ACCESSIBILITY OF INFORMATION OF THE ARMENIAN STATE AUTHORITIES 
(In Accordance with the Results of Monitoring
 of Official Websites)
SUMMARY
CPFE monitored the websites of state authorities throughout 2011, in order to assess their level of information transparency. The monitoring took place in two stages. The first stage was from February 1 to April 30. The second stage took place from July 1 to October 15. 
Members of the monitoring group based their findings on constitutional provisions that guarantee citizens’ right to receive official information from state agencies, in their private or public interest, as well as on the RA Law on Freedom of Information, which regulates the relations in this area. 
State authorities possess information that constitutes public property; therefore, this information is to be made public, including by means of publishing it on official websites. These websites should serve as sources of complete information about the government’s activities. The following monitoring results indicate how successful are various government agencies in this regard. 
The websites of 38 state and local government bodies were monitored in accordance with a common methodology (see the relevant section of this report). These websites were divided into three groups. The first group included the websites of 23 ministries and central government bodies. The second group included the official websites of the ten marzes (provinces), connected through a Territorial Administration System network (henceforth referred to as local administration websites). The third group included the websites of the RA President, the RA National Assembly, the RA Government, the RA Constitutional Court and the RA Prosecutor General’s Office. 

All the websites were evaluated in accordance with qualitative and quantitative characteristics of the published information, such as: 
- the existence of the required information or the lack thereof;
- completeness of information;

- timeliness;

- accessibility (from the technical point of view).

The websites were evaluated by 177 positions (parameters), of which 150 referred to the content, and 27 were technical. Then, the collected data was used in the specially developed formulas to calculate coefficients of quantity and quality of information. Then, the total weighted coefficient was calculated, which served as a basis for the final coefficient of information transparency. The websites of state agencies were then rated in the descending order of the coefficient.

The websites in two different groups (central government agencies/ministries and local administration bodies) were rated separately. The websites in the third group were not rated, because the functions of these bodies (and, consequently, the monitoring results) were not comparable. 
After the first stage of monitoring, the findings were presented to the monitored state agencies and to the public by means of press conference and media coverage. The same websites were re-examined in two months, to see if they had undergone any changes. The websites were rated again after the second stage of monitoring. 
Following is the rating of information transparency of ministries and the RA government bodies after the first stage of the study (February – April 2011). 
Table 1
	№
	State Bodies
	Website URL
	Level of Information Transparency
 (%)

	1
	Ministry of Transport and Communications 
	www.mtc.am
	46.96

	2
	Ministry of Labor and Social Affairs
	www.mss.am
	45.85

	3
	Ministry of Agriculture
	www.minagro.am
	40.30

	4
	State Committee of Real Estate Cadastre
	www.cadastre.am
	39.95

	5
	Ministry of Education and Science
	www.edu.am
	39.60

	6
	Ministry of Economy
	www.mineconomy.am
	39.14

	7
	Ministry of Diaspora
	www.mindiaspora.am
	37.34

	8
	Ministry of Territorial Administration
	www.mta.gov.am
	37.14

	9
	Ministry of Sports and Youth Affairs
	www.msy.am
	36.91

	10
	Ministry of Urban Development 
	www.mud.am
	36.57

	11
	Ministry of Nature Protection 
	www.mnp.am
	34.59

	12
	Ministry of Health
	www.moh.am
	33.87

	13
	Ministry of Finance
	www.minfin.am
	31.32

	14
	State Nuclear Safety Regulatory Committee 
	www.anra.am
	31.03

	15
	General Department of Civil Aviation 
	www.aviation.am
	28.81

	16
	State Property Management Department
	www.privatization.am
	28.51

	17
	Ministry of Defence
	www.mil.am
	27.96

	18
	Ministry of Energy and Natural Resources
	www.minenergy.am
	25.31

	19
	Ministry of Foreign Affairs 
	www.armeniaforeignministry.am
	23.75

	20
	Ministry of Culture
	www.mincult.am
	23.49

	21
	RA Police 
	www.police.am
	22.79

	22
	Ministry of Justice 
	www.moj.am
	15.57

	23
	State Revenue Committee 
Customs Service
Tax Service
	www.petekamutner.am 

www.customs.am 

www.taxservice.am
	4.17

26.40

37.51


Note 1. The website of the National Security Service is not included in the table, because the Service is, essentially, a closed organization by nature, and much of its information constitutes state secret. Therefore, the NSS website cannot be compared to the websites of other state bodies. 
Note 2.  The Ministry of Emergency Situations was not covered during the first stage of monitoring, because it did not have a website at that time. 
Following the publication of this data, representatives of the majority of ministries and agencies expressed an interest in the study, its parameters and evaluation criteria. The monitoring group experts provided consulting to representatives of the government bodies and developed recommendations on how to improve their websites. 
As a rule, state government bodies followed these recommendations in their future work on their websites. At the end of the timeout for consultations, in two months, the second stage of the study took place (July-October 2011), and the monitoring group experts noted significant improvement in the official websites. Most of them improved their coefficient of information transparency.  
The relative rating of the ministries and agencies also changed, depending on how much they followed the recommendation of the monitoring group experts, or how much of the missing information they had the time to supply. 
Following is the rating of information transparency of ministries and the RA government bodies after the second stage of the monitoring, as of October 15, 2011. 
Table 2
	№
	State Bodies 
	Website URL
	Level of Information Transparency
 (%)

	1
	Ministry of Territorial Administration
	www.mta.gov.am
	52.07

	2
	Ministry of Transport and Communications
	www.mtc.am
	51.06

	3
	Ministry of Labor and Social Affairs
	www.mss.am
	48.39

	4
	State Committee of Real Estate Cadastre
	www.cadastre.am
	44.16 

	5
	Ministry of Economy
	www.mineconomy.am
	43.35

	6
	Ministry of Urban Development
	www.mud.am
	39.52

	7
	Ministry of Education and Science
	www.edu.am
	39.33

	8
	Ministry of Finance
	www.minfin.am
	37.79



	9
	Ministry of Justice
	www.moj.am
	36.48



	10
	Ministry of Foreign Affairs
	www.mfa.am
	35.99

	11
	Ministry of Agriculture
	www.minagro.am
	35.73

	12
	Ministry of Health
	www.moh.am
	35.50

	13
	Ministry of Diaspora
	www.mindiaspora.am
	35.24



	14
	Ministry of Nature Protection
	www.mnp.am
	34.73

	15
	Ministry of Defence
	www.mil.am
	33.15



	16
	Ministry of Sports and Youth Affairs
	www.msy.am
	32.55

	17
	State Property Management Department
	www.sns.am
	31.57

	18
	State Nuclear Safety Regulatory Committee
	www.anra.am
	31.25

	19
	General Department of Civil Aviation

	www.aviation.am
	30.57

	20
	Ministry of Energy and Natural Resources
	www.minenergy.am
	28.65

	21
	RA Police
	www.police.am
	26.62


	22
	Ministry of Emergency Situations
	www.mes.am 
	23.32

	23
	Ministry of Culture
	www.mincult.am
	19.62


Note 3. The rating table did not include the State Revenue Committee (SRC), in addition to the other government agency mentioned in Note 1, because SRC’s website did not correspond to the monitoring parameters and it did not change at all after the first stage of monitoring. 
Note 4. The Ministry of Emergency Situation developed a website by the time the second stage of monitoring started; therefore, their website was also examined and included in the rating table. 
The same principles were followed when rating the official websites of the Armenian marzes included in the Territorial Administration System network (TAS). Following is the situation after the first stage of the study (February-April 2011).
Table 3
	№
	Marz
	Website URL
	Level of Information Transparency (%)

