ACCESSIBILITY OF INFORMATION OF THE ARMENIAN STATE AUTHORITIES
(In accordance with the results of monitoring of official websites)

GENERAL INFORMATION
From May 1 to August 15, 2013, the Committee to Protect Freedom of Expression (CPFE) conducted another regular phase of monitoring of the official Armenian government websites to assess their level of information transparency. This was a logical follow-up of the work that the CPFE has been doing in the last three years. However, unlike in the past, this monitoring was conducted on the basis of a new methodology based on an automated information system EXMO, developed by our partner organization – Institute for Information Freedom Development (Saint Petersburg, Russia) – and provided to CPFE for use in Armenia. 
This methodology is described in a separate section of this report. It was used to analyze 51 official websites of various government entities, divided into three groups. The first group included the websites of 34 ministries, central government bodies and agencies. The second group included the official websites of the 10 marzes (provinces) of the country, connected through the Territorial Administration System network (henceforth referred to as the marzpetarans’ websites). The third group consisted of the websites of the RA President, the RA National Assembly, the RA Government, the RA Constitutional Court, the RA Prosecutor General’s office, as well as the Yerevan Municipality and the RA Human Rights Defender’s office. 
All these websites were evaluated in accordance with the qualitative and quantitative characteristics of the published information, in particular: 
- the existence of the required information or the lack thereof;

- completeness of information;

- timeliness;

- accessibility (from a technical point of view), which included ease of navigation, HTML accessibility, accessibility of files and graphics.
Monitoring was conducted in accordance with 152 parameters, of which 131 were related to the content and 21 were technical. The collected data was used in the specially developed formulas to calculate quantitative and qualitative coefficients for information, followed by the final weighted coefficient and the information transparency coefficient, which was the main indicator. The websites of state agencies were then rated in the descending order of this coefficient. 
Given the comparability of the received data, the websites in the first two groups (central government agencies (ministries, government bodies and other state agencies) and marzpetarans’ websites) were rated separately. As for the websites in the third group, they were not rated at all, because the functions of these bodies and, consequently, the data collected during monitoring, were not comparable. Their data will be presented in the hierarchical order, as prescribed in the RA Constitution.
On the whole, the study takes place in four stages. First, there is a preparatory stage, when initial contact is made with the relevant officials responsible for maintaining the official websites of their respective government agencies, with a view of working together in the future. The second stage is that of preliminary analysis and assessment of the websites and compiling the rating of information transparency. The third stage is a period of cooperation, when representatives of government agencies are given access to the preliminary monitoring results, and then they work on improving their websites, based on consultations with the CPFE experts. The fourth stage is the final analysis, the gathering of final data and compilation of the final rating of information transparency for 2013. 
Following are the results of the second stage of the study, i.e. the preliminary monitoring of government websites.
MONITORING RESULTS
Websites of the RA Ministries and Other Government Agencies
Following is the information transparency rating of the official websites of the RA ministries, central government bodies and agencies, based on the monitoring results (compared to the results of 2012):
	№
	State Body
	Website URL
	Level of Information Transparency (%)

for 2013 
	Level of Information Transparency (%)

