ACCESS TO OFFICIAL INFORMATION AND OPEN GOVERNANCE 

(Level of information transparency of the Armenian state bodies, based on the results of monitoring of official websites)

INTRODUCTION
The Committee to Protect Freedom of Expression (CPFE) has been monitoring the official Armenian government websites to assess their level of information transparency for three years in a row. This monitoring is supported by the US National Endowment for Democracy (NED). An analytical report based on the findings is prepared each time. The report is then published in a form of a trilingual brochure (in Armenian, English and Russian). The current (third) edition of the report covers the monitoring results for 2013.

This particular study was conducted in accordance with an improved methodology based on an automated information system EXMO, developed and used by our partner organization – Institute for Information Freedom Development (Saint Petersburg, Russia) and generously provided to CPFE for use in Armenia. This system allows to examine and assess the official websites in an online regime, and to address the shortcomings with the people responsible for the websites. In essence, EXMO is based on the idea of a dialogue between representatives of state bodies and the experts who analyze the websites. At the same time, the system ensures transparency of monitoring and assessment.

This study is especially important, because Armenia has taken on a number of commitments by joining Open Government Partnership in 2011, including a commitment to standardize the content of official government websites. The analysis of the most common problems, identified during the monitoring, has become a good basis for developing recommendations on the implementation of this commitment. 

CPFE prepared such a document and submitted it to the RA Government. This coincided with the time when a draft decree on “Approving the Requirements for Official Government Websites” was being reviewed, which was first developed in 2011. The majority of CPFE recommendations were included in the document, and we hope that its adoption will become an important step towards standardization of content of the official websites. 

The three-year experience of such studies indicates that a regular analysis of the official websites and compilation of information transparency ratings promotes competition between government agencies and motivates them to post more and more publically important information on their web portals. This became especially apparent during the last stage of monitoring, when many ministries, government agencies and regional administrations looked at their competitors and improved the content and the technical characteristics of their own websites in order to achieve a higher position in the information transparency rating table. This competitiveness benefits the people and the public in general, who, according to the Constitution and the RA Law on Freedom of Information, are supposed to have access to all information at the disposal of government agencies, except for information that constitutes state or official secret or is otherwise confidential. 

CPFE would like to thank the US National Endowment for Democracy (NED) for supporting freedom of information projects in Armenia for several years. We are also grateful to our partners (the Russian Institute for Information Freedom Development and the US National Security Archives), without whom these studies would have been impossible. 

SUMMARY

In 2013, the Committee to Protect Freedom of Expression (CPFE) conducted another regular monitoring of the official Armenian government websites to assess their level of information transparency. 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. CPFE adapted the methodology to the local conditions. The methodology is described in a separate section of this report. 

51 official websites of various government entities, divided into three groups, were monitored. 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. 

On the whole, the study takes place in four stages. First, there was a preparatory stage, when initial contacts were 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 was that of preliminary analysis and assessment of the websites and compiling the rating of information transparency. The third stage was a period of cooperation, when representatives of government agencies were given access to the preliminary monitoring results, and then they worked on improving their websites, based on consultations with the CPFE experts. The fourth stage was the final analysis and compilation of the final rating of information transparency for 2013. 

The results of the preliminary stage of monitoring from May 1 to August 15, 2013, were made public by CPFE on September 12. The final results were made public on November 15, after about a month and a half of working together with government agencies. 

Following is the rating table of information transparency of ministries, central government bodies and agencies, with both final and preliminary monitoring results (for comparison):
Table 1
	№
	Body
	Website URL
	Preliminary Information Transparency Coefficient
(%)
	Final Information Transparency
Coefficient 
(%)

