l""ﬂ M

I ’I
i yf“

\y\
m‘ hi

||| :
" II\ | AN
J||||'|||||||||||||

!|“: \ll‘l

|" ||||||
) b ||||
| i || ||l |

I St {il
T (I I
Ll

||f‘ ‘I‘
W“““ ||I|m|-u|| ‘

l "iiiimili TWW

il (| ’ \
N |
A i I
3 0 Ml ' w1
<vi‘ " i
i
i | i
|||i| II“I‘ it 1 ‘
’I 1 I
h I b
!

FANARCRARA

JANAAGRAHA CENTRE FOR CITIZENSHIP & DEMOCRACY

Voter List
Management

Report

Survey on the
Quality of Voter Lists in Delhi

July 2015



Research Team:

Katie Pyle — Research Manager, Janaagraha

Vivek Anandan Nair — Research Associate, Janaagraha
Fieldwork undertaken by TNS Global

e-mail: info@janaagraha.org | vivek.nair@janaagraha.org



JANA Jana Group was Co-Founded by Ramesh Ramanathan and Swati Ramanathan. It comprises four
GrRoOuUP institutions, all of which are urban-focussed

COMMITTED TO FIXING INDIA'S CITIES

Y
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snlakdin Janalakshmi, an urban micro finance company serving 2.5 million households across India

’ Janaadhar, an urban affordable housing company

Al
mEEnRY  Jana Urban Space Foundation, a non-profit focussed on spatial planning and design, both policy
| and practice

| Wﬁ—&ﬁ—kl Janaagraha, a non-profit having the objective of transforming quality of life in India’s cities and

JANAAGRAHA CENTRE FOR CITIZENSHIP & DEMOCRACY toWn S

Janaagraha was founded in December 2001 as a platform for citizen participation in cities. Today,
it works with citizens on catalysing active citizenship in neighbourhoods and with governments to
institute reforms to city-systems, generally referred to as urban governance.

With an objective of improving quality of life in India’s urban centres, Janaagraha believes in
addressing the root-cause of existing issues instead of the symptoms through its city-systems
framework. This framework consist of four inter-related dimensions critical to the running of world-
class cities.

CITY SYSTEMS FRAMEWORK

l e Urban Planning & Design

. Urban Capacities & Resources

¢  Empowered and Legitimate Political Representation

e Transparency, Accountability and Participation



is one of the four components of Janaagraha's
city-systems framework. We believe quality of voter lists can potentially influence quality of
political leadership in cities. The Voter List Management process in cities however has been a much
ignored electoral reform agenda. Voter lists form the basis of democracy by codifying a citizen's
right to exercise franchise. But errors in these lists, omissions that lead to disenfranchisement and
potential deletions which expose the electoral process to phantom voting, are a reality. This applies
particularly to urban areas which witness large scale migrations, from villages to cities, between
cities and even within cities. For quality political representation and leadership, the voter list should
be free of errors. Poor quality voter lists impact electoral participation and outcomes, and thereby
the quality of political leadership.

JCCD has been working on the issue of urban voter lists since 2005, highlights of which include the
Jaago Re! campaign, India’s largest voter registration drive in cities and a 3-year Memorandum of
Understanding with the Election Commission of India for a pilot project on voter list managementin
Shanthinagar Assemby Constituency in Bangalore. The groundwork in Shanthinagar resulted in the
Proper Urban Electoral (PURE) List manual, a new and improved process for voter list management
in cities.

- a grassroots
2“05 ~ [ program focused on determining accuracy of voter lists in select
wards in Bangalore

— a program
focused on creating an electoral list maintenance process
document; done in partnership with Microsoft and the Election
Commission of India

— Urban India’s largest voter registration campaign
2““8 - . thatsaw over 6 lakh citizens applying; was executed with more
than ten partners with the biggest being Tata Tea

— grassroots program on improving
2“]“-]4 electoral rolls in Shanthi Nagar assembly constituency through
an MoU with the Chief Electoral Officer, Karnataka. Also led
to the development of the Proper URban Electoral (PURE) list
manual - a comprehensive approach and process mapping for
accurate voter lists

— a comprehensive research

2”]“ ﬂnwa[ds ——— based program that aims to measure the hygiene of voter lists
in urban India and ascertain the reasons behind them.

Through research studies such as this, we aim to develop a body of irrefutable data and information
that can catalyse reforms to voter list management in cities. We believe that such studies, based on
both primary surveys and desktop research, are critical to electoral reforms in the country.
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Executive Summary



1. Executive Summary

The Quality of Lists Study (QoL), a part of the efforts by Janaagraha to improve the accuracy of voter lists in India’s
urban centres, was conducted in Delhi just before the 2015 assembly elections. This study aimed to serve as a body of
objective information that throws light on the issues inherent in Delhi's voter lists*.

It was designed to effectively capture deletions, i.e. people who exist on a voter list but shouldn't be , as well as
omissions i.e. people who should be on the voter list but are not. Using a two pronged approach, the study used a Voter
List-Centric methodology (to capture deletions) and a Citizen-Centric methodology (for omissions) and went to over
6,000 citizens spread across Delhi in a manner that ensured robust representation.

Key findings from the study are as follows:

There is sufficient evidence to indicate that a large part of Delhi’s voter lists are unclean and are not

up to date.

e The list-centric research, which was based on a sample of citizens who existed on Delhi's lists, found that 41% of
these entries included one of a range of errors. Eleven percent of all addresses on the list could not be located on
ground despite a desk-based address quality research stage indicating that all but two of these addresses were
‘findable’. It was also found that 21% of sampled citizens who were on the list had shifted to another location. A
further 7% of citizens had errors in their details mentioned on the list.

e The citizen-centric research, which checked random citizens of Delhi against the voter list, found that 49% were
omitted from their polling part voter lists. Twenty eight percent were registered elsewhere in Delhi and 8% claimed
to have applied from their current address but were not on the list. Twelve percent had either not/never applied to
register on their polling part (PP) list or could not recall if they ever had.

Data from the two surveys indicates that potential deletions and omissions in Delhi's electoral rolls are of a large
magnitude. A more nuanced picture emerges when reading the two research phases together.

A large part of required deletions in Delhi may be ‘off-set’ by omissions due to intra-city migration i.e.
a large number of citizens who are not on their polling part lists are registered elsewhere within the
city.

e It appears that most citizens who should be ‘deleted’ from the voter list (23% were not found at the address
mentioned against them on the voter list), are actually residing somewhere else within Detlhi (in another Polling
Part or in another Assembly Constituency). This conclusion is made in relation to the fact that 28% of omitted
citizens from the voter list are registered elsewhere in the city.

e Given this, the electoral impact and impact on voter turnout therefore (in the state of Delhi) of having such number
of deletions may not be as grave as the magnitude suggests.

*  Most of these errors, of deletion and omission, appear as singularities spread across the city and not in bunches,
making it difficult for them to be exploited or taken advantage of. Although this still means that the lists are
unclean, the potential impact with respect to electoral outcomes, voting malpractices such as phantom/bogus
voting etc., in Delhi, require further investigation.

Seven percent of Delhi's citizens reported having errors with their details as mentioned on the voter
lists but only two sampled citizens reported facing any issues while casting their vote.

e Errors with citizens' details on the voter list, mostly minor mistakes in addresses, do not appear to prevent a
citizen's vote in almost all cases. These errors were also found to be spread more or less evenly across gender,
housing type and religion (31-35 year olds had a higher probability of having such errors; at 21%, 1.4 times their
representation in the sample).

* the term ‘Voter Lists’ and ‘Electoral Lists/Electoral Rolls/Voter Rolls’ have been used interchangeably in this document and mean the same.




e The 12% of citizens who claimed to have never tried to register or could not recall if they ever had, included 7%
who had never applied from their current address and 5% who could not recall if they had. Citizens who had not
registered cited a lack of knowledge on where and how to register as reasons for not doing do. As well as these,
other strong reasons included a perception of the process being too tedious and a belief that they did not possess
the right paperwork to register. The youngest age group (18-25 forming a huge 47%), lower SECs (C, D and E at a
combined 67%) and Muslims (at 17%, 1.3 times their proportion in the total sample) were more likely to have never
registered from their current address.

Overall, there seems to be little doubt that Delhi's electoral rolls are unclean. With large amounts of deletions and
additions required to the list, there is a sharp need for improved voter list management processes. This is required
regardless of the fact that a large part of the errors in Delhi are due to citizens moving from one address to the other,
within the city. Due to the latter however, the effects of these errors on electoral outcomes and voter-turn-out, therefore,
may not be as grave as the figures suggest (i.e. 23% 'Deletions’ and 49% ‘Total Omissions’ w.r.t. polling parts). Since a
large number of deletions appear to be off-set by omissions, it is entirely possible that citizens registered elsewhere in
the city, as long as they are aware and willing, do actually exercise their right to vote on Election Day by going to the
polling booths they are registered at.

Deletions and omissions which may relate more directly to electoral outcomes and voter turn-out are those from the
categories of ‘address not founds' (up to 11% of all on Delhi's lists) and ‘repeats/dead/disenfranchised’ citizens (1%
of all citizens on Delhi's lists). Similarly, the omissions would comprise of citizens who claim to have registered to be
on their PP lists but are not on it (8% of Delhi's 18+ population). This means that for any advocacy efforts, a key focus
should be on removing those names classified as ‘repeats/dead/disenfranchised’ and possibly a significant chunk of
those classified under ‘address not found’, though the latter remains an uncertain category. Similarly, in omissions,
focus needs to be on making sure that all citizens who have applied to register, are actually added on to the lists. That
said, the overall need for better maintenance of the list to ensure citizens are registered in the correct PPs, with the
correct information, remains.

Since most of the list errors appear to be spread evenly across the city, it makes little case for them to be exploited
for undue gains. From anecdotal evidence, malpractices such as phantom voting/bogus voting or booth capturing
etc. tend to take place only in certain areas pointing to a geographic concentration of errors that lend themselves
to exploitation; this is something that the Delhi study did not find evidence on, probably partly due to the random
sampling approach taken.Whatever may be the reason behind the errors on the list and their consequences, data
gathered from this study suggests that those less privileged are usually worse off when it comes to electoral rolls.
Deletions and omissions appear to be higher for lower SECs (Socio-Economic Classification type), lower castes and in
some cases, Muslims; and among these, the younger and more mobile age groups. Not only this, but this demographic
of citizens are also more likely to not have tried to apply from their current addresses because of a lack of awareness
and knowledge, clubbed with a perception of the entire process being too tedious and difficult.

While this research has been largely successful in bringing out an objective picture of the state of Delhi's electoral
rolls, it also leaves several questions that require further thought and investigation. For example, a large proportion of
Delhi's residents appear to have been living in the city for five years or more which may explain why a lot of the errors
on the voter list may be intra-city migrations. Other cities with different migration patterns, or a more detailed look at
recent migrant communities in Delhi, may throw up different list quality issues. Other cities’ lists may also vary in the
quality of the address details they hold leading to other concerns of list content. Furthermore, it would be worthwhile
to explore different research methodologies to try to better understand issues such as bogus voting/phantom voting
or other such malpractices as well as identifying specific issues with the registration process.
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During the latest Lok Sabha elections (2014), the lakhs of voters in Mumbai, Nagpur and Pune who were missing from
voter lists, and hence denied the right to vote, were well documented in the media. Furthermore, in Nagaland, polling
stations are alleged to have had a voter turn-out greater than 100% while Bangalore Rural received allegations of the
illegal enrolment of over 25,000 residents of Tamil Nadu as voters in their constituency. The hygiene of voter lists has
been repeatedly called into question by such reports, particularly in an urban context.

JCCD has been working on improving the hygiene of urban voter lists for more than a decade and, in this time, has
come to learn that the electoral rolls in urban India are not well maintained and in fact are riddled with errors. With
increasing urbanisation, large-scale migration between cities and towns and within cities, the accuracy of the voter
lists is decreasing. Current processes and systems for voter list management are not capable of guaranteeing accurate
voter lists in urban areas.




JCCD has been engaged in efforts to improve the accuracy of the voter list as well as exploring improvements to
the processes around the maintenance of lists for over a decade'. In addition to this, JCCD has also been objectively
measuring the hygiene of voter lists in some Assembly Constituencies (ACs) in Bangalore as well as at a city-level across
India over the last two years. The importance of this work lies within the fundamental right of citizens in a democracy
to have legitimate political representation; one of the major aspects being every citizen's right to vote. If this is in any
way being prevented, there is cause for concern. Objective measures of the state of the voter lists serve to highlight,
using valid means, whether there is any such block in citizens’ democratic rights. As well as the most obvious and
commonly discussed concern of citizens being denied their right to vote, other issues can be explored this way. These
include the potential for phantom voting (related potentially to margins of victory in elections) as well as considering
the implications on voter turn-out statistics, consequently feeding into debates around voter-apathy in urban centres.