for 2012

	1
	Ministry of Territorial Administration
	www.mta.gov.am
	83.96
	68.33

	2
	State Migration Service
	www.smsmta.am
	77.31
	54.54

	3
	Ministry of Justice
	www.moj.am
	68.16
	63.38

	4
	Central Bank

	www.cba.am

	55.71
	50.26


	5
	Central Election Commission
	www.elections.am
	53.80
	46.04

	6
	Ministry of Education and Science
	www.edu.am
	52.95
	49.68

	7
	Ministry of Economy
	www.mineconomy.am
	52.54
	45.44

	8
	Ministry of Finance
	www.minfin.am
	51.75
	37.04

	9
	Civil Service Council
	www.csc.am
	51.23
	39.78

	10
	State Commission for the Protection of Economic Competition 
	www.competition.am
	50.86
	51.81



	11
	Ministry of Defense 
	www.mil.am
	49.98
	41.43

	12
	State Committee of Real Estate Cadastre 
	www.cadastre.am
	49.80
	47.50

	13
	National Statistics Service
	www.armstat.am
	49.15
	44.25

	14
	Police
	www.police.am
	48.06
	39.31

	15
	Ministry of Transport and Communication
	www.mtc.am
	47.06


	50.96



	16
	Ministry of Labor and Social Affairs 
	www.mss.am
	44.94
	46.73

	17
	Ministry of Agriculture 
	www.minagro.am
	42.82
	43.91

	18
	Ministry of Urban Development
	www.mud.am
	40.73
	33.99



	19
	Public Services Regulatory Commission
	www.psrc.am
	40.09
	49.29

	20
	Ministry of Foreign Affairs
	www.mfa.am
	39.29
	41.99

	21
	State Committee of Water Systems
	www.scws.am
	37.29
	32.51

	22
	Ministry of Sport and Youth Affairs
	www.msy.am
	32.49
	29.51



	23
	General Department of Civil Aviation
	www.aviation.am
	31.15
	36.05

	24
	State Labor Inspectorate
	www.apt.am


	30.35
	33.87

	25
	Ministry of Energy and Natural Resources
	www.minenergy.am
	30.24
	38.74



	 26
	Control Chamber
	www.coc.am
	29.45
	30.08

	 27
	Ministry of Health
	www.moh.am
	28.29
	39.18

	  28
	Ministry of Diaspora
	www.mindiaspora.am
	26.63
	34.05

	 29
	Ministry of Emergency Situations
	www.mes.am
	24.78
	29.21

	30
	Ministry of Nature Protection
	www.mnp.am
	24.78
	35.34

	 31
	Department of State Property Management
	www.spm.am
	24.36
	30.30

	 32
	Ministry of Culture
	www.mincult.am
	21.16
	31.30

	  33
	National Commission on Television and Radio
	www.tvradio.am


	20.24
	21.98

	 34
	Armenian Nuclear Regulatory Authority
	www.anra.am
	18.32
	32.54




Note 1. The website of the National Security Service (http://www.sns.am) is not included in the table, because the Service is, essentially, a closed organization, and much of its information constitutes state secret. Therefore, the NSS website cannot be compared to the websites of other state bodies. 
Note 2. In addition to the state agency mentioned in Note 1, the State Revenues Committee is also not included in the rating table, because its website does not correspond to the monitoring parameters. 
As indicated in this Table, the Ministry of Territorial Administration took the first position in the information transparency rating, well ahead of the two runner-ups. Constantly improving, it has been in the leading position since the middle of 2011. The website’s information transparency rating increased by 15%, compared to last year, and reached 83.96%, which indicates that the website contains the vast majority of information of public importance that can be of interest to regular citizens. Obviously, another improvement on the same scale will bring the website very close to the absolute (100%) level of information transparency. As of now, the CPFE experts think that the website does not have quite complete information about budget implementation and inspections in the ministry, there are no texts of deputy ministers’ official speeches, and there is no information about lawsuits involving ministry officials, including the ones that challenge the lawfulness of their actions or inaction, etc. 
Most of these shortcomings are also typical for the two runner-ups, the State Migration Service and the Ministry of Justice. However, their websites have other shortcomings as well, in addition to the aforementioned problems. In particular, both of these websites are missing information about competitions, auctions or bids. The State Migration Service website does not have information about events attended by deputy heads of the Service. There are also no lists and descriptions of civil law contracts signed between the Service and natural persons or legal entities. The Ministry of Justice website is missing information about results of competitions to fill vacancies, as well as information about procedures for appealing these results. However, both agencies have improved their websites, compared to last year. The State Migration Service improved its rating by about 23% (which is the most significant progress among all the monitored websites), and the Ministry of Justice improved its results by about 5%.
The three leaders are followed by the websites of seven government agencies (Central Bank, Central Election Commission, Ministry of Education and Science, Ministry of Economy, Ministry of Finance, Civil Service Council, and State Commission for the Protection of Economic Competition) that have overcome the 50% threshold of information transparency, which is considered a rather good result. Only two of them were able to go over 50% last year (Central Bank and State Commission for the Protection of Economic Competition). This year, Central Bank improved its results by more than 5% and took the 4th position in the rating table. At the same time, State Commission for the Protection of Economic Competition showed a slightly worse result than last year (50.86%) and came in the 10th. In general, the most common shortcomings for all these seven websites are: lack of or incomplete data about information systems of general use available at the given government agency, as well as lack of possibilities for accessing them, and no description of procedures for submitting and processing of information requests from natural persons or legal entities. Visitors to all these seven websites cannot find out about results of inspections in these government agencies. There is no overview of natural persons’ or legal entities’ applications and complaints received by these agencies. There is insufficient information about vacancies, procedures for filling them, competition results and procedures for appealing them, and procedures for becoming a civil servant, or this kind of information is missing completely. Of the aforementioned seven agencies, only two (Ministry of Education and Science, and Civil Service Council) have full information about their planned annual budgets and their implementation. This type of information is missing entirely in the Central Bank’s and Central Election Commission’s websites. Ministry of Economy and State Commission for the Protection of Economic Competition did not publish the total amount of their annual budgets, and the Ministry of Finance did not post any information about budget implementation. 