	1
	State Migration Service
	www.smsmta.am
	77.31
	96.78

	2
	Ministry of Territorial Administration 
	www.mta.gov.am
	83.96
	96.20

	3
	Ministry of Justice
	www.moj.am
	68.16
	88.93



	4
	Ministry of Economy
	www.mineconomy.am
	52.54
	77.69

	5
	Civil Service Council
	www.csc.am
	51.24
	77.14

	6
	Ministry of Education and Science
	www.edu.am
	52.95
	69.60

	7
	Ministry of Transport and Communication 
	www.mtc.am
	47.06


	68.44



	8
	Ministry of Health
	www.moh.am
	28.29
	65.66



	9
	Ministry of Finance
	www.minfin.am
	51.75
	63.61

	10
	Central Bank


	www.cba.am


	55.71
	57.74



	11
	Central Election Commission
	www.elections.am
	53.80
	57.33

	12
	State Commission for the Protection of Economic Competition
	www.competition.am
	50.87
	55.73



	13
	National Statistics Service
	www.armstat.am
	49.15
	52.93

	14
	Ministry of Labor and Social Affairs
	www.mss.am
	44.38
	52.88

	15
	Police
	www.police.am
	48.06
	52.18

	16
	Ministry of Defense
	www.mil.am
	49.98
	51.62

	17
	State Committee of Real Estate Cadastre
	www.cadastre.am
	49.80
	51.04

	18
	Ministry of Emergency Situations
	www.mes.am
	24.78
	50.06

	19
	Ministry of Foreign Affairs
	www.mfa.am
	39.29
	49.14

	20
	Ministry of Agriculture
	www.minagro.am
	42.82


	44.82



	21
	Ministry of Urban Development


	www.mud.am
	40.73
	42.96



	22
	Ministry of Diaspora


	www.mindiaspora.am
	26.63
	42.72

	23
	State Committee of Water Systems
	www.scws.am
	37.29
	42.55

	24
	General Department of Civil Aviation
	www.aviation.am
	31.15
	41.88

	25
	Public Services Regulatory Commission
	www.psrc.am
	40.09
	41.80

	26
	Ministry of Sport and Youth Affairs 
	www.msy.am
	32.49
	33.40



	27
	State Labor Inspectorate
	www.apt.am


	30.35
	31.81

	28
	Ministry of Energy and Natural Resources
	www.minenergy.am
	30.24
	31.63



	 29
	Control Chamber
	www.coc.am
	29.45
	30.97

	 30
	Ministry of Nature Protection
	www.mnp.am
	24.78
	30.12

	  31
	Department of State Property Management
	www.privatization.am
	24.36
	25.35

	 32
	Ministry of Culture
	www.mincult.am
	21.16
	22.17

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


	20.24
	21.29

	 34
	Armenian Nuclear Regulatory Authority
	www.anra.am
	18.32
	19.17



	Average information transparency coefficient for this group of official websites


	42.05
	51.10


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.

The same principle was used to compile a rating table for the websites of the 10 regional administrations (marzpetarans) of Armenia. Like before, both final and preliminary monitoring results are presented for comparison:
Table 2

	№
	Body
	Website URL
	Preliminary Information Transparency Coefficient
(%)
	Final Information Transparency Coefficient 

(%)

	1
	Kotayk Marz
	www.kotayk.gov.am
	41.11
	95.27 

	2
	Lori Marz
	www.lori.gov.am
	44.00
	93.84

	3
	Gegharkunik Marz
	www.gegharkunik.gov.am
	41.23
	92.20

	4
	Vayots Dzor Marz
	www.vdzor.gov.am
	43.48
	82.09

	5
	Ararat Marz
	www.ararat.gov.am
	37.06
	73.74

	6
	Armavir Marz
	www.armavir.gov.am
	46.95
	73.25

	7
	Tavush Marz
	www.tavush.gov.am 
	41.22
	72.79

	8
	Shirak Marz
	www.shirak.gov.am
	26.16
	60.16

	9
	Syunik Marz
	www.syunik.gov.am
	51.63
	53.50

	10
	Aragatsotn Marz
	www.aragatsotn.gov.am 
	40.63
	45.86

	Average information transparency coefficient for this group of websites
	41.35
	74.27


As was already mentioned, no rating table was compiled for the websites in the third group (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), because the functions and roles of these bodies are very different, and so is the need to publish various types of information. Therefore, their results are not compatible. In view of the above, we present their results in the hierarchical order prescribed by the RA Constitution. Following is the table for the third group, with both final and preliminary monitoring results, for comparison:
Table 3
	Body
	Website URL
	Preliminary Information Transparency Coefficient
(%)
	Final Information Transparency Coefficient

 (%)

	RA President
	www.president.am


	33.62
	         35.39

	RA National Assembly


	www.parliament.am
	55.08
	         80.10

	RA Government 
	www.gov.am; www.e-gov.am
	46.45
	         49.11

	RA Constitutional Court


	www.concourt.am
	45.14
	         49.56

	RA Prosecutor General’s Office


	www.genproc.am
	59.50
	         73.65

	Yerevan Municipality


	www.yerevan.am
	54.97
	         57.56 

	RA Human Rights Defender's Office


	www.ombuds.am
	38.65
	         39.38


In all three groups, information transparency coefficients reflect the state of the websites at the time of monitoring. If state bodies have changed their websites or continued to improve their content-related and technical characteristics since the publication of the final results, these changes will be reflected in our future reports, because CPFE intends to continue monitoring in 2014. 
THE URGENCY AND THE PURPOSE OF THE STUDY

The purpose of this study is to determine the current level of information transparency of the Armenian state authorities, i.e. to determine to what extent do their official websites meet the public’s information needs, to find out whether or not a citizen could get the information he or she needs from their websites, and to see whether the websites contain all the information required by law. 

The development of information and communication technologies has increased significantly the possibility of more active ties between the authorities and the public. In addition to its many other functions and advantages, the Internet 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. This is becoming the case in Armenia as well, with the spread of new communication technologies. 

Full implementation of the electronic governance system (e-gov.am) will not only increase the effectiveness of the state, but also address the problem of citizens’ access to the state information resources. In other words, this is about the need to ensure transparency of the authorities.

In 2011, Armenia joined the Open Government Partnership that entailed a number of commitments. One of these commitments is standardization of content of the official government websites, i.e. development of common requirements for the official websites. This makes the CPFE monitoring even more important, because the latter makes it possible to identify some common shortcomings and help overcome them. In addition, a list of the content-related and technical parameters of this study can serve as a basis for developing some common requirements for the official websites.
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 the 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 civil society.

LEGAL FOUNDATIONS OF 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) activities 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. 

In addition, 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 

In 2011, the RA government had circulated a draft decision on “Approving the Requirements for Official Websites of State Bodies.” The appearance of this document fit into the context of the commitment to standardize the content of government websites, taken on by Armenia by joining the Open Government Partnership during the same year. The work on this “forgotten” document resumed in 2013, when they started reviewing it and getting it ready for consideration at a government session. CPFE submitted its own recommendations on amending this document. The CPFE monitoring group thinks that the adoption of this document will contribute to improving significantly the content-related and technical characteristics of the official websites. 

