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STATEMENT # 3
OF GOLOS ASSOCIATION

ON THE RESULTS

OF SHORT-TERM MONITORING 

OF PRESIDENTIAL ELECTIONS 
ON MARCH 2, 2008

ELECTION DAY
March 3, 2008
Moscow 
GOLOS Association observed that the Election Day was held in a relatively quiet atmosphere in contrast to the State Duma election day. Such large-scale violations observed then as campaigning next to polling stations, transporting of voters, intimidation of voters and others were practically non-existent. Polling stations were better prepared and the voting process was better organized. At the majority of polling stations voters’ lists were properly bound, there were fewer representatives of administration at inside polling stations. In general the process of opening of the polling stations went well without any major incidents. 

However, GOLOS observed a considerably low level of monitoring over elections, while some polling stations lacked it completely. To a great extent this low level of monitoring is a direct result of the amendments of the electoral legislation, which did away with independent civic observers. When independent monitoring at polling stations is reduced to its minimum  it is even more alarming that in a number of regions some correspondents of the Grazhdanskiy Golos (Civic Voice) newspaper were not allowed to enter the polling stations and territorial elections commissions in some regions even as representative of the mass media. When allowed to observe the voting process GOLOS correspondent were sent away or detained before the counting of votes. For example, in Astrakhan, St.Petersburg, Ufa, Rostov-on-Don, Chelyabinsk and partially in Moscow GOLOS activists had to face an unprecedented opposition to their monitoring efforts.
In Astrakhan none of GOLOS correspondents were allowed to enter polling stations or territorial electoral commissions. This was a result of direct instructions of the chairman of the regional electoral commission passed down to lower level commissions one day before elections. Throughout the entire elections day representatives of GOLOS kept complaining about this with the Central Electoral Commission and with the regional prosecutor’s office. The CEC left these complains unattended, while the regional prosecutor’s response was that the reason for this was the fact that GOLOS correspondents failed to produce a written assignment of the editorial board to report on elections. But under current law this assignment is an internal document of the newspaper and the correspondents do not have to produce it in writing (see attached statement). Characteristically it was the last State Duma electoral campaign in the Astrakhan region where GOLOS correspondents observed the most crying violations both at the polling stations and especially at the territorial electoral commissions.
In St.Petersburg (the Moscow administrative district) twenty GOLOS correspondents were not allowed to enter polling stations. A number of activists were detained and put in custody without any explanations. It took several hours and an active interference of GOLOS regional coordinators to let them free. As for observation at territorial electoral commissions, most of our correspondent were sent out of the commissions at the stage of submissions of protocols from polling stations or were not allowed to be there at all.
In Ufa GOLOS correspondents were barred from 20% of polling stations sometimes for absurd reasons. For example, one GOLOS correspondent was sent out from the polling station for lacking a Russian citizenship as his internal Russian passport did not ostensibly have his signature. Therefore in Ufa the correspondents succeeded to monitor only 2 territorial electoral commissions. 

A serious situation, similar to that in the Astrakhan region, was reported from the Uvelsk administrative district of the Chelyabinsk region in Ural. The respective territorial electoral commission instructed polling station commissions to keep specifically GOLOS correspondents from polling stations (for example, polling stations #2199, #2171, #2185 and others), whereas at territorial electoral commissions of the city of Chelyabinsk  proved to be more successful.

In Rostov-on-Done two GOLOS correspondents, as of March 2, 12 p.m. Moscow time, were still in custody detained for petty crime. Other GOLOS correspondents in the city reported that they also had to face difficulties in observation at territorial election commissions.
Difficulties in observation were also reported from territorial electoral commissions in Yoshkar-Ola, Oriol, Chelyabinsk and the Republic of Tatarstan, where a GOLOS correspondent was not allowed to enter a territorial election commission even after he received a personal permission from Central Electoral Commission the Republic of Tatarstan).
On election day in Moscow GOLOS correspondents also faced a continuous abuse of their right to observe elections as representatives of the mass media. The majority of the correspondents reported restriction of their work at territorial election commission too. For example, GOLOS correspondents were stopped at polling stations #2498 (where the correspondent was forced to leave the station in such a way that he felt so bad that the ambulance had to be called), #853, #2661 and other. In the Krylatskiy administrative district at polling station #2451 GOLOS correspondent was removed from the station right before the start of vote counting, and same cases were reported from polling stations in the East Izmaylovo administrative district and others. 