This research report documents the methodology and results of measuring the quality of the voter list in Delhi (in
December 2014-February 2015), in advance of the state elections held on 7th February 2015. This includes commentary
on the development of the methodology for measurement of this quality, which continues to evolve over the course of
JCCD's work in this field; the aim being to ascertain the best methods for objectively measuring the hygiene of the voter
list in an urban centre.

1. The voter list cleanliness and hygiene program at JCCD, called PURE, has been running for over a decade. Having started as a roots based program, it has expanded over the years to include
research as well as policy advocacy; some of JCCDs recommendations have also been acknowledged and absorbed into the recent rec dations by the Law C ission on electoral reforms
(the 20th Law Commission of India, Report no 255).
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3. Background on Design and Methodology
3.1 Introduction to the design

In broad terms, the on-going research into the quality of urban voter lists has been aiming to measure two types of
errors on the voter list:

e Errors of deletion: names which are on the list but should not be.
e Errors of inclusion: names which should be included on the list but are not there.

Due to the nature of the errors, typically two different methodologies have been used to capture the extent of these
across urban populations. In basic terms these are:

e Voter-list-centric surveys: which are used to measure errors of deletion: The sampling basis for this survey
type is a citizen name and associated details on the actual voter list. Essentially in this method, the citizen is pre-
selected from the voter-list and surveyors try to locate this citizen. In general terms, either a person is found at their
address or not. The latter being an error of deletion.

e Citizen-centric surveys: which are used to measure errors of inclusion. The sampling basis for this survey type
is a household and a random adult over 18 within this household. Essentially in this method a citizen is located by
household selection and consequently checked against the voter list. In general terms, a citizen is either on the list
or not. The latter being an error of inclusion.

Following a review of all  earlier work on  measuring the hygiene  of urban voter lists, several methodological

updates were made to the earlier design. These included:

e Introducing a new layer of verification of the quality of addresses given on voter lists. This is to see if the addresses
given within are good enough to find a citizen or not.

e Expand the error type to include all possibilities that may exist on the voter list as well as the photograph on the
EPIC (Electoral Photo Identity Card)

e Using a Computer Aided Personal Interviewing system, instead of pen-and-paper to improve data quality, limit
data and interviewer errors as well as enhance control on field-work.

In reality there are some subtle complexities and grey areas in not only the methodologies but also the categorisations
of these errors which are fully outlined in Section 4.4. For a detailed section on reflection on earlier methodology and
updates, refer to the appendix, section 9.10.




Background on Design and Methodology







)

o

|



22

4. Methodology

4. Introduction

The methodology consisted of a voter-list and a citizen-centric phase. The voter-list survey, as a result of the issue
of 'address not founds’, highlighted earlier, was split into two parts, and the citizen-centric phase, due to required
verification of registrations elsewhere and those registered on more recent roll versions, was also split into two parts:

¢ Voter-list phase

o Part 1: Desk review of ‘findability’ of voter-list addresses of sampled citizens
o} Part 2: Field survey of the same sampled citizens as part 1
¢ (itizen-centric phase
o} Part 1: Field survey of households in the same PPs and ACs as sampled for voter-list phase
o} Part 2: Desk review to verify registration of citizens in other ACs and PPs as well as checking for

non-registration following attempts to register using the latest voter rolls.

4.2 Sampling

4.21 Overall sampling

Sampling was the first requirement for both phases of work and the base sampling approach for both phases was
identical. In the case of the voter-list phase, the unit of sampling was names on the voter list, whereas in the case of
the citizen-centric phase, the unit of sampling was the house. For both phases, the same ACs and PPs were sampled
unless otherwise mentioned (for example in the citizen-centric phase where access to certain areas/gated communities
in some PPs was difficult).

The Urban Local Body (ULB) population in Delhi is 11.03 million. The 2011 census of India indicates that in Delhi, 67% 2 of
the population is aged 18 or above. Equating this proportion to the ULB population of Delhi leaves the target population
at 7.37 million citizens of voting age. To ensure sample representation with a 95% confidence level and a confidence
interval of +/- 1.8% at the city level, an achieved sample size of 2963* citizens was required for each survey. Citizens
were over-sampled to account for 10% proportion of ‘door closed’ and ‘non-participation’ eventualities. This meant a
total of 3293 citizens needed to be sampled for each survey.

The citizens were sampled from Polling Parts (PPs) within Assembly Constituencies (ACs)? . Delhi has 70 ACs, of which
41 were classified as 'inner’ and 29 were classified as 'periphery’ ACs* . This classification was determined by taking a
10km radius from the centre of Delhi. Any ACs that fell within this area were classified as ‘inner’ while any not in that
radius were ‘periphery’ ACs. Any ACs which touched the outer boundary of the ULB were automatically categorized as
periphery ACs. To ensure the sample accurately represented both inner and periphery ACs and the geographical spread
of ACs, 8 ACs were chosen using semi-purposive stratified random sampling, considering a desired mix of centre and
periphery ACs as well as checking for general geographic spread (North, South, East, and West). Within each of the ACs,
34 Polling Parts (PPs) were selected using randomization of the total universe of polling parts per AC and selecting the
first 34 randomized parts. Within each PP, 12 citizens were sampled.

The sampling trail reference for ACs, PPs and citizens for Delhi can be found in Appendix 1. The South Delhi AC of
Sangam Vihar was included deliberately to allow for quantitative data collection to align with qualitative data as
collected by a Janaagraha associate also working in this AC.

* For the purposes of sampling, entire Assembly Constituencies were considered irrespective of the fact that certain areas within these were outside the ULB boundary. The number 2963 is also
representative of the entire state of Delhi at the same CL (95%) and CI (+/- 1.8%). This makes the findings generalizable to the entire state of Delhi, something that has been done later in the report.
2. The 2011 census indicates the population of Delhi state to be 16,78,7941. Of this figure, 11,234,061 are 18 or older. This equates to 67% of Delhi state citizens being aged 18 over.

3. October 2014 rolls were used as a sampling base.

4. Classification of Delhi ACs can be found in Appendix 1.




For both phases of the work, the same sampled PPs were used except in a few cases where entry in the PP was denied
(usually closed/gated communities). Details of substitution PPs can be found in Appendix 2. Although the number of
citizens to achieve was the same for both survey types, the selection method of citizens within each PP was different for
the voter-list phase as compared with the citizen-centric phase. These differences are outlined below.

422 Voter-list phase sampling

For the voter-list phase, the approach as outlined in section 4.2.1 was used to sample the ACs and PPs. Following this, 12
citizens were sampled from the voter list of each of the selected PPs. In each PP, the voter list was split in half. A name
was then randomly selected from one half of the list. This was the first citizen sampled. From this citizen, the next five
citizens were sampled by skipping 18 names each time (this would equate to skipping approximately 6 households
under the assumption that there may be approximately 2-3 adults in one household, consecutively on the voter list). The
same process was repeated using the other half of the voter list in that PP. In total therefore, 12 names were sampled
from each PP. Surveyors tried to locate these citizens at the address listed for them on the voter list.

423  Citizen-centric survey sampling

As for the voter-list survey, for the citizen-centric survey, the approach as outlined in section 4.2.1 was used to sample
the ACs and PPs. Following this, necessarily a slightly different procedure was used to select the 12 households within
each PP and consequently the citizen within the household, for the survey. In each PP, the voter list was again split in
half. A name was then randomly selected from one half of the list. The address associated with this name was used as
a starting point for the surveyors in the field. From this address, the surveyor would skip é households on the field using
the right hand rule. This was the first household sampled. Following this, a further 5 households were selected using the
same skipping pattern and right hand rule. The same procedure was then repeated for the other half of the voter list.
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43 Execution

431 List-centric phase execution

As noted above, the first phase of the list-centric work was a desk review of voter-list addresses of sampled citizens.
This was followed by the field survey which was executed by TNS Global. Each of these two phases is detailed below.

4311 List-centric desk based work

The aim of the desk-based work was to determine the quality of the addresses of each of the citizens sampled in the
list-centric phase of the work. Following the sampling of the citizens from the voter-list (as described in Section 4.2.2),
a database was made of the sampled citizens' details on the list. The database was created by TNS associates. Each
address was then essentially reviewed against a series of parameters to determine whether it was ‘findable’ or not in
the field. The concept behind this exercise was to use this information to determine whether ‘addresses not found' in
the field were even findable in the first place or not. If an address was deemed findable by the desk-study but was not
found in the field, this would lend more confidence/credibility to that entry on the voter-list requiring deletion. If the
address was however, deemed not findable and also not found on the field, the issue could be more one of the quality
of the address information on the voter list rather than a genuine deletion. This concept is further expanded below in
Section 4.4.

The parameters against which each address was reviewed were the following® :

1. Building Number/Name

2. House/Flat/Door Number/name
3. Society/Apartment Name

4. Gali number/name

5. Road Number/Name

6. Landmark

7. Block Name/Number

8. Area Name/Number

9. Village Name

10. Tehsil Name

1. Pincode

12. GIS map

13. Hand drawn map

14. English map

15. Hindi/Kannada map

16. Quality of the scan of the map
17. Streets named on map

18. Citizen's street named on map

Broadly, the parameters looked at included those required to get to an address, such as the person’s name, house
number etc. as well as aids that could help get to an address effectively and quickly; the latter, were mostly in the form
of maps that were attached to each Polling Part's voter list. From the parameters listed above, it can be seen that maps
were looked at using three lenses i.e. the kind of map (GIS/non-GIS), its language (Hindi/English) and the quality of its
content (scan quality, mention of streets etc.)

For an address to be ‘findable’ however, it was determined that it must have just one of each of the following three
parameter categories:

5. Checking the feasibility of the full address with the post office was considered as a parameter to include but rendered invalid. The post office will likely know the feasibility of an address but not
relative to a PP. The latter is an important parameter as all assumptions are made relative to the PP. The address listed in a PP may for example be valid but not within the PP listed. Instead, the

process described above matches the Post Office’s criteria for ‘definite’ and ‘indefinite’ addresses as described in the next paragraphs.




1. IDENTIFIER — THE DOOR/ADDRESS - At least one of either a building number/name OR a house/flat/door
number/name

AND

2. IDENTIFIER — THE IMMEDIATE VICINITY/LOCALITY - At least one of either a society/apartment name OR gali
number/name OR road number/name OR landmark OR block name/number

AND
3. IDENTIFIER —THE LARGER AREA/LOCALITY - At least one of either an area name/number OR village name

These parameters and permutations of findable and not findable address parameters are in line with the India Post's
guidelines about ‘definite’ and ‘indefinite’ addresses®. The former being those addresses deemed to be possible to
deliver to. The parameters and permutations here were specifically determined for Delhi. If applied to another city,
these criteria would require review.

All citizens sampled were then given an identifier so that this categorization of a findable/not findable address could
be matched against their field-outcomes. This fed into the error categorization following part 2 of the work (see Section
4.4). Field surveyors were not in the know of whether any address was deemed findable or not. Further details of this
process are available in Appendix 3.

4312 List-centric field work

The field work phase of the list-centric work required surveyors to try to locate citizens at the address listed for them
on the voter-list and execute the survey accordingly. As described in Section 4.2.2, 12 citizens were sampled in each
PP from the voter-list. The database of citizens was loaded onto a computer-aided personal interview (CAPI) system,
along with the survey, for the surveyors to use when on the field. The survey was available on the CAPI system in both
English and Hindi.

Once at the address, surveyors followed a systematic flow from the questionnaire to identify the different outcomes
related to each citizen. For the avoidance of doubt, the frame of reference was kept as the sampled person at their
exact listed address. If the person was not found at that address, the listing was considered an error of deletion for all
intents and purposes. The person may live within the PP but their address may actually be wrong but this would not
be picked up here (the list-centric survey methodology will not let you find out if actually the citizen lives at number
10 instead of number 1 as listed — the surveyor cannot blindly go and look for the citizen at other houses in the PP).
Instead, to mitigate for potential cases where a person might actually be registered with the wrong address but in the
same PP, the proportion of these cases could be taken from the citizen-centric survey. In the citizen-centric survey the
frame of reference is whether the citizen is registered anywhere in the PP and errors with the address will be picked up.
Consequently an adjustment can be made to the error (of deletion) calculation ascertained from the list-centric survey
using this data from the citizen-centric survey.