METHODOLOGY OF MONITORING
The methodology of this study has been developed and used by the Institute for Information Freedom Development (Saint Petersburg, Russia). In 2013, it was shared with CPFE to be applied in Armenia. Given the differences between the government systems and legislation of the two countries, the methodology 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.

 Stages 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. Also, the parameters for evaluating these websites are developed and improved during that stage; coefficients of relevance and social importance are attributed. The second stage is that of preliminary analysis and assessment of the websites, compiling and publishing 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, 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 effective also 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 content of 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 awarded 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. 
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,

· Navigational 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 information 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 and is currently used by the Institute for Information Freedom Development (Saint Petersburg, Russia) and was 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 methodology and the EXMO system, please visit the website of the Institute for Information Freedom Development at www.svobodainfo.org. 
MONITORING RESULTS

As was already mentioned, the improved methodology of this study, based on the automated EXMO system, required preliminary monitoring of the official websites and compilation of information transparency ratings. After a period of cooperation with various state agencies, during which the content-related and technical characteristics of their websites were discussed and improved, the results were summarized and the final data was received. The monitoring results for each of the three groups of all the 51 websites will be presented in accordance with this particular sequence. 

RATING OF WEBSITES OF THE RA MINISTRIES AND OTHER GOVERNMENT AGENCIES 
The purpose of the preliminary stage of monitoring (from May 1 to August 15, 2013) was to examine and evaluate the current state of the official websites in order to help improve them, in cooperation with the relevant state agencies. The RA ministries, central government bodies and agencies were then rated by the level of their information transparency, as follows:

Table 4

	№
	Body
	Website URL
	Information Transparency Coefficient (%)

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

	2
	State Migration Service
	www.smsmta.am
	77.31

	3
	Ministry of Justice
	www.moj.am
	68.16

	4
	Central Bank
	www.cba.am


	55.71

	5
	Central Election Commission
	www.elections.am
	53.80

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

	7
	Ministry of Economy
	www.mineconomy.am
	52.54

	8
	Ministry of Finance
	www.minfin.am
	51.75

	9
	Civil Service Council
	www.csc.am
	51.24

	10
	State Commission for the Protection of Economic Competition
	www.competition.am
	50.87

	11
	Ministry of Defense
	www.mil.am
	49.98

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

	13
	National Statistics Service
	www.armstat.am
	49.15

	14
	Police
	www.police.am
	48.06

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



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

	17
	Ministry of Agriculture
	www.minagro.am
	42.82

	18
	Ministry of Urban Development
	www.mud.am
	40.73

	19
	Public Services Regulatory Commission
	www.psrc.am
	40.09

	20
	Ministry of Foreign Affairs 
	www.mfa.am
	39.29

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

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

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

	24
	State Labor Inspectorate
	www.apt.am


	30.35

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

	 26
	Control Chamber
	www.coc.am
	29.45

	 27
	Ministry of Health
	www.moh.am
	28.29

	  28
	Ministry of Diaspora
	www.mindiaspora.am
	26.63

	 29
	Ministry of Emergency Situations
	www.mes.am
	24.78

	30
	Ministry of Nature Protection
	www.mnp.am
	24.78

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

	 32
	Ministry of Culture
	www.mincult.am
	21.16

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


	20.24

	 34
	Armenian Nuclear Regulatory Authority
	www.anra.am
	18.33

	Average information transparency coefficient in this group of websites 
	42.05


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 of 83.96% was quite high, which indicated that the website contained the vast majority of information of public importance that could be of interest to regular citizens. However, a few remaining shortcomings needed to be addressed in order to achieve the absolute (100%) level of information transparency. In particular, CPFE experts thought that information on budget implementation and inspections in the ministry was not complete, there were no texts of deputy ministers’ official speeches, no information about lawsuits involving the ministry officials, including lawsuits challenging the lawfulness of their actions or inaction, etc. 

Most of these shortcomings were also typical for the two runner-ups during the preliminary monitoring stage, the State Migration Service (77.31%) and the Ministry of Justice (68.16%). However, these websites had other problems as well. In particular, both of these websites were missing information about competitions, auctions or bids. The State Migration Service website did not have information about events attended by deputy heads of the Service. There were also no lists and descriptions of civil law contracts signed between the Service and natural persons or legal entities. The Ministry of Justice website was missing information about results of competitions to fill vacancies, as well as information about procedures for appealing these results. 
The three leaders in the aforementioned rating table were 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. In general, the most common shortcomings for all these seven websites were: 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 could not find out about results of inspections in these government agencies. There was no overview of natural persons’ or legal entities’ applications and complaints received by these agencies. There was 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) had full information about their planned annual budgets and their implementation. This type of information was 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 (49.98%), State Real Estate Cadastre (49.80%), National Statistics Service (49.15%) and the Police (48.06%) came behind the aforementioned seven websites with results that were very close to the 50% mark. The same shortcomings described above were identified in these websites as well. 