The websites of the Ministry of Defense, State Real Estate Cadastre, National Statistics Service and the Police came behind the aforementioned seven websites with results that are very close to the 50% mark (49.98%, 49.80%, 49.15% and 48.06%, respectively). They have made significant improvements since last year, but continue to have many of the shortcomings described above. 
For most of the websites in the middle of the rating table (from the 15th to the 25th position), the level of information transparency turned out to be lower than last year. The only exceptions are the websites of the Ministry of Urban Development, State Committee of Water Systems and Ministry of Sports and Youth Affairs, which have improved slightly since last year. On the whole, the level of information transparency in this group of websites ranged from 47.06% (Ministry of Transport and Communications) to 30.24% (Ministry of Energy and Natural Resources). They contain a significantly smaller amount of information of public importance than the websites that have surpassed the 50% threshold. In particular, in addition to the shortcomings that are typical for many websites (such as, lack of information about the budget or budget implementation, vacancies, competitions to fill the vacancies and procedures to appeal the results of these competitions), none of the websites in this group have complete information about the relevant government agency’s participation in national projects or events organized by the given agency. None of these websites have information about expert analyses carried out by state bodies and their results. Six of the eleven websites contain no information about the powers, goals and functions of the structural divisions of the relevant government agency. Some ministries (such as the Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Ministry of Sports and Youth Affairs, and Ministry of Energy and Natural Resources) and government agencies (State Committee for Water Systems, and State Labor Inspectorate) did not publish a schedule of office hours when citizens can come with their applications or complaints. All of the eleven websites have very incomplete information about legislation and legal-normative acts regulating the activities of the relevant government agencies, as well as about new draft laws developed by these agencies. 
The aforementioned shortcomings are typical also for the websites of 9 government agencies in the lower part of the rating Table. The only difference is that the number of shortcomings in the websites in this sub-group is significantly higher than in the other websites. Consequently, the level of information transparency in this sub-group was lower than 30%. It is worth noting that absolutely all the websites in this sub-group had significantly worse results than last year. This is especially true of the Ministry of Health and Ministry of Culture, whose level of information transparency decreased by more than 10% compared to last year. Unlike the other websites, all of these nine websites also have problems with seemingly simple parameters, such as general information about the relevant government agency and its structure. For example, the Ministry of Health, Ministry of Nature Protection and Ministry of Culture do not have the phone numbers of their information service on their websites. The websites of the Ministry of Diaspora, Ministry of Culture and Ministry of Nature Protection do not contain a contact email address. The Armenian Nuclear Regulatory Authority’s website does not even have the name of the Authority’s head. 
Other serious problems of most of these nine websites (especially the websites of the Ministry of Emergency Situations, Department of State Property Management, Ministry of Culture, National Commission on Television and Radio, and Armenian Nuclear Regulatory Authority) include very little or no information about the composition and activities of consultative, advisory (including public) and collegial bodies of these ministries and agencies. With the exception of the Ministry of Emergency Situations, none of these nine government agencies published any forecasts about their areas of activities. Only three ministries (Ministry of Diaspora, Ministry of Emergency Situations and Ministry of Culture) have published information about cooperation with other government agencies, civil society organizations, political parties and other organizations. Other agencies among these nine paid no attention to this subject. 
The monitoring group found the biggest number of problems in the two websites at the bottom of the rating table, which are the websites of the National Commission on Television and Radio and the Armenian Nuclear Regulatory Authority. These websites are the worst in terms of their content: they have no information about the vast majority of parameters of the study. Also, the materials of the Armenian Nuclear Regulatory Authority are not available in HTML format. In other words, this website had a serious problem in terms of one of the most important technical criteria, which decreased its final rating even further. 
On the whole, calculations in an automated EXMO system showed that the average level of information transparency of official government websites is 42.05%. This means that most of the information of public importance, which may be of interest to the citizens of the country, remains inaccessible. 
Websites of the RA Marzpetarans
The same common methodology was also used to analyze the websites of regional administrations (marzpetarans) of Armenia, and they were rated in a separate table, based on their level of information transparency. As was already mentioned, these websites are included in the Territorial Administration System network, which is the reason that they have the same design and structure. However, the differences are in the existence or lack of certain types of information, the quantity of available information, its completeness, timeliness and technical accessibility. 
Following is the information transparency rating of the 10 marzpetaran websites, based on the monitoring results (compared to the results of 2012). 
	№
	Marz
	Website URL
	Level of Information Transparency (%)