Surveyors were required to spend at least 30 minutes looking for an address sampled and if they encountered any
difficulties, were requested to speak to members of the local community and those working in local businesses to help
locate addresses. If it was still not found, a supervisor would go onto the field to also try to locate the address. If the
door was locked for the desired household, the surveyor would return twice more at different times to try to see if there
was anyone home before deeming this person to be 'not available'. This is different to the person not being found
which assumes the surveyor has located the address and citizens within it but the person in question has not been
found. The latter may happen in particular when large groups of citizens live behind ‘one door’. If the specific sampled

6. Source: India Post Website. Accessed at http://www.indiapost.gov.in/Pdf/Manuals/BO_RULE.pdf ; last accessed — 03/02/2015

25



26

citizen was not available for interview at the time of knocking, the surveyors would either request if another adult in the
household could respond to the survey on their behalf or make an appointment to return and conduct the survey at a
more convenient time.

Ideally, if the surveyor was struggling to find an address, they would return to the location twice more on different
days and at different times in order to maximise the chance of being able to talk with different citizens in the local
community to try to find the address. However, due to time constraints, this was amended to looking for 30 minutes
at the time of trying to locate the address as well as a supervisor visit. If the address was still not found after this, the
entry was coded as ‘address not found'.

The full list-centric survey can be found in Appendix 4 and the full flow of the survey with associated error categorisations
can be found in Section 4.4.

432 Citizen-centric phase execution

As noted above, the first phase of the citizen-centric work was a field survey which was executed by TNS Global. This
was followed by a desk review to verify registration of citizens in other ACs and PPs as well as checking for non-
registration following attempts to register using the latest voter rolls. Each of these two phases is detailed below.

4.3.21 Citizen-centric field work

The field work phase of the citizen-centric survey required surveyors to approach citizens in random households and
cross-verify their presence (or not) on the voter list. For the avoidance of doubt, the frame of reference for the citizen-
centric survey was whether the citizen was registered within the PP they live in. If they were not, this was seen as an
error of inclusion. If they were, the questionnaire flow would ascertain any errors with their registration etc.

Households were selected to be surveyed as detailed in Section 4.2.3. Once at any one household, surveyors went
through a process, which involved a computerized random selection from all 18+ members in a household, to select an
eligible adult to be surveyed. The survey was loaded onto a CAPI system for the surveyors to use when on the field and
was available in both English and Hindi.

If the door was locked for the desired household as per the skipping pattern, the surveyor would return twice more at
different times to try to see if there was anyone home. If the specific sampled citizen (as per the criteria above) was not
available for interview at the time of knocking, the surveyors would either request if another adult in the household
could respond to the survey on their behalf or make an appointment to return and conduct the survey at a more
convenient time.

The full citizen-centric survey can be found in Appendix 5 and the full flow of the survey with associated error
categorisations can be found in Section 4.4.

43.2.2 Citizen-centric desk based work

Certain data points captured during the field work stage included claims of being on the voter list in a different Polling
Part (PP) within the same Assembly Constituency (AC), in a different AC as well as in a different city. Since during the
field work, the frame of reference used was registration in the PP a citizen lived in, as a result of which the surveyor only
had access to that PP list, it was not possible to verify these claims while on the field. For the purpose of this verification,
an additional desk based layer was used.

This layer used key information captured in the citizen-centric questionnaire to try and locate them on the national
electoral database as well as Delhi's electoral database’. In order to be able to find a person on the above mentioned

7. To locate citizens on lists/areas they claimed to be registered at, the following databases were used:
1. CEO, Delhi's elector search page - http://164.100.112.153/electorsearchtest.aspx and
2. Election Commission of India’s NVSP (National voter’s services portal) - http://electoralsearch.in/




databases, certain key pieces of information were required:
1. Elector's name

2. Name of elector’s father/mother/husband

3. Elector's age and gender

4. Assembly Constituency name

The above mentioned parameters, except for point number 3, were a must to be able to find citizens on Delhi’s electoral
database but the national electoral database allowed for more flexibility, in terms of the AC, age and relative names not
being mandatory while searching for an elector.

Depending on where a citizen had claimed to be registered, different search methodologies were adopted to find and
confirm their presence on that particular list. A detailed description of the desk based methodology for validation of
citizen claims can be found in Appendix 6.

However, before classifying a citizen as found, certain checks were made to be sure that the citizen zeroed in on using
this process, was the one interviewed on ground. These checks included matching the age, to as close as possible, that
the citizen had stated as well as looking for the citizen's family members on the PP list that had been identified.

4.4 Error conceptualization and calculation
Each of the phases of the list-centric and citizen-centric work conspired to lead to the conceptualisation of errors within
the voter list. The sections below outline the study flow to define and capture these errors.

441 List-centric error conceptualization

Figure 1 below shows the key survey flow to define and capture errors with the voter list using the list-centric method.
Other questions to capture other details have been outlined but not defined by flow. The full survey can be found in
Appendix 4.

As described earlier, addresses were scored for inclusion of each part of the address to provide an indication of whether
the address was substantial enough to be found in the field. Those citizens whose address was deemed not findable
were still sought in the field but if the address was not found in the field then it was considered an error with the quality
of the address on the voter list. If the address was deemed findable, the entry was either deemed correct (if found on
the field) or a deletion (if not found on the field).

4.42  Citizen-centric error conceptualization

Figure 2 below shows the key survey-flow to define and capture errors with the voter list using the citizen-centric
method. Other questions to capture other details have been outlined but not defined by flow. The full survey can be
found in Appendix 5.
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Figure 1: Survey-flow to define and capture errors with the voter list using the list-centric method
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Methodology -

Figure 2: Survey-flow to define and capture errors with the voter list using the citizen-centric method
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Table 1 below summarises the error conceptualization in a tabular form. Below this are given the calculations that
will form the basis of the error categories.

Table 1: Tabular summary of error conceptualization

LIST - CENTRIC

Part 1- DESK BASED
Address FINDABLE

Address NOT FINDABLE

CITIZEN-CENTRIC

Part1 - FIELD WORK

Door available

Door locked

Part 2
FIELD WORK

Address found Voter found

Address not
found

Voter not found

Address found Voter found

Address not
found

Registered on
the list in the
PP - YES

Registered on
the list in the
PP - NO

Voter not found

No error

Errors

Repeated

No error
Errors

Repeated

Door closed/Non-
participation

Shifted/dead/Not
found/disenfranchised

No error

Errors

Repeated

Door closed/Non-
participation

Shifted/dead/Not
found/disenfranchised

ALL errors

SUB-SET: Wrong
address, same PP

Door closed/Non-
participation

VOTER HYGIENE CATEGORY

1.NO ERROR
2. POTENTIAL INABILITY TO VOTE
3. DELETION (proportional)

4. REMOVE FROM SAMPLE

5. DELETION [MINUS
PROPORTION in LINE 3 in
CITIZEN-CENTRIC]

6. DELETION
7.NO ERROR
8. POTENTIAL INABILITY TO VOTE

9. DELETION (proportional)

10. REMOVE FROM SAMPLE

1. DELETION

12. DELETION* CORE LIST
QUALITY

13. NO ERROR

14. POTENTIAL INABILITY TO VOTE

15. PROPORTION TO BE
REMOVED FROM DELETIONS in
LINE 5 in LIST-CENTRIC

16. DELETION (proportional)

17. OMISSION

Part 2 — DESK BASED:
Cross-check registrations in
other PPs & ACs. Cross-check late
registrations on latest voter rolls

18. REMOVE FROM SAMPLE




N <o

(3*+5+6+9*+11+12**) 15

DELETIONS = - %
TOTAL LIST-CENTRIC -10-4 TOTAL CITIZEN-CENTRIC -18

*Potential to cross-check proportions of 3s and 9s with 16s.
**Can include here and/or in DELETION — CORE QUALITY portion

12
DELETION (CORE QUALITY) = 0/
TOTAL LIST-CENTRIC -10-4 (0

17

OMISSIONS = O/
TOTAL CITIZEN-CENTRIC -18 (o]

ERRORS WITH REGISTRATION DETAILS =

2+8 14
O/ Can be aligned with 0/
TOTAL LIST-CENTRIC -10-4 o TOTAL CITIZEN-CENTRIC -18 o
NO ERROR =
1+7 13

0/ Can be aligned with 0/
TOTAL LIST-CENTRIC -10-4 o TOTAL CITIZEN-CENTRIC -18 o
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5. Results: The List - Centric Desk Review and Survey

The results section of this report will start with a description of the sample composition, followed by a detailed
showcase of the findings from the list-centric survey for Delhi including the composition of errors on the voter list and
associated demographic analyses. All quality assurance procedures followed can be found in Appendix 7.

5.1 Sample composition

To ensure sample representation with a 95% confidence level and a confidence interval of +/- 1.8% at the city level, an
achieved sample size of 2963 citizens was required (or 2968, allowing for an equal distribution of citizens in each AC
i.e. 371 in each). To account for a potential 10% of instances on the field where there was 'no response/door locked'’
or 'refusal to participate’, a total of 32648 citizens were sampled using electoral rolls from Delhi? . This sample was
spread equally across the 8 selected ACs i.e. 408 in each. In the following sections, the sample composition of the desk
research phase and the field work are outlined.

5.11 Desk research sample composition

As described in the methodology section, the sampled citizens underwent a desk research stage to ascertain the quality
of addresses mentioned in voter lists. The details of all 3264 sampled citizens were analysed and all but six passed i.e.
all but six addresses were deemed findable on ground. The table below (Table 3a) shows an AC wise break-up of the
number of addresses deemed unfindable.

Table 3: Address Quality — Total and Failed

e . Sangam
(n -samples) Rohini Trinagar ] Gokalpur
Vihar
Total
Addresses 3264 408 408 408 408 408 408 408 408
Sampled
Deemed

not-findable

Apart from this information, maps, which were considered to be a good-to-have parameter but not ‘must have’ to find
an address were also analysed. Out of all PP Maps (n = 272), only 19% were found to be GIS maps and all of these were
from the ACs Okhla (where all 34 PP maps were GIS), Palam (15 out of 34) and RK Puram (3 out of 34). Eighty percent of
all PP maps were hand drawn and 1% i.e. three PP maps, all from Gandhi Nagar, were completely illegible/unreadable
such that it was not even possible to determine whether they were hand drawn or GIS. Table 4 shows further details on
the quality of maps present on the PP lists sampled.

8. The 10% calculation was done on the achieved sample size rather than the total sample to approach and therefore does not match the proposed sample size
in the methodology section.
9. October 2014 rolls were used as a sampling base
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Table 4: Quality of Maps by Assembly Constituencies*

Does the source

Is the quality of | Are any streets

cuemann | mepseemike |mescamorthe | abellconthe |50 SIS

quality?® map good? map?
Yes 0.0% 100.0% 100.0% 97.1%
No 100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 2.9% 11.8%
Unclear/Illegible 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
TRINAGAR
Yes 0.0% 94.1% 0.0% 91.2% 0.0%
No 100.0% 5.9% _ 8.8% 0.0%

Unclear/Illegible 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%

PALAM

Yes 44.1% 61.8% 88.2% 100.0%

No 55.9% 38.2% 1.8% 0.0% 8.8%
Unclear/Illegible 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%

RK PURAM

Yes 8.8% 100.0% 97.1% 97.1% 0.0%
No 91.2% 0.0% 2.9% 2.9% 0.0%
Unclear/Illegible 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0%
Yes 0.0% 67.6% 20.6% 100.0% 8.8%
No 100.0% 32.4% _ 0.0% 8.8%

Unclear/Illegible 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
OKHLA

ves 100.0% 000%  1000%  1000%  1000%
No 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Unclear/Illegible  0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Yes 0.0% 79.4% 52.9% 91.2% 44.1%
No 91.2% 1.8% BE N 00% 14.7%

Unclear/Illegible 8.8% 8.8% 8.8% 8.8%

ves 00% 000%  000% ek A%
No 100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 11.8% 26.2%
Unclear/Illegible 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%

* Percentages are out of a total of 34 maps sampled in each AC, except for the last column, where it is out of 3264 citizens
As can be seen in Table 4, Okhla and Gandhi Nagar had the best maps while Trinagar (where none of the maps were
readable because of poor quality scans), Sangam Vihar and Gandhi Nagar had the worst. 35

10. Maps on the PP voter lists were scans of the original maps that BLOs or other ECI personnel had prepared. So, in several instances, it appeared that the original maps prepared were good but

the quality of the scan which was done to include them on to the PP voter lists were quite poor. What this means is that the ECI could have access to better maps than the one seen on those PP lists.
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512 Field work sample composition

Surveyors tried to locate all 3264 sampled citizens on the field. However, as Table 5 below shows, the achieved sample
for the field survey was 3017. Of the 3264 citizens sampled, 229 were removed due to ‘door locked/no response’ or
‘refusal to participate’. A further 18 citizens were not part of the achieved sample as the PP of these resident did not
allow entry; one whole polling part in Trinagar and half a PP in RK Puram™. This left the achieved sample size at 3017.
Three ACs were slightly under the desired sample size while the remaining five were either matching or higher than
the desired sample. In total, the achieved sample was higher than required allowing for representation with a 95%
confidence level and +/-1.8% confidence interval.

