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Dear Reader,

In the history of states, there are dates that mark chronological milestones and embody the determination
of each people to move towards the future with profound wisdom and experience. The 30th anniversary
of the establishment of the Constitutional Court of the Republic of Armenia, marked in 2026, is such a
date. This jubilee is an opportunity to appreciate the role of the Constitutional Court in the complex yet
honourable endeavour of establishing the legal foundations of the Third Republic, fostering the
constitutional culture, and strengthening democratic institutions.

The foundation for the new judicial and legal system, of which the Constitutional Court forms apart, was
laid by the Constitution adopted on 5 July 1995 through a nationwide referendum; however, the High
Court officially commenced its functions on 6 February 1996, when the members of the first composition
of the Constitutional Court were appointed, and their solemn oath-taking ceremony was held at the
National Assembly.
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During that period, the powers of the Constitutional Court were considerably limited, as was the range of
entities entitled to apply to the Court; for instance, the institution of individual applications by natural
and legal persons had not yet been introduced: an institution without which it is impossible today to

envisage either the Constitutional Court or effective constitutional review.
Yet it was precisely under those limited powers that the immense significance and potential of the

Constitutional Court in safeguarding constitutional security and democratic values became apparent, and
this helped our young state overcome numerous trials and challenges unfamiliar to it, yet extremely
dangerous to statehood and democracy. As a result, the High Court took its honourable place within the
system of state authorities, demonstrating that the existence of the Constitutional Court in a democratic
state is an absolute axiological imperative. Over these years, the Court forged its own traditions, shaped its
internal ethics and a high threshold of professional excellence, evolving into one of the State's most firmly
established institutions, whose authority is predicated not upon coercion, but upon reason and law.

Wu hnpbijjwuh fjunphnipnu n wyu ghppp hpwpwih wnhe Gu hhotym b dtip Gpujunhph m gunphw-
Juynipyuiu funupu ninnnt Uwhdwiwnpujuu numnmwpwuh wunpuuhy jugquh wunudutiphu b Uwhdw-
uwnpujut quunwpuuh wnwehtt twuwquh Ywghly Cwpnipmiyuuht’ vwhdwuwnpuju wpnw-
nununnipjuwu dbwynpuw, uywugdw nt qupgugdwu gnponid nubigud hujuyuwu wjwunh hwdwp:

Cwyuunuwiuh Lwupuytnnipjwt Uwhdwuwunpuljuu nuunmwpwuh yuwmdnipiniup wpdwuguupu b
Utip whnmwlwunpjuu pninp thnpanipyniuuph b hwnpwiwlutph: fwwnwpuwuu wugh b uwhdw-
twnpulwu pupthnfunidutiph ¢h pwh thyny” jnipupwugnip wugqud Jepuwhdwunwynptynyg hp
ntpuumwpnipyniup: Uuhumwjwu nhdmdutiph huunhwmnunh utipnpnidp pupawy wyu opswnuip-
dwghu Ytanp, npny QGwnwpuih gonubpp juyunpbt pugytightt jmpupwgmp punupugn wngl’
Qwwnmwpwup nupdubny dwpnpn hhduwlwu hpwyniupubiph yuymwywunipjuu pupapugniyu
tipupfuuynpp:

Uiup wjwbuwwmnbiut nt dwuuwhgu Gup tnly pupnugnyu hpujwpwnupuluu gnpopupwgutnph,
tipp vhwy wywytiup b mntgnygn tnty E Uwhdwuwngpnipyniup, tpp fwnwpuut wywugngh) b, np
unyuhul wdtbwunip punupulwu aguwdwdtpp huwpuynp £ mdty hpwyniuph dhongny: Fwnpap
nuwwnwpwup Jupnqugt) t jput] juynivmipjut Ynqjul’ wywhnytjng yhwnwjwunipjui
wupunhwwmnipniup unyuhul wdbtwdto thnpanipymuutiph dwdwuwy:

—( P —

The significance of this jubilee and this book provides a wonderful opportunity to recall and express our
gratitude and appreciation to the members of the first composition of the Constitutional Court and to the
first President of the Constitutional Court, Gagik Harutyunyan, for their immense contribution to the
formation, consolidation and development of constitutional justice.

The history of the Constitutional Court of the Republic of Armenia reflects all the trials and triumphs of
our statehood. The Court has undergone several stages of constitutional reforms, each time reassessing its
role. The introduction of the institution of individual applications became the turning point that widely
opened the doors of the Court to every citizen, making the Court the supreme guarantor of the protection
of fundamental human rights.

We have witnessed and participated in the most complex legal and political processes, wherein the
Constitution has been the sole reliance and guidance, and where the Court has afiirmed that even the most
acute political crises can be resolved through law. The High Court has managed to serve as an island of
stability, ensuring the continuity of statehood even in times of the greatest trials.
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The Constitutional Court has never been merely a judicial instance; it is the legal conscience of statehood
and the vigilant guardian of the Constitution. On the path toward the establishment of a rule of law state,
the Constitutional Court has acted as a cornerstone upon which the principle of the separation and
balance of powers was anchored. As the supreme arbiter within the system of checks and balances, the
mission of the Constitutional Court is to ensure that the interaction among the three branches of
government does not turn into rivalry, but remains within the realm of complementarity and mutual
respect.

Over the past three decades, the Constitutional Court has also become a forge of Armenian constitutional
and legal culture. It has not confined itself merely to interpreting legal norms, but has shaped
constitutional axiology. Through its interpretations, the Court has breathed living spirit into the
Constitution, keeping pace with societal changes while ensuring that the Constitution does not lose its
fundamental meaning. Fach decision of the Court has added a new layer to the legal memory of our
statehood, reminding public authorities to act responsibly and citizens, as holders of rights, to demand
respect for their freedoms.
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Today, the RA Constitutional Court also stands as a full and respected member of the global
constitutional family. Our extensive international ties — from the Venice Commission to the Conference
of European Constitutional Courts - testify that Armenian constitutional thought is in harmony with
universal human legal standards.

Over these thirty years, the Court has built bridges that connect us to global legal civilization. The
Court's international standing is not merely a statement; it is evidence of the competitiveness and
modernity of Armenian constitutional thought.

The cooperation of the Constitutional Court with the Council of Europe, the Venice Commission, the
European Court of Human Rights, and other partners is based not merely on imitation, but on a dialogue
of values. The Constitutional Court has not only incorporated the best European standards into
Armenian domestic law, but has also enriched the common constitutional heritage through its decisions.
Armenia's active presence at the European and world conferences of constitutional courts bears witness
to one truth: we speak the universal language of law while preserving the distinctiveness of our national
identity.



Uhowqquyhtu jwju juwbtipp swnwynmd tu npuytiu hwybyjuy Gpupjuhp dtp Gpypmd dnnnypnw-
Jupnipjuu wuppstijhnipjuu hwdwp: ££ Uwhdwuwnpujuu puunmwpuwup qupaty £ dhywgquyhu
hpwjwwu hwupnyph jumwhbh gnpopultin, nph thnpap b Jupdhpp hwyyh Gu wnuynid
wudbitwpwnpan wdphnuutinhg: Uw hywpunipjwu wnhp L dtp yhnnipyuu hwdwp, b dhudwdwuwy
Utid wuwnwufuwiwnynipyniu’ uwn wyy pupéniupm:

Uugjwyh thnpau nt uinuyh atimpptinnudutinn hhdp tu wywquyh pnhsph hwdwp: Uninp gnpotyny
snppnpn mwutwdguy Uwhdwuwunpuljut quunwupuit hp wnole nunid £ unp, wytijh hwdwlunn
tywwwlutp: Uktp Ynsgdwd tup wuwwmwujuwubym 21-pn npuph dwpmwhpudbputiphu’ pywyhu
thowuypnid dwpnnm hpuymuputiphg dhugt Eyninghwjuut wadunwugnmpymi’ thyn hwjwwmwphd
duwny Uwhdwiwnpnipjuu hhdfuwpwp ulgpniuputiphu: Lwnupwughu wtwmp L qqu, np Uwhdw-
uwnpuiuu nuunwpwuu hp Ynnphu £ wguynyuubn hpb unp nupuppowih yuwuqutphg jhutiu
npuup pyuyht mhpnypnmd, phjtuuwtphluwh nnpuond:

Utip mtiyyujuiup wwpg £ b hunnwyy. uyuunty wyuyhuh hupuhpluwu Cuywumwuh Yapumdwup, np-
wmtin dwpnp pupapwgnyu wpdbp £, hull hpuwymuph glipujuynipjniup, hpujuu dnnnypnuwywpni-
pInuu n dnnnypnujupujuu uygpniupubipp smubtiv wyipunmpuiup, npntin Uwhdwbiwnpnipgynun ny ph

—{ P

The extensive international ties serve as an additional guarantee of the irreversibility of democracy in our
country. The RA Constitutional Court has become a reliable partner of the international legal community,
whose experience and views are taken into account at the highest platforms. This is a source of pride for
our State and, at the same time, a great responsibility to remain at this height.

The experience of the past and the achievements of the present are the foundation for a leap into the
future. Entering its fourth decade, the Constitutional Court sets before itself new and more ambitious
goals. We are called upon to respond to the challenges of the 21st century — from human rights in the digital
realm to environmental security — while remaining steadfastly faithful to the fundamental principles of
the Constitution. Citizens must feel that the Constitutional Court stands by their side, protecting them
from the dangers of the new era, whether in the digital realm or in the field of bioethics.

Our vision is clear and distinct: to contribute to building a sovereign Armenia where the human being is
the highest value, and where the rule of law, genuine democracy, and democratic principles have no
alternative; where the Constitution is not a book, but an everyday guide for the organization of public and
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social life. Our goal is to make constitutional justice more transparent, accessible, and effective, further
strengthening public confidence in the High Court.

The Constitutional Court shall continue to be the steadfast institution which guarantees that any course of
development of the Republic of Armenia shall proceed exclusively along the path of law.

Dear colleagues and compatriots,

This commemorative book is a tribute of respect to all those who stood at the origins of the establishment of the
Constitutional Court and to all those who continue that noble work.

Thirty years is only the beginning: our path is irreversible, our will is unwavering, and our goal is a
constitutional Armenia.

I congratulate us all on this significant jubilee.

Arman Dilanyan
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The Constitutional Court is the guardian of the will of the Constituent.

[ts mission is to ensure unwavering adherence to the will of the Constituent as prescribed by the
Constitution and to prevent any deviation therefrom.

The Constitution is not a static document; it is a living and evolving legal reality, and its content and
regulatory potential are revealed and developed through the decisions of the Constitutional Court and the
legal positions expressed therein.

The Constitutional Court occupies a unique position in the constitutional legal system of the Republic of
Armenia. As part of the judiciarys, it is distinguished from the system of courts of general jurisdiction and
specialized courts by virtue of its constitutional mission and functions, and it exercises constitutional
review over the entire system of public authority, including the judiciary, as well as over itself.

Within the judicial system, the Constitutional Court acts as the highest body of constitutional review,
ensuring the coherence of the legal system with the Constitution. Its primary function is not the resolution
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of legal disputes in the classical sense of that notion, but rather the review of the constitutional quality of
legal regulations. In other words, the Constitutional Court adjudicates not people, but legal acts. Through
its decisions, the Constitutional Court outlines the constitutional legal framework governing the activities
of all levels of public authority.

The distinctive role of the Constitutional Court is also manifested in its exclusive power to provide the
official interpretation of the relevant norms of the Constitution within the framework of case
consideration. Its legal positions establish the constitutional standards by which all public authorities, in
both law-making and law-enforcement activities, as well as natural and legal persons, are required to be
guided.

The Constituent has also entrusted the Constitutional Court with a unique constitutional mission of
safeguarding constitutional rights. The Court acts as the guarantor of fundamental human rights and
freedoms, the rule of law state, and democracy by outlining, through its decisions, the constitutional legal
boundaries of the protection of human rights and freedoms, facilitating the elimination of the
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consequences of the application of unconstitutional legislation, and preventing any impermissible
deviation from the scope of protection of human rights guaranteed by the Constitution.

The Constituent has further vested the Constitutional Court with the status of an independent arbiter to
resolve disputes arising between constitutional bodies in the exercise of their constitutional powers.
Within the scope of this power, the Constitutional Court interprets the Constitution, clarifies the limits of
the powers of constitutional bodies and the nature of their interrelationship, and ensures the
constitutional balance and the proper functioning of the branches of power.
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In parallel with the independence process of the Republic of Armenia, efforts commenced to develop a
national constitutional legal model and to establish new state institutions.

On 25 September 1991, the Constitutional Law of the Republic of Armenia “On the Fundamental
Principles of Independent Statehood” was adopted, and Article 16 thereof provided that: “Until the
adoption of the new Constitution of the Republic of Armenia, the existing Constitution and laws shall
remain in force insofar as they do not contradict this Law and the legislative acts adopted on the basis of
the Declaration on the Independence of Armenia”.

Asearly as 5 November 1990, a Constitutional Commission was established to draft the Constitution of the
newly independent Armenia; however, it convened its first session only on 15 October 1992*.

The 1978 Constitution of the Armenian SSR did not provide for a specialized body of constitutional
justice, per se. It was only on 23 December 1989 that the Law “On Constitutional Supervision in the

*H. Khachatryan, "The First Constitution of the Republic of Armenia". Yerevan, 1997, pp. 17-18.
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USSR” was adopted, pursuant to which amendments and supplements were introduced to the 1989
Constitution of the Armenian SSR. Under those amendments, the Supreme Council was to elect a
Constitutional Supervision Committee for a term of ten years. However, that Committee was never
established.

The formation of the legal order of the newly independent Republic of Armenia required a new
institutional framework based on the principles of the separation of powers, the protection of
fundamental human rights and freedoms, and the supremacy of the Constitution. During the drafting of
the new Constitution, various models of constitutional review were considered, and ultimately the
Continental European model was chosen, providing for the establishment of a separate specialized body of
constitutional justice.

By Chapter 6 of the RA Constitution, adopted by nationwide referendum on 5 July 1995, the Constituent
proclaimed the establishment of the Constitutional Court as an independent and autonomous body of the
judiciary of Armenia, entrusting it with the exclusive mission of administering constitutional justice.
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The 1995 Constitution provided for the formation of a Constitutional Court composed of nine members,
five of whom were appointed by the National Assembly of the Republic of Armenia and four by the
President of the Republic of Armenia. The President of the Constitutional Court was appointed by the
National Assembly upon the nomination of the Chairperson of the National Assembly. If, within thirty
days following the formation of the Constitutional Court, the National Assembly failed to appoint the
President of the Constitutional Court, the appointment was to be made by the President of the Republic of
Armenia.