	1
	Armavir Marz
	http://armavir.region.am
	30.00

	2
	Syunik Marz
	http://syunik.region.am
	29.01

	3
	Aragatsotn Marz
	http://aragatsotn.region.am
	27.17

	4
	Lori Marz
	http://lori.region.am
	25.89

	5
	Kotayk Marz
	http://kotayk.region.am
	24.51

	6
	Shirak Marz
	http://shirak.region.am
	24.41

	7
	Vayots Dzor Marz
	http://vdzor.region.am
	23.46

	8
	Tavush Marz
	http://tavush.region.am
	21.77

	9
	Gegharkunik Marz
	http://gegharkunik.region.am
	The website would not open


	10
	Ararat Marz
	http://ararat.region.am
	The website would not open


After the second stage of the monitoring (July-October), the rating of local administration websites by their coefficient of information transparency changed significantly. It stands as follows, as of October 15, 2011.
Table 4
	№
	Marz
	Website URL
	Level of Information Transparency (%)

	1
	Kotayk Marz
	http://kotayk.gov.am
	36.94

	2
	Syunik Marz
	http://syunik.gov.am
	35.21

	 3
	Armavir Marz
	http://armavir.gov.am
	33.79

	4
	Lori Marz
	http://lori.gov.am
	32.41

	5 
	Ararat Marz
	http://ararat.gov.am
	30.74

	6
	Aragatsotn Marz
	http://aragatsotn.gov.am
	27.78

	7
	Tavush Marz
	http://tavush.gov.am
	27.36

	8
	Shirak Marz
	http://shirak.gov.am
	26.24

	9
	Vayots Dzor Marz
	http://vdzor.gov.am
	24.30

	10
	Gegharkunik Marz
	http://gegharkunik.gov.am
	23.70


Since the websites in the third group (the RA President, the RA National Assembly, the RA Government, the RA Constitutional Court and the RA Prosecutor General’s Office) were not rated, because their functions and the requirements for the type of information they publish were incomparable, their results are presented in the hierarchical order, in accordance with the RA Constitution. The following table makes it possible to compare the results of the first and the second stage of monitoring.
Table 5
	Body
	Website URL
	Level of Information Transparency (%)
1st stage
	Level of Information Transparency (%)
2nd stage

	The RA President
	www.president.am 
	33.03
	32.50

	The RA National Assembly
	www.parliament.am
	48.39
	44.22

	The RA Government
	www.gov.am; www.e-gov.am
	42.65
	41.77

	The RA Constitutional Court
	www.concourt.am
	43.22
	42.11

	The RA Prosecutor General’s Office
	www.genproc.am
	56.88
	55.10 


THE URGENCY AND THE PURPOSE OF THE STUDY
The development of information and communication technologies has increased significantly the possibility of establishing more active ties between the authorities and the public. The Internet, in addition to its many other functions and advantages, is becoming the most effective, fastest and cheapest way to disseminate information about the activities of state bodies, to communicate the official point of view on various issues and to allow the authorities to interact with citizens. With the spread of new communication technologies, this is becoming the case in Armenia as well. 
On the one hand, the full implementation of the e-government concept can increase the effectiveness of the state; on the other hand, it can solve the problem of citizens’ access to state information resources. In other words, this has to do with ensuring the transparency of the authorities.  

State authorities possess the most extensive information of public interest. Therefore, they can inform the public widely about their activities and their results by making use of modern technologies, especially the Internet. Every citizen should be able to receive the maximum amount of information about the authorities by visiting their official websites. 
The content of such websites makes it possible to judge the level of openness of state bodies and of the state in general, as well as the possibilities for accessing information related to state bodies, transparency of their decisions and administrative procedures, and corruption risks in various organizations. 
Having a good modern website makes state bodies more disciplined and encourages more social orientation. If one is familiar with the state’s position on a specific issue, one can analyze it, compare it to other positions, question it or criticize it. The experience of developed countries shows that state bodies with an online presence are forced to be more responsible in carrying out their duties and more accountable to the society. 
The purpose of this study is to determine the level of information transparency of the Armenian authorities. In other words, the purpose is to find out whether the official websites meet the information needs of the society, i.e. whether citizens can get the information they need by visiting these websites and whether these websites contain all the information that is required to be made public by law. 
The entire study was conducted in 2011. The monitoring was conducted from February to April (first stage) and from July to October (second stage). The results are based on the websites that existed during that period. If any of these websites were improved or changed after that period, these changes will be reflected in future studies, because similar monitoring will be conducted in the future as well. 
LEGAL FUNDAMENTALS FOR THE STUDY
The RA freedom of information legislation is based on Article 27 of the RA Constitution that says: “Everyone shall have the right to freedom of speech, including freedom to seek, receive and impart information and ideas through any media, regardless of state frontiers.” Article 27.1 of the Constitution guarantees citizens’ right to file requests or recommendations with competent state and local self-government bodies and officials, with a view of protecting their private or public interests, and to receive an appropriate answer within a reasonable period. 
The provision about the transparency of environmental information, as stated in Article 33.2 of the RA Constitution, is also important from the point of view of informing the public. According to Article 33.2, “Officials shall be liable for concealing or refusing to provide environmental information.” Article 6 of the Constitution is important from the point of view of openness of legal information. It reads: “Laws shall enter into force following their publication in the Official Journal of the Republic of Armenia. Other regulatory legal acts shall enter into force following their publication as prescribed by law.”
The constitutional norms are reflected in the laws as well. The most important law in this area is the RA Law on Freedom of Information that regulates the relations related to freedom of information, establishes the rights of the owners of information in relation to the provision of information, as well as the procedures, forms and conditions for receiving information. This law applies to state and local government bodies, state agencies financed from the state budget and organizations of public importance and their officials. Article 7, paragraph 3 of the Law specifies 13 types of information that are required to be published no less than once a year. According to paragraph 4 of the same article, any changes to the information listed in paragraph 3 are supposed to be made public within 10 days. 