Table 5: Sample required versus achieved

. Gandhi
(n-samples) | Total Trinagar Okhla Gokalpur
Nagar
Total
ot 968 371 371 371 371 371 371 371 371
Required
Achieved 3017 341 371 399 361 401 358 390 396

57% of the achieved sample was male and 43% were female. Around 72% of the achieved sample was aged 45 or
below with the largest group being that of 26-30 year olds. Table 6 below, shows further details.

Table 6: Gender, Age Groups and Housing Type-for all addresses found (n=3017)

n % n %
Male 1720 57.0%
18-25 454 15.0%
Female 1297 43.0%
Third Gender 0 0% 26-30 >28 17.5%
31-35 454 15.0%
Housing Type® (n=2686)
el 36-40 364 12.1%
n %
- [0}
Upper Class Housing 57 21% Sl e e
Upper Middle Class Housing 521 19.4% 46-50 276 9.1%
Lower Middle Class Housing 1935 72.0% — 122 e
56-60 128 4.2%
One room home/Designated Slum 119 4.4%
Self-Built Informal Slum Housing 54 2.0% 61-65 77 2.6%
66-80 166 5.5%
81+ 21 0.7%

11. These PPs were primarily formed of gated/closed communities who refused entry to the surveyors. Details can be found in Appendix 2.
12. Housing Type data is on the base of the total addresses found in the valid sample, 2686. A breakdown of the housing categories is given in Appendix 8.
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Among the addresses that were found, the largest chunk was found to be residing in lower middle class housing (72%).
In Rohini, 76% of the addresses found could be categorized as either upper class or upper middle class housing, while
in Okhla and RK Puram, this number was just a little under a third (at 29% and 30% respectively). In contrast, more
than 94% of addresses found in Gokalpur, Palam and Sangam Vihar were lower middle class housing or below. Socio
Economic Classification (SEC) data, a parameter that was recorded for citizens who were found residing at their listed
addresses, appears to have a close link with housing type data. SEC A®, which is the most affluent SEC Category, forms
about 30% of all citizens found but this was driven almost entirely by the ACs Rohini, Okhla and RK Puram and also to
some extent by Trinagar. Ninety eight percent of the sample reported having lived in the same residence for two years
or more. Almost all of the sample (99%) reported that they had been living in Delhi for two years or more (97% stated
having lived in the city for 5 years or more).

As shown in Table 7 below, Hinduism was found to be the dominant religion with 84% of those found at their listed
addresses stating it to be their religion. This was followed by Islam, at 12%. Hindus remained the dominant religious

group across all ACs though in Okhla, nearly half (46.5%) reported Islam as their religion.

Table 7: Religion — All Citizens Found (n=2011)

Relgon .«

Hindu 1688 83.9%
Muslim 232 1.5%
Christian 13 0.6%
Sikh 42 2.1%
Jain 33 1.6%
Buddhist 2 <1%
None 0 0%

Do not want to answer 1 <1%
Other 0 0%
Total 201 100.0%

Among Hindus, the dominant sub group was the ‘general’ category at 56%. Both SCs and OBCs followed at 18% each.
Similarly, the largest reported sub group within Muslims was the ‘general’ category at 45% followed by OBCs at 42%.

Where a particular citizen was not available for interview even after three attempts (but was resident at the address),
the instrument allowed another adult in the household, if they felt confident, to answer on the citizen's behalf. This
was done to ensure a low rate of refusal and shorter field work time. As a result, out of the 2011 interviews for citizens
who were found to be residing at the listed address, as shown in Table 8 below, 56% were answered by others. Out of
this number, close to 73% responses were given by immediate family members like fathers, mothers, sons, daughters,
brothers, sisters, husbands or wives who felt confident enough to answer.

37

13. SECs range from a high of SEC A to the lowest, SEC E (1 to 5); for a detailed description of all SECs, please refer to Appendix 9.
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Table 8: Relationship — citizens who answered on behalf of the sampled citizen (n=1120)

e N

Son/Daughter 184 16.4%
Wife 156 13.9%
Brother 126 N.3%
Mother 120 10.7%
Relative (like aunt, uncle etc.) N4 10.2%
Father 105 9.4%
Husband 80 7%

Sister 47 4.2%
Grandparent 13 1.2%

Others 175 15.6%

5.2 Delhi overall findings
Overall results of the list-centric survey, which was essentially designed to capture errors of deletion, are as shown in
Table 9 below.

Table 9: All major error types and their projection to Delhi population

Projected to Delhi
Numbers
Voter pop. (Mn)*

Total Citizens Sampled (including 10% buffer) 3246

Refusals to participate /Door Locked 229 -

Total Effective Sample (n) 3017 100.0%

Address Not Found (ANF) 331 1.0% 1.4
Out of these - Findable 329 10.9% 1.4
Out of these - Non-Findable 2 <1% 0.01

Total Deletions 683 22.6% 3.0
Shifted 644 21.3% 2.8
Repeats/Duplicated 8" 0.3% 0.03
Dead 30 1.0% 0.1
Disenfranchised (in prison) 1 <1% <0.01

Errors With Registration Details 221 1.3% 1.0

No Errors 1782 59.1% 1.7

As Table 9 shows, while executing the survey, close to 11% of the addresses could not be located on ground. During
earlier such studies, a large number of addresses sampled could not be located, especially in cities such as Patna and

14. Delhi Voter Population number from ECI (as of 05/01/2015) - 13085251

15. 6 citizens were repeated once while 1 citizen was repeated twice.
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Ranchi. This had warranted a change in methodology, as highlighted in the earlier section, of adding a desk based
research layer to ascertain the quality of addresses given on voter rolls. This was done for two, interlinked, reasons.
Firstly, to enhance the understanding of the potential reasons behind a large number of addresses not found i.e. are
these due to poor quality address data being mentioned on the rolls or due to poor on-ground infrastructure. Relatedly,
if the address data is of good quality on the rolls, there may be more certainty to conclude entries as deletions if not
found in the field. In this study, out of the 331 addresses that could not be located, all but 2 were deemed findable after
the desk research stage.

The survey also found that 23% of the effective sample was liable for deletion® . This means that 23% of the effective
sample could potentially be deleted from their respective Polling Part (PP voter lists). Deletions include citizens having
shifted, being repeated on the list, having died and having been disenfranchised (in prison). However, out of all the
above reasons, it was found that 'shifted’ i.e. the citizen having shifted to another location, was the biggest reason, at
21%, out of a total of 23% deletions.

Another 7% of the sample, though found residing at the address listed for them on the voter list, reported having
at least one error or more with their details as mentioned in the list. The most common error was with the citizen's
address, including parts of the address missing or incorrect and spelling mistakes. Table 10 shows the breakdown of
registration errors.

Table 10: Types of errors with registration details — as mentioned on voter list (n=221)

e I S

Name 64 29.0%
Relative's Name 63 28.5%
Age 21 9.5%
Gender 2 0.9%
Address 102 46.2%

When asked whether any of these errors had a bearing on their ability to cast a vote, only two out the 221 citizens with
errors in their details reported having any such issues. Fifty-nine percent of the total sample were found at the correct
address and had no registration detail errors.

39

16. The term ‘liable for deletion’, means deletion from the voter list of the particular Polling Part (PP) where the citizen is listed. This is since the study used the PP list as a frame of reference to

calculate errors.
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53 Profile of citizens found shifted from their listed address

As indicated earlier, the largest proportion of entries that warrant deletion from their particular PP was 'shifted’. Using
their listed information on the PP voter list, it can be seen that among those classified as shifted, 60% were male and
40% female, reflecting a more or less equal spread as per the achieved sample, which had 57% male and 43% female
representation.

Table 11: Percentage of citizens classified as shifted by age group (n=644)

Achieved
Age Groups Cum. % Sample
age groups .
Proportions

% of shifted by

18-25 85 13.2% 13.2% 15.0%

26-30 133 20.7% 33.9% 17.5%

31-35 124 19.3% 53.1% 15.0%

36-40 7 1.0% 64.1% 12.1%

41-45 86 13.4% 77.5% 11.8% na

46-50 51 7.9% 85.4% 9.1% 87

51-55 27 4.2% 89.6% 6.4% 66

56-60 26 4.0% 93.6% 4.2% 95

61-65 10 1.6% 95.2% 2.6% 62

66-80 25 3.9% 99.1% 5.5% U
81+ 6 0.9% 100.0% 0.7% 129

*Index calculated by dividing % shifted by age group by achieved sample proportion

A look at the shifted population by age group (again, using information listed on the PP voter list), as shown in Table
11, revealed that a larger proportion of those who had shifted, belonged to younger age groups, particularly 26-35. This
possibly points towards the younger age groups as being more mobile. The age group of 18-25 were less likely to have
shifted, perhaps pointing to less tendency to shift or migrate at this age owing to higher dependencies on their family.
Also, from Table 12 it can be seen that citizens listed as residing in more affluent housing types were proportionally
less likely to be classified as shifted. It could be that localities with better housing, such as Rohini, Okhla and RK Puram,
have better maintained lists, or it could mean that citizens in these areas are less likely to migrate/move within the city.

Table 12: Housing Type for citizens classified as ‘shifted’ (n=644)

. % of shifted by Achieved Sample
Housing Type . Cum. % . Index*
Housing Type Proportions
55

Self-Built Informal Slum Housing 7 11% 11% 2.0%
One room home/Designated Slum 27 4.2% 5.3% 4.4% 95
Lower Middle Class Housing 510 79.2% 84.5% 72.0% 1o

Upper Middle Class Housing 91 14.1% 98.6% 19.4%
Upper Class Housing 9 1.4% 100.0%  2.1%

*Index calculated by dividing % shifted by housing type by achieved sample proportions
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5.4 Profile of citizens with errors in their registration details

Among citizens who reported having errors in the details mentioned on the voter list, 53% were male and 47% female.
Within age groups, there was a higher proportion of 31-35 year olds who reported errors with their details (see Table 13).
Since most of the sampled citizens resided in lower middle class housing, it is not surprising that this group also had
the largest share of citizens who reported having errors with their details; at 82.8% of all those reporting such an error,
however this is still 12% higher than the overall sample proportion for this housing type. Broadly, errors in registration
details were spread more or less equally among major demographic parameters (such as gender, housing type and
religion) with slight distortions in age group, as highlighted above, and in Socio Economic Classification (SEC), where
SEC B reported the highest proportion of errors (29%), which was significantly more than its proportion in the full
achieved sample (23%).

Table 13: Age group composition of citizens who reported errors in their details (n=221)

. Achieved
% of those with
Age Group . . Cum. % sample
registration errors .
proportion
18-25 37 16.7% 16.7% 15.0% m
26-30 34 15.4% 32.1% 17.5% 88
31-35 46 20.8% 52.9% 15.0%
36-40 15 6.8% 59.7% 12.1% 56
41-45 25 1.3% 71.0% 1.8% 96
46-50 24 10.9% 81.9% 9.1% 19
51-55 15 6.8% 88.7% 6.4% 107
56-60 10 4.5% 93.2% 4.2% 107
61-65 5 2.3% 95.5% 2.6% 88
66-80 7 3.2% 98.6% 5.5% 58
81+ 3 1.4% 100.0% 0.7% 200

*Index calculated by dividing % of those with registration errors by achieved sample proportions

Eighty three percent of those with registration errors reported their religion as ‘Hinduism' and 13%, Islam. These
proportions were quite similar to the total sample, where Hindus were 84% and Muslims, 12%.

The instrument had also asked citizens about the duration of their stay at their current residence and in Delhi. 93%
of those who reported errors in their details claimed to have been residing at the listed address i.e. where they were
found, for 5 years or more and 96% reported having lived in Delhi for 5 years or more.