The middle part of the rating table (from the 15th to the 25th position) was occupied by the websites of ministries and agencies, whose information transparency rating ranged from 47.06% (Ministry of Transport and Communications) to 30.24% (Ministry of Energy and Natural Resources), based on the results of preliminary monitoring. During the time of that monitoring, they contained a significantly smaller amount of information of public importance than the websites that had 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 had complete information about the relevant government agency’s participation in national projects or events organized by the given agency. None of these websites had information about expert analyses carried out by state bodies and their results. Six of the eleven websites contained 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 had 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, identified by the experts during this period of monitoring, were also typical for the websites of 9 government agencies in the lower part of the rating table. The only difference was that the number of shortcomings in the websites in this sub-group was significantly higher than in the other websites. Consequently, the level of information transparency in this sub-group was lower than 30%. Unlike the other websites, all of these nine websites also had 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 did 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 did not contain a contact email address. The Armenian Nuclear Regulatory Authority’s website did 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), pointed out by the monitoring group, included 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) had 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 biggest number of problems was found in the two websites at the bottom of the rating table (National Commission on Television and Radio, and Armenian Nuclear Regulatory Authority). During the period of monitoring, these websites were the worst in terms of their content: they did not have information about the vast majority of parameters of the study. Also, the materials of the Armenian Nuclear Regulatory Authority were not available in HTML format. In other words, the website had a serious problem in terms of one of the most important technical criteria, which decreased its final rating even further. 

The results of the preliminary monitoring were made public on September 12, 2013, which was followed by a period of cooperation with state bodies, whose representatives had access to assessment by the monitoring group and initiated online discussions in order to improve the official websites. During this period (from September 12 to October 31, 2013, representatives of various ministries, state agencies and other bodies sent more than 800 questions and comments to CPFE experts by means of the EXMO system. No question was remained unanswered. 

During the dialogue between representatives of state agencies and CPFE experts, who analyzed the websites, the parties discussed the shortcomings identified during monitoring, filled the gaps in the content and improved the technical parameters of the official websites. Consequently, information transparency coefficients were increased, which was reflected in rating table positions. 

Unfortunately, not all the ministries and agencies were active enough or committed enough to improving their websites. During the preliminary stage, almost all the representatives of the state agencies in this group registered in the EXMO system and received their access codes (except the Ministry of Agriculture, whose representative refused to work together, saying that the recommendations of the study were not binding). However, only 23 out of the 24 ministries and state agencies participated in a dialogue and improved the content-related and technical parameters of their websites, in cooperation with CPFE experts. 

Naturally, all the comments and opinions, provided by the monitoring group as part of this study, are non-binding recommendations. However, they stem from legal norms and modern requirements for official websites. Obviously, most of the ministries and state agencies, who followed these recommendations and brought their websites into compliance with these requirements, significantly improved their level of information transparency. Those, who did not cooperate with the monitoring group, produced rather modest improvements. 

Naturally, all of this affected the final scores, used to compile the final rating of information transparency of the 34 ministries and state agencies of Armenia, as presented below:

Table 5
	№
	Body
	Website URL
	Final Information Transparency Coefficient (%)

	1
	State Migration Service
	www.smsmta.am
	96.78

	2
	Ministry of Territorial Administration
	www.mta.gov.am
	96.20

	3
	Ministry of Justice
	www.moj.am
	88.93



	4
	Ministry of Economy
	www.mineconomy.am
	77.69

	5
	Civil Service Council
	www.csc.am
	77.14

	6
	Ministry of Education and Science
	www.edu.am
	69.60

	7
	Ministry of Transport and Communications  
	www.mtc.am
	68.44



	8
	Ministry of Health
	www.moh.am
	65.66



	9
	Ministry of Finance
	www.minfin.am
	63.61

	10
	Central Bank


	www.cba.am


	57.74



	11
	Central Election Commission
	www.elections.am
	57.33

	12
	State Commission for the Protection of Economic Competition
	www.competition.am
	55.73



	13
	National Statistics Service
	www.armstat.am
	52.93

	14
	Ministry of Labor and Social Affairs
	www.mss.am
	52.88

	15
	Police
	www.police.am
	52.18

	16
	Ministry of Defense
	www.mil.am
	51.62

	17
	State Committee of Real Estate Cadastre
	www.cadastre.am
	51.04

	18
	Ministry of Emergency Situations
	www.mes.am
	50.06

	19
	Ministry of Foreign Affairs РА
	www.mfa.am
	49.14

	20
	Ministry of Agriculture
	www.minagro.am
	44.82

	21
	Ministry of Urban Development


	www.mud.am
	42.96



	22
	Ministry of Diaspora


	www.mindiaspora.am
	42.72

	23
	State Committee of Water Systems
	www.scws.am
	42.55

	24
	General Department of Civil Aviation
	www.aviation.am
	41.88

	25
	Public Services Regulatory Commission
	www.psrc.am
	41.80

	26
	Ministry of Sport and Youth Affairs
	www.msy.am
	33.40



	27
	State Labor Inspectorate
	www.apt.am


	31.81

	28
	Ministry of Energy and Natural Resources
	www.minenergy.am
	31.63



	 29
	Control Chamber
	www.coc.am
	30.96

	 30
	Ministry of Nature Protection
	www.mnp.am
	30.12

	  31
	Department of State Property Management
	www.privatization.am
	25.35

	 32
	Ministry of Culture
	www.mincult.am
	22.17

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


	21.29

	 34
	Armenian Nuclear Regulatory Authority
	www.anra.am
	19.17



	Average information transparency coefficient in this group of websites
	51.10


The website of the State Migration Service being the leader in the final table is a sort of a sensation, because that position was occupied for two previous years by the website of the Ministry of Territorial Administration. Representatives of both ministries worked very actively with the monitoring group experts during the period of cooperation and reach an absolute level of information transparency of more than 96%. The difference in the final coefficients was only 0.5%.