The Constitution vested the Constitutional Court with a number of key powers, including determining
the conformity with the Constitution of laws, decisions of the National Assembly, decrees and executive
orders of the President of the Republic, and decisions of the Government; determining, prior to the
ratification of an international treaty, whether the obligations contained therein complied with the
Constitution (preliminary constitutional review); resolving disputes relating to the results of referenda
and the elections of the President of the Republic and deputies; declaring obstacles preventing a candidate
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for President of the Republic to be insurmountable or removed; as well as issuing opinions regarding the
existence of grounds for the removal of the President of the Republic from office; the declaration of
martial law by the President of the Republic or the measures envisaged in the event of an immediate threat
to the constitutional order; the inability of the President of the Republic to exercise their own powers; the
termination of the powers of a member of the Constitutional Court, their detention, or the institution of
administrative or criminal proceedings against such member by judicial procedure; as well as deciding, in
cases prescribed by law, on the suspension or prohibition of the activities of a political party.

The Constituent laid the institutional foundations for the functioning of the Constitutional Court. To
commence the exercise of its constitutional mission, the Court needed to adopt the relevant legislative
framework governing its own activities. On 20 November 1995, the National Assembly adopted the Law of
the Republic of Armenia “On the Constitutional Court”, which was signed on 6 December 1995 and
entered into force on 15 December 1995, thereby completing the legislative framework for the functioning
of the newly established constitutional body.
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In February 1996, the members of the first composition of the Constitutional Court were appointed. On 5
February, by Decrees of the President of the Republic of Armenia, Alvina Gyulumyan, Hrant Nazaryan,
Michael Sevyan, and Volodya Hovhannisyan were appointed as Members of the Constitutional Court. On
6 February, by Decisions of the RA National Assembly, Gagik Harutyunyan, Vahe Stepanyan, Henrik
Khachatryan, Vladimir Sahakyan, and Valery Poghosyan were appointed as Members of the
Constitutional Court.

On the same day, the oath-taking ceremony of the newly appointed members of the Constitutional Court
took place at the National Assembly of the Republic of Armenia, following which Gagik Harutyunyan,
who had previously held the office of Vice-President of the Republic of Armenia, was appointed President
of the Constitutional Court by decision of the National Assembly.

Thus, the Constitutional Court was fully constituted and commenced its activities on 6 February 1996.
Pursuant to the requirements of Article 7 of the Law “On the Constitutional Court”, the Government was
required to allocate to the Constitutional Court a separate building and the necessary property to ensure
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its proper functioning. In 1996, the administrative building located at 10 Baghramyan Avenue, Yerevan,
was allocated to the Constitutional Court and became its permanent seat.

It is noteworthy that during the first months of its activities, the Constitutional Court shared that building
with the Ministry of Foreign Affairs of the Republic of Armenia.

On 13 March 1996, the Constitutional Court delivered its first decision, Decision DCC-1, whereby the
obligations prescribed by the Structural Adjustment Credit Agreement, signed on 4 March 1996 between
the Republic of Armenia and the International Development Association, were declared to conform to the
Constitution of the Republic of Armenia.

Although, as already noted, the Constitution of 5 July 1995 vested the Constitutional Court with broad
powers, nevertheless, the limited circle of subjects entitled to apply to the Court did not allow the Court to
fully realise its constitutional legal potential. In its original wording, the Constitution provided that
applications to the Constitutional Court could be lodged by the President of the Republic, at least one
third of the deputies (44 deputies), candidates for the office of President of the Republic and
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parliamentary candidates in disputes relating to election results, as well as by the RA Government when
requesting an opinion concerning the impossibility of the President of the Republic to discharge their
powers. Consequently, during its early years, a significant proportion of the cases examined by the
Constitutional Court concerned the review of the constitutionality of obligations prescribed by
international treaties undertaken by the Republic of Armenia, and the applications in respect whereof
could be submitted exclusively by the President of the Republic. It was therefore no coincidence that the
first decision by which a legal regulation was declared unconstitutional also concerned an international
treaty.

By Decision DCC-17 of 30 August 1996, the Constitutional Court, for the first time, declared incompatible
with the Constitution the obligations prescribed by Article 4 of the Agreement between the Republic of
Armenia and the Federal Republic of Germany on the Promotion and Reciprocal Protection of Capital
Investments, signed in Yerevan on 21 December 1995.
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In 1996, presidential candidates Vazgen Manukyan and Ashot Manucharyan submitted applications to
the Constitutional Court challenging the results of the presidential election, thereby initiating the
development of the RA Constitutional Court's jurisprudence in electoral disputes. The Constitutional
Court's Decision DCC-26 of 22 November 1996 in the case “On Challenging the Results of the Presidential
Election in the Republic of Armenia held on 22 September 1996 became the Court's first decision in an
electoral dispute and laid the foundation for the development of constitutional adjudication in this field.
The first case on the constitutionality of laws was examined by the Court in 1997, raised by the application
of sixty-five deputies of the National Assembly. By Decision DCC-56 of 19 May 1997, Article 17 of the RA
Law “On Elections to Local Self-Government Bodies” was declared to conform with the Constitution,
while the constitutional legal framework governing the application of that norm was simultaneously
clarified. This decision marked the first instance in which the Court assessed the constitutionality of a
norm in conjunction with its compliant interpretation.
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From the very first days of its establishment, the Constitutional Court of the Republic of Armenia pursued
an active and consistent policy of international cooperation aimed at studying the best international
practices in constitutional justice, promoting professional dialogue, and presenting the achievements of
Armenian constitutional justice at international venues.

In 1996, working relations were established with the European Commission for Democracy through Law
of the Council of Europe (the Venice Commission). Subsequently, the Court also participated in the
activities of the Joint Council on Constitutional Justice of the Venice Commission and contributed to the
CODICES database.

The annual Yerevan International Conferences dedicated to contemporary issues of constitutional justice,
jointly organized with the Venice Commission and other international partners, became the hallmark of
the Constitutional Court of the Republic of Armenia.

In October 1997, upon the initiative of the Constitutional Court of the Republic of Armenia, the
international organization “Conference of Constitutional Courts of Countries of Young Democracy” was
established, bringing together constitutional justice bodies from several former USSR states.
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During the 2000s, the organization was renamed the “Conference of Constitutional Courts of Countries of
New Democracy”, as by that period its member states had already developed established constitutional
legal systems. It was subsequently renamed again and currently operates as the “Eurasian Association of
Constitutional Review Bodies™.

In 2000, the Constitutional Court became a member of the Conference of European Constitutional
Courts, thereby becoming a full participant in the common platform for cooperation among European
constitutional courts.

During the first decade of its institutional consolidation, the Constitutional Court developed a number of
fundamental legal positions on constitutional justice that became cornerstones for the ongoing
development of constitutional law doctrine and law-enforcement practice. By the end of 2005, the
Constitutional Court had delivered more than six hundred decisions. Although a significant proportion of
those decisions concerned international treaties, the Court also adjudicated cases relating to the right to
property, inviolability, judicial protection, and other fundamental constitutional legal issues.
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As a result of the constitutional referendum held on 27 November 2005, the 1995 Constitution of the
Republic of Armenia was amended so as to align with the prevailing trends of constitutional development
across Europe. The constitutional regulations governing constitutional justice in the Republic of Armenia
likewise underwent significant reform. Discussions concerning the clarification of the Constitutional
Court's powers and the expansion of the range of entities entitled to apply to the Court had already
commenced in the Republic of Armenia in the early 2000s, when it had become evident that, given the
existing circle of authorized applicants, the Constitutional Court was unable to exercise its constitutional
functions effectively, and that the scope of the Constitutional Court's powers likewise had to be brought
into conformity with European standards. These developments were, above all, driven by Armenia's
accession to the Council of Europe, the ratification of the European Convention on Human Rights, and the
acquisition of the right to apply to the European Court of Human Rights, so the constitutional reforms
adopted in 2005 were therefore expected to address these issues.

As aresult of these amendments, the powers of the Constitutional Court of the Republic of Armenia were
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expanded to some extent; in particular, the Court's jurisdiction was extended to review the
constitutionality of decisions adopted by local self-government bodies. The Constitutional Court was also
vested with the authority, upon a relevant application, to issue an opinion concerning the existence of
grounds for the removal of a community head from office. Thus, while the ratione materiae jurisdiction of
the Constitutional Court was not substantially transformed in the course of the constitutional reforms,
except with regard to matters relating to local self-government bodies, its ratione personae jurisdiction
underwent a significant transformation. The scope of entities entitled to apply to the Constitutional Court
was expanded; namely, local self-government bodies were granted the right to apply to the Constitutional
Court concerning the constitutionality of normative acts adopted by state authorities that infringe their
constitutional rights; courts and the Prosecutor General were authorized to apply to the Constitutional
Court regarding the constitutionality of provisions of normative acts relevant to specific cases pending
before the latter; the Human Rights Defender was granted the right to challenge the conformity of
normative acts with the provisions of the Chapter of the Constitution on the Fundamental Rights and
Freedoms of the Human Being and the Citizen.
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Within the framework of abstract constitutional review, the number of deputies required to apply to the
Constitutional Court was reduced from one-third of the total number of deputies to one-fifth.

One of the most significant innovations was the introduction of the institution of individual constitutional
applications. The 2005 constitutional amendments finally granted individuals the right to apply to the RA
Constitutional Court, subject to compliance with certain legal preconditions. Under the Constitution,
everyone was granted the right to apply to the Constitutional Court in relation to a specific case where a
final judicial act had been rendered, all available judicial remedies had been exhausted, and the
constitutionality of the provision of the normative legal act applied to the person by the judicial act was
being challenged.

This reform made constitutional justice directly accessible to individuals, while simultaneously placing
before the Constitutional Court the task of developing clear admissibility criteria for individual
constitutional applications.

In order to implement the new constitutional framework, the new Law “On the Constitutional Court” was
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adopted on 1 June 2006, followed by the Court's new Rules of Procedure. The new legal framework
restructured the procedures for case adjudication; namely, it introduced judical panels for the
preliminary examination of individual applications, established written proceedings alongside oral
hearings, and provided, in cases of normative review, for the possibility of issuing dissenting opinions by
the judges of the Constitutional Court.

On 20 September 2006, the Constitutional Court delivered its Decision DCC-647, which became the first
decision rendered upon an application submitted by a court. It laid the practical foundation for
cooperation between the courts of general jurisdiction and the Constitutional Court within the framework
of concrete constitutional review.

Immediately following the introduction of the institution of individual constitutional applications, and as
had been anticipated, the Constitutional Court faced a sharp increase in the number of applications. A key
challenge was to distinguish applications raising genuine constitutional legal disputes from those that, in
substance, merely contested the lawfulness of the application of a norm or, more generally, the legality of
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an act. During the second half of 2006, the Constitutional Court's principal challenge was to develop
admissibility criteria for individual constitutional applications, establish necessary mechanisms for filtering
submitted applications, and adopt final decisions in cases involving genuine constitutional legal issues.

The first decision rendered on the merits following an individual application was Decision DCC-648 of 26
September 2006, in the “Case concerning the conformity with the Constitution of the Republic of
Armenia of Article 470 of the Civil Code of the Republic of Armenia adopted by the National Assembly on
5May 1998, raised by the application of the citizen Aram Martirosyan”.

In October of the same year, Constitutional Court Members Felix Tokhyan, Rafayel Papayan, and Valery
Poghosyan delivered their dissenting opinion with respect to Decision DCC-649 in the “Case concerning
the conformity with the Constitution of the Republic of Armenia of Article 11 of the Law of the Republic of
Armenia 'On Social Security Cards', raised by the applications of citizens M. Kocharyan and H. Davtyan”.
This marked the beginning of the practice of promulgating dissenting opinions of members of the RA
Constitutional Court in the scope of normative constitutional review.
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During this period, the Constitutional Court also continued to expand its international cooperation. The
Constitutional Court participated in the process of establishing the World Conference on Constitutional
Justice, launched in 2009, and became a member of the organization in September 2011.

The period from 2005 to 2015 became a decade of institutional development for the Constitutional Court
and of the formation of its key legal positions. Many of the legal positions expressed by the Constitutional
Court established new constitutional legal benchmarks and contributed to the improvement of legislation
and judicial practice.

During these years, constitutional justice became more accessible to individuals, while the Constitutional
Court's legal positions exerted a substantial influence on the development of the institutions related to
judicial protection, property rights, social rights, and the principle of legal certainty.
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The process of constitutional reforms initiated in the Republic of Armenia between 2013 and 2015
culminated in the constitutional amendments adopted by the referendum of 6 December 2015. Through
these amendments, the Republic of Armenia transitioned to a parliamentary system of government,
fundamentally transforming the system governing the formation of public authorities and the
relationships among them. The reforms also affected the procedure for the formation of the Constitutional
Court, the terms of office of the judges, the election of the President and Vice-President of the Court, as
well as the scope of its powers.

Under the new constitutional framework, the Constitutional Court is composed of nine judges, elected by
the RA National Assembly by vote of at least three-fifths of the total number of deputies for a term of
twelve years. Three candidates shall be nominated by the President of the Republic, three by the
Government, and three by the General Assembly of Judges, which may nominate only judges. The same
person may be elected as a judge of the Constitutional Court only once.

The Constitutional Court shall elect the President and Vice-President from among its composition for a
six-year term, without the right to be re-elected.
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The 2015 constitutional amendments expanded the powers of the Constitutional Court. The
Constitutional Court was vested with the power to review the constitutionality of sub-legislative
normative legal acts, as well as to determine, prior to their adoption, the conformity with the Constitution
of draft constitutional amendments and draft legal acts to be submitted to a referendum.

The Constitutional Court was also entrusted with the resolution of disputes arising between constitutional
bodies concerning their respective constitutional powers.

Within the framework of the parliamentary system of government, the Constitutional Court was further
empowered to decide on the termination of the mandate of a deputy.