for 2013
	Level of Information Transparency (%)

for 2012

	1
	Syunik Marz
	www.syunik.gov.am
	51.62
	49.22

	2
	Armavir Marz
	www.armavir.gov.am
	46.95
	38.53

	3
	Lori Marz
	www.lori.gov.am
	44.00
	44.11

	4
	Vayots Dzor Marz
	www.vdzor.gov.am
	43.48
	34.01

	5
	Gegharkunik Marz
	www.gegharkunik.gov.am
	41.23
	34.73

	6
	Tavush Marz
	www.tavush.gov.am 
	41.22
	38.29

	7
	Kotayk Marz
	www.kotayk.gov.am
	41.11
	37.49 

	8
	Aragatsotn Marz
	www.aragatsotn.gov.am 
	40.63
	38.03

	9
	Ararat Marz
	www.ararat.gov.am
	37.06
	35.81

	10
	Shirak Marz
	www.shirak.gov.am
	26.15
	34.37


This table shows that most of the official marzpetaran websites have improved their level of information transparency since last year. The only exceptions are the websites of the Lory and Shirak marzes. The former’s rating remained almost unchanged, while the latter’s rating decreased by more than 8%. 
As in the case of ministries and central government agencies, the leader among the websites of marzpetarans remained the same. Having improved its rating by only 2.4%, the website of the Syunik Marz retained the first position in the rating table. In addition, it achieved an information transparency level of more than 50%, which is higher than any of its competitors’ ratings. However, the Syunik website’s level of information transparency could have been even higher, if it contained information about working visits and speeches of not only the governor, but his deputies, if it had a list of national projects that the marz is involved with or information about activities and their implementation as part of these projects. The website has no information about inspections in the marzpetaran, nothing about procedures for administrative or judicial appeal against the decisions and actions (or inaction) of the governor and other officials. There is also no information about application procedures for licenses and permits for natural persons or legal entities with the purpose of ensuring their rights, liberties and lawful interests.
The analysis of monitoring results has indicated that these shortcomings are typical for every single one of the marzpetaran websites that were monitored. Other common shortcomings include lack of information about competitions to fill vacancies. The only exception is the Lori Marz website, which contains full information about staffing. Also, it Is the only website in this sub-group that contains full information about the marz’s annual budget and its implementation. However, it has a number of other significant shortcomings that have negatively affected its final information transparency rating. In particular, it is missing a description of information resources available in the regional administration and procedures for using these resources; there is also no information about licenses and permits and civil law contracts with natural persons and legal entities, etc. 
Similar shortcomings, but to a lesser degrees, were identified in the website of the Armavir Marz, which came in the second position in the rating table, ahead of the Lori Marz website. It is noteworthy that these two websites have been competing with each other since last year, occupying the 2nd and the 3rd place. In the middle of 2012, the Armavir Marz website ranked number 2 after the leader, but by the end of the year, the Lori Marz website pushed ahead and bumped it to the 3rd position. Now, the Armavir Marz website improved its rating by more than 8% and returned to the 2nd position. 
The biggest progress was made by the Vayots Dzor Marz website, which is slightly behind the leading three websites. It had the lowest rating in the table as late as at the end of last year. Having improved its level of information transparency by more than 9%, it went from the 10th to the 4th position. Nevertheless, this website, as well as the websites of other marzpetarans (Gegharkunik, Tavush, Kotayk, Aragatsotn) that overcame the 40% threshold and took the middle sections of the rating table, have serious problems. If they manage to address these problems, their information transparency rating could increase significantly. In particular, natural persons and legal entities cannot find information about the opening hours for applying for permits and licenses. There are also no lists of officials who are responsible for licenses and permits and no contact information. These websites contain no information about auctions planned by the regional administration and/or organizations under its powers. The information about legislation and legal-normative acts regulating the governor’s and his/her staff’s activities is not complete. 
As for the outsiders – the websites of the Ararat and Shirak marzpetarans – they have not only the aforementioned problems, but also serious shortcomings on other parameters that are presented rather well by their competitors. For example, the website of the Ararat Marz is the only one that has no information about decisions adopted by collegial bodies. It has no information about the main indicators describing the situation in the areas of the regional administration’s authority. The Shirak Marz website doesn’t have even the email of the regional administration. There is no description of the governor’s powers and no information on the functions and goals of his/her apparatus. 
The average coefficient of information transparency of the marzpetarans’ websites is 41.34%, which is slightly lower than the average for the websites of ministries and central government agencies. 
Websites of the RA President, the RA National Assembly, the RA Government, the RA Constitutional Court, the RA Prosecutor General’s Office, the RA Human Rights Defender’s Office and the Yerevan Municipality 
As for already mentioned, no rating table was compiled for the websites in this group, because the functions and roles of these bodies are very different and so is the need to publish different types of information. Therefore, their results are not comparable. In view of the above, we present their levels of information transparency in the hierarchical order prescribed by the RA Constitution. 
	State Body
	Website URL
	Level of Information transparency (%)