Out of the 221 citizens who had reported errors in details, 86% reported having tried to rectify the error. When asked if
these errors had prevented them from voting, only two such citizens claimed facing any such problem. Out of these 221
citizens, about 98% reported having a voted ID card with the correct photograph, a number which matches to the total
valid sample, where 98% reported the same.
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42

5.5 Attempts to register on the voter list

Another piece of information that emerges from this study is that more than 92% of citizens who were found, claimed
to have applied/tried only once before being successfully registered on the voter list. This varies from a low of 81% in
Sangam Vihar, which is a predominantly notified slum area that was very recently reqularized by the state government®
, to a high of 98% in Trinagar, an AC that had the lowest overall error rate among all ACs. Table 14 below shows the
number of times successfully registered citizens applied to register onto the list.

Table 14: Number of times tried before being successfully registered on the voter list (n=2010)

D N O
1 1841 91.6%

2 n4 5.7%
3 37 1.8%
4+ 18 0.9%

5.6 Data alignment with ECI summary revision of voter rolls

For this study, fieldwork began in December 2014 and sampling was done using the Delhi lists published in October 2014.
But the ECI had ordered a summary revision of electoral rolls intending to clean voter lists as much as possible before
the January 2015 Assembly Elections. As a result, revised rolls were published on the 5th of January 2015, coinciding with
the list-centric field work. In order to account for the changes that the ECl would have made in these revised results, the
study added a layer of checks and validations to ensure that any errors that the ECI had corrected, would be accounted
for. This layer involved checking the status of all of the survey's respondents with errors (i.e. addresses not found,
deletions and errors with registration details) on the lists published on 5th January 2015.

This was done to paint an accurate picture of the state of Delhi's rolls post the summary revisions to counter any

possible challenge to the study's findings that were released prior to Delhi Assembly Elections (as shown in Table 15).

Table 15: Alignment of data with the ECI summary revisions

Revised %
- to reflect

Number of
Numbers corrections in the

Numbers from

survey after ;
from sample by the accounting for Jan'15

Survey ECI (summary corrections summary
revision) revisions

Total Citizens Sampled (including 3246 -

10% buffer)

Refusals to participate /Door Locked 229 -

Total Effective Sample (n) 3017 100.0% 3017 100.0%

Address Not Found (ANF) 331 1.0% 327 10.8%
Out of these - Findable 329 10.9% 325 10.9%
Out of these - Non-Findable 2 <0.1% 2 <0.1%

Total Deletions 683 22.6% 663 22.0%
Shifted 644 21.3% 631 20.9%
Repeats/Duplicated 8 0.3% 6 0.2%
Dead 30 1.0% 25 0.8%
Disenfranchised 1 <0.1% 1 <0.1%

Errors With Registration Details 221 7.3% 219 71.3%

No Errors 1782 59.1% 1808 59.9%

18. The Union Cabinet of India ded the existing guidelines for regularization of unauthorized colonies on 29th December 2014, benefitting 1939 such colonies, Sangam Vihar included
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As shown above, out of the 33.6% potential deletions (addresses not found + total Deletions) in the sample, only 2%
of the errors had been addressed post the summary revisions. This change has little bearing on the study'’s findings
and the overall Delhi List-centric Survey's results have been stated and analyzed based on the state of Delhi's electoral
rolls as of October 2014.

5.7 List-centric survey — Delhi results summary

1. Eleven percent of addresses could not be located on ground. This, despite all but two of these addresses being
deemed findable following the desk research phase (to identify the quality of addresses).

2. Out of the total effective sample of 3017 citizens, 23% were liable for deletion from their particular Polling Parts.
94% of these were because the citizens had shifted out of their listed residence.

a. Those who had shifted were more likely to be of the age group 26-35, making up 40% of all those
classified as shifted.
b. Those shifted were more likely to have been living in ‘lower middle class housing’ (before shifting).

3. Seven percent of the total effective sample reported having errors with their registration details. Most of these
errors were with the addresses mentioned; only 2 out of 221 such citizens reported having faced any issues while
casting their vote.

a. Overall, errors appeared to be spread more or less equally among most demographic parameters,
including religion, except a slight skew towards SEC B (29%) and 31-35 year olds (21%)
b. Ninety-three percent of those with errors in registration claimed to have been living at their address

for 5 years or more and 86% of them had tried at least once to rectify the error(s).
4. Overall, 66% of the population was found to be on the right Polling Part lists. While 7% of this 66% reported
having errors, 59% reported having no errors in their details.
5. Out of all those found, 92% claimed to have been registered on the list successfully after applying only once.
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6. Results: The Citizen-Centric Survey and Desk Review

Similar to how results of the list-centric survey was structured, this section of the report will start with a description
of the sample composition, followed by a detailed showcase of the findings from the citizen-centric survey for Delhi
including the composition of errors and associated demographic analyses. All quality assurance procedures followed
can be found in Appendix 7.

6.1 Sample composition

Similarly to the list-centric exercise, to ensure sample representation with a 95% confidence level and a confidence
interval of +/- 1.8% at the city level, an achieved sample size of 2963 citizens was required (or 2968, allowing for an
equal distribution of citizens in each AC, (371)). For this study, a 10% buffer was added to account for potential 'no
responses/door closed'. Keeping that in mind, a total of 3264" citizens were sampled using electoral rolls from Delhi1?°
. This sample was spread equally across the eight selected ACs i.e. 408 in each and the same PPs as for the list-centric

survey?. At the end of field work, a total sample of 3256 was achieved. The break-up is as shown in Table 16 below.

Table 16: Sample required versus achieved

. Gandhi Sangam
(n-samples) | Total | Trinagar Okhla Gokalpur Palam .
Nagar Vihar
371 37 37 37 37 37 37

T
ofat 2968 371
Required

3256 407 409 40 409 408 400 408 405

In all ACs the required sample size was achieved and the total achieved sample of 3256 allowed for representation with
a 95% confidence level and +/- 1.8 confidence interval.

Overall, males comprised 52% of the sample while females formed the rest, 48%. The younger age group of 18-35
formed close to 49% of the total population while 18-50 year olds formed 81% of the total population (as shown in
Table 17). Within ACs, Rohini showed a much older population demographic compared to the total with the 56+ age
group constituting 20% of all citizens sampled there (relatively higher than the city average of 14%); this was offset by

a much lower 18-30 year old population (24%) than the city average of 36%.

Table 17: Gender, Age Groups and Housing Type-for all addresses sampled (n=3256)

EE

n % N %

Male 1694 52.0% 825 co7 s

Female 1562 48.0% 26-30 264 439
3135 427 13.1%

oo 20 B2

n % 41-45 352 10.8%

Upper Class Housing 53 1.7% 46-50 261 8.0%
Upper Middle Class Housing 444 14.1% 3155 73 53%
Lower Middle Class Housing 2434 77.4% 56-60 154 47%
61-65 134 41%

One room home/Designated Slum 122 3.9% 66.80 g f5os
Self-Built Informal Slum Housing 92 2.9% - ” 050

19 The 10% calculation was done on the achieved sample size rather than the total sample to approach and therefore does not match the proposed sample size in the methodology section.
20 October 2014 rolls were used as a sampling base
21 In three of the ACs, there were a number of PPs where entry to the surveyors was denied. In these cases, alternate PPs were sampled. Details of these can be found in Appendix 2.

22 Housing Type data was not recorded for 111 respondents
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The bulk of the population resided in lower middle class housing (77.4%) followed by upper middle class housing
(14.1%). A closer look at ACs reveals that the key driver behind 14.1% appearing as upper middle class, was Rohini, where
50% of citizen dwellings were classified so. Rohini also shows an interesting divide, with a larger proportion, compared
to the total, residing in comparatively premium dwelling units as well as a larger proportion residing in informal slum
housing (15% compared to only 3% in the total sample). Sixty percent of Rohini's respondents resided in upper middle
to upper class housing. Also, Gokulpur showed the most uniformity with over 96% respondents residing in lower
middle class housing (see Table 18).

Table 18: Housing Type by AC (in percentages)

. . Gandhi Sangam
Housing Type ALL Trinagar Gokalpur .
Nagar Vihar

Self-Built
Informal Slum 2.9% [ 0.3% 0.5% 3.2% 0.3% 14.6% 0.0% 0.5%
Housing

One room home
, / 39% 1.7% 1.3% 5.2% (VA7 1.8% 1.8% 3.2% 2.1%
Designated Slum

Lower Middle
, 77.4% 82.2% 87.9% 771% 68.7% [N 24.1% 90.9% 92.7%
Class Housing

u Middl
L |.e 141%  8.9% 10.6% WA 13.9% 1.6% 49.7% R 4.7%
Class Housing

Upper Class
) 1.7% 3.2% 0.0% 0.2% 0.0% 0.0% 9.8% 0.0% 0.0%
Housing

(n) - sample 3145 405 379 407 380 384 398 408 384

Socio Economic Classification data also shows some similar trends to the housing type data, with 52% of Rohini's
respondents classified as SEC A?*, the most well-off socio-economic class. Gokulpur and Sangam Vihar have the largest
numbers of Lower SECs with 66% and 75% respectively, belonging to SEC C and lower. Overall, Rohini, RK Puram,
Okhla and Trinagar appear to be richer ACs with an average SEC A population that is substantially higher than the other
ACs as shown in Table 19 below.

Table 19: SEC by AC (n=3256)

Gandhi Sangam
Trinagar Gokalpur
Nagar Vihar

SECA  243% |0 16.9% 103%  |A0A L 8%  54%
SECB  237%  307%  320%  183%  164%  233%  145%  346%  19.8%

SECC  232%  199%  170%  212% = 247% 128%  31.6%
SECD  17.0%  108%  247%  17.3%  12.2% 95%  M5%
SECE  N8%  86%  93%  13.2% M3%  3.4%

(n) 3256 407 409 410 409 408 400 408 405
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Hindus formed the majority group at 82% followed by Muslims at 13%. The percentage of Hindus ranged from 95%
in Gokalpur to a 51% in Okhla (where 48% reported themselves to be Muslims). Though overall, Hinduism was the
dominant religion, the ACs of Okhla, Gandhi Nagar and Sangam Vihar had proportionally larger Muslim proportions
compared to the total population, at 48%, 21% and 16% respectively. Within Hindus, the largest group was that of
General/Forward Caste category at 54%, followed by Scheduled Castes (21%) and then Other Backward Castes (18%).
What is interesting is that Gokalpur and Sangam Vihar have a higher proportion of SCs and OBCs compared to the
total sample. Rohini had the highest proportion of the ‘General/Forward Caste Category’ at 71% (see Table 20 below).

Table 20: Hindu Caste Groups by AC (n=2675)

Gandhi
Nagar

OBCs 182%  15.2% 14.3% 15.8% 14.6% 22.0% 12.3% 23.1% 27.1%
SCs 20.6% 17.1% 20.9% Sl0eva - 18.6% 38.0% 8.4% 10.1% 25.0%

STs 1.1% 0.8% 1.5% 1.4% 1.9% 0.8% 0.3% 2.3% 0.0%
GEN/FC 53.9% 64.6% 51.6% 44.5% 54.9% 32.3% 1% 61.8% 45.7%

s see  2on [ 0% S om

Trinagar Gokalpur | Rohini

Non-

. 0.4% 0.3% 0.0% 0.0% 1.9% 0.0% 0.0% 0.5% 0.0%
Disclosure
n) 2675 356 273 209 370 387 367 385 328

A look at Castes within Muslims shows that the General category forms a majority at 38%, followed closely by OBCs
at 36%. About 22% of the Muslim proportion in the study sample reported not knowing their castes. Okhla, which
houses the largest Muslim proportion in this study, also has the highest OBC Muslim proportion in our sample. Not
unexpectedly, the sample composition for the citizen-centric survey bears similarities with that of list-centric survey.

6.2 Delhi overall findings

Results of the citizen-centric survey, which was designed to effectively capture errors of omission, are as in Table 21
below.

Table 21: Overall Omissions in Delhi (n=3256)

Projected to

% of total % of total

sample omissions pethiVoter
pop. (Mn)#
Total Sample Achieved 3256 - - -

Total Omissions 1595 49.0% - 6.4
Citizens Registered Elsewhere In Delhi 904 27.8% 56.7% 3.6
In other polling parts 838% 25.7% 52.5% 3.4
In other assembly constituencies 66 2.0% 4.1% 0.3
Citizens Registered Outside Delhi 36 1.1% 2.3% 0.1
Citizens who have applied from current address 275 8.4% 17.2% 11
Others (never applied/applied from somewhere else) 223 6.8% 14.0% 0.9
Don’t Know/Can't Say 157 4.8% 9.8% 0.6
NOT OMITTED 1661 51.0% - 6.7

24. Delhi Voter Population number from ECI (as of 05/01/2015) -13085251 voters.
25. One citizen who said they were registered in another PP in the same AC in Delhi also indicated they had applied to be on the voter list at their current address. They are only included in the former
category in this table and all further analyses.