These amendments established the fundamental structure of the current constitutional model of the
Constitutional Court, characterised by an inclusive formation procedure, expanded powers, and fixed
terms of office for the judges of the Court. Chapter 7 of the 2015 constitutional amendments, concerning
the judiciary, entered into force in its entirety on 9 April 2018. As a consequence of the transitional
regulations, the Constitutional Court simultaneously comprised members appointed under the previous
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constitutional framework and judges elected under the new constitutional procedure. On 22 June 2020,
the National Assembly adopted amendments to Article 213 of the Constitution, thereby terminating the
tenure of those members of the Court who had been appointed before 9 April 2018 and had served for an
aggregate period of at least twelve years, while establishing a uniform twelve-year term of office for the
remaining judges. To fill the three vacancies arisen due fo these amendments, candidates were nominated
by the Government, the President of the Republic, and the General Assembly of Judges.

As aresult, during the period 2020-2024, parts 1 and 2 of Article 166 of the Constitution, governing the
composition of the Constitutional Court, were fully implemented, thus ensuring the harmonization of the
status and terms of office of all judges of the Constitutional Court, enabling the election of the President of
the Constitutional Court from among the judges of the Court, and ensuring the involvment of all bodies
designated by the Constitution in the process of reconstituting the Constitutional Court, as a factor
contributing to enhancing the democratic legitimacy of the Constitutional Court.

This period was, inter alia, marked by a number of decisions of the Constitutional Court, which played a
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pivotal role in safeguarding the supremacy of the Constitution, protecting human rights, upholding the
separation and balance of powers, and promoting the consolidation and development of democracy.

Over the past three decades, the institution of constitutional justice in Armenia has undergone
transformative developments, and the Constitutional Court has become a full-fledged member of the
family of constitutional justice bodies in the European region.

In the Republic of Armenia, which remains committed to the unwavering path of the rule of law state,
democratic values and fundamental principles have become a living reality, owing, inter alia, to the
decisions of the Constitutional Court.

The establishment of the Constitutional Court in the Republic of Armenia was one of the key milestones in
the institutional development of Armenian statehood. Its thirtieth anniversary is not only an occasion to
assess the path traversed but also underscores the imperative of continuously strengthening the
independence, effectiveness, accessibility, and public trust in constitutional justice.
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THE LEGAL AND POLITICAL SIGNIFICANCE OF THE
DECISIONS OF THE CONSTITUTIONAL COURT

The decisions of the Constitutional Court are key instruments for maintaining the constitutional balance
between the branches of state power. Those decisions not only provide a legal assessment of the disputed
norms or their interpretations in legal practice but also define the functional boundaries of public
auhorty; in this sense, the decisions of the Constitutional Court serve as a constitutional “checks and
balances” mechanism, guiding political processes through legal means. At the same time, the decisions
of the Constitutional Court shape constitutional policy by enshrining fundamental criteria for the
protection of human rights, democratic governance, the rule of law, and the separation and balance of
powers. The Court’s positions often evolve into mandatory guidelines for the legislative, executive, and
judicial branches, predetermining subsequent legislative and legal developments. This circumstance
makes the Constitutional Court not only a legal but also a value-orienting center.
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THE DECISIONS OF THE CONSTITUTIONAL COURT

AS GUIDELINES FOR SIGNIFYING THE STATE-BUILDING VALUE
SYSTEM AND CONSTITUTIONAL IDENTITY

The decisions of the Constitutional Court are not limited to the function of constitutional control or the
resolution of specific constitutional-legal disputes. They serve as fundamental guidelines for the
formation, preservation, and development of the state-building value system, through which the
permissible boundaries of state power actions and the substantive cores of constitutional identity are
defined.

The decisions of the Constitutional Court ensure the continuity and stability of constitutional identity
by preventing arbitrary reassessment of constitutional values by public authorities. Through its legal
positions, the Constitutional Court reveals the core of values that shape the state’s constitutional identity
- sovereignty, democracy, rule of law, human dignity, separation and balance of powers, etc.

The decisions of the Constitutional Court have a distinctive feature of transforming value principles into
legally binding standards. Values such as independence, national identity, public interest, and legal
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security are withdrawn from declarative or ideological dimensions and placed at the center of legal
regulation. This process contributes to the consistent and predictable development of state-building. On
the other hand, the Constitutional Court’s decisions serve as key instruments for the constitutionalization
of public power. The High Court establishes that state-building expediency cannot prevail over the
constitutional value system. In this way, the constitutional understanding is formed that state-building
is not a free expression of political will but a constitutionally conditioned process.

The decisions of the Constitutional Court often refer to historical papers, fundamental documents, and
milestones in statehood formation, ensuring their ongoing legal force. Thus, the High Court also acts as
the legal guardian of state memory, preventing reassessments that deviate from the constitutional
axiology of historical values.

During its activities, the Constitutional Court has issued a number of decisions, among which the
following stand out:

The Constitutional Court’s Decision DCC-850 of 12 January 2010, on the “Case concerning the
conformity with the Constitution of the Republic of Armenia of the obligations prescribed by
the Protocol on the Establishment of Diplomatic Relations between the Republic of Armenia and
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the Republic of Turkey and by the Protocol on the Development of Relations between the
Republic of Armenia and the Republic of Turkey, signed in Zurich on 10 October 2009 is a
historic decision of principled importance in Armenian reality for constitutional justice, and one of the
messages of this decision was that the implementation of the protocols cannot lead to obligations with
preconditions regarding state sovereignty, territorial integrity, or historical-legal heritage. With this
approach, the Constitutional Court effectively imposed a constitutional barrier on legal outcomes that
could involve the revision of historical facts or pressure on the international recognition of the Armenian
Genocide. Thus, the decision in question legitimized the fact that constitutionality is superior to political
expediency, and international treaties cannot contain implicit obligations that go beyond the state’s
constitutional identity.

The Constitutional Court’s Decision DCC-1590 of 29 April 2021, on the “Case concerning the
constitutionality of parts 2 and 7 of Article 86, and point 4.2 of part 2 of Article 5 of the
Constitutional Law ‘On the Rules of Procedure of the National Assembly’, raised by the
application of at least one fifth of the total number of deputies of the National Assembly of the
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Republic of Armenia”, is of fundamental significance in terms of signification of the ideological and
constitutional identity of state-building in the Republic of Armenia. In this decision, the Constitutional
Court classified the provisions stipulated in the Constitution according to the competence of the subjects
authorized to adopt such provisions:

(a) The Preamble, Articles 1-3, and Article 203 of the Constitution as non-amendable provisions of the
Constitution,

(b) Provisions of the Constitution that can be amended only through a referendum as constitutional
provisions under the exclusive competence of the people of the Republic of Armenia, listed in part 1 of
Article 202 of the Constitution,

(c) Provisions of the Constitution that can also be amended by the National Assembly.

The Constitutional Court has addressed the differentiation of procedures for amending constitutional
provisions, emphasizing that it is based on the supremacy of the values and principles enshrined in the
non-amendable provisions set by the Armenian people - as the first Constituent of the Republic of
Armenia, as well as the internal stability of the Constitution, the predictability of interpretations of the
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provisions of the Constitution, the prevention of possible internal collisions, and their resolution if
detected.

In this decision, the Constitutional Court proclaimed the inalienable constitutional quality of the non-
amendability of the Constitution’s Preamble, while stating that the non-amendable provisions of the
Constitution are the fundamental and central axis on which the legal system of the Republic of Armenia
has been formed and will develop.

In Decision DCC-1680 of 24 March 2023 on the “Case concerning the constitutionality of the
obligations prescribed by the Rome Statute of the International Criminal Court, signed on 17
July 1998, the Constitutional Court emphasized the commitment of the Armenian People to universal
values, as prescribed by the Preamble of the Constitution, especially in the part of the fight against the
grave crimes that threaten the peace of the world, and to put an end to the impunity of these crimes —
as a constitutional imperative to consider the interpretation of the provisions of the Constitution as an
axiological guideline - is also based on the historical, ethical and cultural criterion that the importance
of the fight against such grave crimes and their impunity, as prescribed by the Preamble of the Statute,
was already stated in the process of the Armenian independence, in support of the task of achieving
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international recognition of the Armenian Genocide (Declaration of Independence of Armenia, paragraph
11). The Constitutional Court emphasized that the provision on supporting the international recognition
of the Armenian Genocide, as prescribed by the Declaration of Independence of Armenia, is not only
aimed at retroactive recognition of the historical reality, but even more so, it is of a civilized commitment
to participate in international efforts aimed at the protection of the peace and security of the world
through the fight against such grave crimes and their impunity in the future.

The full understanding of the legal-political significance of the Constitutional Court’s Decision DCC-1749
of 26 September 2024, on the “Case concerning the constitutionality of the obligations prescribed
by the Regulation ‘On Joint Activity of the Commission on Delimitation and Border Security of
the State Border between the Republic of Armenia and the Republic of Azerbaijan and the State
Commission on the Delimitation of the State Border between the Republic of Azerbaijan and the
Republic of Armenia’, signed on 30 August 2024, is impossible without taking into account the
state-building value system underlying the Declaration of Independence of Armenia and the key
provisions of constitutional identity. In this decision, the Constitutional Court stated as follows: “The
Declaration was an act that had a guiding legal-political and ideological content, the provisions of
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programme-paragraph 12 of which resulted in the adoption of the Constitution. This introduced in
Armenia a period of constitutional stability through a legal act having semantic guiding designation and
vested with supreme legal power of the Constitution, and through carefully and meticulously selected
and formulated provisions, on the establishment of the sovereignty of the Republic of Armenia,
democratic, and social state governed by the rule of law, stipulations of the nation-wide objectives “taking
as a basis the fundamental principles of the Armenian Statehood and the nation-wide objectives
enshrined in the Declaration of Independence of Armenia, having fulfilled the sacred behest of its
freedom-loving ancestors for the restoration of the sovereign state, committed to the strengthening and
prosperity of the fatherland, with a view of ensuring the freedom of generations, general well-being and
civic solidarity, assuring the allegiance to universal values” indicated in the Preamble of the Constitution,
thus profoundly excluding the legal possibility of any extremely dangerous manifestation of
“constitutional dinarchy”™
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THE DECISIONS OF THE CONSTITUTIONAL COURT AS A SOURCE OF
CONSTITUTIONAL GUARANTEES FOR THE PROTECTION OF HUMAN RIGHTS

The decisions of the Constitutional Court rendered in the field of human rights are not limited to merely
recording the violation of a specific constitutional right or declaring as unconstitutional the interpretation
of a norm in legal practice. They serve as legal-political and doctrinal guidelines through which the
content, scope, and mechanisms for applying the constitutional understanding of human rights are
formed. In this regard, one of the key functions of the Constitutional Court’s decisions is the substantive
interpretation of human rights; the rights stipulated in the text of the Constitution often have a general,
abstract nature, and their genuine meaning is revealed precisely through the legal positions of the
Constitutional Court. In this sense, the Constitutional Court acts as the shaper of a “living constitution”
of human rights, clarifying the scope and boundaries of rights and guaranteeing the preservation of the
essence of the right. Moreover, the decisions of the Constitutional Court rendered in the field of human
rights often become starting points for legislative reforms. The Court’s legal positions compel the
legislature to revise legal regulations, guiding the human-centered nature of legal policy. Thus, the

optuunphtt’ Ypwwgtynt hpudwyupgquynpmidutipp” mypnpntynyg hpujwlwi punupuljuiinipyui
dwpnuytumpnu punyep: Wuwhuny, Uwhdwuwunpujuu nuumupwuh npnpnidutipnp unwpnid Gu ny
Uhwyu Jhpujuingunqujui, wyjt jufuwpgths nbp” jufubng wyuqu fowfummdutpn:

bp tptutwdyuw wuninipjuwu dby Uwhdwuwnpuuu npuunwpwup juywgply £ dwpnpm
hpwymuputiph  tpwofuwynpdwup dhnjwo hwpnipuwynp npnpnmidutipn, npnup, h phyu wyjuh,
awynpmd tu dwpnnt hpuynmuputiph uundwdp hwpgquiuph dpuynie, uwhdwunmd Gu yhwmnipjuu
L wudh hwpwptipmpymuubtph vwhdwiwnpuiwu dnnbp, wdpuyunmd dwupnnt wpdwuwwywwn-
Ynipjuu gipujuynipiniup’ npybu vwhdwiwn puljut hhduwpup wpdtp:

«&4 dupnni hpwyniiputiph wwymwwuh phunidh hhdw ypw'® «Uwpgniu opgquiiubp b (Yuad)
hymujwopubtip thnjuyumyjuuwmbym dwupu» 44 opkuph 7-py hnpyuwodh’ Lwywumwuh Lwupw-
ylnnipjuu Vwhiwuwunpmpjuup hmidwywnmwuwujuwunipjuu hwpgp npntipm yapwmptipyug»
gnpony 2010 pyuuuh ubtyuntidptinh 14-h UN-913 npnpdudip Uwhdwuwn pujua nunwpwup fuinpn
wnwpyuw npnypu wu dwuny, npny wnugynid E Cwywunwiumd shpwjuwuwgynn thnfuyumnywundw
hwuqudwuputipnid nhwuwjht nnunphg opquuutin b (Jud) hnmujwoputip yupgutyniu, dwuwsty E
Cwjwunwiuh Cwupwybtnnipjwu Uwhdwuwnpnipjuu 3-pn hnnguwsdh 1-hu dwuhu b 14-py hnnguwshu
hwuunn b wujwytip: Uniju npnpdudp hunmwly punqoyt £ jhuuwpdrjujuu dhowdmnipgyniuutinh
ujuwndwdp Judph wquun wpnmwhwjndwu wywhnydwu wubtpypw wuhpwdtipmnipyniup dwpnnm
wpduuuywnynipjuu b wuduwjuu wuabinudjutijhnipjuu tpupjuwynpdwu nyuh ubippn: Uniju

4 £ =
— —

decisions of the Constitutional Court perform not only a restorative but also a preventive role, preventing
future violations.

In its thirty-year history, the Constitutional Court has issued hundreds of decisions aimed at guaranteeing
human rights, which, among other things, foster a culture of respect for human rights, define the
constitutional model of relations between the state and the individual, and reinforce the supremacy of
human dignity as a fundamental constitutional value.