However, the State Migration Service’s achievement is quite logical. In 2012, it had improved its rating by about 24% and taken the third honorable position in the rating table. In the beginning of this year, after the preliminary monitoring, it went up to the second position, ahead of the Ministry of Justice, and then pushed ahead of the Ministry of Territorial Administration and took the first position. It is noteworthy that the websites of both the State Migration Agency and Ministry of Territorial Administration improved significantly during the second stage of the study (by 19.47% and 12.24%, respectively). The Ministry of Justice website also improved its results by more than 20.77%, but the fact that it was quite behind the leaders during the preliminary stage did not make it possible for it to occupy a higher position in the rating table. 

A more significant progress was achieved by websites of the Ministry of Economy and Civil Service Council, which improved their results by 25.15% and 25.90%, respectively. This is why Ministry of Economy went from the 7th position to the 4th, and the Civil Service Council – from the 9th to the 5th. Ministry of Education and Science and Ministry of Transport and Communication also improved the level of their websites’ information transparency by 16.65% and 21.38%, respectively. The first of these websites retained the 6th position in the rating table, while the second website jumped from the 15th to the 7th position. 

However, the biggest progress among ministries and state agencies during the entire period monitoring was made by Ministry of Health. After the preliminary monitoring stage, its website occupied a modest 27th place with a score of 28.29%. Following an active engagement of the Ministry of Health representative during the cooperation stage, the Ministry improved its results by 37.37% and moved up to the 8th position with its final result of 65.66%. Given the fierce competition, Ministry of Finance’s 12% progress was insufficient to retain it on the 8th position and it moved down a line. The last among the first ten websites is the Central Bank website, which was passive during the cooperation stage and improved its previous result (55.71%) by a mere 2%. 

State bodies in the middle of the rating table also used the opportunity to increase their information transparency by means of cooperation with CPFE experts to a different degree. The websites of ministries and other agencies that occupied the 11th to 17th positions, remained in the middle of the rating table mostly because of their results during preliminary monitoring. These state bodies were rather passive during the cooperation stage and, therefore, made only modest progress from 1.24% (State Committee of Real Estate Cadastre) to 7.94% (Ministry of Labor and Social Affairs).

The next two websites (Ministry of Emergency Situations and Ministry of Foreign Affairs) made a significant progress. This is especially true of the Ministry of Emergency Situations website, whose information transparency coefficient improved by 25.28%. In other words, the previous result was doubled and the Ministry went from the 29th up to the 18th position. As for Ministry of Foreign Affairs, its information transparency rating went up by nearly 10%, which put the website one position higher in the rating table. 

Also noteworthy is the improvement of the Ministry of Diaspora website by more than 16%, which resulted in the website moving from the 28th up to the 22nd position. Websites of the State Committee of Water Systems and General Department of Civil Aviation moved down 2 and 1 positions, respectively, after the cooperation period, despite the fact that their information transparency ratings improved by 5.26% and 10.73%, respectively. Ministry of Agriculture and Ministry of Urban Development also moved down in the rating table. As was already mentioned, the Ministry of Agriculture representative refused to work with the monitoring group, whereas the Ministry of Urban Development representative turned out to be very passive during the cooperation stage, which resulted in both ministries moving down 3 lines in the rating table to the 20th and the 21st position, respectively, mostly due to the results during preliminary monitoring..

The websites in the bottom of the rating table (from the 25th to the 34th position), retained almost the same level of information transparency as during preliminary monitoring. Even though their representatives received access codes for the EXMO system, they did not work together with CPFE experts, did not send any comments or questions and, essentially, did not improve their websites. The only exception is Ministry of Nature Protection, which worked with CPFE experts and improved its results by 6%. 

As a result of being so passive, the websites that occupied the 25th to the 29th positions ( (Public Services Regulatory Commission, Ministry of Sport and Youth Affairs, State Labor Inspectorate, Ministry of Energy and Natural Resources, and Control Chamber), moved down about 3-4 lines compared with the preliminary monitoring results. The four outsiders in both rating tables remained the same: Department of State Property Management, Ministry of Culture, National Commission on Television and Radio, and Armenian Nuclear Regulatory Authority. Their level of information transparency is between 19.17% and 25.35%, which is extremely low and does not meet the modern requirements. 

On the whole, the average information transparency coefficient of the Armenian ministries and other state bodies increased in the period of the study from 42.05% during preliminary monitoring to 51.10% at the end of the final monitoring. However, this number could have been even higher, if all the 34 state bodies worked to improved their websites in cooperation with the monitoring group. 

RATING OF WEBSITES OF THE RA REGIONAL ADMINISTRATIONS 

Because the websites of the 10 regional administrations (marzpetarans) are included in a common Territorial Administration System network, they have the same design and structure. However, they are different in terms of the existence or lack of certain types of information, its completeness, timeliness and technical accessibility. Therefore, the same methodology was applied to examine the websites in this group of state bodies and they were rated in accordance with their level of information transparency. Following is the rating table based on preliminary monitoring results: 
Table 6
	№
	Marz
	Website URL
	Level of Information Transparency (%)



