is missing. 

Precinct5/05

 

 Precinct8/48

 

Precinct18/59

diFFereNCe aCCordiNG to the PoliCe: 

liStS PUbliShed beFore the eleCtioNS aNd the liSt 
SiGNed by the voterS

In a number of precincts, the successive numbers of voters, their names 
and surnames do not match in signed lists and the lists published in 
advance by the police. 

This can prove the fact that the voter lists were edited in the manner 
not defined by the law, in relation to which no official clarification was 
provided and no effective measure was undertaken.

Accurate quantitative numbers of violations and problems identified in 
this report are not publicized, as they have not been double-checked 
because of insufficient resources. 
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CoNClUSioNS aNd reCommeNdatioNS

1.  This report makes it evident that it is necessary to envisage such 
legislative mechanisms, which would safeguard more comprehensive 
opportunities to monitor the process of drawing the list of voters 
for all participants in the election process, including observation 
organizations.That monitoring should include an opportunity to 
compare the voter lists with the population register.

2.  It is necessary to define such clear-cut legislative procedures, which 
will be able and useful to ensure the exercising byeveryone of his/her 
right to vote, at the same time creating opportunities and defining 
procedures for effective investigation of voter impersonation cases. 
Besides, it is necessary to envisage such mechanisms, which will allow 
to evaluate and neutralize the impact of such cases on the voting or 
the results of elections.

At the same time, it is necessary to define such a procedure, the 
application of which will not create confusion that existed until now in 
all the cases that the voter identified when registering for voting, that 
someone else has already voted instead of him/her.

3.  Taking into consideration the fact that the resources of one organization 
were not sufficient to conduct a full and in-depth analysis of the signed 
voter lists published after the  elections to the NA on 02.04.2017,the 

measures undertaken allowed to identify such violations and 
problems, which could have had a significant impact on the voting/
election results, and the true picture of those violations and problems 
is much greater than what is revealed by this report, based on what 
is stipulated by Article 2 of the RA Constitution, as well as in exercise 
of Decree SDO 1364 by the RA Constitutional Court28.04.2017, with 
which the Constitutional court stated the need to fully investigate the 
problems raised by the observer organizations, it is necessary that the 
relevant authorized bodies identify and investigate all the violations 
and problems raised by this and 02.04.2017 NA election reports, the 
results of which will give an opportunity to initiate such necessary 
and effective measures, which will exclude their repetition in future 
elections.

4.  Based on the problems revealed in this report, and the possibility of 
their significant impact on the results of the elections, it is necessary 
to clarify the formulation of the possibility of searching the scanned 
voter lists defined by EC article (Article 9.4), so that such a system is 
installed, which will allow reciprocal and comparative check of all the 
available data in the published signed voter lists. At the same time, 
it is necessary to envisage mechanisms to ensure the time for the 
aforementioned checks will be sufficient and that the results will be 
comparable in terms of their impact on the elections/voting, within the 
scope of summarization of the election results.   

5.  Based on the problems identified by this report and the possibility 
of their significant impact on the results of the elections, taking into 
consideration that according to the official data registration of more 
than 225 thousand voters was not conducted via VADs and as a result 
of comparative analysis of IDs reflected on the lists their repetition was 
recorded, it is necessary either to define an obligation to enter the ID 
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data into the signed voter lists, or an equivalent mechanism, which 
will exclude the possibility of more than one voting with the same ID.

6.  Within the scope of this research, because of the lack of resources 
it was impossible to conduct comparative analyses of addresses in 
the general list of voters during the 2015 constitutional referendum 
and the addresses identified as a result of analysis in the general list 
of voters during the election to NA on 02.04.17(through automated 
computer software) where almost 106 000 voters were registered.

 Besides, for the same reason, as well as because of insufficient 
individualization data (for IDs) it was not possible to analyze whether 
people with the same name, surname and patronymic existed or not, 
and the fact of their participation in the voting.

 We should remind that the main report referred to this issue and 
around 208017 voters were identified whose names, surnames and 
patronymics repeated from 2 to 51 times. No official clarification was 
given in this relation. This problem as well highlights the necessity of 
entering the ID data and their effective monitoring.

7.   In relation to the voter lists, the aforementioned problems, as well 
as reducing the risk of possible exaggeration of lists, voting instead 
of people who are not in Armenia, it is necessary to define relevant 
complex solutions in the process of drawing and developing the voter 
lists, one of which can be drawing different voter lists for voters in and 
outside Armenia, or including only voters in Armenia in voter lists.

8.  Taking into consideration the facts raised in the main, as well as this 
report, which prove that the actions/inaction of commissions violated 
the electoral code, it is necessary that the law enforcement bodies take 

relevant action and start a process of sanctioning all the commission 
members who infringed the law or participated in it, to suspend their 
powers and further involvement in the electoral process as commission 
members to replenish the system with new persons who will be able to 
ensure independence of the electoral commissions, their effectiveness 
and the legitimacy of the electoral process.
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