In Decision DCC-913 of 14 September 2010 on the “Case concerning the conformity with the
Constitution of the Republic of Armenia of Article 7 of the RA Law ‘On transplantation of human
organs and/or tissues’, raised by the application of the RA Human Rights Defender”, the
Constitutional Court declared the disputed provision as contradicting part 1 of Article 3 and Article 14 of
the Constitution of the Republic of Armenia and invalid, insofar as it relates to the removal of organs and/or
tissues from a cadaveric donor in circumstances where transplantation is not performed in Armenia. This
decision clearly emphasized the unquestionable necessity of ensuring the free expression of will regarding
biomedical interventions in light of guaranteeing human dignity and personal inviolability. This decision
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was intended to also influence the society’s value system, making the individual’s will paramount. At the
same time, it was aimed, inter alia, at increasing public trust in the healthcare system.

In Decision DCC-1121 of 5 November 2013 on the “Case concerning the conformity with the
Constitution of the Republic of Armenia of part 2 of Article 17 of the RA Civil Code, raised by
the application of the citizen Arthur Khachatryan”, the Constitutional Court proclaimed the necessity
of introducing moral non-material damage as a type of damage and mechanisms for its compensation,
which served as a basis for subsequent legislative amendments. In this decision, proceeding from the
necessity of ensuring the completeness of regulations related to the protection of human rights and
freedoms and the institution of moral damage conditioned thereby, the Constitutional Court considered
that the general standards and procedure for material compensation of moral damage must be clearly
defined by the legislation so that reasonable and fair compensation for moral damage caused to a person
in certain cases and procedures is guaranteed, the effective realization of human rights and freedoms
guaranteed by the RA Constitution is ensured, and the good-faith fulfillment of international
commitments undertaken by the Republic of Armenia is not hindered.
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In Decision DCC-1621 of 23 December 2021 on the “Case concerning the constitutionality of part 3
of Article 20.1, the third paragraph of Article 22 of the RA Law ‘On ensuring the sanitary-
epidemiological safety of the population of the Republic of Armenia’, and Order N 65-N of the
RA Minister of Health dated 20 August 2021, raised by the application of at least one fifth of the
total number of deputies of the RA National Assembly”, the Constitutional Court emphasized the
importance of the fact that when developing and implementing vaccination policy for the prevention of
the spread of coronavirus disease (COVID-19) in the Republic of Armenia, the state should, prior to
introducing appropriate mechanisms and in parallel with their introduction, take effective measures
towards proper public awareness regarding vaccination, and increasing its level by providing necessary
and sufficient information on the preventive significance of vaccination, the safety and effectiveness of
vaccines, as well as possible risks and undesirable consequences of getting vaccinated or not. The
Constitutional Court emphasized that in the conditions of the pandemic caused by coronavirus disease
(COVID-19), the prevention of the spread of said disease (COVID-19) and the fight against it are the positive
obligations of every state (not discretion), and when developing and implementing a vaccination policy, the
state must primarily employ the instrumentality of persuasion. In this context, the improper organization
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of a public awareness campaign and the resulting insufficient public awareness, as well as unjustified
exceptions in the instrumentality aimed at the proclaimed constitutional goals, give rise to various concerns
regarding the vaccination process (in a broad sense) - up to questioning the effectiveness of the said process.
The Constitutional Court’s Decision DCC-1142 of 2 April 2014, on the “Case concerning the
constitutionality of Articles 5, 7, 8, 37, 38, 45, 49, and 86 of the Law of the Republic of Armenia
‘On funded pensions’, raised by the application of the deputies of the National Assembly of the
Republic of Armenia”, had fundamental significance for the formation of the funded pension system
in the Republic of Armenia, establishing the key principles that should underlie this system.

In Decision DCC-1142, the Constitutional Court has stated that countries where the three main subjects
- the state, the employer, and the employee - participate in solving pension provision matters have
relatively greater success. Moreover, in the decision at issue, the Constitutional Court has expressed a
position on a potentially more effective option for the operation of the funded pension system, noting
that a complete solution to the issue lies within the competence of the National Assembly. The
Constitutional Court has stated that ensuring such harmonious triunity is precisely one of the effective
ways to resolve the issue systemically.
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In Decision DCC-1776 of 16 April 2025 on the “Case concerning the constitutionality of the Law ‘On
civil forfeiture of illegal assets’, raised by the application of at least one fifth of the total number
of deputies of the National Assembly of the Republic of Armenia”, the Constitutional Court brought
clarity to the contradictory positions existing in legal practice regarding the RA Law “On civil forfeiture
of illegal assets”.

The Constitutional Court emphasized the key principles of the constitutionality of proceedings regarding
the civil forfeiture of illegal assets, stating that subject to civil forfeiture in the framework of the
proceedings in question are: 1) property acquired after the relevant official assumed the position, as well
as 2) property related to a certain crime.

This decision had doctrinal significance in the legal system of the Republic of Armenia, which had
declared an unquestionable fight against corruption, guiding courts to conduct said proceedings in a
constitutional route in proceedings regarding the civil forfeiture of illegal assets, the consequence of
which, among other things, was the termination of proceedings in numerous cases, based on the valuable
positions expressed by the Constitutional Court in the decision in question.
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The Constitutional Court’s Decision DCC-1782 of 20 May 2025, on the “Case concerning the
constitutionality of points 1 and 2 of part 1 of Article 418 of the Civil Procedure Code of the
Republic of Armenia, raised by the application of Armen Avagyan”, is of key significance from the
perspective of guaranteeing the possibility of effective realization of a person’s rights to effective judicial
protection and fair trial, as this decision created the opportunity to overcome the procedural deadlock
arising from legislative regulations, which hindered many persons from achieving justice. Referring to
the constitutionality of the interpretation in legal practice of point 1 of part 1 of Article 418 of the RA
Civil Procedure Code - according to which the relevant decision of the investigator or authorized
prosecutor in pre-trial proceedings (respectively, on terminating the criminal proceedings, ceasing
criminal prosecution, etc.), where the circumstances testifying to the presence of written or material
evidence not corresponding to reality, serving as basis for the adoption of a judicial act that has entered
into legal force and having essential significance for the resolution of the civil/bankruptcy case, which
existed at the time of the resolution of the given case, were not known and could not have been known
to the person participating in the case who filed the complaint and to the court, cannot be qualified as
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a “newly emerged circumstance” in the sense of point 1 of part 1 of Article 418 of the same Code, taking
into account the legal regulation prescribed by point 2 of part 1 of Article 418 of the Code, which provides
as a necessary condition for reviewing a judicial act the establishment by a court judgment that has
entered into legal force of the falsity of written or material evidence - the Constitutional Court has stated
that in practice, situations are not excluded where, in the framework of criminal proceedings,
circumstances conditioned by a person’s unlawful conduct are established, which existed at the time of
the resolution of the case, were not known and could not have been known to the person participating
in the case who filed the complaint, and to the court; therefore, they must serve as a basis for reviewing
judicial acts upon the grounds of a newly emerged circumstance.

In this decision, in fact, these decisions rendered in the framework of pre-trial proceedings can serve as
a basis for reviewing a judicial act as a newly emerged circumstance in civil procedure, guaranteeing
persons’ rights to effective judicial protection and fair trial.

In Decision DCC-1798 of 30 September 2025 on the “Case concerning the constitutionality of Article
123 of the Criminal Procedure Code of the Republic of Armenia, raised by the application of
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Hayk Melkonyan”, the High Court expressed a guiding position proclaiming that the rules, terms, and
appeal procedures for applying house arrest shall extend to the relevant provisions regarding detention,
including the guarantees for re-detaining a person released from detention prescribed by part 1 of Article
121 of the RA Criminal Procedure Code. Decision DCC-1798, in essence, prevented the formation of the
vicious practice that the provisions of Article 121 of the RA Criminal Procedure Code shall not apply to
the alternative preventive measure of house arrest, since the legislature, assessing the preventive measure
of “detention” as the strictest preventive measure, has provided for the imperative necessity of
examination of new essential circumstances for the re-application of detention, thus guiding legal practice
towards a constitutional route, considering the right to personal liberty guaranteed by Article 27 of the
Constitution as a fundamental constitutional value.

Among the hundreds of decisions rendered by the High Court in the field of guaranteeing human rights,
inter alia, the positions regarding the constitutionality of expropriation of property for the purpose of
ensuring overriding public interests, which the Constitutional Court has developed over the years, are
of key significance.

hwjwunwyywu hpuuwunipywu powuwyutinmu dwpnm hpwymuputiph quuqyuowyht juwfunnidutiph
ninpunubiphg dtiyp: Wu wnnuing Uwhdwbiwnpuluwu nuunwpwuh npnpmidutipp, wnwohu htippht,
Juunwpnid tu hwjwuwpuwypnnn gnpéwnnyp. hwyyh wnubiny, np wju gnpopupwugmd Lwuwtiu
uwhdwuwthwynid tu wthwnmwlwi hpwymupubpp’ Aupdp pumwpuitt hp nhppnpnyniduatipmy
nwybtiu ptipnnmid £ hwdwswhnmpjuu  vwhdwuwnpuwhpujuwyuu  ulqpmuph  wuybpuyuwh
yuwhywudwu wuhpwudtipmnipinmun: Unyu dnintigniip Uwhdwuwnpuju nuunwupwun npupaumd £ ny
et hwupwiht ywhh wudtpuwyuwh Wupynmwwi, wy) npu vwhdwuwnpuswthnipyuwu tpupfuwynp:
Uytght, Uwhdwuwnpuiuu nwwwpwuh nphppopnpmidutipn Jupbnp  Gu hwupuwghtu
holuwunmipymuutiph  hwytignnmpjuu  vwhdwbwhwldwu wbuwulniuhg:  Uwhdwuwnpuyuu
nuunwpwuh npnpmdubipp hunwytgunid G, np hwupwhu jwhp ¢h Jupnn ownuwyl npytiu
hudpunhwunip wpnupugmd® spowugtint Uwhdwwnpnipjudp tpupluwynpyud hpuygmuputiph
wwywhnydwu wubtpypw wwhwuon: Augh npwuhg, FPupap nuunwpwuh nphppnpnpnidutip mubiu
tpyupudwudytivn hwdwlupquyht wgntignipniu: “tpwup abwynpnid Gu hpwjwyhpunwwu juyniu
ypwiuhluw, mnnnppmd Gu opkuunpujuu  punuwpuwluwunpmup b tyuwunmd  hwupwhu
Junwhnipjut wipuwundwup uwhdwuwunpujut wpnupununnipyuu ajundwdp:
Uwhdwuwnpujuu nuunwpwuh nhppnpnymidutipp hwupughu gipuju pwhtiph wywhnydwi
ninpunid hwunhuwund Gu uvwhdwuwunpujuu yhnnipjwu wpdtipuht wnwugpp, npuntin hwupuyhu
b dwuuwynp pwhbtiph pwjunidp mdynmid £ ny ph punupwuu syumwjuhwpdwpnipjudp, wyg

o 4 -
m— p—

History testifies that in strategies for judicial and legal reforms, the Government has singled out
expropriations of property for the needs of society and the state (for overriding public interests) as one
of the areas of mass human rights violations in the Armenian reality. In this regard, the decisions of the
Constitutional Court primarily perform a balancing function; so, taking into account that individual
rights are significantly restricted in this process, the High Court consistently emphasizes in its positions
the imperative need to unconditionally preserve the constitutional-legal principle of proportionality.
This approach makes the Constitutional Court not an unconditional defender of the public interest, but
rather the guarantor of its constitutionality.

Furthermore, the positions of the Constitutional Court are important from the perspective of limiting
the discretion of public authorities. The decisions of the Constitutional Court clarify that the public
interest cannot serve as a universal justification for circumventing the unquestionable requirement to
ensure rights guaranteed by the Constitution. In addition, the positions of the High Court have a long-
term systemic impact. They shape stable legal practice, guide legislative policy, and contribute to
strengthening public trust in constitutional justice.
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The positions of the Constitutional Court in the field of ensuring overriding public interests serve as the
value axis of the constitutional state, where the conflict between public and private interests is resolved
not by political expediency, but by the principles of the supremacy of the Constitution, the rule of law,
and the primacy of human dignity.

In this context, infer alia, the following decisions of the Constitutional Court are particularly noteworthy:
In Decision DCC-92 of 27 February 1998 on the “Case concerning the conformity of the second,
third, fourth, and fifth parts of Article 22 of the Law of the Republic of Armenia ‘On immovable
property’, adopted by the National Assembly on 27 December 1995, with Article 8 and part 2 of
Article 28 of the Constitution of the Republic of Armenia”, the Constitutional Court revealed the
constitutional content of the institution of expropriation of property for the needs of society and the
state, noting that the Constitution establishes that expropriation of property for the needs of society
and the state may be carried out only in exceptional cases, based on the law, with prior equivalent
compensation. Thus, “the needs of the state and society” are considered as the basis for expropriation
of property, while expropriation “in exceptional cases”, expropriation “based on the law”, and
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expropriation “with prior adequate compensation” for the expropriated property are considered to be
the guarantees for the protection of the rights of the owner of the expropriated property. In this decision,
the High Court outlined the elements and qualities of the constitutionality of this process, which were
subsequently developed within the framework of certain decisions of the Court.

In Decision DCC-630 of 18 April 2006 on the “Case concerning the conformity of Article 218 of the
Civil Code of the Republic of Armenia, Articles 104, 106, and 108 of the Land Code of the Republic
of Armenia, and Government Decision No. 1151-N of 1 August 2002, ‘On measures for the
implementation of development programs in the administrative boundaries of the Kentron
Community of Yerevan’, with Article 31 of the Constitution of the Republic of Armenia”, the
Constitutional Court clearly stated that the state is obliged to regulate by law the procedure for
compulsory expropriation of property for the needs of society and the state, which must ensure the
owner’s right to get informed in advance why compulsory interference is being exercised in their property
right and for what specific needs the property is being expropriated; namely, where compulsory alienation
of property for public needs occurs without clear legislative prescription and practical consideration of
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the constitutional requirements regarding the restrictions on alienation, it will constitute disproportionate
interference in the right to property.