for 2013 
	Level of information transparency (%)

for 2012

	RA President
	www.president.am

	33.62
	         29.90

	RA National Assembly
	www.parliament.am
	55.08
	         53.00

	RA Government
	www.gov.am; www.e-gov.am
	46.45
	         42.75

	RA Constitutional Court
	www.concourt.am
	45.14
	         42.71

	RA Prosecutor General’s Office
	www.genproc.am
	59.50
	         56.54

	Yerevan Municipality
	www.yerevan.am
	54.97
	         37.57 

	RA Human Rights Defender’s Office
	www.ombuds.am
	38.64
	         34.09


These data indicate that every one of the state bodies included in this table has improved its website compared to last year. The biggest progress was made by the Yerevan Municipality, whose website’s level of information transparency increased by more than 17% and reached 54.97%. The other two websites in this group – the websites of the RA National Assembly and the RA Prosecutor General’s Office had already surpassed the 50% threshold last year and are now improving relatively slower, by about 2-3%. 
On the whole, the average level of information transparency for the websites in this group is 47.63%. The superiority of these websites is especially noticeable in the technical parameters. For example, unlike the websites of most of the ministries, central government agencies and regional administrations, almost all of the websites in this group have an expanded search function, as well as a possibility to search texts and legal-normative documents regulating the activities of the given state body. The only exceptions, to a certain degree, are the websites of the Human Rights Defender’s Office and the Yerevan Municipality that do not have some of the aforementioned technical capacities. In addition, these websites do not contain the email address of the webmaster or any other relevant official that could be contacted with questions, comments or recommendations. The other five websites have published these email addresses. 
As for the content-related parameters, the undoubted strength of these websites is in the sections providing general information about the relevant body, and particularly about its leaders, structure and current activities. However the monitoring group has revealed a number of shortcomings that are common to all the seven websites in this group. For example, none of these websites contain information about current annual budget implementation, i.e. information about how and on what the money is spent. Six out of the seven websites have failed to publish the total amount of their annual budget. The only exception is the Yerevan Municipality that has published this number. 
Another serious problem is the lack of complete information about staffing. The website of the Prosecutor General’s office contains most of the information on this subject. It has a list of vacancies, the requirements for candidates seeking to apply for these vacancies, competition and application procedures. However, like the other websites in this group that have extremely little or not information about staffing, this website has no information about competition results and procedures for appealing them. 
Another common problem for all the seven websites is the lack of description of information systems of general use in the given state body and access procedures. All the websites, except the website of the RA National Assembly, do not have a description of procedures for providing information. 
Visitors of the websites of the RA President, the RA Government, the RA Constitutional Court and the Yerevan Municipality cannot get information about administrative or judicial appeal against decisions, actions or inaction of these bodies and their officials. This information can be found on the websites of the RA National Assembly and the RA Prosecutor General’s Office. However, none of the websites contain an overview of lawsuits against these bodies and court decisions affecting these bodies.
Information about bids, tenders and auctions is, undoubtedly, of public importance. However, such information can be found only on the webste of the Yerevan Municipality. However, none of the websites in this group has a link to the official website where bids can be made. Information about civil law contracts between the state bodies and natural persons or legal entities is also inaccessible to the public. In addition, most of the websites in this group (websites of the RA President, the RA Government, the RA Prosecutor General’s Office and the Yerevan Municipality) have no information about inspections carried out by these bodies within the framework of their powers. The RA Government’s website lacks information about inspections within the government as well. Such information is also missing from the website of the RA Human Rights Defender’s office. 
As for more particular shortcomings, the RA Prosecutor General’s website does not have information about cooperation with other government agencies, non-governental organizations and other entities. The Human Rights Defender’s office does not have any information about cooperation with international organizations. The Yerevan Municipality website does not inform the public about forecasts and future plans for the capital city. Websites of the RA National Assembly, the RA Government, the RA Constitutional Court and the RA Human Rights Defender’s office do not have information about their opening hours when citizens can come and visit them. 
In any case, we think that all of the shortcomings identified in the websites of this group, as well as in the websites of the other two groups (ministries and central government agencies and regional administrations) can be overcome successfully, because the publication of these results will be followed by a period of cooperation, when representatives of these government bodies can work together with the CPFE experts on improving their websites. Final results will depend on how much their will improve the content and the technical state of their websites. 
METHODOLOGY OF MONITORING
The methodology of this study was developed by the Institute for Information Freedom Development (Saint Petersburg, Russia) and graciously provided to CPFE to be used in Armenia. Considering the differences between the government systems and legislation in the two countries, the methodology, including the parameters and evaluation criteria, has been adapted to the local conditions. 
Description of Methodology
Purpose of monitoring – to determine the level of information transparency of the official websites of state bodies by means of evaluating their quantitative and qualitative characteristics. 
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, including requirements based on international experience;
c) obvious information needs of natural persons and legal entities. 
Object of the study – official websites of state bodies. A total of 51 websites have been examined. They were divided in three groups. The first group consists of 34 websites of ministries and other central government bodies and agencies. The second group includes the official websites of the 10 marzes (provinces) of the country, connected through the Territorial Administration System network. The third group consists of the official websites of the RA President, the RA National Assembly, the RA Government, the RA Constitutional Court, the RA Prosecutor General’s office, the Yerevan Municipality and the RA Human Rights Defender’s office. The results were compared within each group. In the case of the first two groups, rating tables were compiled. As for the third group, the websites in that group were not rated, because the functions of these state bodies and, therefore the results of the analysis, are not comparable.
 Stage of monitoring: The study consists of 4 stages. First, there is a preparatory stage, when initial contact is made with the relevant officials responsible for maintaining the official websites of their respective government agencies, with a view of working together in the future. Also, the list of the parameters for evaluating these websites are developed and improved during that stage. The second stage is that of preliminary analysis and assessment of the websites, compiling and publishing the rating of information transparency. The realization of the coefficients of relevance and social significance are also of great importance. The third stage is a period of cooperation, when representatives of government agencies are given access to the preliminary monitoring results, and then they work on improving their websites, based on consultations with the CPFE experts. The fourth stage is the final analysis, the gathering of final data, compilation and publication of the final rating of information transparency for the year.
Methodology of the study – expert analysis of the content of these websites, done in an online regime for a specific period of time, with the purpose of studying the quantitative and qualitative characteristics of the level of information transparency, chosen for this analysis. This method is also effective, because it allows to assess accessibility (in a wide sense of the world) of the relevant information for regular citizens. 
Monitoring parameters: Monitoring parameters are the names of the data/information  required to be published, as well as technical requirements to websites. 
Analysis of the official websites was done in accordance with 152 parameters, of which 131 are related to the content and 21 are technical. They can be divided into 10 groups.
1. General information about the state body;