The 13 types of information related to:
“1) activitites and services provided (to be provided) to the public, 

2) budget, 

3) forms for written enquires and the instructions for filling out the forms, 

4) staff lists, as well as the names, last names, education, profession, positions, work phone numbers and email addresses of officials; 

5) recruitment procedures and vacancies, 

6) environmental impact, 

7) public events’ programs, 

8) procedures, days, time and place of receiving citizens, 

9) pricing procedures, prices (tariffs) for works and services, 

10) lists of information in possession of the given agency and procedures for providing that information, 

11) statistics and complete data on inquiries received, including grounds for refusal to provide information, 

12) sources of elaboration or obtainment of information mentioned in this clause, 

13) persons who are authorized to clarify information defined in this clause.”
According to the same article of the law, the above-mentioned information is supposed to be made public in a way that would be accessible to the public. This includes posting the information on a website, if the organization in question has one. 

According to paragraph 2 of the same article, “The holder of information is required to make public (urgently and in any way available to it) any information, the publication of which can prevent a threat to state or public safety, public order, public health and morals, rights and freedoms of others, environment and other person’s property.”
Article 12 of the law is also of interest in the context of this study. It reads that the holder of information in the area of freedom of information is required to do the following, in accordance with procedures prescribed by law:
1) ensure accessibility and openness of information,
2) record, categorize and maintain the information in its possession,
3) provide truthful and complete information in its possession to any person seeking that information, 

4) establish procedures for the provision of oral and/or written information,
5) appoint an official responsible for freedom of information.
METHODOLOGY 
The methodology of this study was developed by the Institute for Information Freedom Development (Saint Petersburg, Russia). The Institute has been monitoring the websites of the Russian Federation’s government websites and reporting its findings for several years. The methodology (including the website evaluation criteria and procedures for compiling the ratings) has been graciously presented to the Committee to Protect Freedom of Expression to be applied in Armenia. The methodology, and especially the evaluation criteria, has been adapted to the local conditions, considering the differences between the government systems in Russia and Armenia, as well as the differences in legislation in the two countries. 
Following is a description of the methodology developed by the Institute for Information Freedom Development and used in our study. 
Subject and Object of the Monitoring
Subject of the Study – compliance of official websites of state bodies with:
а) requirements of the law and other normative acts regulating citizens’ access to information about activities of state bodies;
b) commonly accepted technical requirements for websites;

c) obvious information needs of natural persons and legal entities.
Object of the Study: official websites of state bodies.  A total of 38 websites were examined. They were divided into three groups. The first group included 23 websites of ministries and central government bodies; the second group included the official websites of all the ten marzes (provinces) of the country, connected into the Territorial Administration System network. The third group included the official websites of the RA President, the RA National Assembly, the RA Government, the RA Constitutional Court and the RA Prosecutor General’s Office. The websites were compared within each group. The websites in the first two groups were rated in accordance with the results of the study. The websites of the third group were not rated, because the fuctions of these bodies and, therefore, the data received as a result of our analysis, were not comparable. 

Period of the Study: the monitoring took place in two stages. The first stage was from February to April, and the second stage was from July to October 2011. 
Method of the Study: expert analysis of the content of these websites, done in an online regime (for a specific period of time), to determine the quantitative and qualitative characteristics of the level of openness of the state bodies’ activities. This method is effective, because it allows to assess the accessibility (in a wide sense of the word) of the relevant information in the official websites for regular citizens. 
The study and analysis of the content of official websites was done in accordance with the following parameters:
1. General information about the state body;
2. Structure of the state body;

3. Data about the state body’s information resources;
4. Information about the state body’s activities in the areas of its powers;
5. Legislation and legislative activities of the state body;
6. The state body’s activities for the protection of rights, liberties and lawful interests of natural persons and legal entities;
7. Information about competitions, auctions and bids, as well as the awarded state contracts;
8. Staffing;
9. Budget, finance;
10. Ease of access to information; 

The experts were supposed to fill out a table, where the parameters were broken down by sub-parameters, while the latter were broken down by evaluation parameters (i.e. the information to be evaluated). Here is a demonstration of how this breaking down works, using the example of the first parameter – “General Information about the State Body.” 

	General parameters
	Sub-parameters
	Evaluation parameters

	1.1. General information about the state body
	1.1. Information about the state body’s leadership
	1.1.1. Full name of the head of the state body

	 
	 
	1.1.2. Description of the powers of the head of the state body

	 
	 
	1.1.3.      Full names of deputy heads of the state body 

	 
	 
	1.1.4.      Description of the powers of deputy heads of the state body 

	1.2. General contact information in the state body
	1.2. General contact information in the state body
	1.2.1.      Full name of the state body

	 
	 
	1.2.2.      Name(s) of the body/bodies, of which the state body is the legal successor. 

	 
	 
	1.2.3.      Mailing address of the state body

	 
	 
	1.2.4.      Physical address /location/ of the state body

	 
	 
	1.2.5.      Phone number of the state body’s information service 

	 
	 
	1.2.6.     Expanded telephone directory of the state body

	 
	 
	1.2.7.  State body’s fax number

	 
	 
	1.2.8.  State body’s email address

	1.3. Information about the superior state body
	1.3.Information about the superior state body
	1.3.1.      Full and/or abbreviated name of the superior state body 

	 
	 
	1.3.2.      Link to the official website of the superior state body 

	1.4. Information about subordinate state bodies
	1.4. Information about subordinate state bodies
	1.4.1.      List of full and/or abbreviated names of subordinate state bodies

	 
	 
	1.4.2.      Links to the official websites of subordinate state bodies 

	1.5. Information about state bodies with related powers
	1.5. Information about state bodies with related powers
	1.5.1.      List of full and/or abbreviated names of state bodies with related powers 

	 
	 
	1.5.2.      Links to the official websites of state bodies with related powers

	1.6. Basic activities of the state body
	1.6.Basic activities of the state body
	1.6.1.      Description of the state body’s areas of competence, goals and functions


Thus, the official websites of state bodies were monitored in accordance with 177 parameters, of which 150 were related to the content, and 27 were technical. The latter were included in the section about the ease of access to information, as well as among additional important parameters, such as the official website’s registration in main search engines (Yandex, Google), existence of a section on the news in the area of the state body’s activities, existence of an interactive form to pay state duty or make other necessary payments (with the possibility to fill out and print the form directly from the website). The last parameter was whether or not the official government websites contain any advertisement (including covert advertisement) about natural persons or legal entities, goods or services. This was the only parameter, whose existence was considered a negative thing. 
The Evaluation Procedures, the Scale and the Calculation of Coefficients
The following quantitative and qualitative characteristics contained in the websites were selected as evaluation criteria of the parameters:

· Existence/lack
· Completeness
· Timeliness
· Accessibility
The first criteria – “existence/lack” – is quantitative. Depending on the area of competence, functions and objectives of the given state body (in accordance with its bylaws and other normative acts), certain types of information may not be required to be made public on the official website. During the study, the experts analyzed the bylaws of the various state bodies and other normative acts to determine whether or not any given type of information was required to be published or not. This was called “the coefficient of requirement.” If it was marked as 0, then the expert did not require the existence of that type of information on the website; therefore, that information was not analyzed in accordance with other qualitative characteristics. Only the quantitative characteristic of “existence/lack” was used to evaluate the technical parameters. 
The quantitative coefficient - Ккол – is the only one to determine the fact of existence of the given piece of information on the official website. This indicator is calculated based on the formula of Ккол = Кэ х Кн, where Кэ is the coefficient of requirement of the given information and Кн is the coefficient of existence. 