In Decision DCC-1699 of 7 November 2023 on the “Case concerning the constitutionality of Article
344 of the Civil Code of the Republic of Armenia, raised by the application of Ruben Grigoryan
and Gohar Galstyan”, the High Court stated that the Constituent has stipulated the condition-guarantee
for implementing the interference (expropriation) prescribed by part 5 of Article 60 of the Constitution
“only with prior adequate compensation”, and the owner of the property expropriated under such
conditions, having the right to request “prior adequate compensation” for the property, shall be protected
from the possible consequence of disproportionate burden in case of such interference. In this decision,
the Constitutional Court declared that the owner of the expropriated property has an absolute right to
request “prior adequate compensation” for it. The quality of the absolute right excludes the possibility
of interference by the authorities, burdens the public power to undertake the organisational structures
and procedures necessary for its effective implementation in order to exercise that right, and refers to
the right of the owner of the expropriated property to claim “prior adequate compensation” under part
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5 of Article 60 of the Constitution only for the property expropriated for the purpose of ensuring
overriding public interests (for the needs of society and the state). Furthermore, in this decision the High
Court found that the failure to define the requirement of prior adequate compensation for expropriation
of property for the needs of society and the state without the owner’s consent in disputes arising from
legal relations regulated by the legal provisions effective from 1 January 1999 to 1 October 2006, in the
list of the statute of limitations prescribed by the Civil Code with respect to the right to claim “prior
adequate compensation” prescribed by part 5 of Article 60 of the Constitution, cannot be interpreted as
a basis for applying the statute of limitations, since under part 5 of Article 60 of the Constitution, the
provisions on the statute of limitations prescribed by the Civil Code of the Republic of Armenia cannot,
in general, apply to the claims for prior adequate compensation for the property expropriated without
the owner’s consent. Thus, it was stated that the provisions on the statute of limitations cannot, in general,
apply to the claims for prior adequate compensation for the property expropriated without the owner’s
consent.

In Decision DCC-1769 of 11 February 2025 on the “Case concerning the constitutionality of point 2
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of part 1 of Article 419 of the Civil Procedure Code of the Republic of Armenia, raised by the
application of Aramayis, Hamaspyur, Armine, Arman, Arshak, Levon, Manushak Alikhanyans
and others”, the Constitutional Court expressed the position that any restriction on the principles of
prior adequate compensation for expropriation of property for prevailing public interests, as prescribed
by part 5 of Article 60 of the Constitution, cannot be considered as constitutional, emphasizing that the
restriction prescribed by point 2 of part 1 of Article 419 of the Civil Procedure Code contradicts the
Constitution, where under that restriction, the person who did not participate in the case trial at the
court operating on the basis of an international treaty ratified by the Republic of Armenia - deprived of
the opportunity to exercise the right to apply to that court following the requirements (time limits)
prescribed by the international treaty at the time the judgment or decision of the same court was adopted
— could not file a complaint for review of a judicial act based on a new circumstance in the event the
court operating on the basis of an international treaty ratified by the Republic of Armenia has declared
violated any of the principles of prior adequate compensation for expropriation of property for prevailing
public interests, as prescribed by part 5 of Article 60 of the Constitution. In the same decision, the
Constitutional Court simultaneously noted that this position does not exclude the legislature’s discretion
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to also establish time limits for this group of persons, provided that they are reasonably consistent with
the specifics of the right prescribed by part 5 of Article 60 of the Constitution. This decision of the High
Court was a ray of hope for many owners who, having lost faith in domestic judicial instances, had not
applied to the European Court of Human Rights for the protection of their rights.

Continuing its jurisprudence aimed at guaranteeing the absolute right to prior adequate compensation
for expropriation of property for the purpose of ensuring overriding public interests, as prescribed by
part 5 of Article 60 of the Constitution, in Decision DCC-1797 of 23 September 2025 on the “Case
concerning the constitutionality of part 2 of Article 427 of the Civil Procedure Code of the
Republic of Armenia, raised by the application of Marine Kpryan and Anzhela Asribabayan”,
the Constitutional Court clearly stated that a judicial act that has allowed a violation of conventional
law is unconditionally subject to annulment based on new circumstances; moreover, the provision of
guarantees stipulated by part 5 of Article 60 of the Constitution can be revealed only after the annulment
of the reviewed judicial act and cannot be interpreted as a demand for double compensation. In this
decision, the Constitutional Court also guided the three-tier judicial system regarding the scope of
assessment of circumstances subject to mandatory clarification after the annulment of the judicial act,
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emphasizing that in the process of new examination of the case, the court must clarify whether the
property right holder has been provided with compensation corresponding to domestic standards, taking
into account the following:

- the circumstance of whether the compensation amount was paid in advance or not, and accordingly,
the market value of the property at the time of actual compensation, the need to pay the full extent of
damages suffered by the person, taking into account the difference in the value of the property at the
time of actual compensation;

- the current income-generating capacity of the property;

- the possibilities for exploitation of the property;

- the degree of replaceability of the property and other consequential individual impact factors on the
life of the property right holder, and the actual compensation for other damages.

In Decision DCC-1801 of 6 November 2025 on the “Case concerning the constitutionality of point 2
of part 1 of Article 419 of the Civil Procedure Code of the Republic of Armenia, raised by the
application of Emma Tunyan”, the Constitutional Court developed (but not only) the legal positions
expressed in Decision DCC-1769 of 11 February 2025, and found that a judicial act shall be subject to
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review based on new circumstances where by a final judgment or decision of an international court
operating on the basis of an international treaty ratified by the Republic of Armenia, adopted in a case
against the Republic of Armenia, a violation of a right provided by an international treaty ratified by
the Republic of Armenia has been established in cases where a violation of any principle of prior adequate
compensation for expropriation of property for the purpose of ensuring overriding public interests under
part 5 of Article 60 of the Constitution is recognized, taking into account also the circumstance of
deviation by domestic judicial instances from the relevant legal positions expressed in such a final
judgment or decision of an international court operating on the basis of an international treaty ratified
by the Republic of Armenia, adopted in a case against the Republic of Armenia, regardless of the person’s
participation in that case.

Thus, according to this decision, in fact, in every case where a violation of a right prescribed by an
international treaty ratified by the Republic of Armenia has been established by a final judgment or
decision of an international court adopted in a case against the Republic of Armenia - where a violation
of any principle of prior adequate compensation for expropriation of property for the purpose of ensuring
overriding public interests under part 5 of Article 60 of the Constitution is recognized - the person has
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the right to claim a review of the judicial act adopted against them based on new circumstances, regardless
of whether or not they participated in the proceedings before the international instance or not.
Moreover, such a broad opportunity has been granted exclusively in cases where a violation of any
principle of prior adequate compensation for expropriation of property for the purpose of ensuring
overriding public interests under part 5 of Article 60 of the Constitution is recognized, taking into
account the circumstance that the absolute nature of this right has been proclaimed in previous decisions
of the High Court.
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THE DECISIONS OF THE CONSTITUTIONAL COURT AS A FUNDAMENTAL
TOOL FOR STRENGTHENING PUBLIC TRUST IN THE JUDICIARY

Over the course of thirty years of history, the decisions of the Constitutional Court have also served,
inter alia, as fundamental tools for forming, maintaining, and strengthening public trust in the judiciary,
conditioning not only the effectiveness of constitutional control but also the public perception of the
legitimacy of the entire judicial system.

In this context, each decision of the Constitutional Court operates on a dual plane: on the one hand, as
a resolution of a specific constitutional-legal dispute, and on the other hand, as a public message directed
to society, public authorities, and law enforcement authorities. The legal substantiation of the decisions,
their internal logical completeness, the precise assessment of constitutional values, and the combination
with international human rights standards contribute to the perception that the judiciary operates not
according to the expediency of the moment, but within the framework of legal foreseeability and value
consistency.

From the perspective of public trust, particular importance is attached to the fact that the decisions of
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the Constitutional Court often address issues of high public sensitivity, namely, the separation and
balancing of powers, the independence of the judiciary, the permissibility of restricting fundamental
human rights, as well as the problems of balancing overriding public interest and individual rights. The
clear and principled positions expressed in such cases contribute to the formation of the conviction that
the judiciary is a real counterweight to other powers and ensures the stability of the constitutional order.
As aresult, the decisions of the Constitutional Court act as a factor accumulating institutional capital of
public trust in the judiciary, contributing to the practical realization of the idea of the rule of law state,
the deepening of constitutional culture, and the formation of stable relations of trust between society
and the courts.

In Decision DCC-1613 of 12 October 2021 on the “Case concerning the constitutionality of the
Constitutional Law ‘On making amendments and supplements to the Constitutional Law ‘Judicial
Code of the Republic of Armenia’ adopted by the RA National Assemblyon on 19 March 2021,
and adjunct laws ‘On making supplements to the RA Criminal Procedure Code’ and ‘On making
supplements to the Law ‘On state duty’, raised by the application of the President of the
Republic”, the Constitutional Court stated that the contested provisions regarding the selection by the
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Supreme Judicial Council of judges to examine “cases of special complexity” may lead to unjustified
differentiation of judges and, consequently, to a violation of the principle of uniformity of the general
status of judges, resulting in an infringement of judicial independence and the interests of justice. In
addition, it may give rise to reasonable doubts among impartial observers regarding the lack of
professionalism of the rest of the judges, which in turn would cast doubt on the judge’s professional
authority, their independence and impartiality, as well as diminish public trust in the judiciary, thus
undermining the authority of the entire judiciary. In fact, this decision, among other things, prevented
the serious consequences that could have arisen from regulations threatening the uniformity of the
judge’s status in the judicial system, both for the justice system and for public trust in the judiciary.

In Decision DCC-1691 of 2 June 2023 on the “Case concerning the constitutionality of the second
sentence of part 1 of Article 35 of the Constitutional Law ‘Judicial Code of the Republic of
Armenia’ and point 1 of part 1 of Article 3 of the Administrative Procedure Code of the Republic
of Armenia, insofar as it provides for the possibility of appealing to the Administrative Court
the decisions of the Supreme Judicial Council adopted in the exercise of the powers stipulated
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by points 1-4 of part 1 of Article 175 of the Constitution, raised by the application of the President
of the Republic”, the Constitutional Court directly stated that decisions adopted by the Supreme
Judicial Council in exercising the powers prescribed by points 2-4 of part 1 of Article 175 of the
Constitution must be reasoned, taking into account the limitation of their appeal. The Constitutional
Court emphasized that when adopting decisions in the exercise of the mentioned constitutional powers,
the Supreme Judicial Council, undoubtedly, must have discretion to determine the depth and scope of
the reasoning of the respective decision, which, however, must be exercised based on the criteria serving
as a basis for decisions affecting the professional advancement of judges. The mentioned measures will
contribute to ensuring public accountability in the processes of selecting candidates for judges, court
chairpersons, and chairpersons of chambers of the Cassation Court, promoting judges, ultimately
appointing/electing judges, court chairpersons, and chairpersons of chambers of the Cassation Court,
and excluding arbitrariness.

Moreover, in the decision in question of the Constitutional Court, it was clearly stated that in the context
of the necessity of reasoning of decisions adopted by the Supreme Judicial Council in the framework of
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exercising the mentioned powers and affecting the professional advancement of judges or candidates for
judges, the three constitutional powers at the center of the examination relate to legal processes where
the President of the Republic (points 2-3 of part 1 of Article 175 of the Constitution) and the National
Assembly (point 4 of part 1 of Article 175 of the Constitution) also have a decisive role. Reasoning in the
decisions of the Council is necessary for those two constitutional bodies to adopt informed decisions,
since although these bodies are not limited to obtaining information from other permissible sources
necessary for the selection of nominated judges or candidates, the authoritative position of the Council
cannot be replaced by reasonings provided by other bodies.

In Decision DCC-1709 of 17 January 2024 on the “Case concerning the constitutionality of point 2
of part 1 of Article 145 of the Constitutional Law ‘Judicial Code of the Republic of Armenia’,
raised by the application of at least one fifth of the total number of deputies of the RA National
Assembly”, the Constitutional Court addressed the question that gave rise to debate in the legal
community, namely, the constitutionality of the authority of the Minister of Justice to initiate disciplinary
proceedings against a judge in the context of guaranteeing the independence of a judge and the principle
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of separation and division of powers. In this decision, the Constitutional Court noted that the motion
submitted by the Minister of Justice on subjecting a judge to disciplinary liability is not an interfering
act against a judge that entails legal consequences for a judge, but merely initiates the possibility of
resolving a dispute on a judge’s disciplinary case before the only competent authority with the power to
adopt such an interfering act - the Supreme Judicial Council. Based on the above, the Constitutional
Court concluded that the participation of the Minister of Justice as an initiating authority in the
proceedings to subject a judge to disciplinary liability, per se, does not contradict the constitutional
principle of separation of legislative, executive, and judicial powers.

At the same time, the Constitutional Court unequivocally proclaimed that, considering the constitutional-
legal significance and consequences of initiating disciplinary proceedings against judges, relationships
between bodies initiating disciplinary proceedings and the body with the authority to adopt a final
decision regarding disciplinary liability must be excluded that could raise reasonable doubt among
impartial observers regarding their impartiality in the given disciplinary proceedings or be assessed as
a means of influence on a judge and, in general, the judiciary. The constitutionality of the entire
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disciplinary proceedings process is conditioned, among other guarantees, by the fact that it excludes the
reasonable doubt among impartial observers that the process is carried out in accordance with legality,
non-interference in the court’s activities, respect for the independence of the judge and the court, and,
accordingly, the constitutional principle of separation and balance of powers.

