SUMMARY
The Protection of Rights without Borders NGO (Organization) has implemented the Project
“Public Administration System Reforms: Is Armenia Creating a New Reality” from 1 March
2020 to 31 March 2021, with the financial assistance of the National Endowment for Democracy
(NED).
In the framework of the Project, the Organization examined 37 judgments in regard to appeals
filed with the Administrative Court (Court) of the Republic of Armenia against different
municipalities pronounced in the period of 2019 and until 30 June 2020.
The Court fully granted the appeals on 22 cases, 1 case was granted partially and 14 appeals
were dismissed.
The monitored cases related to the unauthorized construction of buildings, certification of the
land allocation in case of the failure to maintain the substantiating documents, allocation of
houses (apartments) constructed in the scope of the state-funded housing construction programs
to solve the housing problems of families left homeless by the earthquake in the disaster zone,
carrying out activities in trade, public catering and services without relevant permit, firing of
employees at the initiative of the employer, placement of data in cadastral maps, changing the
designation of the land plot type, appointing a guardian for an incapacitated person, managing
the property of the person under custody, collection of property taxes and duties, termination of
construction permit, challenging the property rights, provision of land through direct sale, etc.
In the majority of the monitored cases (81%), the Applicant was represented by a lawyer and
ensured participation in the hearings in 70% of the cases. At the same time, the respondent did
not participate in the examination of the case in 65%. In those case, in 71 % of the cases, the
appeals were granted fully.
In 70% of the monitored cases, the respondent filed an objection. In nine monitored cases, the
respondent neither ensured participation nor filed any position. The Court granted the appeal
only in six of these cases and three cases were respectively dismissed by the Court.
In five of the monitored cases, the Court mentioned the problem of maintaining the deadlines for
carrying out the proceeding, and revealed a violation in four cases. These cases related to
subjecting to administrative liability, including in two cases for unlawful construction of
building, in one case – operation after 24:00 without relevant permit and in the other case –
engaging in outdoor trade without permit.
As shown by the outcomes of the monitoring, the administration problems in terms of subjecting
to administrative liability were most common. 12 of the monitored cases related to subjecting to

administrative liability under the Code on Administrative Offences of the Republic of Armenia,
11 cases of which were fully granted.
In a number of the monitored cases, the Court ruled that the respondent administrative bodies
failed at the identification of the subject of the alleged violation. For example, when the offence
was attributable to a legal entity, however, the director was fined for it.
The Court revealed in a number of occasions that the administrative body failed to properly
collect and evaluate evidence. Thus, according to the Court, in the reviewed case-files in some
cases it was not clear whether buildings or surface and underground infrastructures were built in
the alleged location or not and overall, whether a construction permit was necessary at all or not
for the above mentioned works. Moreover, the photos which were supposed to show the
administrative offence did not allow to establish when the photo was taken, hence it could not
serve as evidence of the administrative offence in question. In this regard, the Court often noted
that the photo evidence was not taken properly, being the only evidence of the offence in
question the photos were not taken properly, as well as the records on the offence are drawn with
the violation of the law, including in the absence of the alleged offender.
In several cases, the Court revealed a violation of the right to be heard, including lack of
evidence of proper notification for the administrative hearing.
In several monitored cases, the Court revealed that the administrative body (the Head of the
Community) carried out a function, which they were not vested with by law.
In another case, the Court noted that the local self-government body applied a liability measure,
which was not prescribed by the legal norm referred to in the relevant decision as well as the
body was not authorized to examine cases on administrative liability, hence it was not clear what
kind of obligation was imposed on the addressee of the administrative act.
The Court also revealed violation of the discretionary powers by municipalities. In one of the
cases, the administrative body applied an administrative penalty in the maximum amount
envisaged by law without justification.