Completeness, timeliness and accessibility are qualitative characteristics for evaluating the parameters (data). All of them also have coefficients that need to be calculated. 
The completeness of information means the existence of information related to a given parameter, in quantities and content that would allow a visitor of the website to get the whole picture about the given event, person, action, etc. 
The completeness is determined by coefficient Кп. It can have three degrees: 

· High degree of completeness (70-100%): Кп = 1 (the experts mark it with number 3 in the working table, which means that the website contains the whole required range of data, with complete supporting information);
· Medium degree of completeness (30-70%): Кп = 0.5 (the experts mark it with number 2 in the working table, which means that the website contains the whole required range of data, but the supporting information is not complete; or it means that not the whole required range of data is presented in the website);

· Low degree of completeness (5-30%): Кп = 0.2 (the experts mark it with number 1 in the working table, which means that the website contains only fragmented information). 
Timeliness means how fresh the information is and how often it is updated in the official websites. It depends on the dynamics of changes in its characteristics and the time that has passed since the given event. 

Timeliness is determined by coefficient Ка, which can have three degrees:
· High degree of timeliness (texts of official speeches, information about official visits and meetings that took place no more than seven days ago, or actions plans, programs, their indicators, reports, budget information and other similar information are for the current year): Ка = 1 (the experts mark it with number 3 in the working table); 
· Medium degree of timeliness (texts of official speeches, information about official visits and meetings that took place more than seven days but less than 14 days ago, while action plans, programs, their indicators, reports, budget information and other similar information are for the previous year): Ка = 0.85 (the experts mark it with number 2 in the working table);

· Low degree of timeliness (texts of official speeches, information about official visits and meetings that took place more than 14 days ago, while action plans, programs, their indicators, reports and other similar information are two or more years old): Ка = 0.7 (the experts mark it with number 1 in the working table). 

Accessibility of information means the ease and convenience of finding the required information in the official website, as well as the possibility of receiving information in different formats (hard copies, downloads).
Accessibility is determined by coefficient Кд, which can have three degrees:
· High degree of accessibility (information is placed in a convenient location, in the logical section, under the relevant heading, it is easy to find, and it takes less than three clicks to find it): Кд = 1 (the experts marked it with number 3 in the working table);

· Medium degree of accessibility (it is more difficult to find the required information, the information is located in the logical section but is hard to find in the general stream because the structure is not so good, and it takes more than three clicks to find it): Кд = 0.95 (the experts mark it with number 2 in the working table);
· Low degree of accessibility (it is very difficult to find the required information, the information is located in a section or under a heading that is not logical for it, of information can be obtained only from the text of another document by means of the search function or site map): Кд = 0.9 (the experts mark it with number 1 in the working table). 
The coefficient of qualitative characteristics - Ккач – contains all the qualitative characteristics of information and is calculated by means of the following formula: Ккач = Кп х (Ка  + Кд  - 1). 

Under the methodology developed for this study, information transparency means the existence of complete, timely and accessible information about the activities of state bodies in their official websites. 

When the quantitative (Ккол) and qualitative (Ккач) coefficients are calculated, the next step is to determine the level of information transparency. However, before that, the authors of the methodology gave consideration to the coefficient of social importance (Ксз) of information: every piece of information receives a coefficient between 1 and 3, depending on its social importance. 

The resulting weighted coefficient of information - Квес – is calculated in accordance with the following formula: Квес = Ксз х Ккол х Ккач. Essentially, it brings together all the characteristics of a given parameter, selected by experts. 

The transparency coefficient (Коткр) of an official website is calculated in accordance with the following formula:
                                                  ( Квес

                                 Коткр = ---------------- 

                                              ( (Ксз х Кэ)

The resulting coefficient is the main indicator that characterizes the level of transparency of the official website. The higher this number, the more transparent the website. Official websites of state bodies are rated in accordance with that coefficient (in a descending order). The main purpose of comparing the results of the study for different government agencies is to encourage them to improve their websites, make effective use of modern technologies, ensure their user-friendliness and, ultimately, increase the transparency of the state authorities. 
THE MONITORING RESULTS 
As was already mentioned, the study was conducted in two stages, i.e. every website was analyzed and evaluated twice. The monitoring periods were February to April (first stage) and July to October 2011 (second stage). The results of the study shall be presented in accordance with these stages, in order to be able to compare the data and see the changes identified by the monitoring group.
RATING OF WEBSITES OF MINISTRIES AND THE RA GOVERNMENT BODIES
First Stage 

If we take absolute information transparency to be 100%, then none of the websites of ministries and the RA government bodies reached even one half of the maximum possible level (see Table 1). However, even a 50% level of information transparency is considered quite high under the methodology used for this study. To compare: when a similar study was conducted in the Russian Federation in 2008, the highest rated website among the websites of federal government bodies received only 38.40%. Only after the government bodies accepted the recommendations of the Institute for Information Freedom Development following the publication of the monitoring results and started to improve their websites, the websites of some ministries and agencies reached a level of openness of more than 50%, as shown by the 2009 study (a similar pattern was noticed in Armenia as well).
According to Table 1, where websites were rated in accordance with the results of the first stage of monitoring, the leader was the Ministry of Transport and Communication, with the rating of 46.96%. The content of its website largely corresponded to the parameters of the study. The website provided general information about the ministry, its structures, scope of competence and functions of its divisions and organizations, the ministry’s current activities, the laws and other normative acts that apply to the ministry, procedures for sending inquiries to the ministry, the ministry’s licensing activities, etc. However, the ministry’s rating could have been higher, if it posted timely information about a number of important parameters, such as the amount of resources provided by the state budget for the 2011 activities, list of vacancies, cooperation with international organizations, official and working visits of deputy ministers, texts of decisions of collegial and consultative bodies, etc. 
Many of the aforementioned shortcomings were also typical for the second-best website, that of the Ministry of Labor and Social Affairs. Its level of openness was 45.85 percent (see Table 1). On the whole, the site contained the required information about the ministry, its structure, current activities, etc. However, the final rating could also be higher, if proper attention was paid to legal/normative acts that apply to the ministry’s activities, posting of specific documents in the relevant sections, providing information about the ministry’s licensing activities (licensing, registration, registration and de-registration, etc) carried out to protect the rights, freedoms and lawful interests of natural persons and legal entities. 
The two leaders are followed by a group of 4 websites (Ministry of Agriculture, State Committee of Real Estate Cadastre, Ministry of Education and Science, Ministry of Economy) that scored significantly lower scores. They took the 3rd to the 6th position, with a difference of less than 1% between them. The ratings of these websites were 40.30%, 39.95%, 39.60% and 39.14%, respectively. They contained a lot of important information of public interest. However, compared to the two leaders, these sites were much less informative. 
The websites of 12 ministries and agencies occupied the middle positions in the first stage monitoring rating table. Their rating ranged from 37.34% (Ministry of Diaspora) to 23.49% (Ministry of Culture). These websites were characterized by a complete lack or shortage of information related to the majority of parameters of the study. 
The websites of the RA Police, Ministry of Justice and State Revenue Committee came last in the rating table, and they had an especially large amount of problems and shortcomings in terms of openness of information and compliance with the parameters of the study. Their ratings were 22.79%, 15.57% and 4.17%, respectively. 