	1
	Syunik Marz
	www.syunik.gov.am
	51.62

	2
	Armavir Marz
	www.armavir.gov.am
	46.95

	3
	Lori Marz
	www.lori.gov.am
	44.00

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

	5
	Gegharkunik Marz
	www.gegharkunik.gov.am
	41.23

	6
	Tavush Marz
	www.tavush.gov.am
	41.22

	7
	Kotayk Marz
	www.kotayk.gov.am
	41.11

	8
	Aragatsotn Marz
	www.aragatsotn.gov.am
	40.63

	9
	Ararat Marz
	www.ararat.gov.am
	37.06

	10
	Shirak Marz
	www.shirak.gov.am
	26.15

	Average information transparency coefficient in this group of websites
	41.35


As indicated in the table, website of the Syunik Marz took the first position during preliminary monitoring, well ahead of others. It retained its leading position from last year. The Syunik Marz website is the only one in this group to have breached the 50% information transparency level, which in itself is a good result. However, the results could have been better, if  the website contained information about working visits and speeches of not only the governor, but also 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. In addition, the website had 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 was 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 preliminary monitoring results indicated that these shortcomings were typical for every single one of the marzpetaran websites that were monitored. Other common shortcomings included lack of information about competitions to fill vacancies. The only exception was the Lori Marz website, which contained full information about staffing. Also, during preliminary monitoring, it was the only website in this sub-group that contained full information about the Marz’s annual budget and its implementation. However, experts identified a number of other significant shortcomings that negatively affected its final information transparency rating. In particular, it was missing a description of information resources available in the regional administration and procedures for using these resources; there was also no information about licenses and permits and civil law contracts with natural persons and legal entities, etc.

Similar shortcomings, but to a lesser degree, were identified in the website of the Armavir Marz, which took the second position in the rating table, ahead of the Lori Marz website. These two websites have been competing with each other since last year, occupying the 2nd and the 3rd position in the table. 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 returned to the 2nd position.

A continued comparison with the 2012 results indicates, that the biggest progress was made by the Vayots Dzor Marz website, which came in slightly behind the three leaders. 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 honorable 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, still had serious problems. If they manage to address these problems, their information transparency rating could increase significantly. In particular, at the time of preliminary monitoring, natural persons and legal entities could not find information about the opening hours for applying for permits and licenses. There were also no lists of officials who are responsible for licenses and permits and no contact information. These websites contained 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 was not complete. 

As for the outsiders – the websites of the Ararat and Shirak marzpetarans – they had not only the aforementioned problems, but also serious shortcomings on other parameters that were presented rather well by their competitors. For example, the website of the Ararat Marz was the only one that had no information about decisions adopted by collegial bodies. It had no information about the main indicators describing the situation in the areas of the regional administration’s authority. The Shirak Marz website did not have even the email of the regional administration. There was no description of the governor’s powers and no information on the functions and goals of his/her apparatus.

After the preliminary monitoring results were made public on September 12, 2013, the relevant representatives of almost all marzpetarans worked very actively with CPFE experts during the cooperation stage, when the identified shortcomings were discussed, the missing information was posted and technical accessibility of information was improved. In the period between September 12 to October 31, 2013, the monitoring group experts received 940 questions and comments from regional administration and provided replies within the agreed timeframe. 

The posting of the missing information and improvement of the technical characteristics of the websites increased the results by certain parameters, which in turn was reflected in the final information transparency coefficient. It is noteworthy that 9 out of 10 marzpetarans worked with the monitoring group and actively improved their websites. The Syunik marzpetaran representative was the only person who could not participate in this work for a compelling reason. Unfortunately, this had a negative impact on the final results of the website that had been the leader in that group for a long time. 

Once the cooperation stage was completed, the experts finalized the results and compiled the final rating of information transparency of websites of the 10 regional administrations of Armenia, as presented below: 

Table 7
	
	Body
	Website URL
	Final Information Transparency Coefficient (%)

	1
	Kotayk Marz
	www.kotayk.gov.am
	95.27 

	2
	Lori Marz
	www.lori.gov.am
	93.84

	3
	Gegharkunik Marz
	www.gegharkunik.gov.am
	92.20

	4
	Vayots Dzor Marz
	www.vdzor.gov.am
	82.09

	5
	Ararat Marz
	www.ararat.gov.am
	73.74

	6
	Armavir Marz
	www.armavir.gov.am
	73.25

	7
	Tavush Marz
	www.tavush.gov.am
	72.79

	8
	Shirak Marz
	www.shirak.gov.am
	60.16

	9
	Syunik Marz
	www.syunik.gov.am
	53.50

	10
	Aragatsotn Marz
	www.aragatsotn.gov.am
	45.86

	Average information transparency coefficient in this group of websites
	74.27


The most significant change in the rating table was, undoubtedly, the Kotayk Marz website moving up to the first position. After the cooperation period, its information transparency coefficient nearly doubled from 41.11% to 95.27%, which propelled the Kotayk website from the 7th to the 1st position. 

A similar drastic improvement was achieved by the next two websites (Lori Marz and Gegharkunik Marz), from 44% to 93.84% and from 41.23% to 92.20%, respectively. Out of the previous three leaders, only the Lori Marz website managed to stay in the top part of the rating table. In fact, it moved up a position since preliminary monitoring and occupied the second line. As for the Gegharkunik Marz website, its progress of more than 50% pushed it up from the 5th to the 3rd position in the rating table.

Despite the fierce competition, the Vayotz Dzor Marz website confidently retained its 4th position. Compared to the other four websites in the middle of the rating table, it achieved the biggest increase (by 38.61%) in the information transparency coefficient. Websites of the Ararat, Armavir, Tavush and Shirak marzes also made significant progress, increasing their information transparency ratings by 36.68%, 26.30%, 31.57% and 34%, respectively. The smallest improvement was achieved by the Armavir Marz website, which caused it to drop from the second to the sixth position.