Out of a total of 3256 citizens who were surveyed, 49% could not be located on their respective Polling Part Llist.
However, out of this segment, 57% claimed to be registered in either another Polling Part (PP) within their Assembly
Constituency (AC) or in another AC within the city. Broadly, a large number of citizens who were omitted from their
PP Llist claimed to be registered elsewhere in Delhi. Another large proportion of omissions, a little over 17%, claimed
to have applied or registered from the current address. Fourteen percent of those omitted, a sizeable proportion,
displayed some apathy stating that they had never applied or that they had applied from some other address that they
did not recall. Lastly, 10% of omissions did not know or could not recall if they were registered anywhere else or if they
had applied to vote, which may also be pointing towards voter apathy.

6.3 Verification of citizens claiming to be registered elsewhere in Delhi

Nine hundred and four respondents who could not be located on their Polling Part lists claimed to be registered
elsewhere in Delhi. In order to validate these claims, as described in the methodology section, a layer of desk research
was added after completion of the fieldwork which involved searching for these citizens on Delhi's electoral database.
The methodology adopted was robust and was designed to determine the presence of these citizens to a large degree
of certainty. In order to make sure that the citizen found was the one surveyed, most searches were linked to the
presence of one or more of the citizen's family members on the same PP list. So, in addition to matching citizen names
and age groups, the availability of family members was also used to hone in on the surveyed citizen. Adopting this
method increased the probability of the found citizen being the one who was surveyed on field, by a great deal. Further
details on the methodology used to try to locate citizens can be found in Appendix 6.

Due to the manner in which Delhi’s publicly available electoral database is structured, searching for the largest segment,
i.e. citizens claiming to be registered in a different PP within the same Assembly Constituency (AC) was undertaken
(n=838). Twenty-two out of the aforementioned category chose to not disclose their name and age, details without
which validation could not be done; because of this, the effective number of respondents that were searched reduced
to 816. Results from this stage are as in Table 22 below.

Table 22: Validation of names — Citizens claiming to be in same AC, different PP (n=816)

Names to be validated (n) | Names found (n) % Names found

Gandhi Nagar 66.3%
Gokalpur 124 96 77.4%
Okhla 184 91 49.5%
Palam 60 35 58.3%
R K Puram 87 62 7.3%
Rohini 59 36 61.0%
Sangam Vihar 183 97 53.0%
Trinagar 76.2%

In order to find a citizen on the Delhi electoral database, the basic parameters needed are:
1. Citizen's Name - along with surname

2. Relative's Name (father/husband/mother etc.)

3. AC Name
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If these parameters are not available, finding a citizen or finding the right citizen may not be guaranteed. Out of the 816
citizens that were looked for, a total of 601 either had no surname or any other family member or were the eldest among
all in their family, effectively negating the use of any family member’s name as the relative’'s name to be entered on
the voter search portal®. Moreover, several of the names that were recorded during the survey had spelling mistakes
and other minor errors that proved to be an additional hindrance. Despite all of these factors, the desk based stage
was able to find 61% of all citizens who claimed to have been registered elsewhere in Delhi. In light of these, there is
sufficient evidence to indicate that a large proportion of citizens, perhaps close to 90%, who ‘claim’ to be registered
elsewhere in Delhi are indeed present on the list where they say they are.

6.4 Profile of citizens who thought they were on the list but were not

Citizens were asked, before checking for their names on the list, whether they thought they were registered. To this,
77% responded in the affirmative while 23% said that they were not. Out of the 77% who claimed to be registered at
their current address, 34% were in fact not found on the list (i.e. out of 2515 citizens who claimed to be on the list, 858
could not be found). The largest numbers within this segment came from Sangam Vihar and Okhla, at 22% and 21%
respectively. The relatively more affluent ACs of Tri Nagar and Rohini had the lowest numbers of citizens who thought
they were on the list but were not, at 2% and 5% respectively.

A look at SEC showed that, the segment SEC D, at 22% had a higher proportion of citizens who thought they were
registered but were in fact not, when compared to the total sample while SEC A had a significantly lower proportion
at 18%. There seems to be an indication that a person, who thinks that he or she is registered at the current address, is
more likely to be found omitted if they belong to lower SECs as shown in Table 23.

Table 23: SEC split for citizens who thought they were on the list but could not be found (n=858)

% of citizens not on | % proportions

SEC the list (but thought | in total sample

they were) (n=3256)
SECA 154 17.9% 24.3% 74
SECB 211 24.6% 23.7% 104
SECC 195 22.7% 23.2% 98
SECD 185 21.6% 17.0% 127
SECE 113 13.2% 11.8% 112

*Index calculated by dividing % of citizens not on the list (but thought they were) by total sample proportions

A look at housing data for citizens who incorrectly thought they were on the list shows that such citizens were less
likely to be residing in upper middle class housing and upper class housing and more likely to be in one room home/
designated slum' and ‘lower middle class housing (with the latter two housing types having a combined proportion of
89%, compared to 81% in the total sample; see Table 24), corroborating what SEC Data pointed towards.

26. Link to the elector search portal for NCT of Delhi: http://164.100.112.153/electorsearchtest.aspx
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Table 24: Housing Type split for citizens who thought they were on the list but could not be found (n= 826*)

% of citizens not on

% proportions in

Housing Type the list (but thought Index**
total sample (3256)

they were)
Self-Built Informal Slum Housing 18 2.2% 2.9% 75
One room home/Designated Slum 48 5.8% 3.9% 149
Lower Middle Class Housing 686 83.1% 77.4% 107
Upper Middle Class Housing 73 8.8% 14.1% 63
Upper Class Housing 1 0.1% 1.7% 7

*Household Type was not available for 32 citizens who thought they were on the list but were not.
**Index calculated by dividing % of citizens not on the list (but thought they were) by total sample proportions
6.5 Profile of citizens omitted from their polling part but registered elsewhere in the city

Fifty-seven percent of citizens omitted claim to be registered elsewhere within Delhi. That is a total of 904 respondents
in the study. The spread of these citizens across ACs is as given in Table 25 below:

Table 25: AC wise spread of citizens registered elsewhere in the city (n=904)

%

Delhi Total 904 100.0%
Trinagar 23 2.5%
Gandhi Nagar 1o 12.2%
Okhla 203 22.5%
RK Puram 101 N.2%
Gokalpur 132 14.6%
Rohini 62 6.9%
Palam 72 8.0%
Sangam Vihar 201 22.2%

As shown in the table, the bulk of these came from the ACs Okhla, Sangam Vihar and Gokalpur; possibly so, as 74% of
citizens who claim to be registered elsewhere in the city had also claimed incorrectly of their presence in their Polling
Part List. (most of such cases did come from Sangam Vihar and Okhla).

Fifty-five percent of those who claimed to be registered elsewhere were male and 45% female. A look at age groups
revealed a direction similar to that in list-centric (where younger age groups, 26-35, were more likely to have been
found as shifted), that younger age groups were more likely to be found omitted compared to the total (see Table 26).
Another similarity with list-centric data was that there was a smaller proportion of 18-25 year olds who are omitted
from the PP (and registered elsewhere) compared to their proportions in the total sample. This possibly reinforces the
theory that younger citizens, between the ages 26-35 are more mobile and therefore, likely to have a higher probability
of being omitted.
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Table 26: Citizens omitted but registered elsewhere in the city by age (n=904)

% of citizens

% proportion

registered .
. in total sample
elsewhere in the
. (n=3256)

(d14Y
18-25 166 18.4% 21.4% 86
26-30 144 15.9% 14.3%
31-35 132 14.6% 13.1%
36-40 124 13.7% 13.2% 104
41-45 107 1.8% 10.8% 10
46-50 75 8.3% 8.0% 104
51-55 40 4.4% 5.3% 83
56-60 39 4.3% 4.7% 92
61-65 34 3.8% 41% 92
66-80 39 4.3% 4.5% 96
81+ 4 0.4% 0.5% 88

*Index calculated by dividing % of citizens registered elsewhere in the city by total sample proportions

There was a higher proportion of citizens residing in ‘lower middle class housing’ or below and SEC D or below who
were omitted from the list (but registered elsewhere within the city) when compared to the total sample as can be seen
in Table 27 below.

Table 27: Housing Type and SEC breakdown for citizens who claimed to be registered elsewhere in Delhi

% of citizens
Housing Type (n=864)* registered
elsewhere in the city

% proportion in

*%
total sample (3256) ndex

Self-Built Informal Slum Housing 36 4.2% 144
One room home/Designated Slum 37 4.3% 3.9% 10
Lower Middle Class Housing 701 81.1% 77.4% 105
Upper Middle Class Housing 87 10.1% 14.1% 71

Upper Class Housing 3 0.3% 1.7% 20

% of citizens

% proportion in

SEC (n=904) registered elsewhere

. . total sample (3256)

in the city
SECA 164 18.1% 24.3% 75
SECB 215 23.8% 23.7% 100
SECC 203 22.5% 23.2% 97
SECD 202 22.3% 17.0% 131
SECE 120 13.3% 1.8% N2

*Housing Type was not available for 40 citizens who were omitted from the list but claimed to be registered elsewhere in Delhi.

**Index calculated by dividing % of citizens registered elsewhere in the city (by Housing Type/SEC) by total sample proportions
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76% of those claiming to be registered elsewhere in the city were Hindus and 21% Muslims; Jains were at 1.7% followed
by Sikhs at 1%. When compared to religious break-up of the total sample (Muslims form 13%), Muslims have larger
representation in those found omitted and claiming to be registered elsewhere in the city.

6.6 Profile of citizens who claim to have applied to register from their current address (but were not found
on the list)
The largest proportion of such omissions came from the AC of Palam (31%), followed by Gokalpur (17%) and Sangam
Vihar (15%).

Out of all who claimed to have applied to register from their current address, 47% were male and 53% female. The age
group of 18-25 formed 40% of this group, a significantly higher proportion than in the total sample as can be seen in
Table 28 below.

Table 28: Citizens who claimed to have registered from current address by age (n=275)

% of citizens who % i
roportion
have claimed It

Age Groups in total sample

to register from

current address lieerey
18-25 40.4% 21.4%
26-30 44 16.0% 14.3% 112
31-35 38 13.8% 131% 105
36-40 26 9.5% 13.2% 72
41-45 17 6.2% 10.8% 57
46-50 9 3.3% 8.0% 4
51-55 10 3.6% 5.3% 69
56-60 1 4.0% 4.7% 85
61-65 3 11% 4.1% 27
66-80 6 2.2% 4.5% 48
81+ 0 0.0% 0.5% -

*Index calculated by dividing % of citizens who have claimed to register from current address by total sample proportions

The bulk of these citizens, 0%, resided in lower middle class housing, a proportion somewhat larger than in the total
sample, 77%. In line with housing Data, Socio Economic Classification data showed that SEC C and SEC D had over
representation with regards to citizens saying they had registered from their current address but were not in fact on
the list (see Table 29).
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Table 29: SEC split for citizens claiming to have registered from current address (n=275)

% of citizens who

have claimed % proportion in

to register from total sample (3256)

current address
SECA 4 14.9% 24.3% 61
SECB 64 23.3% 23.7% 98
SECC 86 31.3% 23.2% 135
SECD 52 18.9% 17.0% 1M
SECE 32 1.6% 1.8% 99

*Index calculated by dividing % composition of Housing Type/SEC by total sample proportions
A majority of these citizens, at 87% were Hindus with 10% Muslims, compared to 82% and 13% in the total sample
respectively. The representation of Hindus was larger since 31% of these citizens came from the AC, Palam where over

94% claimed Hinduism as their religion.

When asked how long ago they had applied, 59% claimed to have applied six or more months ago with another 12%
claiming to have applied somewhere between two to six months ago (see Table 30).

Table 30: How long ago did you apply? (n=275)

Time Period (when applied) n %
Less than 1week 8 2.9%
1 week or more but less than 2 weeks 6 2.2%
2 weeks or more but less than 3 weeks 14 5.1%
3 weeks or more but less than 4 weeks 9 3.3%
4 weeks or more but less than 5 weeks n 4.0%
5 weeks or more but less than 6 weeks 13 4.7%
6 weeks or more but less than 2 months 12 4.4%
2 months or more but less than 6 months 34
6 months or more 161
Don't know/can't say 7 2.5%
6.7 Profile of citizens who have never applied to be on the list or claimed to have applied from some other

address as well those who could not recall whether they had

A total of 380 respondents, i.e. 24% of all omissions said that they had either never registered to apply from their
current addresses or that they could not recall whether they had. Twenty-one percent of these citizens were from Okhla
and 16% from RK Puram (see Table 31).