The most problematic was the website of the State Revenue Committee that occupied the last line in the rating table. If we look at it as a standalone website, then it contains almost no information. Visitors see two other websites, those of the Customs Service and Tax Service, whereas the State Revenue Committee does not have any subdivisions with these names. When you visit the “Tax Service” website and click on the link for the Structure of the Central Apparatus of the Tax Service”, you are taken to the structure of the State Revenue Committee. However, if you visit the website of the “Customs Service” and click the link to the Structure of the Central Apparatus of Customs Service, you also get the structure of the State Revenue Committee. It is noteworthy that, when taken separately, the websites of these two services received fairly high final rating (37.51% and 26.40%, respectively) and they could compete successfully with other websites in the middle positions of the rating table. This approach in the first stage of monitoring was purely experimental. However, when rating the websites of state bodies, the final rating for the State Revenue Committee was taken, because the tax service and the customs service are its subdivisions, officially. 
In view of these problems, the expert group decided that the State Revenue Committee’s website did not comply with monitoring parameters, therefore it was not covered in the second stage of monitoring.
In this and the following sections, the results of the first stage of monitoring will be presented only briefly (for details, you can visit the CPFE website at www.khosq.am and click on “Studies”), because the vast majority of ministries and agencies made significant changes in their websites after the initial monitoring. These changes were reflected in the second stage of the study.
Second Stage
A two-month interval was planned between the first and the second stage of monitoring. During that time, the experts presented the goals and objectives of the study and their first results to representatives of the authorities (a seminar for press-secretaries and PR managers of various state bodies was organized for this purpose). Also, the experts provided consulting and recommendations on how to improve the official websites.
It is worth noting that many ministries and agencies showed great interest towards the study and expressed their willingness to cooperate with the expert group. Perhaps, this was because the study coincided with the period when a significant number of state bodies were working on redeveloping their websites, which created favorable conditions for making the changes with consideration given to monitoring parameters and expert opinions.
According to the results of the second stage of monitoring, 18 out of the 23 ministries and agencies increased the level of information transparency of their official websites. In some cases, the improvement was quite significant (Ministry of Territorial Administration, Ministry of Justice, Ministry of Foreign Affairs, etc.). The results of four ministries (Ministry of Agriculture, Ministry of Diaspora, Ministry of Sports and Youth Affairs, and Ministry of Culture) were significantly lower compared to the first stage. The level of information transparency of the Ministry of Education and Science remained virtually unchanged. 
In order to make the changes more apparent, the rating table of the second stage is presented here with the results of the first stage of the study. 
Table 6
	№
	State Body
	Website URL
	Level of Information Transparency (%)

2nd stage
	Level of Information Transparency (%)