Websites of the Syunik and Aragatsotn Marzes became the outsiders at the end of this study. The former leader, the Syunik Marz website, ended up in the penultimate position, because its representative missed the period of cooperation with the experts for a compelling reason and was unable to improve the website. Its previous result was enough to not push it even lower in the rating table. The Aragatsotn Marz website came in last. During the cooperation stage, it managed to improve its fairly good information transparency level by a mere 5.23%. The total coefficient was the lower in this group. 

However, on the whole, the progress made by the regional administration websites was significant: during preliminary monitoring, their average information transparency coefficient was 41.35%, but it went up to 74.27% at the end of the study. In other words, the average coefficient went up by 32.92%, which is three time more than the progress made by the group of ministries and central government agencies (9.05%).

WEBSITES OF THE RA PRESIDENT, THE RA NATIONAL ASSEMLY, THE RA GOVERNMENT, THE RA CONSTITUTIONAL COURT, THE RA PROSECUTOR GENERAL’S OFFICE, THE YEREVAN MUNICIPALITY AND THE RA HUMAN RIGHTS DEFENDER’S OFFICE  
As was already mentioned in the Summary section of this report, no rating table was compiled for the websites in this group (unlike the group of websites of ministries and central government bodies and websites of regional administrations), because the functions and roles of these bodies are very different, and so is the need to publish various types of information. Therefore, their results are not compatible. For the same reason, we did not calculate the average information transparency coefficient for these seven websites. In view of the above and in accordance with the already established tradition, we present their results in the hierarchical order prescribed by the RA Constitution.
Following are the results of preliminary monitoring:
	Body
	Website URL
	Preliminary Information Transparency Coefficient 
(%)

	RA President


	www.president.am
	33.62

	RA National Assembly


	www.parliament.am
	55.08

	RA Government
	www.gov.am;

 www.e-gov.am
	46.45

	RA Constitutional Court


	www.concourt.am
	45.14

	RA Prosecutor General’s Office


	www.genproc.am
	59.50

	Yerevan Municipality


	www.yerevan.am
	54.97

	RA Human Rights Defender’s Office


	www.ombuds.am
	38.65


According to the experts, the websites in this group were significantly ahead of the websites in the other two groups in terms of their technical parameters during preliminary monitoring. In particular, unlike in the vast majority of websites of ministries, central government agencies and regional administrations, almost all the websites in this group had advanced and contextual search functions, as well as possibilities to search in the database of legal-normative acts pertaining to that particular state body. Websites of the RA Human Rights Defender’s Office and the Yerevan Municipality were somewhat of an exception, because not all of the aforementioned functions were present there. In addition, these websites had no email address for webmasters and/or other responsible officials, where users could send their questions, comments and recommendations. The other five websites had such contact information. 

As for the content-related parameters, the strongest part of the websites in this group were the sections providing general information about the relevant body and, particularly, its leaders, structure and current activities. At the same time, a number of shortcomings, common for all the seven websites in this group, were identified. Thus, none of these websites contained information about annual budget implementation, i.e. how and on what the money is spent. Six out of the seven websites failed to publish the total amount of their annual budget. The only exception was the Yerevan Municipality website, where such a number was published. 

A serious problem was the lack of complete information about staffing. During preliminary monitoring, the website of the Prosecutor General’s Office contained most of the information on this subject. It had 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 had extremely little or no information about staffing, this website had no information about competition results and procedures for appealing them.

Another common problem for all the seven websites was 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, did not have a description of procedures for providing information.

At the time of monitoring, the websites of the RA President, the RA Government, the RA Constitutional Court and the Yerevan Municipality did not contain information about administrative or judicial appeal against decisions and action (or inaction) of these bodies and their officials. Such information could be found on the websites of the RA National Assembly and the RA Prosecutor General’s Office. However, none of these websites contained 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 could be found only on the website of the Yerevan Municipality. However, none of the websites in this group had a link to the official website where bids could be made. Information about civil law contracts between the state bodies and natural persons or legal entities was 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) had no information about inspections carried out by these bodies within the framework of their powers. The RA Government’s website lacked information about inspections within the government as well. Such information was also missing from the website of the RA Human Rights Defender’s office. 

As for more particular shortcomings, the RA Prosecutor General’s website did not have information about cooperation with other government agencies, non-governmental organizations and other entities. The Human Rights Defender’s office did not have any information about cooperation with international organizations. The Yerevan Municipality website did 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 did not have information about their opening hours when citizens could come and visit them.

Without doubt, all of these problems could have been successfully addressed during the cooperation period, when the monitoring group gave government representatives access to the EXMO system to discuss together the findings and improve the content-related and technical characteristics of the websites by filling the identified gaps. Unfortunately, this did not happen. Only two out of the seven state bodies (the RA National Assembly and the RA Prosecutor General’s Office) were actively engaged with the experts during the cooperation period and sent them 82 and 60 questions and comments, respectively. Representatives of the RA Government and the RA Constitutional Court were much less active (only 6 and 8 questions and comments, respectively). As for the RA President’s Office, the Yerevan Municipality and the RA Human Rights Defender’s Office, their representatives did not cooperate with the CPFE experts. 

During the period of monitoring, website of the RA National Assembly made the biggest progress in this group by improving its preliminary result by more than 25% after the period cooperation. The RA Prosecutor General’s Office website also improved by 14.15%. The results of the websites of the RA President, the RA Government, the RA Constitutional Court, the Yerevan Municipality and the RA Human Rights Defender’s Office improved by 1.77%, 2.66%, 4.42% and 0.73%, respectively.