Out of 380, 223 had never tried/applied from the current residence i.e. 59% while 41% could not recall if they had
applied or not.




Results: The Citizen-Centric Survey and Desk Review

Table 31: AC wise break of citizens who never applied/tried or those who cannot remember if they did (n=380)

. Gandhi Sangam
Trinagar Gokalpur .
Nagar Vihar
(n) 380 46 38 79 59 30 34 47 47

% - out of
ALL who
had never
registered
or could not
recall

100% 12.1% 10.0% 20.8% 15.5% 7.9% 8.9% 124%  12.4%

This segment, i.e. those who never tried to register or those who could not recall if they had, comprised of 46% males
and 54% females, while the overall sample had 52% males and 48% females, i.e. females were more likely not to have
applied to register or could not recall. Data also showed a big skew towards the 18-25 year old segment not registering/
recalling if they had tried and a slight one towards the 26-30 year olds, compared to overall sample proportions (see
Figure 3).

FIGURE 3: Age Groups - Total Sample vs Never Tried/Can't Recall*

Never tried to
register/Can't Recall

=== =Total Sample

13% 13%

2% 3% 2% 2% 1%
18-25 26-30 31-35 36-40 4145 46-50 51-55 56-60 61-65 66-80 81+ Age Groups

*Never tried means citizens who never tried to register from their current address or the address where they were found to be residing

A look at housing revealed that almost 75% of the population, who had never tried to register or couldn't recall if they
had, resided in 'lower middle class housing’, which was comparable to the overall sample but 9.2% were found to be
residing at ‘'one room home/designated slum’ versus a 4% in the total sample. In alignment, SEC data shows a skew
towards the lower SECs C, D and E (see Table 32).

55



56

Table 32: SEC split for citizens who never tried to register from current address/cannot recall (n=380)

% proportion in
Index*
total sample (3256)

SECA 14.7% 24.3%

SECB 68 17.9% 23.7% 76
SECC 106 27.9% 23.2%

SECD 77 20.3% 17.0%

SECE 73 19.2% 1.8%

*Index calculated by dividing % composition of SEC by total sample proportions

Most of those who had never tried to register or could not recall if they had, reported Hinduism as their religion, with
79% claiming so, followed by Islam, at 17%. The proportion of Muslims, however, was substantially larger than in the
total sample (13%).

The 223 citizens, who had said that they never tried to register from their current address, were asked reasons behind
their not registering or trying to register from the address that they were found residing at. The top reasons were a
lack of knowledge on where and how to register, followed by claims that they did not have the requisite documents to
register and that they thought it was too tedious/difficult to do so (see Figure 4).

FIGURE 4: Top reasons for not registering/trying to register from current address (n=223)

| don’t know where to register I 34%
| don’t know how to register IS 33%
I do not have the required documents to register I 26%

It’s too tedious/difficult a process to register GGG 24%

This is not my permanent residence & hence | did not... I 8%
| am not interested in voting/don't think my vote will... Il 4%
| am not interested in politics MM 3%
| already have a photo ID & don't feel the need to get... lll 3%
I am not going to be here/in this city for long B 2%
Others I 6%

When asked what the main reason was behind them not registering, 23% cited not having the requisite documents,
followed by not knowing where to register (20%), citing that it was too tedious (18%) and citing a lack of knowledge on
how to register (18%). It appeared from data that besides a perception of the process being difficult and that there was
not enough information on how and where to register, an important factor may also be a lack of understanding on the
documentation required.

6.8 Profile of citizens who were on the list

The citizen-centric survey also found about 51% citizens to be on the list, registered at their current residence. Not
unsurprisingly, the patterns that emerged out of profiling variables for citizens who were found on the list, appear to
be opposite to the picture omissions painted. Nineteen percent, the largest proportion, was from Trinagar followed by
RK Puram (17%) and Gandhi Nagar (14%). The lowest proportions were from Okhla, 5.5% and Sangam Vihar, 7% (see
Table 33).




_ Results: The Citizen-Centric Survey and Desk Review -

Table 33: Citizens found on the list by AC (n=1661)

ACName _n %

All ACs 1661 100%
Trinagar 316 19.0%
Gandhi Nagar 230 13.8%
Okhla 92 5.5%
R K Puram 220 13.2%
Gokalpur 192 1.6%
Rohini 296 17.8%
Palam 199 12.0%
Sangam Vihar né 7.0%

Table 34: Citizens found on the list by age (n=1661)

% proportion in total
Age Groups Index*
sample (n = 3256)

18-35 38.7% 48.8%
36-50 616 37.1% 32.0% né
51+ 403 24.3% 19.1% 127

*Index calculated by dividing % composition of AGE by total sample proportions

The age group of 18-35 had an index value of 79 (see Table 34); this showed that the age group had a significantly lower
proportion within voter List Inclusions than the total sample.

Reading SEC and housing type data together (shown in Table 35) indicated that the relatively wealthier were less likely
to be omitted; SEC A formed over 31% of the segment, substantially higher than the sample proportion of 24% and
similarly, there was a skew towards upper middle class housing as well as upper class housing.

Table 35: Housing Type and SEC breakdown for citizens who were not omitted

% proportion in total
Housing Type (n = 1611) sample (n = 3256) Index*
103

Self-Built Informal Slum Housing 3.0% 2.9%
One room home/Designated Slum 38 2.4% 3.9% 60
Lower Middle Class Housing 1191 73.9% 77.4% 96

Upper Middle Class Housing 287 17.8% 14.1% 126
Upper Class Housing 47 2.9% 1.7% 172
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% proportion in total
SEC (n =1661) Index*
sample (3256)

SECA
SECB
SECC
SECD
SECE

418
354
217
152

31.3% 24.3%

25.2% 23.7% 106
21.3% 23.2% 92
13.1% 17.0% 77
9.2% 1.8% 78

*Index calculated by dividing % composition of Housing Type/SEC by total sample proportions

Data on religion showed that the proportion of Muslims (8%) included on the voter list was much lower compared to
the total sample (13%). Among Hindus, the General/Forward Caste category, at 60%, was a little more likely to be on
the list than not, considering their proportion within Hindus in the overall sample was 54%.

Ninety percent of those found on the list had no errors while 10% reported having errors in their registration details as

detailed in Table 36 below.

Table 36: Types of errors with registration details — as mentioned on voter list (n=168)

%

Name

Relative's Name
Age

Gender

Address

*Citizens could select as many options as applied

35.1%
29.8%
20.8%
0.0%
31.0%

None of the citizens with errors in registration details, reported facing any issues casting their vote. As with the list-
centric survey, errors with address details were among the most common errors. Just four citizens had listed the door/
house number as incorrect?’. In this survey the most common error was with the name of the citizen (either a spelling
mistake, part/whole missing, the wrong name listed). Just two citizens had their name repeated on the voter list.

58

27. For the purpose of error calculation, the proportion of these four citizens of the sample could be deleted from the proportion of those to be deleted from the list-centric phase (as suggested in the
error calculations section). However, on reflection, given the differential proportions of those found/not found across the surveys, and hence how many citizen's registration details could be checked,

it was decided not to align these figures in this way. Given the small number of these citizens anyway, any alignment would not have had a significant impact on the figures.



6.9

Citizen-centric survey — Delhi results summary

Broadly, results from the citizen-centric study indicated that close to a half of the citizens were omitted from their
Polling Part lists — 49%.
A majority of these however, were still residing in the city, either at another polling part within the same AC or in
another AC — 28% of total sample/57% of omissions
a. Data indicates that these tend to be mostly from the young and mobile population (26-35 year olds
at 31%), living in ‘lower middle class housing' or below dwelling units (close to 90% reside in these)
and belonging to lower SECs (D and E form 36%). Also, Muslims have a higher probability of being
found omitted (21%)
Eight percent of the total sample and 17% of all omissions claimed to have registered to be on their Polling Part’s
list i.e. from their current residential address.
a. These tend to be from the youngest age group i.e. 18-25 year olds (40%), belonging to SEC C (31%)
and residing in lower middle class dwelling units. Hindus form a majority of these citizens (87%),
higher than the total sample proportion.
Out of the total omissions pie, close to 24%, claimed either that they have not tried registering from their current
address or that they did not recall if they did. This, possibly, a core segment that may be displaying voter apathy,
also formed 12% of the total sample size. For citizens who did not try to register, the biggest reasons for not doing
so were a lack of knowledge on where and how to registered and despite these, a perception of the process being
too tedious and that they did not possess the right paperwork.
a. These citizens tend to be young (18-25 forming a huge chunk, at 47%) from the lower SECs (C, D
and E together make 67% compared to 52% in the overall sample) and data on religion showed a
skew towards Muslims (17%).
1661 citizens, or 51% of the total sample was found to be on the list. Out of this, close to 90% reported having no
errors with any of their details while 10% did. Out of the citizens who reported having errors with their details, none
reported having faced any issues while casting their vote.
a. A look at the profile of citizens who were on the list, not unsurprisingly, showed mostly the opposite
of what omissions had shown. These were more likely to be older citizens from higher SECs and
were less likely to be Muslims.

27 For the purpose of error calculation, the proportion of these four citizens of the sample could be deleted from the proportion of those to be deleted from the list-centric phase (as suggested in the

error calculations section). However, on reflection, given the differential proportions of those found/not found across the surveys, and hence how many citizen's registration details could be checked,

it was decided not to align these figures in this way. Given the small number of these citizens anyway, any alignment would not have had a significant impact on the figures.
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/. Results: Combining the List-Centric and Citizen-Centric Research Phases

Tables 37 and 38 provide the overall picture of errors that plague voter lists in Delhi. These results, when read together,
provide directions into both broad errors i.e. of deletion, from the list-centric phase and of omission, from the citizen-
centric phase.

In particular, a key finding from the list-centric survey was that 21% citizens were found to have shifted. At the same time,
28% of citizens in the citizen-centric survey who were omitted from the list indicated they were registered elsewhere
in Delhi (either in a different PP in the same AC or in another AC)- see the arrow relating the figures between the two
tables. Given both phases of work were undertaken in the same ACs and PPs and both are representative of the Delhi
population, it is possible to read the data together and suggest that most of the citizens who were found to be shifted
are still likely to be within the city of Delhi.

Table 37: Results from the List-centric Survey — all major error types (n=3017)

| mbes %

Total Citizens Sampled (including 10% buffer) 3246 -
Refusals to participate /Door Locked 229 -
Total Effective Sample (n) 3017 100.0%
Address Not Found (ANF) 331 1.0%
Out of these - Findable 329 10.9%
Out of these - Non-Findable 2 <1%
Total Deletions 683 22.6%
Shifted 644 21.3%
Repeats/Duplicated 8 0.3%
Dead 30 1.0%
Disenfranchised 1 <1%
Errors With Registration Details 221 71.3%
No Errors 1782 59.1%

Table 38: Results from the Citizen-centric Survey — all major error types (n=3256)

| | %oftotalsample | %of totalomissions

Total Sample Achieved 3256
Total Omissions 1595 49.0% -
Citizens Registered Elsewhere In Delhi 904 27.8% 56.7%
In other polling parts 838 25.7% 52.5%
In other assembly constituencies 66 2.0% 4.1%
Citizens Registered Outside Delhi 36 1.1% 2.3%
Citizens who have applied from current address 275 8.4% 17.2%
Others (never applied/applied from somewhere else) 223 6.8% 14.0%
Don’t Know/Can't Say 157 4.8% 9.8%

NOT OMITTED 1661 51.0% -




In light of this, arguably, the deletions and omissions which are not migrations within the city may be seen differentially
to those which are. In Delhi, out of the total errors found, it appears that these deletions are those from the categories
of ‘address not founds' (up to 11% of all on Delhi's lists, see Table 37) and ‘repeats/dead/disenfranchised’ citizens (1.4%
of all citizens on Delhi's lists, see Table 37). Similarly, the omissions would comprise of citizens who claim to have
registered to be on their PP lists but are not on it (8% of Delhi's 18+ population, see Table 38).

Aside from this, data from both surveys appears to show that the younger age group, especially 26-35, the poorer and
marginalized sections of society (lower SECs® and those residing in lower housing types? ) are worse off with respect
to errors on the list. Broadly speaking, errors tend to be found more likely for citizens who are relatively less well off,
are young and mobile and belong to Hindu lower castes; and in some error types, more likely for citizens reporting
Islam as their religion.