In Decision DCC-1729 of 21 May 2024 on the “Case concerning the constitutionality of point 2 of
part 1 of Article 101 of the Administrative Procedure Code of the Republic of Armenia and part
6 of Article 90 of the Constitutional Law ‘Judicial Code of the Republic of Armenia’, considering
also the interpretations of the mentioned provisions in legal practice, raised by the application
of Davit Harutyunyan”, the Constitutional Court, inter alia, emphasized that when adopting a decision
to hold a closed court session, the court should be guided exclusively by the legal goals prescribed by
the Constitution, remaining above various impulses and factors that question the independence and
impartiality of the judiciary, target the reputation of the judiciary, undermine the trust and confidence
of the public in the latter, and hinder the administration of justice. The Constitutional Court sent a clear
signal, insisting that the closed court session should not be a cover-up measure for administering “shadow



wnwl nunn, nuunuyuu hpfluwunpjuu htmhuwmpniup phpwjuwynpnn b Ytpghuhu ujumdudp
hwupnipjuwt Junwhnipymup juwpfunn - wppupupuunnipjwu  hpujwuwgndp  funspunnunnng
wmwpuwplnygp wgnulutiphg m gnpontutiphg: Uwhdwun puijui nunupuiin hunwl) wgnuy ninupltig*
wuntyny, np nuunwljwu thunh nnuthwy hutgp sywtnp £ pnqupynn dhgng hwunhuwiw «umnytipuyhu
wpnupununniuwuy hpuuuwugdwu hwdwp: Unyu npnpnidu niqupught wywuiwynigymu niuh uwb
nuunwynpht jupquuuwhwjut yuunwujuwuwnynipjuu tupupytgn ytpuptippuy Jupnyputnh
opswuwfutpmd nunmwynph dwutwlgnipjutt wyywhnuw jpowiwubipnid’ wgqnupwuptyny, np
Jupquuyuwhwuwu Jupnypmu ynnih Jupguyhtwynid hwuntu tynn nuunuynpp unyuybiu ybnp £
wnwsunppyh hp dwutwghnwywu  jupqugh@wyh pupép htmpuwympjudp’ npubnpting - hp
uwhdwuwunpuwhpujuwluwu wnwptjmpjuu ngniu hwdwhnity Juppugho b pungdywo hwpquup
wpnupununnpjuu b wyu hpujuuwgutim hpuyjwunipjudp odnywd wnywuutiph ujuundwdp:
«Uppmp Untthwiyuuh nhundh hhdwh Jpu' «Suyuunwih Luiapuytimnipjui punwuljut
opkughpp» uvwhdwbwnpuiu optuph 94-py hnnjwoéh 6-pp dwuh' Uwhdwuwnpnipjuup
huwdwywmnmuwujuwumpjuu hwpgp npnytynm Yypwptipyuy» gnpony 2025 pywluuh wuyphth 22-h
UH1-1780 npnpdwdp Uwhdwuwnpujuu puunwpwip «Cuyuunwuh Cwupuytinnipjui punwujuwu
optiughpp» uwhdiwwnpuywu optuph 94-pn hnnjwdh 6-pn dwuh wnwehtt Uwjuwnwunipjnmup’
nuwwunwynphtt jupquuwhwjuu yuunwujuwuwnynipjuu tupwpybhu upw jhwgnpnipjniuutpnu
Fwuu jupquuuwhwluu fuwfunmdwu hhipny nunwptigubgnm ytpwuptipyuw fupdpugnyu punmuuu

—{ W —

justice”. This decision has guideline significance also in the framework of ensuring the participation of a
judge in proceedings regarding subjecting a judge to disciplinary liability, proclaiming that a judge acting
as a party in a disciplinary proceeding, must also be guided by the high reputation of his professional
status, demonstrating a conduct, consistent with the spirit of his constitutional and legal mission, and a
marked respect for justice and the instances authorized to administer justice.

In Decision DCC-1780 of 22 April 2025 on the “Case concerning the constitutionality of part 6 of
Article 94 of the Constitutional Law ‘Judicial Code of the Republic of Armenia’, raised by the
application of Artur Stepanyan”, the Constitutional Court declared the first sentence of part 6 of
Article 94 of the Constitutional Law “Judicial Code of the Republic of Armenia” contradicting Article
49 in conjunction with Article 75, part 1 of Article 164, parts 1-3 of Article 174, point 7 of part 1 of Article
175, and part 2 of Article 175 of the Constitution, and invalid insofar as it provides for a regulation for
adopting decisions by the Supreme Judicial Council on imposed termination of powers of a judge on the
ground of an essential disciplinary violation when imposing disciplinary action against the latter, under
which conditions the decision can be adopted by half of votes of the total number of votes of the
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members of the Supreme Judicial Council, that is, by five votes cast in favour.

The mentioned decision served as a basis for the National Assembly to implement relevant legislative
regulations, with the reasonable logic that in the case of adopting the decisions in question by the
Supreme Judicial Council, such legislative mechanisms must be ensured that guarantee the expression
of the collective will of the mentioned collegial body, thus also contributing to the strengthening of
public trust in the judiciary.

In Decision DCC-1823 of 1 April 2026 on the case “Concerning the constitutionality of the proposal
submitted to the President of the Republic pursuant to Decision No. SJC-27-VO-24 of the Supreme
Judicial Council dated 12 March 2026, raised by the application of the President of the Republic”,
the Constitutional Court, for the first time, declared unconstitutional the proposal submitted by the
Supreme Judicial Council to the RA President concerning the appointment of a candidate for a judge.
In this Decision, the Constitutional Court stated that, where the relevant conclusion of the Corruption
Prevention Commission regarding the integrity of a candidate for a judge is available, the proposal
submitted by the Supreme Judicial Council pursuant to its relevant decision must contain not only the
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legal and factual grounds, but also - in conjunction with the results of the written qualification
examination and interview - the reasons and justification for attributing lesser significance to the
aforementioned conclusion and, thereby, for overcoming the facts identified therein, and where the
President of the Republic returns the submitted proposal with objections, those objections must be
overcome by an appropriate decision containing a comprehensive analysis of the reasoned position of
the Supreme Judicial Council concerning the factual and legal grounds of the objections; namely, “42.
A reasoned decision must enable both the competent authorities and an impartial observer to have
confidence in the legitimacy of the proposal of the Supreme Judicial Council, based on the
constitutionally grounded idea that the issues arising between the competent authorities in the process
of appointing a judge should not cast a shadow over the judge’s impeccable reputation, honour and
dignity, thereby resulting in diminished public confidence in that judge and, consequently, in the
judiciary. The public must be convinced that the candidate for a judge is worthy of the high status of a
judge and of assuming the corresponding mission; under the reverse approach, the legitimacy of the
administration of justice would be undermined”.
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THE IMPACT OF THE DECISIONS OF THE CONSTITUTIONAL
COURT IN THE ARMENIAN LEGAL SYSTEM

The Constitutional Court as the “architect of the judiciary”

Over its thirty-year history, the Constitutional Court has acted as an architect through its decisions,
and, by overseeing the progress of “construction” of a new judicial institution, it has promptly identified
deficiencies and systemic violations during the process, intervening swiftly to examine and resolve issues
related to the effective implementation of this newly established “institution” by addressing those issues.
A particularly notable example is the role played by the jurisprudence developed by the Constitutional
Court in the introduction and development of the “newborn” proceedings of administrative justice in
the Republic of Armenia in 2008.

Thus, in parallel with the introduction of administrative proceedings, by Decision DCC-780 dated 2008,
and Decision DCC-873 dated 2010, the Constitutional Court of the Republic of Armenia expressed a
series of key positions that were landmark for the development of administrative justice, and those
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positions became the “architectural” foundation for the effective advancement of this type of proceedings
in the Republic of Armenia, ultimately guaranteeing the fundamental rights to effective judicial
protection and a fair trial for natural and legal persons.
Through its decisions, the Constitutional Court not only identified the unconstitutionality of certain
provisions in the administrative justice system but also conducted a comprehensive systemic analysis,
highlighting additional serious problems related to the operation and structure of this institution.
For instance, in the initial stage of introducing administrative proceedings, by Decision DCC-780 of 25
November 2008, the Constitutional Court declared part 1 of Article 115 and part 1 of Article 118 of the
Administrative Procedure Code, adopted in 2007, as contradicting the Constitution and invalid.
In DCC-780, the Constitutional Court stated that, unlike other types of proceedings with a three-tier
effective judicial protection system, the two-tier system of the newly established administrative
proceedings limited access to and the effectiveness of the cassation instance to such an extent that it
undermined the possibility of effectively exercising the right to judicial protection, negatively affecting
the operation of the administrative justice system.
With particular emphasis on the circumstance in the decision mentioned above - that decisions on appeals
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against acts of the Administrative Court were essentially adopted by judges of the Criminal Chamber

and the Civil and Administrative Chambers - the Constitutional Court clearly and unambiguously stated

that under such conditions, the administration of justice by the Cassation Court in administrative cases

is deprived of its substantive nature.

Emphasizing that the acts of the specialized administrative court cannot be reviewed by a court lacking a

respective specialized panel of judges, the Constitutional Court, in the above decision, emphasized as follows:

“(...) The prescription of the guarantee of existence in the Constitution of chambers of the

Cassation Court will only make sense if the Cassation Court has the respective specialized
chamber that examines and resolves cases on the merits. The lack of the factor of
specialization in cassation proceedings results in the violation and loss of effectiveness
of the right to judicial protection of rights by the Cassation Court, and consequently, of the
overall right to judicial protection in the field of administrative justice”.

However, the Constitutional Court did not thereby complete its activity as the “architect of the judiciary”,

and it also paid comprehensive attention to the “operational role and significance” of the institution,

clearly delineating its sectoral boundaries.
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Analyzing more than a dozen norms of the Administrative Procedure Code adopted in 2007, the

Constitutional Court stated that constitutional justice matters had been included in the scope of

administrative justice.

Firstly, the Constitutional Court clearly delineated this boundary; secondly, it demonstrated the

importance of this dividing line and the danger of crossing it from the perspective of legal security,

stating as follows:
“(...) The existing confusion between administrative and constitutional justice in legal practice
may result in divergent approaches to the interpretation of constitutional norms, which poses a
serious threat to ensuring the supremacy and direct application of the Constitution in the
country, as well as to the implementation of a unified policy of constitutionalization of social
relations. The Constitutional Court considers that the existing legal regulation also fails to
comply with the requirements of Articles 1, 3, 5, 6, 92, and 94 of the RA Constitution and
contains a threat to the country’s legal security”.

This decision was followed by active legislative amendments; namely, under Article 118 of the

Administrative Procedure Code (the previous edition of 2007), i.e., before the respective decision of the
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Constitutional Court was adopted, the norms of the RA Civil Procedure Code applied mutatis mutandis
to the proceedings for appealing to the Cassation Court and conducting proceedings thereby, and after
the legislative amendments, the norms of civil procedure no longer applied to the grounds for
appealing the acts of the Administrative Court.
By that time, key amendments had already been made to the Administrative Procedure Code in force,
particularly clarifying the scope of appealable judicial acts and the subjects entitled to file appeals, the
deadlines for filing cassation appeals, the procedure for submitting them, and the conditions for accepting
cassation appeals against the acts of the Administrative Court - conditions that differed from those for
accepting cassation appeals in civil cases.
Nevertheless, under those amendments, the proceedings at the Cassation Court had not undergone
substantial changes, and the Cassation Court proceedings in administrative cases were mainly conducted
under the norms of the RA Civil Procedure Code in force at that time.
Therefore, in Decision DCC-873 of 13 April 2010, the “architect of the judiciary” assessed the above
amendments, and in considerable assessments highlighted their problematic aspects as follows:

“(...) The amendments are not comprehensive from a systemic perspective, do not ensure or
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guarantee a clear procedure and specific features for administrative proceedings at the Cassation
Court (as also prescribed by Article 1 of the RA Administrative Procedure Code), and no effective
solution has been found to guarantee the entire functional, procedural, and structural integrity
of administrative justice’.
Assessing the legislative regulations in light of the trinity ensuring the constitutional harmony of
“function-institution-authority” in the exercise of state power, the Constitutional Court emphasized as
follows:
“(...) If the legislator has deemed it necessary to establish a specialized administrative court in
Armenia consisting of only one judicial instance, while reserving the jurisdiction to appeal its
acts to the Cassation Court, the integrity and effectiveness of the appeal system must also be
guaranteed within the framework of these structural solutions. In particular, this also applies
to the specifics of accepting and examining appeals on the merits.
Therefore, under the contested provision, no conditions for the admissibility of appeals can be
established by invoking the status of the Cassation Court that would fail to make effective and
limit the possibility of exercising the right of a person to appeal a judicial act”.
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On the contrary, organizational solutions must be sought and found, driven by the necessity of
ensuring this possibility.
Consequently, the legislature sought and found these solutions that served as grounds for establishing the
Administrative Court of Appeal of the Republic of Armenia and the Administrative Chamber of the
Cassation Court of the Republic of Armenia.

The Constitutional Court as the “architect of judicial procedure”

Over the years of its activity, the Constitutional Court has, by its decisions, created or, more precisely,
recreated and reformed complete procedural institutions, and provided them entirely new quality and
content by carrying out “silent revolutions” and raising the level of guarantees for the protection of
fundamental human rights in specific types of procedures.

Particularly striking in this regard is the jurisprudence developed by the Constitutional Court concerning
criminal procedure, as a type of procedure that presupposes the most intense restrictions on human
rights (specifically regarding detention and its alternatives), which is one of the most vivid manifestations
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of such a “silent revolution”. Meanwhile, the term “revolution” is not an exaggeration or overvaluation
of the phenomena but is used in its dictionary sense to emphasize the radical amendments introduced
by the Constitutional Court to the criminal procedure system in the newly independent Republic.
Since the adoption of the first Criminal Procedure Code of the Republic of Armenia in 1998, the most
effective measure of restraint in criminal procedure, detention, had only one “alternative” - bail, and
the possibility of applying bail could only be considered after the court had already decided to detain
the person.

In other words, according to those legal regulations, the alternative measure of restraint, bail, was not
only an alternative in nature but also dependent, and considering applying bail did not precede but
followed the issue of detention.

Moreover, where the grounds (purposes) for applying detention were diverse, under the regulations in
force at that time, bail could be applied only to secure one of those grounds (purposes), aimed at ensuring
the presence of the accused at the disposal of the body conducting the proceedings. In all other cases
(grounds and purposes), the possibility of applying bail as an alternative to detention was excluded.
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As a result, during the period from 1998 to 2020, i.e., under the criminal procedural regulations in
force for more than two decades, the measure of restraint involving deprivation of liberty in the
Republic of Armenia had no effective alternatives.
Only in 2019, following the Constitutional Court’s interference as a “procedural architect” that
reinterpreted the institution of coercive measures in criminal procedure, particularly measures of restraint,
the Court considered impermissible the highly problematic legal regulations from the perspective of
ensuring the right to personal liberty.
By Decision DCC-1480 of 15 October 2019, the Constitutional Court enshrined the key positions which
are of utmost importance from the perspective of protecting the right to personal liberty, stating as follows:
“(...) The body conducting the criminal proceedings must have a real opportunity (...) to apply
the preventive measure which, in its conviction, is suitable and necessary for achieving the aim
pursued and can effectively neutralize the alleged negative consequences of inappropriate
conduct.
(...) Under the challenged legislative regulation, a detained person is deprived of the opportunity
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to exercise the fundamental right to release in return for a certain guarantee. Moreover, the
person is not enabled to initially avoid imprisonment due to the application of other, milder
measures of restraint (...).
(...) Detention as the last and exceptional measure (ultima ratio) of criminal procedural coercion
should always and mandatorily have an alternative. The alternative that should be prescribed in
the criminal procedure law must provide the body conducting criminal proceedings with the actual
opportunity and assign a legal obligation on the latter to initially choose between various
preventive measures and choose the most suitable means to achieve a legitimate aim. At the same
time, it must also be the least restrictive of the fundamental rights and freedoms of a person, that
is, the necessary means. Therefore, from the perspective of the Constitution, it is unacceptable to
consider the issue of applying one of the preventive measures after giving preference to the most
stringent one”.