Methodology of Observation
On election day of March 2, 2008 GOLOS carried out mobile observation in thirty one regions and stationary observation in four regions (Moscow, Saint-Petersburg, Voronezh and Chelyabinsk). In total 1500 activists were involved in this observation. In all the regions correspondents of the Grazhdanskiy Golos (Civic Voice) newspaper were also sent to territorial election commissions (TEC) – in the majority of regions correspondents covered almost all or the majority of TEC in the regional capital and in Moscow – every other TEC.     

GOLOS correspondents were sent to polling stations, selected by random statistical sample, in the regional capitol (in selected regions GOLOS correspondents also covered polling station outside of the capital).  This methodology offers conclusions about the quality of the election day process, which are representative of the central city of each region rather than of only those polling stations that were visited by GOLOS correspondents. Unfortunately, Golos is unable to draw conclusions from all of the targeted regions as local election authorities prevented GOLOS correspondents from observing the entire process.

Some of the findings of GOLOS are the following:

· Unsatisfactory set up and equipment of polling stations in Yoshkar-Ola and V.Novgorod (15% of polling stations), in Yekaterinburg (13% of polling stations), and in the Republic of Adygeia (up to 9% of polling stations);
· Absence of information about candidates (e.g. at almost 16% of polling stations in Yaroslavl);
· One of the most serious irregularities of the voting process is the fact that enlarged protocols are not filled out, which was observed at almost every polling station visited by GOLOS correspondents (e.g. at almost 100% polling stations in Oriol, at 75% of polling stations in V.Novgorod, at almost 50% of polling stations in Ufa, Kostroma and Kursk, and at almost 25% of polling stations in the rest of the regions, which GOLOS covered in this monitoring campaign);
· A number of organizational irregularities and lack of information (e.g. on the income of candidates) were reported from up to 14% of polling stations in Adygeia, campaign materials inside polling stations were observed in up to 10% of cases in Irkutsk and Cheboksary, a poor organization of the voting process (at 12,5% polling stations in Mariy-El and V.Novgorod, at 16,5% of polling stations in Barnaul, at over 9% of polling stations in the Republic of Adygeia and at over 22,6% of polling stations in Yaroslavl; unbound voters’ list were observed also (e.g. at 10% of polling stations in Karelia and at 22,6% of polling stations in Yaroslavl);
· Lack of lists of voters who requested mobile voting at 6-7% of polling stations in Perm, Karelia, Krasnodar, Kursk, Pskov and Yekaterinburg;
· Various government officials other than members of electoral commissions were reported at polling stations especially in Omsk (30,6% of polling stations), but in other regions as well (at 5-6% of polling stations in Barnaul, Adygeia, Yekaterinburg, Yoshkar-Ola, Perm and Pskov);
· One of the most serious violations reported from a number of regions, similar to those of the State Duma campaign, were cases when commissions let voters keep their absentee ballots (e.g. at 41% of polling stations in V.Novgorod and at about 5% of polling stations in Tomsk, Kazan, Yekaterinburg and Ufa);
· A serious violation was reported from Krasnodar, GOLOS correspondents reported cases of voting for other people at 65% of polling stations, whereas the number of similar cases in Vladimir and Kostroma was up to 4%;
· Massive voting with absentee ballots was reported from almost 10% of polling stations in the Republic of Mariy-El, at 7% of polling stations in Tatarstan, at 9% of polling stations in Irkutsk and at 4,5% of polling stations in Yekaterinburg;
· Another common violation was putting mobile ballot boxes out of sight of observers (at 18% of polling stations in Omsk, at 25% of polling stations in Yekaterinburg and Tomsk, at 19% of polling stations in Tatrstan, and on average at 12% of polling stations in the rest of the regions).
GOLOS correspondents also collected data on observers from every of the four candidates at the polling sites and came up with the following picture:
· At 19% of polling stations where GOLOS observed election day there were no observers from the candidates;
· Observers from candidate A.V.Bogdanov covered 5,3% of polling stations (most of the observers were in Barnaul and Ufa); 
· Observers from candidate V.V.Zhirinovsky on average covered 14% of polling stations (though they covered practically all polling stations in Perm, over 50% of polling stations in Kazan, Ufa and Barnaul and they were practically non-existent in Kaliningrad, Kursk, Vladimir, Tomsk, Yaroslavl and Oriol);
· Observers from candidate G.A.Ziuganov on average covered 58% of polling stations (but GOLOS correspondents did not identify almost any of them in Vladivostok and Yaroslavl);
· Observers from candidate D.A.Medvediev on average covered 68% of polling stations (they covered almost all polling stations in Kaliningrad, Yoshkar-Ola, Oriol, Perm and Petrozavodsk. Curiously in Moscow one polling site had four of his observers at the same time). All of the regions had a more or less sizable number of Mr. Medvediev’s observers.
Most of the observers’ complaints filed with polling station commissions came from Yoshkar-Ola (14% of polling stations), Stavropol (9,5% ), Barnaul, Ufa, V.Novgorod and Vladimir  (about 7% of polling stations in each). 