1st stage

	1
	Ministry of Territorial Administration 
	www.mta.gov.am
	52.07
	37.14

	2
	Ministry of Transport and Communication
	www.mtc.am
	51.06
	46.96



	 3
	Ministry of Labor and Social Affairs
	www.mss.am
	48.39
	45.85

	4
	State Committee of Real Estate Cadastre 
	www.cadastre.am
	44.16 
	39.95 

	5 
	Ministry of Economy
	www.mineconomy.am
	43.35
	39.14

	6
	Ministry of Urban Development 
	www.mud.am
	39.52
	36.57

	7
	Ministry of Education and Science
	www.edu.am
	39.33
	39.60

	8
	Ministry of Finance
	www.minfin.am
	37.79


	31.32

	9
	Ministry of Justice
	www.moj.am
	36.48


	15.57

	10
	Ministry of Foreign Affairs
	www.mfa.am
	35.99
	23.75

	11
	Ministry of Agriculture
	www.minagro.am
	35.73
	40.30

	12
	Ministry of Health
	www.moh.am
	35.50
	33.87

	13
	Ministry of Diaspora
	www.mindiaspora.am
	35.24


	37.34

	14
	Ministry of Nature Protection
	www.mnp.am
	34.73
	34.59

	15
	Ministry of Defence
	www.mil.am
	33.15
	27.96

	16
	Ministry of Sports and Youth Affairs
	www.msy.am
	32.55
	36.91



	17
	State Property Management Department
	www.sns.am
	31.57
	28.51

	18
	State Nuclear Safety Regulatory Committee
	www.anra.am
	31.25
	31.03

	19
	General Department of Civil Aviation


	www.aviation.am
	30.57
	28.81

	20
	Ministry of Energy and Natural Resources
	www.minenergy.am
	28.65
	25.31

	21
	RA Police 
	www.police.am
	26.62


	22.79

	22
	Ministry of Emergency Situations
	www.mes.am 
	23.32
	The Ministry did not have a website then

	23
	Ministry of Culture
	www.mincult.am
	19.62
	23.49


The rating table created after the second stage of monitoring had a new leader. The Ministry of Territorial Administration improved its first score by around 15% and move up from the eighth position to the first. This was the most notable change in the information transparency rating of ministries and state agencies. Another notable change was in the website of the Ministry of Justice. The Ministry moved up from the 22nd to the 9th position, as a result of radical redevelopment of the website, posting of more information and, consequently, improving the score by about 21%.
The leader was followed closely by Ministry of Transport and Communications and Ministry of Labor and Social Affairs. Their websites, which occupied the first two lines after the first stage of monitoring, also improved. Their scores increased by 4.1% and 2.54%, respectively. However, because the Ministry of Territorial Administration achieved a higher level of information transparency, the former leaders moved down one position in the rating table. 
On the whole, the websites of these three ministries are rather informative and they comply with the main parameters of monitoring. In particular, they contain fairly complete general information, including information about their ministers and deputy ministers, structural divisions, their powers and structures. A visitor can get detailed information about the current activities of these ministries, their administrative and licensing activities, applicable laws and normative acts. 
However, the three leaders have common shortcomings. None of them have any information about inspections conducted in their respective ministries. Also, they have no information on how to appeal the decisions or actions (inaction) of the ministries or their officials. The website of the Ministry of Transport and Communication does not have information about procedures for accepting general letters from natural persons or legal entities. A significant shortcoming of all the three websites is that they do not contain the required information about auctions and bids, as well as about the ministries’ staffing, such as information about competitions to fill vacancies and complaints procedures related to these competitions. In addition, the website of the Ministry of Labor and Social Affairs does not contain the list and conditions of legal contracts with natural persons or legal entities, signed by the ministry. All three ministries failed to publish information about budget implementation. Obviously, addressing these issues will allow the leaders to increase further their level of information transparency. 
The three leaders were followed by the State Committee for the Real Estate Cadastre, which was only a few points behind with its 44.16%. It retained the fourth position. The Ministry of Economy moved from the sixth to the fifth position with 43.35%. However, these two ministries could have had better results if they had paid more attention to improving the content and the technical parameters of their websites. 
In particular, both the Ministry of Economy and the State Committee for Real Estate Cadastre have little or no information about the activities of the relevant consultative and collegial bodies. The websites do not contain the minutes of the meetings of such bodies or their decisions. Both websites say almost nothing about the possibilities of making use of the information systems of these agencies, as well as about procedures for requesting information and receiving answers. In addition, there is no information about expert analyses and their results. The activities aimed at protecting the rights, freedoms and lawful interests of natural persons and legal entities are presented in a rather weak fashion. In particular, the State Committee for Real Estate Cadastre does not have the schedule for receiving citizens posted on the website. Nor does it have the relevant banking information for the payment of state duties and fees. The website of the Ministry of Economy does not have information about procedures for receiving letters and applications from natural persons or legal entities, including requests for information. There is also no information on how these documents are processed. Both websites have no information at all about staffing, including the available vacancies and procedures for filling them. There is no information about the total amount of state budget resources allocated for the year. The website of the Ministry of Economy has no information about budget implementation. Many of the aforementioned shortcomings were identified during the first stage of monitoring, and the two state bodies failed to address them. 
According to the results of the second stage of the study, the websites of 14 ministries and agencies occupied the middle positions in the rating table. The level of their information transparency was less than 40%. In particular, the website of the Ministry of Urban Development received a rating of only 39.52% and occupied the 6th position, while the website of the General Department of Civil Aviation took the 19th position and scored 30.57%. As was already mentioned, the vast majority of ministries and state bodies improved their results significantly since the first stage of monitoring, reaching a higher level of information transparency. In addition to the Ministry of Justice, whose significant progress has already been mentioned, other ministries in the middle section of the table that made notable improvements included the Ministry of Foreign Affairs, the Ministry of Finance and the Ministry of Defence. The Ministry of Foreign Affairs improved its information transparency rating by more than 12% and moved up from the 19th to the 10th position. The Ministry of Finance improved by about 6.5% and moved up from the 13th to the 8th position. The Ministry of Defence gained 5% and moved up from the 17th to the 15th position.
However, despite the obvious progress, the websites in this group are still quite far from full compliance with the content and technical parameters of this study. In particular, they have little or no information about structural divisions, territorial and consultative bodies, including the public ones. The websites contain almost no description of online information systems of general use, maintained by the relevant bodies, and no possibilities of accessing them. 
The expert group identified significant shortcomings related to the parameter of “Information about state body’s activities in the area of its main powers.” The websites provided mainly information about visits and meetings of the heads of the relevant ministries or state bodies, but there was very little or no information about deputy ministers’ visits or meetings. Most of the websites did not contain speeches by the heads of the relevant state agencies. The aforementioned parameter included the following sub-parameters: “information about inspections,” “information on activities to prevent and overcome the emergency situations in the area of the state body’s authority,” “information about appealing the decisions or actions (inaction) of the state body and its officials.” Most of the examined websites did not contain any information related to these parameters.
As for the “legislation and legislative activities of the state body” parameter, the websites in the middle of the rating table were limited to presenting some laws. As a rule, there were no draft laws or government decisions prepared by the given state body. In the few cases when such draft documents were presented, there were no supporting documents. There were almost no normative-legal acts establishing internal procedures. This type of information was incomplete in most of the websites in the middle of the rating table. Virtually all of the websites in this part of the table were missing lists of information in the possession of the given state body, as well as procedures for providing this information. 
The parameter of “the state body’s activities for the protection of rights, liberties and lawful interests of natural persons and legal entities” implies publication of information related to procedures for receiving citizens, accepting and processing of letters and complaints, licensing, registration, de-registration procedures, applications for accreditation, etc. Some of the websites had information about the schedule for receiving citizens, but almost nothing about the aforementioned procedures. None of the websites had overview and analysis of complaints/letters from natural persons and legal entities.
The most serious shortcoming of the websites was the extreme scarceness of information about competitions, auctions and bids organized by the relevant state body, as well as state contracts, staffing, budget and finances. Another common shortcoming for the websites in the middle part of the rating table was the fact that mailing addresses and telephone directories were not presented in full. It is worth noting that, under our methodology, if the mailing address is written without the postal code, then we consider that only a physical address (location) is presented, while mailing address is missing. Similarly, if a phone number is written without the international dialing code, then we consider that number to be incomplete.
The aforementioned shortcomings were typical for the last four websites in the table – Ministry of Energy and Natural Resources, the RA Police, Ministry of Emergency Situations and Ministry of Culture. They had even less content and worse technical parameters than the leaders. 
The Ministry of Emergency Situation was somewhat of an exception. It did not have a website during the first stage of monitoring, but developed one by the time of the second stage. According to our experts, their website is very convenient to use, it already contains a fair amount of information and it can reach a high level of information transparency in light of its richness of information.
Two of the four websites – those of the Ministry of Energy and Natural Resource and the RA Police – have improved by more than 3% since the first stage of monitoring. However, this was not sufficient to climb up to higher positions in the rating table, because other ministries and agencies were more successful in improving their websites. For example, the richest part of the RA Police’s website is the news section. However, it contains no information about the addresses of their regional bodies, no information about the areas of competence of the structural devisions; there are almost no normative-legal acts, no procedures for receiving citizens’ complaints and no other procedures, nothing about an analysis of letters and complaints, the budget or its implementation, etc.
As for the Ministry of Culture, its website’s rating worsened by 4 percent since the first stage of the monitoring, which resulted in its dropping to the bottom of the table. In particular, there is no information about staffing, including the available vacancies and procedures for filling them, no information at all about auctions and contracts awarded to natural persons or legal entities, nothing about administrative and licensing activities (licensing, registration, accreditation, receiving of declarations, etc.) carried out for the protection of rights, liberties and lawful interests of natural persons and legal entiites, etc. Essentially, this website needs to be filled with significant amount of information about most of the parameters. Also, it needs to be made more technically accessible and user-friendly.
RATING OF OFFICIAL WEBSITES OF THE RA MARZES
First Stage
The official websites of the Armenian marzes (provinces), as territorial-administrative units of the country, are connected to a common network called the RA Territorial Administration System. There are ten such websites. They were included in a separate group during the monitoring and rated separately from the other websites. 
According to Article 88.1 of the RA Constitution, “Marzpets (governors) shall carry out the government’s territorial administration policy, coordinate the activities of territorial services of the executive bodies, except in cases prescribed by the law.” In other words, marzpets are territorial administration bodies with their own apparatus. The official websites of the marzes are supposed to reflect the activities of these bodies.
The websites in the RA Territorial Administration System have the same design and structure, almost the same sections and headings. The only difference is in the information they contain, its completeness and timeliness. Obviously, this explains the fact that the difference between the ratings of the various websites is not as great as in the case of the websites of the various ministries and state agencies. 
According to the results of the first stage of the monitoring, the highest rating belonged to the website of the Armavir marz (see Table 3). The website’s level of openness of information was 30%. Obviously, this number is not high, and it indicates that most of the required information is missing. However, visitors to this website could get general information about the powers of the marzpet and his deputies, the structure of the local administration and its activities.
Similar information (albeit with some shortcomings) could be found in the official website of the Syunik marz, which took the second highest rating with 29.01%. The difference between the scores of the two websites was less than 1%. The website that came the third with 27.17% (the website of the Aragatsotn marz) did not even have information about the powers of the marzpet and his deputies.
The next five websites – Lori marz (25.89%), Kotayk marz (24.51%), Shirak marz (24.41%), Vayots Dzor marz (23.46%) and Tavush marz (21.77%) – were even poorer in terms of the information they contained. Most of them did not have descriptions of the powers and scope of activities of the various divisions within the local administration, information about appealing the decisions and actions (or inaction) of the marzpet’s apparatus and individual officials, inspections and their results, etc.
Two websites (Gegharkunik marz and Ararat marz) could not be opened during the first stage of the monitoring. Therefore, despite many attempts, they were not examined. Technical problems with access were experienced with other websites in this group as well. Many of them would open with problems, and some of them would not open at all on some days.
Like in the previous section, we presented the results of the first stage of the study only in general terms, because all of the websites in the Territorial Administration System were rebuilt and improved later on, and these changes were noted by the expert group during the next stage of the study. 
Second Stage
In the period between the first and the second stage of monitoring, the Committee to Protect Freedom of Expression found out that a new version of websites for local administrations was being developed as part of a project to reconstruct government websites. This new version was supposed to become a model for the whole Territorial Administration System network. Because of this, the expert group decided to take an additional time-out to wait until this work is completed, in order to be able to analyze its results. 
The results of the second stage of monitoring showed that the level of openness of information increased in every single one of the official marz websites, without an exception. The leader after the first stage had a score of 30% and the lowest score was 21.77%. After the second stage, these numbers increased to 36.94% and 23.70%, respectively. Following is the table compiled after the second stage of the monitoring, where the results of the first stage are presented for comparison.
Table 7