By declaring a number of provisions of the Criminal Procedure Code unconstitutional and invalid, the

Constitutional Court defined 15 April 2020 as the deadline for their invalidation, providing the National
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Assembly the opportunity to reconcile the relevant legal regulations of the Criminal Procedure Code of
the Republic of Armenia with the requirements of the mentioned decision.

The expected amendments were made on 14 April 2020, namely, detention in criminal proceedings in the
Republic of Armenia acquired effective and non-dependent alternatives, possibilities were provided for the
combined application of certain other measures of restraint, and the RA Criminal Procedure Code adopted
in 2021 directly stipulated the position expressed in the aforementioned decision of the Constitutional Court,
establishing it as a key condition for the lawfulness of applying (selecting) detention as a measure of restraint.
The Constitutional Court’s next interference did not take long, and this time, the issue concerned the
constitutionality of the absence of the possibility of direct appeal under appellate procedure against
decisions to reject motions to change or lift detention selected as a measure of restraint during the judicial
examination of the case (i.e., decisions not to change or lift the selected measure of restraint).

Here again, the issue was highly problematic from the perspective of protecting the right to personal
liberty, considering the regulations of the 1998 Criminal Procedure Code, under which the obligation to
subject the lawfulness of detention to reasonable periodic review by the first instance court was provided
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only for pre-trial proceedings, while during the entire course of the judicial examination phase, the only
prerequisite for reviewing the lawfulness of the already chosen measure of restraint — detention, could
be a motion by a party to change or lift it. On the other hand, as noted, the legislative regulations for
appealing decisions rejecting such motions to a higher court also lacked.
As aresult, before the Constitutional Court’s interference, namely, during the period from the adoption
of the 1998 Criminal Procedure Code until November 2019, a person in the Republic of Armenia could
remain in detention indefinitely during judicial proceedings, while decisions rejecting motions to lift or
change detention were (as a rule) assessed by the courts as acts not subject to direct appeal to a higher
court, resulting in the indefinite restriction of the person’s right to personal liberty.
Decision DCC-1487 of 6 November 2019 of the Constitutional Court was aimed precisely at eliminating
this glaring defect in Armenian criminal procedure, where it was clearly and decisively stated as follows:
“(...) To exercise the right to challenge the lawfulness of deprivation of personal liberty -
detention, such legal guarantees are necessary that will ensure, in particular, a reasonable
interval of verification of the lawfulness of detention, equal opportunities for the parties to
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uphold their arguments and will be effective without violating the essence of the right to
challenge the lawfulness of deprivation of personal liberty - detention’.
In this decision as well, defining 15 April 2020 as the deadline for the invalidation of the legal provision
declared contradicting the Constitution, and providing the National Assembly the possibility to reconcile
the regulations of the Criminal Procedure Code with the requirements of the given decision, the
Constitutional Court stated as follows:
“(...) The judicial practice, before the National Assembly establishes the relevant legal regulations,
should be guided by such an approach that at the stage of the trial of the case, the decisions on
rejecting to satisfy the motions for amending or canceling the detention chosen as a measure of
restraint are subject to direct appeal by way of appeal in the manner established by the Code for
appealing the decisions of the first instance courts on choosing, amending or canceling detention
as a measure of restraint, guided by the need to ensure the effective exercise of the right to challenge
the lawfulness of deprivation of personal liberty and the right to judicial protection”.
From that moment onward, the decisions in question became appealable in the Republic of Armenia.
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By the Criminal Procedure Code adopted in 2021, the position expressed in the aforementioned decision of
the Constitutional Court regarding “subjecting the lawfulness of detention to reasonable periodic review”
was also implemented, and a provision was legislatively enshrined that directly establishes clear time limits
Jor reviewing the lawfulness of detention (continuous detention) during judicial proceedings.

Such key interferences by the Constitutional Court are neither exhausted nor interrupted by the above.
On the contrary, this is an ongoing process and continues to develop also in our days (decisions DCC-
1792, DCC-1798, and others) and will continue in the future.

The Constitutional Court as the “architect of social
cohesion and democratic stability”

The Constitutional Court has consistently assessed and continues to assess the need to ensure cohesion
in a polarized society, eliminate social divisions, and guarantee public tolerance as a “high public
interest” (see the relevant part of Decision DCC-1647 of 29 April 2022).

Moreover, these assessments have not been merely declarative, and the High Court has acted as a unique
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actor in ensuring social cohesion and public tolerance, in some cases unambiguously taking certain
proactive steps toward uniting the society.

In this regard, the Constitutional Court’s thinking has never been momentary, short-term, and
conditioned by immediate influences; on the contrary, based on deep legal-philosophical foundations,
the scale of the Court’s thinking has extended into the depths of horizons spanning years, and in some
cases even decades, always focused on preventing internal threats to statehood.

Through such approaches, the Court has acted and continues to act truly as the “architect of social
cohesion and democratic stability”.

A striking example of such a decision is Decision DCC-412 of 16 April 2003, in the case on “Challenging
the Results of the Presidential Election in the Republic of Armenia held on 5 March 2003”.

On the one hand, it left unchanged Decision No. 36-A of 11 March 2003 of the RA Central Electoral
Commission on electing the RA President; on the other hand, it addressed messages to the newly elected
RA National Assembly and the RA President, urging them to take steps to unite a polarized society and
prevent social division.

In this decision, the Constitutional Court stated that the violations during the elections - including ballot-
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box stuffing, incorrect vote counting, and media bias - were incompatible with the international
commitments undertaken by the Republic of Armenia and inappropriate for the country’s further
democratic development. The Court emphasized that, for institutions of representative democracy, not
only the legality of their formation but also the ongoing broad public trust in that process and in state
power is essential for strengthening the constitutional order and civic cohesion.
In the above decision, attempting to restrain uniquely the accumulated limiting energy of public
intolerance present at that moment in the Armenian socio-political field, driven by the necessity of
establishing civic cohesion and overcoming social confrontation, the Constitutional Court proposed a
verification of the legitimacy of state power, directly noting as follows:
“In view of the reality that on 25 May 2003, elections to the RA National Assembly and a
referendum on adopting the new wording of the Constitution are scheduled, each of which
individually plays a decisive role in ensuring the ongoing development of state power through
democratic means,
bearing in mind that at the level of constitutional solutions, for the institutions of representative
democracy, not only the legality of their formation but also the ongoing broad public trust in
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that process and in state power is of essential importance,

emphasizing the necessity of strengthening the constitutional order in the Republic of Armenia
and establishing civic cohesion as prescribed by the Preamble of the Constitution,

stating that in the current conditions of an as yet imperfect system of constitutional democracy,
the electoral dispute - decisive for the fate of the state - also has a deep socio-political subtext
rooted in distrust and intolerance,

attaching particular importance to the role of referendums and popular polls as forms of direct
democracy and the exercise of popular sovereignty, the resolution of issues of particular
importance to the state, and the establishment of public trust and popular consensus with special
significance,

to propose to the newly elected RA National Assembly and the RA President to reconcile,
within one year, the RA Law ‘On Referendum’ with the principles of democracy and the rule
of law state in accordance with the requirements of the first part of non-amendable Article 2 of
the RA Constitution and, as an effective means of overcoming the deepened social confrontation
during the presidential elections, to organize a referendum of confidence’.
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The Constitutional Court continues even today to fulfill its role in ensuring social cohesion and excluding
division.
The High Court has also addressed in its contemporary decisions the impermissibility of hate speech,
incitement to violence, and insults that undermine public cohesion, sending direct messages to the
political majority to take effective measures to exclude such positions from political discourse.
By Decision DCC-1606 of 17 July 2021 on the “Case concerning the dispute related to Decision No.
184-A of 27 June 2021 of the RA Central Electoral Commission ‘On Summarizing the Results of the Early
Elections to the National Assembly of the Republic of Armenia, held on 20 June 2021”, the Court
unequivocally rejected any attempt to undermine public cohesion through hate speech, especially in
the context of pre-election campaigning, namely:
“The Constitutional Court states that the political forces participating in the elections and their
representatives use a wide range of opportunities to express their views during the election
campaign, which allows the people to freely express their will in a democratic society; therefore,
this is a necessary condition for ensuring the principle of free elections.
However, the election campaign cannot be accompanied by calls for hatred, violence, and threats
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(even if that threat is not real), which disrupt the peaceful and healthy social environment.
Political forces and their representatives must exercise maximum restraint and political correctness
during the election campaign, excluding any calls for hatred, violence, threats, or any humiliating
conduct”.

At the same time, the Constitutional Court sent certain unequivocal messages to the political majority

for practical measures in this field that should prevent the ongoing social division in the future due to

similar situations, noting as follows:
“Taking into account the constitutional status of the Prime Minister and the scope of powers
in the conditions of Armenia’s constitutional democracy, as well as the influence of the
political majority in the system of public authorities, as analyzed by this Decision, the
Constitutional Court emphasizes the need for taking effective measures by the latter in
Armenian political speech for the purpose of excluding any manifestation of hate speech,
violence, insults and degrading speech and behavior, also including the period of election
campaign’.

The stabilizing role of the High Court, which prevents internal threats to statehood, was most vividly
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expressed in Decision DCC-1616 of 2 November 2021.

This decision was adopted in an extremely difficult period of modern history, and prevented apparent

uncertainty regarding the provisions on appointing and dismissing the highest military official - the Chief

of the General Staff of the Armed Forces, thereby introducing vital clarity, just months after the war,

into the issues of appointing and dismissing the head of the highest body of operational management of

the armed forces, conveying stability and certainty to the operational management chain.

Here too, the Constitutional Court was clear, straightforward, and unequivocal, stating as follows:
“(...) The Chief of the General Staff, as the highest military official, shall be appointed by the
President of the Republic upon the nomination of the Prime Minister. This authority is
consistent with the legal regulation of part 1 of Article 133 of the Constitution regarding the
appointment of the highest command staff of military officials; therefore, it cannot be considered
a special or exceptional legal provision. As for the issue of dismissing the Chief of the General
Staff from office, its legal basis is defined by part 1 of Article 133 of the Constitution. Thus, the
fact that the authority to dismiss the Chief of the General Staff of the Armed Forces by the
President of the Republic is not literally defined by part 3 of Article 155 of the Constitution
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cannot be considered as an exclusion of the President’s authority to dismiss the Chief of the
General Staff of the Armed Forces.
(=3
(...) When enshrining the legal concept of the ‘term prescribed by law’, the Constituent could
never have intended to include in its content the meaning of the immutability and inviolability
of the office of the Chief of the General Staff, as the highest official in the highest command
staff of the armed forces, or the guarantee of a minimum term of office. On the contrary, within
the framework of the ideological orientation and fundamental regulatory legal significance of
the special principles characteristic of all levels of military management and military service,
that term must be understood as the maximum term of office prescribed by law, which cannot
exclude the legal possibility of dismissing the Chief of the General Staff before the
expiration of that term”.
During a highly unstable period for the country, the vital shoots of stability and certainty were sown
by the above decision, preventing deep subsequent divisions within society after the war and their
possible extreme manifestations in the armed forces. The factual stability assessments arising from the
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legal consequences of the Constitutional Court’s aforementioned decision are now left entirely to the
domain of other scholars - historians.
Characteristic of its role as the “architect ensuring social cohesion and democratic stability”, the
Constitutional Court has developed and continues to develop the concept of “substantive democracy”,
emphasizing in the context of democracy not only the rule of the majority but also the role and rights
of the minority.
The Constitutional Court has expressed diverse and numerous positions aimed at preventing the
transformation of the inherent (immanent) feature of democracy - “the rule of the majority” — into its
antithesis; particularly, expressive are the extremely concise and sharp formulations in Decision DCC-
1647 of 29 April 2022, which should serve as a guiding beacon for “the rule of the majority”, namely:
“When exercising state power, the majority, in the decision-making process, must also proceed
from a certain permanent (immutable) public interest (benefit), respect the rights of the
minority, taking into account its interests as well, in particular, without diminishing or depriving
the minority in the future of the right to become a majority, under which conditions the
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decision of the majority can be regarded as reflecting the will of the people’.
In its subsequent decisions, the Court consistently continues to strengthen the protection of the rights
of the minority as a guarantee of the state’s internal stability and the expression of the unified will of
the people.
Later, in Decision DCC-1708 of 19 December 2023, it was already emphasized as follows:
“(...) The Constituent has enshrined an imperative requirement that proportional
representation of parliamentary forces must be ensured in the standing committees of the
National Assembly through the proportional distribution of seats for members of standing
committees among the factions of the National Assembly, as well as the positions of chairs and
deputy chairs of standing committees. In the context of the regulations concerning the formation
and operation of standing committees prescribed by the Constituent, the constitutional imperative
is that seats in standing committees must be distributed in proportion to the number of
deputies included in the factions; therefore, the legislative regulations related to the
formation of standing committees must be aimed at the practical implementation of this
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constitutional-legal requirement and must be interpreted and applied exclusively in
accordance with its essence and purpose’.
The analysis of the Constitutional Court’s positions and activities in this regard shows that the High
Court has gradually assumed the role of a systemic stabilizer in the Armenian constitutional system,
acting where legal uncertainty could entail social division or an internal crisis of statehood.
The Court’s decisions appear united by an invisible yet vivid link and common logic, i.e.,
preventing the gap between the lawfulness (legality) of state power and public trust (legitimacy)
in it by harmonizing them.
In this sense, the Constitutional Court’s “architectural interferences” have been aimed not at replacing
political processes but at their constitutional “molding”, keeping them within the constitutional route
and ensuring that political competition and the rule of the majority do not erode the foundations of
public cohesion.
The Court has formed a constitutional-legal approach whose core considers democracy not merely as a
numerical quantitative indicator and the governance based on it (only the formal aspect of democracy)
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but as a process based on trust, restraint, mutual tolerance, and fundamental human rights, in which
the rule of the majority must be exercised while taking into account the rights of the minority, including,
as defined by the Constitutional Court, “without diminishing or depriving the minority of the right to
become a majority in the future”

It is precisely through thirty years of such activity of the Constitutional Court that the right has been
placed in the service of society’s self-preservation and the continuity of statehood, as well as the assurance
of a specified, immutable, and permanent public interest.
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INTERNATIONAL COOPERATION AIMS

From the very first year of its establishment, the Constitutional Court has undertaken an active and
participatory approach to international cooperation and the promotion of dialogue and implementation
of mutually beneficial projects with partner courts, supranational courts, and international organizations.
The international cooperation policy of the Constitutional Court is aimed at ensuring the engagement of
the Republic of Armenia in international organizations and processes in the field of constitutional justice,
strengthening cooperation with the constitutional courts of friendly and partner states, presenting the
positions of the Constitutional Court on the international scene, and raising the efficiency of cooperation
with specialised international institutions.