2. Structure of the state body;

3. Data about information resources at the state body;

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 awareded state contracts;

8. Staffing;

9. Budget, finance;

10. Parameters related to the ease of access to information. 

The first nine groups are content-related parameters. The parameters in the tenth group are technical. They include, for example, the official website’s registration in major search engines (Google, Yahoo and others), the existence of news on the state body’s activities, the existence of an interactive form for paying state duty and making other necessary payments (with a possibility of filling it out and printing the receipt directly from the website), a possibility to keep up with information updates, and many others. The last parameter is the existence of advertising (including covert advertising) for natural persons, legal entities, their products or services on the official websites of state bodies. This is the only parameter, the existence of which is considered a negative thing. 
Procedures for determining coefficients of social importance and relevance. In order to increase objectiveness of the study and to account for the different nature of the evaluated parameters from the point of view of demand of the given information, a Coefficient of social importance (Ксз) is introduced. This coefficient reflects the level of social importance of information and the level of public interest towards it. 
This coefficient is needed, because the various parameters are not equal in terms of their social importance. The Coefficient of social importance ranges from 1 to 3, as follows:
- low level of social importance – Ксз = 1;

- middle level of social importance – Ксз = 2;

- high level of social importance – Ксз = 3.

Another way to increase objectiveness of the study is to use Coefficient of relevance of the parameter (Крп) and Coefficient of relevance of the criterion (Крк). Their introduction into the methodology is explained by the following circumstances:
- possible differences in the structure and competence of various state bodies, whose websites are evaluated within a single monitoring cycle (Крп is used for that purpose);

- specific characteristics of a parameter related to ability of evaluating it in terms of criteria only (Крк is used for this purpose).