The final coefficients of information transparency in this group of websites were as follows:
	Body
	Website URL
	Final Information Transparency Coefficient (%)

	RA President
	www.president.am


	         35.39

	RA National Assembly


	www.parliament.am
	         80.10

	RA Government 
	www.gov.am;

www.e-gov.am
	         49.11

	RA Constitutional Court


	www.concourt.am
	         49.56

	RA Prosecutor General’s Office


	www.genproc.am
	         73.65

	Yerevan Municipality


	www.yerevan.am
	         57.56 

	RA Human Rights Defender’s Office


	www.ombuds.am
	         39.38


THE MOST COMMON SHORTCOMINGS OF OFFICIAL WEBSITES
The EXMO information system automatically summarizes monitoring results and shows clearly on what parameters and to what extent do the examined websites meet the relevant requirements. This makes it possible to identify the main shortcomings that need to be addressed as a priority. 
In particular, when it comes to content-related parameters, many official websites have an information transparency level of less than 25% on a whole range of parameters. For example, websites of only 7 out of the 34 ministries and central government bodies (or 20.59%) had information about the results of competitions to fill vacancies. Only 8 of the websites in the same group (or 23.53%) contained a list of contracts signed between the given state body and physical persons or legal entities. The vast majority of state bodies (more than 76%) do not provide any information about expertise results on their websites. The same number of websites do not have information about lawsuits involving the given state body or its officials. Even more websites (about 80%) do not contain information about lawsuits appealing against decisions or actions (or inaction) of the given state body or its officials. 
Another shortcoming, typical for more than 85% of the websites of ministries and state agencies, is the lack of data about information systems at the disposal of the relevant state bodies and procedures for using them. In addition, many websites (about 83% of them) do not contain speeches and statements by deputy heads of the relevant state bodies (as a rule, only speeches by ministers or heads of state bodies are posted). By the same token, not much attention is paid to official and working visits by deputy heads of state bodies or their participation in various events. Only less than half of the websites publish that kind of information. 
Monitoring group identified the following common shortcomings in more than 50% of websites of ministries and central government bodies: lack of information about national projects, inspections in the given state body, procedures for administrative or judicial appeal against decisions and actions (or inaction) of state bodies or its officials, applications/complaints from physical persons or legal entities, total annual budget and budget implementation. At the same time, websites of most of the ministries and state bodies do not contain information about how to fill vacancies, requirements for candidates for these vacancies and possibilities of appealing the results of competitions to fill vacancies. Only 12 of the 34 websites (or 35.29%) contain links to the official website about bids.  Of the 24 ministries and state bodies, whose websites are supposed to contain bank information for the payment of state duties, only 11 (or 45.83%) have this kind of data.  

Many of these shortcomings are also found in the websites of the third group, in particular the websites of the RA President, the RA Government, the RA Constitutional Court, the RA Human Rights Defender’s Office, etc. The situation is better with the websites of regional administrations, the content of which improved significantly during the period of cooperation with the monitoring group. For example, all the ten websites in that group contain information about annual budgets. Nine of them even have information about budget implementation. These websites are also better than others in terms of information about staffing (vacancies and procedures for filling them), as well as other parameters.
CONCLUSION

Several years ago, when CPFE was conducting the first such studies, we had noted that the condition of the official state websites was an evidence that the level of information transparency of various state bodies was not high. Today, the situation is significantly different. State bodies have started to actively restructure and develop their websites and take them as a serious information resource, without which an effective governance is inconceivable. 
The monitoring, conducted by CPFE since 2010, aims to support this process, because CPFE does not only analyze and evaluate the official websites, but also provides various government agencies with recommendations on how to improve their websites. It is important that the vast majority of state bodies has shown an interest in monitoring results and has cooperated with the monitoring group. At the same time, the regularly published information transparency rating tables have created an atmosphere of competition between different government bodies, which forces them to post more and more information of public interest on their websites.
The EXMO automated information system, developed by our Russian partners and adapted by CPFE to the Armenian conditions and introduced this year, also promoted the dialogue between state bodies and the monitoring group. The methodology, based on this new system, allowed the government representatives responsible for the official websites and the monitoring group experts to discuss the problems with the websites online and solve them together. As a result of such cooperation, the vast majority of state bodies improved the content-related and technical characteristics of their websites. In some cases (for example, in the case of the leaders of the table for ministries and central government agencies, as well as for many of the marzpetarans’ websites) their information transparency level came very close to the absolute result.
Unfortunately, not all state agencies showed much interest in working with the monitoring group. Some of them even refused to cooperate completely, saying that CPFE’s opinions and recommendations were not binding. In this regard, CPFE confirms that its recommendations are, indeed, non-binding, but they are based on legal norms and modern requirements for official websites. 
However, these issues can be resolved successfully within the framework of the Open Government Partnership that Armenia joined in 2011, thus taking on a number of commitments, including a commitment to standardize the content of official websites. A draft of the RA Government Decision “On Approving the Requirements for Official Websites of State Bodies” was prepared to fulfill this commitment. CPFE, among others, was involved actively in the development of this document. In particular, the document contains the bulk of CPFE recommendations, developed on the basis of our methodology and the studies conducted over a three-year period. If the government adopts this document, standard requirements for websites will become mandatory for all ministries, state bodies, regional administrations and many other state agencies. 

In view of these circumstances, it is especially important to continue monitoring state bodies and evaluating the level of their information transparency. That is why CPFE intends to continue such studies and to cover more official websites. 
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