Within the framework of its international cooperation policy, the Constitutional Court hosts conferences
and workshops, which are aimed at exchanging views and best practices on contemporary issues in the
field of constitutional justice. Moreover, the judges and the staff of the Constitutional Court frequently
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participate in local and international thematic events and conferences dedicated to constitutional law.

The Constitutional Court is actively engaged in the activities of several international and regional
professional organizations. The staff of the Constitutional Court also seeks an opportunity to facilitate
discussion on an international level by providing English and Russian translations of its doctrinal and high
public interest decisions, as well as the press releases, which are available in the relevant sections of the
official website of the Constitutional Court.
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MEMBERSHIP IN INTERNATIONAL ORGANIZATIONS
Association of Francophone Constitutional Courts

Attaching particular importance to the active involvement of the Republic of Armenia in the activities of the
International Organization of La Francophonie, the Constitutional Court has obtained membership in the
Association of Francophone Constitutional Courts since October 2021, becoming the 46th full member of the
Association and the first institution administering constitutional justice in the South Caucasus to possess
membership in the given prestigious association.

The Association of Francophone Constitutional Courts was established in 1997 to strengthen the ties between the
Francophone countries, and as of now the Association brings together about 50 constitutional courts and
equivalent institutions in Africa, Europe, America and Asia. The Association has an aim to promote the concept of
the rule of law state, to contribute to the exchange of best practices among the members of the Association and to
facilitate the protection of human rights and fundamental freedoms.

Uwpnm hpwyraupulinh ifpnwwljwiv nuapupuin

Unwabuwhwwnnty juplunptgng Jbpybnwjuu punwpwuutph hbtm wpyniuwugbin hwdwgnp-
owhgnmpmup’ Uwhdwiwnpuljut nuunwpuup 2016 pquljuuhg winudwygnid b UhGYh pupap
nuwnwpwuubtph guught: Uju hwppwih wpjuwmmnmwuputinp dajuwnpyty tu 2015 pyujuuhu Gypnuyuh
funphpnh wunwd whwnipymuutiph Ynnihg Glu Lwjuwpwputiph Yndhnbtnmd phjghwljuu
twuwgquhmpjuu spowuwjubipnid Apymubtijjuu funphpnudnnnyh opywuwljutipmd punpmuywd
Znswljugnh wpryniupmd: Cwppwih tyuwnmwlutpu tu fjupwuty Uupnnt hpwyniuputiph tpnyujuu
Unuytughugh onipy tpyjununmpniup b uyuuwnby ppu wpynivwybin Yhpwpydwup, husybu vwb
wowlgly wgqquyhu pwpap npuunwpwuubtph b URGHh dhob juwbtinh qupqugdwup: Swppwlh
nowwutinmd hwawjuwyh hpwjwiwgynd tu ghnmwwypwumhy dhongunnudubipn m puuwpynmdutip,
husytiu twl mbinh E nifutiumd jujwgniyu b pnyujua thnpéh thnjuwiwynid:

Uwhdwuwwnpuluwu wpnupunuapnpyuwu hwduppoauphughu fjunphppwdnnny

buplnpyny hwdwuwphwjht dwjupnuynid nunwpwuutph dhol gupnivwjujuu tipljjununt-
pymup’ Cuywumwuh Cwiupwuybnnipjut Uwhdwiwnpuijut gupnwupwup 2011 puluih

—( P —

European Court of Human Rights

While attaching special importance to effective cooperation with the supranational courts, since 2016 the
Constitutional Court has become a member of the Superior Courts Network initiated by the ECHR. The
activities on this platform were launched in 2015 as a result of the Brussels Conference Declaration adopted by
the member states of the Council of Europe within the framework of the Belgian Chairmanship at the
Committee of Ministers of the Council of Europe. The overall aim of the platform is to enrich dialogue and the
effective implementation of the European Convention on Human Rights, as well as to promote the
enhancement of relations between the national high courts and the ECHR. The platform frequently hosts
scientific and practical events and discussions, where the exchange of best European experience takes place.

World Conference on Constitutional Justice

While attaching specific importance to the consistent dialogue between courts at the global level, since 24
September 2011 the Constitutional Court of the Republic of Armenia has become a member of the World
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Conference on Constitutional Justice. This international organization brings together 124 constitutional
courts, constitutional councils and supreme courts from Africa, America, Asia, Australia/Oceania and
Europe. The Organization promotes the administration of constitutional justice, including the exercise of
constitutional review, as well as it contributes to the protection of human rights and strengthening of the
rule of law.

Eurasian Association of Constitutional Review Bodies

In October 1997, upon the proposal of the Constitutional Court of Armenia, the international organization
“Conference of Constitutional Control Organs of Countries of New Democracy” was established in the
post-Soviet space, which has since been transformed into the Eurasian Association of Constitutional
Review Bodies. The activities of the Association are aimed at promoting generally accepted constitutional
values, maintaining a permanent dialogue, and sharing experience on the issues of ensuring the
supremacy of the constitution. The bodies exercising constitutional review on the national level in
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Armenia, Russia, Kazakhstan, Belarus, Azerbaijan, Kyrgyzstan, Mongolia, Tajikistan and Uzbekistan are
the members of the Association. The Secretariat of the Association publishes the international bulletin
"Constitutional Justice", whose editorial board is composed of representatives of all member courts of the
Association.

Conference of European Constitutional Courts

Since 2000, the Constitutional Court has obtained membership of the Conference of European
Constitutional Courts and is a full member of the family of European constitutional courts. The
Conference of European Constitutional Courts, which was established in Dubrovnik in 1972, brings
together representatives of 40 European states' national constitutional or equivalent courts conducting a
constitutional review. The organization promotes the exchange of information among its members on
issues relating to the methods and practice of constitutional review and provides a forum for the
participants to share opinions on institutional, structural and practical problems in the areas of public
law and constitutional jurisdiction.



thwutwwu dhpnpupwunigjut wipuwunnidu nt vwhdwuwnpujuu wppupununnipjuu
hpwjwuwgdwu ypwywmhluwh ybpwpbpuw] wmbtntuunynipjuu thnfjuwuwynidp, husybu uwb
uywuwnnid £ uwhdwuwnpujun wppupunumnipjuu npnpunid fuunhwnnighnuwy, unnigywdpwyhu
U gnpouwuiu fjuuinhpubiph yapupbipyu yupohputiph thnjuwuwydwun:

Gypnwuyh junphpnh dbulaphlh hwuduwdnyny

bp dhowgqujhu gnponitutinipjwu opowuwubipnid 1996 pywlwuhtt Uwhdwiwnpuljuu
nuunuwpwut wyluwnwupwht juwtp E hwunwnty Gypnyuyh junphpnh «dnnnyppuyjupnipyniu’
hpwyniuph dhongny» typnyuuu hwuduwdnnnyh htin (dutimhyh hwuduwdnnny) b wn wyuon
wpyniuwytimnpbiut dwuuwlgnid £ nppu Uwhdwuwunpujuu wpnupunwumnipjuu dhwutwluwu
funphpnh wyluwwmwuputiphu: Glu dtubmhjh hwuduwdnnnyh htwm hwdwgnpéwlgnipjuu
opswuwyutipnid Uwhdwuwnpujuu nuunwpuup atpjujugumd £ hp npngmdutinph wugipiu b
dpwuutipit wdthnthwgptinp CODICES thwutwljwu mbdwpwunid, huyybiu uvwb jhwugnp
utinuywugnighsutinh thongny dwuuwygnid £ Yuquultipynipjuu oppwiwljuipnid hpujuuwugynn
wpfummnwuputiphu:

——— P —
Venice Commission of the Council of Europe

Within the framework of its international activities, in 1996 the Constitutional Court established working
relations with the European Commission for Democracy through Law of the Council of Europe (the Venice
Commission) and to this day effectively participates in the activities of its Joint Council on Constitutional
Justice. In the course of cooperation with the CoE Venice Commission, the Constitutional Court submits
the English and French precis of its decisions to be presented in the CODICES database, while the Liaison
Officers of the Constitutional Court participate in the activities implemented under the auspices of the
Commission.
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juu hwdwuwpwuh, Cwyjwunwund ppwuvhwjut hwdwjuwpwuh, Cwywunwuh EYpnyuwluu
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Fostering among the younger generation an interest in and knowledge of the Constitution, human rights,
the rule of law, and other fundamental values is an important prerequisite for the development of
constitutional culture. With this awareness, the Constitutional Court of the Republic of Armenia has
consistently attached importance to direct engagement and professional dialogue with young people,
creating ample opportunities for them to become acquainted with the Court's activities, raise questions,
and deepen their understanding of constitutional justice.

The participants in meetings with the Court represent a broad range of age groups, from school students of
primary and secondary schools to students of law and other faculties at various higher education
institutions. During these events, the mission of the Constitutional Court, the scope of its powers, the
specific features of its activities, and its role within the judicial and public administration systems of the
Republic of Armenia are presented.

In recent years, this cooperation has taken on increasingly diverse forms. Students from Yerevan State
University, the American University of Armenia, the French University in Armenia, the European

hwdwjuwpwuh, Gypwuhw dhywqquyhtt hwdwjuwpwuh, Cwy-nniuwjuwn hwdwjuwpwuh, «Hwanp»
hwdwjuwpwuh, £ whnwjwu junwjupduu wuntivhwh b wy) numduwuu hwunwnnipyniu-
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pwuubtiph nuwunnubp, npnup Cwjwunwu Ehu dwdwuly dhywqquyhu nt GU” hpwyntuph b punu-
pwuunipjut wpnh dwpmwhpwytputipht whpgwo wdwnuyht nupngh opswuwyubpnud: wunhw-
dwu pupwgpnd putwplyly Gt Cwywunmwiund vwhdwuwnpujut wpnupunuunnpjuu huuwnh-
nnighnuw] b dtpnpujuu qupgugdwuu hhduwjuunhputipp, Uwhdwuwunpujuwu numwpwuh nbipp
Cuywunwiuh hpuwjwluu hwdwlupgh juyugdwu gnpond, husytiu vl ubipybinmwjuwu hpujwuu
hwdwlwupgnd dhowqquyhu hpuygwuu swthwuhgubiph uywuwynipniun:
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wiqud Juquuitpyywo wdwnwhu nupngp vwjuwnbivjwd Ep Qwywuwnwuh pnithtinh hpwduwgh-
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University of Armenia, Eurasia International University, the Russian-Armenian University, Gladzor
University, the Academy of Public Administration of the Republic of Armenia, and other educational
institutions have visited the Constitutional Court. The High Court has also welcomed participants of
summer schools and attendees of other educational programs.

In 2023, the Constitutional Court also welcomed students from a number of European universities who
had come to Armenia to participate in a summer school devoted to contemporary challenges in
international and EU law and policy. During the meeting, discussions focused on the institutional and
methodological development of constitutional justice in Armenia, the role of the Constitutional Court in
shaping Armenia's legal system, as well as the significance of international legal standards within the
domestic legal system.

Summer schools organised at the initiative of the Constitutional Court or in cooperation with partner
organisations have also become an important platform for expert dialogue with young people. The first
summer school, organised in July 2023, was intended for senior students of law faculties at higher



hpujwpwuttiph hwdwp vntindytg htwpuynpmipym’ junpugutim vwhdwiwnpuljut hpuyniuph
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Uu wwjuwatinunpjuu wpniuwynipiniut tp 2024 pywlwuhtt Cwnuwanpnid wuglugywo
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uwhdwuwnpuhpujwuu ywatph Jtpupbpu) nuuwjunumpniuutipny: “bwuwjununipniuubtiphu
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education institutions in Armenia. It provided young legal scholars with an opportunity to deepen their
knowledge of constitutional law and engage directly with leading specialists in the field of constitutional
justice.

This initiative was continued in 2024 with a summer school held in Tsaghkadzor, during which
Constitutional Court judges and other experts delivered lectures to students on the relationship between
international and constitutional law, the protection of fundamental human rights, the legitimacy of
restrictions on rights, the limits of judicial activism, and constitutional and legal disputes. The discussions
that followed the lectures enabled students not only to acquire theoretical knowledge but also to engage
directly with practitioners in the field in discussing these issues.

Meetings with school students are also of particular importance. They are aimed both at disseminating
constitutional knowledge and at contributing to the civic development and career orientation of young
people.

This continuous engagement with young people is a vivid expression of the Constitutional Court's culture

npubinpnidu E: dwnwpuiuh 30-wdju awuwwywphh pupwgpnid tphnwuwpnnipjuu htin abwynpywo
wju Juwnp atinp L pipmid wnwudtwhwwmn vywuwlnipjniu: Gphmwuwnpny ubtipniunn
uwhdwuwnpuuwu wpdtputiph wywgqw Ypnnu m hpujuwluwu Hwlinyph qupgqugdwu Juplnp
dwuuwlhgu E: Un hull yuwmwnny upwug htin dynwuu tpyjununipiniup o ubipppmd £ wyn
wpdtputiph thnjuwugdwu b wdpwwundwu, huywbu twl Cwjwunwuh Cwupwybinnipjuu
uwhdwuwnpuu wynyph qupgugduu wywhnydwu gnponud:
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of open and direct communication with society. At the same time, it represents a significant contribution
to legal education, the dissemination of constitutional values, and the development of future
professionals.

Over the course of the Constitutional Court's 30 years of development, the ties established with young
people have acquired particular significance. The younger generation is the future bearer of constitutional
values and an important participant in the development of legal culture. For this reason, maintaining a
continuous dialogue with young people makes a significant contribution to transmitting and
strengthening these values, as well as to fostering the development of the constitutional culture of the
Republic of Armenia.
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