	Marz
	Website URL
	Level of Information Transparency (%)

2nd stage
	Level of Information Transparency (%)

1st stage

	Kotayk Marz
	http://kotayk.gov.am
	36.94
	24.51

	Syunik Marz
	http://syunik.gov.am
	35.21
	29.01

	Armavir Marz
	http://armavir.gov.am
	33.79
	30.00

	Lori Marz
	http://lori.gov.am
	32.41
	25.89

	Ararat Marz
	http://ararat.gov.am
	30.74
	The website would not open

	Aragatsotn Marz
	http://aragatsotn.gov.am
	27.78
	27.17

	Tavush Marz
	http://tavush.gov.am
	27.36
	21.77

	Shirak Marz
	http://shirak.gov.am
	26.24
	24.41

	Vayots Dzor Marz
	http://vdzor.gov.am
	24.30
	23.46

	Gegharkunik Marz
	http://gegharkunik.gov.am
	23.70
	The website would not open


As in the rating of ministries and state bodies, this table also has a different leader after the second stage of monitoring. The website of Kotayk marz moved to the first position, as it improved the level of information transparency by about 12.5%. The former leader (the website of Armavir marz) moved to the third position. The website of Syunik marz took the second position, as it improved by 6.2%, thus moving ahead of the former leader. The website of Lori marz also made significant progress (more than 6.5%). 
However, despite the fact that the websites in the Territorial Administration System have improved the level of their information transparency, their content still needs to be enriched significantly. In any case, information of public significance is missing in the vast majority of parameters. 
For example, the top website in the rating table is missing all information about activities implemented under national programs, there is no description of procedures for appealing the decisions and actions (or inaction) of the local administration and its officials, there are no information systems of general use (online) and no possibilities of accessing them. Also, there is no information about staffing, including the available vacancies and procedures for filling them, etc. 
The next two websites (the one of the Syunik marz and the Armavir marz), as well as the websites in the middle of the rating table (Lori, Ararat, Aragatsotn, Tavush and Shirak) are less informative. Essentially, they have fairly complete general information about the local administration bodies, their structure and current activities. However, they are missing much of the information of public importance. In particular, none of the mentioned websites have information about administrative and licensing activities of the local administration bodies carried out to protect the rights, freedoms and lawful interests of natural persons and legal entities. Like the leading website, these websites contain absolutely no information about administrative or judicial appeal of decisions and actions (or ination) of the local administration and its officials, or about information resources and procedures of acquiring information. In addition, the public cannot find out about budget implementation from the websites (the website of the Tavush marz is the only exception). In most cases, there is no information about consultative and collegial bodies of local administrations (with the exception of the Lori marz’s website), and no information about staffing – the available vacancies and procedures for filling them. 
The final rating of the two last websites in the table (Vayots Dzor and Gegharkunik) were less than 25%. In addition to the aforementioned shortcomings, these sites have absolutely no information about competitions and auctions organized by the local authorities, as well as about contracts awarded to natural persons and legal entities. The legal and normative bases for local administration activities are presented extremely weakly. 