As for observation in territorial electoral commissions based on information of GOLOS correspondents the findings are the following:

· Most of territorial electoral commissions (over 95%) were located in office building together with the district administration;

· Almost 9% of territorial electoral commissions did not file complaints in a special register;

· In almost 6% of territorial electoral commissions the enlarged form the final protocol was difficult to observe;

· In 15% of territorial electoral commissions the final protocols from polling stations were collected in different rooms, moreover in 18% of territorial electoral commissions the enlarged form was posted in a separate room;

· In 13% of territorial electoral commissions chairmen and secretaries of polling site commissions upon their arrival were taken to the office belonging to the district administration or to other room, which did not belong to the territorial electoral commissions. In 24% of territorial electoral commissions polling station protocol were immediately taken to the room with the GAS-Vybory terminal (federal electronic election results tabulation system) without entering this data to the enlarged form of the final protocol of the respective territorial electoral commissions;
· Local administration representative were present at the premises of territorial electoral commissions in almost 70% of cases, while in 32% of cases there were over three of them. In 70% of territorial electoral commissions the number of the above mentioned representatives had considerably increase by the time when the final protocol of the territorial electoral commission was due to be signed.
· In only 20% of territorial electoral commissions their members officially announced that that the final protocol from a polling station was rejected;
· 11% of territorial electoral commissions declined to issue a certified copy of their final protocol to those who are legally entitled to it;

· In 28% of territorial electoral commissions GOLOS correspondents reported that final protocols from polling stations were changed.
Based on the results of monitoring the activities of the territorial election commissions in  the regions where GOLOS deployed observers, it can be said that over one fourth of all territorial commissions did not fulfill the procedures specified in the law. It should be pointed out, that before election day GOLOS Association sent letters to territorial commission chairmen, specifying the procedure of reception of polling station protocols and notifying that it intends to send its observers to monitor their activities on the election eve. The findings of this monitoring show that abuse of the legal procedures has become the standard practice at the level of territorial election commissions unused to having their activities monitored by the public. 
Conclusions and Recommendations 
This election day observation demonstrated a considerable decrease of smaller violations at polling stations, while the level of election monitoring in general decreased dramatically with significant restrictions for observers and the press.

The main recommendations that GOLOS would like give as a result of the observation of March 2: 
· To bring back independent non-partisan election observation;

· To change the system of establishment of electoral commissions in order to take it out of control of administrations;

· To remove restrictions on genuine political competition.

As for territorial electoral commissions, the following should be done:
· To move territorial electoral commissions from offices controlled by administrations;
· To allow at the premises of territorial electoral commissions only those official specified by the law;

· To increase penalties for violations of electoral procedure.

GOLOS is an independent Russian civic organization founded in 2000 to defend voters’ rights and contribute to the development of the civic society in Russia. “GOLOS” has a largest and most geographically widespread election monitoring network in the country (it unites 281 NGOs and operates offices in 38 regions). GOLOS has monitored over 50 elections ranging from municipal to regional and 3 federal campaigns, and trained over 15 000 independent observers all over the country. “GOLOS” issues statements covering the results of its election observation, including messages from its hot-line “Transparent Elections” (http://88003333350.ru), and gives its assessment to the various stages of the electoral process in Russia. For more information please refer to www.golos.org.
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