Competence of a state body is determined in accordance with the existing legal-normative acts. Because of their specific competence, certain state bodies are required to publish certain categories of information on their websites that are not required of other state bodies. In order to account for this difference, members of the monitoring group analyze current legislation that regulates the powers, functions and goals of every state body. Based on this analysis, experts identify the parameters that do not need to be evaluated on the basis of every single criterion. In other words, this indicator helps determine whether or not a specific parameter is relevant for the competence of the specific state body. 
In addition, certain parameters may be evaluated against one or several, but not all of the criteria. This is determined by the essence of information or services defined by the relevant parameter. For example, for the parameters “Last name, first name and patronymic of the head of the state body,” “Mailing address of the state body” and “Link to the official website for placing information about public procurement/orders,” the criterion of “completeness” does not apply, therefore it is not evaluated. The criterion of “timeliness” can be applied only to information that needs to be updated regularly in accordance with certain legal-normative acts. This criterion is not used for other parameters. 
Coefficient of relevance of the parameter can have two values:
- if the parameter is not used to evaluate the official website of a specific state body, then Крп = 0;

- if the parameter is used to evaluate the official website of a specific state body, then Крп = 1.

Coefficient of relevance of the criterion can have two values:
- if the criterion for a specific parameter is not used to evaluate the official website, then Крк = 0;

- If the criterion for a specific parameter is used to evaluate the official website, thenКрк = 1.
Monitoring Criteria. The following quantitative and qualitative characteristics of information on websites were selected as evaluation criteria:

· Existence/lack,
· Completeness,

· Timeliness,

· Navitational accessibility,

· HTML accessibility,

· File accessibility,

· Graphic accessibility.

The first criterion –“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. 

Based on the “existence/lack” criterion, experts determine the coefficient of existence (К1), which can have two values:
- if the information related to the parameter exists on the official website, then К1 = 1;

- if the information related to the parameter is lacking on the official website, then К1 = 0.

“Completeness” is a quantitative criterion that characterizes the volume of information on the official website and whether or not this volume is sufficient to form a complete opinion on the relevant parameter. In this regard, sufficient information is characterized by the following qualities:
● the quantity of information on the official website must comply with the amount of information produced by the given state body during the entire period of its activities. For example, if the state body prepared five reports during a certain period of time, then all the five reports should be published on the website;
● The content of information on the official website must reflect the required volume of information on one parameter or another. For example, reports must be published in full and not in the form of excerpts. 
Based on the “Completeness” criterion, experts determine the coefficient of completeness of information (К2), which can have three degrees: 
●  high degree of completeness (90-100%) - К2 = 1 (all the required information is posted and is complete);

●  medium level of completeness (30-90%) - К2 = 0,5 (all the required information is posted, but it is not complete; or, not all the required information is posted);

●  low level of completeness (5-30%) - К2 = 0,2 (information is posted only partially).

“Timeliness” is a qualitative criterion characterizing the freshness of information and the frequency of it being updated on the official websites. It depends on the dynamics of changes to the given information and the time lag between an event and the information about it being posted on the website. 
Based on the “Timeliness” criterion, experts determine the Coefficient of timeliness of information (К3), which has three degrees:
●  high degree of timeliness - К3= 1 (the most recent version of information is posted on the official website, all updates are current at the time of evaluation); 

●  medium level of timeliness - К3 = 0,85 (the one before last version of information is posted on the official website, updates do not reflect the changes that took place in one month before evaluation).
●  low level of timeliness - К3 = 0,7 (old information is posted on the official website, updates do not reflect the changes that took place more than a month before evaluation).

“Navigational accessibility”  is a qualitative criterion that characterizes the ease of finding information on a specific parameter on the official website. Based on the “navigational accessibility” criterion, experts determine the Coefficient of navigational accessibility (К4), which has three degrees. 
●  high level of navigational accessibility - К4 = 1 (information is accessible through a series of hyperlinks starting from the homepage. No more than 5 clicks are required); 

●  medium level of navigational accessibility - К4 = 0,95 (information is accessible through a series of clicks starting from the homepage. More than 5 clicks are required);

●  low level of navigational accessibility - К4 = 0,9 (information is not available through a series of hyperlinks starting from the homepage, or it is posted in a wrong section in terms of the content).
“HTML accessibility” is a qualitative criterion that characterizes the existence of information in HTML format which makes it more convenient for users. Based on the “HTML accessibility” criterion, experts determine the Coefficient of HTML accessibility (К5), which can have one of the two values, depending on whether or not information on the official websites is in HTML format:

●  if nformation on the official website is in HTML format, then  К5 = 1;

●  if information on the official website is not in HTML format, then К5 = 0,2.
“File accessibility” is a qualitative criterion that characterizes documents being posted in a format that would make it possible for users to save it, search and copy parts of the text in the document (henceforth referred to as downloadable format), which makes it possible for users to use the information later. Based on the “File accessibility” criterion, experts determine the Coefficient of file accessibility (К6), which can have one of the two values, depending on whether or not documents on the official websites are posted in downloadable formats:

● if documents on the official website are posted in a downloadable format, then 
К6 = 1; 
● if documents on the official website are not posted in a downloadable format, then - К6 = 0,85.
“Graphic accessibility” is a qualitative criterion that characterizes documents being posted in the graphically the same way as the original, which makes it possible for users to look at the original document (henceforth referred to as the graphic format). Based on the “Graphic accessibility” criterion, experts determine the Coefficient of graphic accessibility (К7), which can have one of the two values, depending on whether or not documents are posted in a graphic format:

● if documents on the official website are posted in a graphic format, then К7 = 1;

● if documents on the official website are not posted in a graphic format, then К7 = 0,95.

Procedures for calculating the total Coefficient of information transparency. The following coefficients are determined in the process of monitoring:

- Coefficients of social importance (Ксз) for every parameter,
- Coefficients of relevance of the criterion (Крк) for every criterion of every parameter,
- Coefficients of relevance of the parameter (Крп) for every parameter of every official website,
- Coefficients of existence (К1) for every parameter (with the value of Крп=1) for every official website,
- Coefficients of completeness of information (К2) for every criterion of completeness (with the value of Крк=1) for every parameter (with the value of Крп=1) for every official website,
- Coefficients of timeliness of information (К3) for every criterion of timeliness (with the value of Крк=1) for every parameter (with the value of Крп=1) for every official website,
- Coefficients of navigational accessibility (К 4) for every criterion of navigational accessibility (with the value of Крк=1) for every parameter (with the value of Крп=1) for every official website, 
- Coefficients of HTML accessibility (К5) for every criterion of HTML accessibility (with the value of Крк=1) for every parameter (with the value of Крп=1) for every official website,
- Coefficients of file accessibility (К6) for every criterion of file accessibility (with the value of Крк=1) for every parameter (with the value of Крп=1) for every official website,
- Coefficients of graphic accessibility (К7) for every criterion of graphic accessibility (with the value of Крк=1) for every parameter (with the value of Крп=1) for every official website.

Every official website is evaluated on the basis of individual evaluation of every parameter and criterion, with a Coefficient of information transparency (Кио), calculated with the help of the following formula: 
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where:

i – serial number of parameter (from 1 to n);

j – serial number of criterion (from 1 to 7);

Кij – coefficient of criterion j of parameter i 

Кркij – coefficient of relevance of criterion j of parameter i;

Крпi – coefficient of relevance of parameter i; 

Ксзi – coefficient of social importance of parameter i. 
The resulting coefficient is the main indicator that characterizes the level of information transparency of the website. The higher the number, the most open is the website of the given state body. Official websites of state bodies are rated in terms of their information transparency on the basis of this number (in the descending order). 
EXMO System. Starting from 2013, the websites of various state bodies are examined and evaluated by means of a special automated system of expert monitoring called EXMO, which, together with the methodology, was developed by the Institute for Information Freedom Development (Saint Petersburg, Russia) and provided to CPFE for use in Armenia. 
The EXMO system is a software based on the idea of a dialogue between the state body, whose website is being examined, and the expert, who analyzes the content of the website. In essence, state bodies get an opportunity to see in an online regime how their website is evaluated on every monitoring parameter, to discuss this evaluation with experts and to understand what needs to be changed or added in order to increase the level of information transparency of the website. 
On the whole, EXMO allows to do the following:
• create online monitoring tools;

• ensure transparency and access to the evaluation of the level of information transparence, which minimizes allegations of bias and inaccuracy;

• ensure feedback and constructive dialogue between state bodies and monitoring experts who analyze the content of the official websites on legal requirements and possibilities of increasing the level of information transparency; 

• calculate coefficients and publish information transparency ratings automatically.
For more information about the metholody and the EXMO system, please visit the website of the Institute for Information Freedom development at www.svobodainfo.org 
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