Unlike during the first stage of monitoring, the websites of all the local administration bodies opened and were accessible to the members of the expert group. However, despite the obvious progress, the work on improving both the technical and content-related parameters of these websites should continue. 
THE WEBSITES OF THE RA PRESIDENT, THE RA NATIONAL ASSEMBLY, THE RA GOVERNMENT, THE RA CONSTITUTIONAL COURT, AND THE RA PROSECUTOR GENERAL’S OFFICE
Using the same methodology, the study also analyzed the websites of the 5 highest state bodies – the RA President’s Office, the RA National Assembly, the RA Government, the RA Constitutional Court and the RA Prosecutor General’s Office. The coefficient of openness of information in these websites was calculated as a result of the monitoring. As was already mentioned, the websites of these bodies were not rated, because their functions and the need to publish information are very different. Therefore, their results are incompatible.
In view of the above, the results of the five bodies are presented in accordance with their hierarchy, as stipulated by the RA Constitution (see Table 5). 
It is noteworthy that, on the whole, the level of openness of information in this group of websites was higher after the first stage of monitoring than after the second stage (unlike in the case of ministries, state agencies and local administration bodies). Essentially, the expert group did not notice any positive changes in the process of the study. Moreover, the level of openness of information even decreased slightly over the period of time under examination. This decrease was as follows: the RA President’s website – from 33.03% to 32.5%; the RA National Assembly’s website – from 48.39% to 44.22%; the RA Government’s website – from 42.65% to 41.77%; the RA Constitutional Court’s website – from 43.22% to 42.11%; the RA Prosecutor General’s Office’s website – from 56.88% to 55.1%.
According to the monitoring group, the worsening of these results has to do with the fact that new information and/or documents are not always posted in a timely manner. There are also many cases of information being incomplete. 
The expert group identified almost the same negative and positive aspects of these websites during both stages of the study; therefore, we will analyze the results of both stages together. 
The most information-rich sections of all the five websites are the ones that contain general information about the relevant state body, such as information about its leadership, structural divisions and current activities. The websites also contain fairly full contact information. 
However, some important information is missing in these websites. In particular, visitors of these websites do not get information about budget implementation, i.e. budget expenditures in the given state body. Moreover, four out of the five websites do not contain information about the total annual budget of that body (the only exception is the Prosecutor General’s Office’s website). Also, there is almost no information about inspections and their results. 
With the exception of the National Assembly’s and the Prosecutor General’s Office’s website, the other three websites do not contain information about the staff of the relevant body. In particular, there are no vacancy announcements, no information about procedures for filling the vacancies, conditions for becoming civil servants, etc. The staff sections of the Prosecutor General’s Office’s website and the National Assembly’s website also need to be filled with more information about the results of competitions to fill the existing vacancies and procedures for appealing these results. The lack of this type of information does not contribute to the transparency of the staff selection procedures. 
Four out of the five sites do not contain information about auctions, competitions and procurement, as well as about legal contracts with natural persons or legal entities. The only exception is the RA Government’s website that contains this kind of information, albeit with some shortcomings.
Despite the fact that all the five bodies have departments that accept and process complaints/letters from natural persons and legal entities, most of the websites do not have any information about an analysis of such complaints (the only exception is the RA Government’s website). Another typical shortcoming is the lack of the list and description of information systems for general use (databases, registers, classificators, etc.) and access procedures, as well as information systems for limited use, maintained by the state bodies in question.
The results of the study indicate that information about appealing the actions (or inaction) of the said state bodies and their officials remains closed to the public. Partial information on this subject exists in the Prosecutor General’s Office’s website. There is very little information about these bodies’ activities for the protection of natural persons’ and legal entities’ rights, liberties and lawful interests. Most of the websites (except the website of the Prosecutor General’s Office) do not contain the schedule for receiving citizens..
It is worth noting that not all the websites meet the requirement of the ease of processing the information. The lack of alphabetized lists of sections and headings, the lack of search possibilities in the database of legal/normative acts posted in the websites, as well as the inability to print the information and the absence of information about the size of documents to be downloaded, all of this creates technical problems for processing the information. The websites of the RA Government and the Prosecutor General’s Office are in the best shape in this regard. However, like other websites in this group, these two sites also do not have forums. As for the “Questions and Answers” sections, as well as for opportunities to get feedback from the public, these things exist only in the website of the Prosecutor General’s Office. 

In addition to the five websites in this group, the monitoring group also studied the www.e-gov.am website launched by the RA Government in 2010. The purpose of this E-Government website is “to bring together all instruments and databases of e-government of the RA state agencies and create a convenient environment for using them.” This website is different from the RA Government’s website not only because it contains more information, but also because it allows citizens to follow their letters or complaints to a specific ministry, state or local government body. Without a doubt, this is a progressive step aimed at ensuring the transparency of the government and state bodies.
CONCLUSION
This study is aimed at developing the freedom of information in Armenia. The Committee to Protect Freedom of Expression hopes that regular analysis of official websites of state bodies, compilation and publication of rating tables will create competition between state bodies that would force them to publish all information of public importance.
The monitoring results indicate that the level of openness of information among state bodies in Armenia is not very high. On the one hand, this can be regarded as an unwillingness of state bodies to ensure transparency of its activities. On the other hand, the current situation is also a result of an insufficient use of modern technologies (the Internet, in particular) for the provision of complete information about state bodies. 
On the whole, state bodies in Armenia started developing their websites and taking them seriously as information resources and means of communication with the public fairly recently. Obviously, the lack of traditions and experience in this area is reflected in the current situation with the official websites. Therefore, it is especially important to examine and introduce the international experience, both while studying and assessing these websites, and while improving them.
As was already mentioned, monitoring was conducted in February-April and July-October, 2011. The study coincided with the time when many state bodies and local administration bodies re-developed and improved their websites. Recommendations by our monitoring group were also taken into consideration in this process. The results of the second stage of monitoring show that the vast majority of the ministries and all of the 10 local administrations improved their websites significantly, in terms of both the content and the technical parameters. This means there are real possibilities for increasing the level of openness of information and transparency of state government bodies, and these possibilities should be used to the fullest. 
The website improvement process continues, and the expert group does not rule out the possibility that some of the websites may have changed even more since the end of the monitoring. They will be considered and evaluated during the next stages of the study that will continue in 2012. 
Because this is the first time that such work has been done in Armenia, the CPFE does not rule out the existence of some shortcomings. Our partners from the Institute for Information Freedom Development (St. Petersburg, Russia), who developed the monitoring methodology, noted that there may be subjective factors involved (personal perceptions, assessment, etc.), but these can lead to a margin of error of not more than 1-2%. In any case, the CPFE is ready to provide recommendations and advice to the relevant services of state bodies in order to improve their websites, so that the information posted therein is more complete and accessible.
� The monitoring was conducted by the Committee to Protect Freedom of Expression within the program supported by the National Endowment for Democracy (USA).





PAGE  %