28.SECs C, D and E.
29. ‘Lower Middle Class Housing’ or ‘One room home/Designated Slum’or ‘Self-Built Informal Slum Housing’.
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8. Discussion

8.1 Overall discussion
The findings from this project lead to a range of points for discussion and consideration for improving the quality of the
voter lists and associated issues, in particular in Delhi.

Overall, there seems to be little doubt that Delhi's electoral rolls are unclean. With large amounts of deletions and
additions required to the list, there is a sharp need for improved voter list management processes. This is required
regardless of the fact that a large part of the errors in Delhi are due to citizens moving from one address to the other,
within the city. The latter however, does mean that the effects of these errors on electoral outcomes and voter turn-out
may not be as grave as their magnitudes suggest. Since a large number of deletions appear to be off-set by omissions,
it is possible that citizens registered elsewhere in the city, as long as they are aware and willing, do actually exercise
their right to vote by going to the polling booths they are registered at. Having said that, there is also a possibility,
perhaps higher, of such errors affecting electoral participation.

Deletions and omissions which may relate more directly to electoral outcomes are those from the categories of ‘address
not founds' (up to 11% of all on Delhi's lists) and ‘repeats/dead/disenfranchised’ citizens (1.4% of all citizens on Delhi's
lists). Similarly, the omissions would comprise of citizens who claim to have registered to be on their PP lists but are not
on it (8% of Delhi's 18+ population). In terms of advocacy, this means a key focus on removing those names classified as
‘repeats/dead/disenfranchised’ and possibly a significant chunk of those classified under ‘address not found’, though
the latter remains an uncertain category. Similarly, in omissions, focus needs to be on making sure that all citizens who
have applied to register, are actually added on to the lists. That said, the overall maintenance of citizens registered in
correct PPs with the correct information remains. Furthering the sentiment of requiring better voter list management
processes, is the fact that 7% of citizens, though registered in the correct PP, were found to have errors with their details
on the list. Though only a small number faced issues voting as a result, the issue of quality list management remains.

In a related point, errors of repetition were not found to be as rife as perhaps suggested given the attention of this
issue in the media® . This may, in part, be a methodological issue, given that repeats were only searched for within the
same PP and done by the citizen surveyed. A lack of rigour may have been there from the citizens' side, with lack of
time and interest perhaps forming a part. It may be better to search for duplications in a more automated fashion using
appropriate software. This and further methodological reflections can be found in Section 8.2

As noted, the 11% of 'addresses not found' remains a grey area of interpretation. Although each address went through
a quality check for findability and the vast majority were deemed findable, in actuality there may be a lot of parameters
on the ground (not captured by desk research) which may impact the findability of an address. One of these could
simply be familiarity with an area. More work could be done to further dissect this category of errors, particularly given
that the ECI, as part of its electoral registration process, includes a stage of on-ground verification. If 11% of the sampled
addresses were not findable, how are the ECI able to verify these addresses?

Most of the errors with the voter list appear to be spread evenly across the city, leaving little case for them to be
exploited for undue gains. From anecdotal evidence, malpractices such as phantom voting/bogus voting or booth
capturing etc. tend to take place only in certain areas pointing to a geographic concentration of errors that lend
themselves to exploitation. This is something that the Delhi study did not find evidence on, probably partly due to the
random sampling approach taken rendering it impossible to see/look for clustered patterns of errors. It is suggested
that a different research methodology is used to try to better understand issues such as bogus voting/phantom voting
or other such malpractices as well as problems in the registration process, for example a structured review of, and
discussion with, Booth Level Officers who are integral to the voter list maintenance process.

30 There were several reports, in reputed newspapers and media channels, of the presence of a large number of duplicate entries on the rolls while the study was being conducted. Links to some are

as below:
1. The Indian Express - Poll panel finds 90,000 multiple entries in rolls; Source - http://indianexpress.com/article/cities/delhi/poll-panel-finds-90000-multip ies-in-rolls/, last accessed —
16042015
2. DNA India — 89 thousand cases of multiple entries found in Delhi electoral rolls; Source - http://www.dnaindia.com/india/report-89-th d-cases-of-multiple-entries-found-in-delhi

electoral-rolls-2050013, last accessed - 16042015




I Discussion

Data from the citizen-centric survey suggests that 12% of the population has either never tried to apply to be on the
voter list from their current address or cannot recall if they ever did. This category could arguably form the core of
citizens displaying voter apathy. Most of them appear to have been living in their residence for more than two years
and yet have not tried or cannot recall having tried to register to be on the voter list at this address. This is more likely
to be seen with the less affluent, younger population and also the marginalized. Data shows that this ‘apathy’ is driven
by a lack of awareness on how and where to register and of the documentation required. It also shows that despite a
lack of awareness, citizens perceive the process of registration as a very tedious and time consuming one. Therefore,
it can be said that efforts to try and get such masses to enrol and exercise their right to vote must start at addressing
these problems and such efforts should most definitely reach the marginalized and less affluent sections of society, not
to mention the younger population.

While this research has been largely successful in bringing out an objective picture of the state of Delhi's electoral rolls,
it also leaves several questions that beg further thought and investigation. For example, a large proportion of Delhi's
residents appear to have been living in the city for five years or more which may explain why a lot of the errors on the
voter list may be intra-city migrations. Other cities with different migration patterns, or a more detailed look at recent
migrant communities in Delhi, may throw up different list quality issues. Other cities’ lists may also vary in the quality
of the address details they hold leading to other concerns of list content. It is therefore suggested to undertake similar
research in other cities, supplemented by other work as outlined, to allow for inter-city comparisons as well as pan-
India trends in list quality issues.

8.2 Methodological reflections
Following completion of the project, the following points outline methodological reflections which should be considered
for future surveys undertaken using this project’s approach.

List-centric survey

*  When sampling citizens on the voter list in PPs for the list-centric survey, a better spread of citizens in PPs is
suggested. In the current project, the citizens were relatively clustered due to an amended sample approach to
save time when on the field. Random selection of all the citizens from the universe of citizens on the PP list is
suggested. This increases time in the field as citizens will be more dispersed across the PP. Due to time constraints
in this project, this approach was not taken but is suggested for the future to allow a more equal chance of a citizen
being selected for the survey.

e Surveyors should search for addresses that cannot be found over three days so as to maximise the chance of
speaking to more members of the local community to aide in locating the residence. This increases time in the field
but is a more rigorous approach to finding the address. Due to time constraints in this project, this approach was
not taken but it is suggested for the future in combination with continuing to look for 30 minutes on each occasion
and a supervisor checking if the address is still not found after these three attempts.

*  Amend the 10% calculation for the over-sampling to ensure this is done on the sample size to approach rather than
the sample size to achieve.

Citizen-centric survey

*  When sampling citizens in PPs, the skipping pattern should be based on population density with some contingency
for a proportion of doors being locked/un-interest in participating in the survey. The number of citizens on the PP
voter list could be used as a proxy for this as ground mapping would be time-consuming and expensive and is not
really required. The census also does not carry population information at a PP level. This increases time in the field
as the skipping pattern would be larger. Due to time constraints in this project, this approach was not taken but is
suggested for the future to allow a more equal chance of any one household in a PP being selected for the survey.

e Use alandmark in the PP as a starting point instead of a random citizen from the voter list. As the citizen-centric is
mapping citizens to the voter-list, this is a more valid approach.
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When a citizen is found to be omitted from the voter-list and they believe they are registered elsewhere in another
PP/AC/city, ask the citizen for the name of the relative whom they think is the named relative on their entry on the
voter-list. This will facilitate the back-checking of entries.

There is no need to over-sample for this survey. As long as the skipping pattern factors in the proportion of doors
which may be locked/un-interest in the survey, then this requirement is covered.

Supplement the data on citizens who have not tried to register to voter (potential apathy), with research looking
at the process required for registration (related to the strategic review of data on and interviews with Booth Level
Officers (BLOs) as suggested below.

Ensure length of time lived at address/city is captured/rectified in the CAPI.

General

Consider checking citizens' voter ID details (i.e. EPIC cards) against the voter list. Given that most citizens indicated
their details were correct on their cards, there is some suggestion these are generated from a different Llist/
incongruent with the voter list. This would be worth exploring.

Use a different methodology to explore occurrences of phantom voting through a strategic review of data on and
interviews with Booth Level Officers (BLOs).

Use a supplementary method to explore the extent of repetitions on the voter-list, using for example bulk searches
or specialised software.

Consider similar surveys in particular hypothesised ‘problem’ areas in a city, for example areas of high migration if
it is suspected that voter-list quality is particularly poor in those areas.

Try to source voter lists with citizen's photos included such that these can also be checked for errors when in the
field.

Housing Type may not be the best proxy for class in other cities as there may be little variance. Other parameters
may be collected instead or there may need to be more reliance on the SEC calculation.

Subtracting proportions of those who had an error on the list with their house/door number (in the citizen-centric
survey) from those liable for deletion from the list-centric survey, though not done for this survey, can be further
explored in future surveys.

Aligning data on errors with registration details as well as the proportion of 'no errors’ between the two surveys
may not be required. Each can be reported on separately within each survey analysis.

Review the survey questionnaires to ensure a more consistent flow, e.g. delete the ‘shifted’ option from the start
of the list-centric questionnaire since this is captured further on. Its removal will ensure surveyors go through the
flow of the survey in the correct way.

Ensure survey voice files and regular interim data files are made available for review during the survey process to
allow for timely quality assurance and review.










Appendices




9. Appendices

9.1 Appendix 1: Sampling trail

Delhi AC classification — Inner and Outer

To ensure robust representation of ACs, all of Delhi's 70 ACs were categorized into ‘inner’ and ‘outer’ based on their
distance from the heart of the city and also on how many ‘outer’ ACs they shared their boundaries with. Tables Al and

A2 show the resulting inner and outer ACs in Delhi.

Table Al: All ACs in Delhi — Inner

ACNumber PC Number

72

3 TIMARPUR North East Delhi
4 ADARSH NAGAR 1 Chandni Chowk
5 BADLI 5 North West Delhi
6 RITHALA 5 North West Delhi
9 KIRARI 5 North West Delhi
10 SULTANPUR MAJRA 5 North West Delhi
1 NANGLOI JAT 5 North West Delhi
12 MANGOL PURI 5 North West Delhi
13 ROHINI 5 North West Delhi
14 SHALIMAR BAGH 1 Chandni Chowk
15 SHAKUR BASTI 1 Chandni Chowk
16 TRI NAGAR 1 Chandni Chowk
17 WAZIRPUR 1 Chandni Chowk
18 MODEL TOWN 1 Chandni Chowk
19 SADAR BAZAR 1 Chandni Chowk
20 CHANDNI CHOWK 1 Chandni Chowk
21 MATIA MAHAL 1 Chandni Chowk
22 BALLIMARAN 1 Chandni Chowk
23 KAROL BAGH 4 New Delhi

24 PATEL NAGAR 4 New Delhi

25 MOTI NAGAR 4 New Delhi

26 MADIPUR 6 West Delhi

27 RAJOURI GARDEN 6 West Delhi

28 HARI NAGAR 6 West Delhi

29 TILAK NAGAR 6 West Delhi

30 JANAKPURI 6 West Delhi

31 VIKASPURI 6 West Delhi



32
33
37
38
39
40
41

42
43
44
48
50
61
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Table A2: All ACs in Delhi —

ACNumber PC Number

~N N

UTTAM NAGAR
DWARKA

PALAM

DELHI CANTT
RAJINDER NAGAR
NEW DELHI
JANGPURA
KASTURBA NAGAR
MALVIYA NAGAR

R KPURAM
AMBEDKAR NAGAR
GREATER KAILASH
GANDHI NAGAR
GHONDA

Outer

NERELA
BURARI
BAWANA
MUNDKA
MATIALA
NAJAFGARH
BI/IWASAN
MEHRAULI
CHHATARPUR
DEOLI

SANGAM VIHAR
KALKAJI
TUGHLAKABAD
BADARPUR
OKHLA
TRILOKPURI
KONDLI
PATPARGAN]
LAXMI NAGAR
VISHWAS NAGAR
KRISHNA NAGAR

N WD N D DN W DS B DD YOO

w W W w w W W N N NN N NN YN o0 NGO

West Delhi
West Delhi
South Delhi
New Delhi
New Delhi
New Delhi
East Delhi
New Delhi
New Delhi
New Delhi
South Delhi
New Delhi
East Dethi
North East Delhi

North West Delhi
North East Delhi
North West Delhi
North West Delhi
West Delhi

West Delhi
South Delhi
South Delhi
South Delhi
South Delhi
South Delhi
South Delhi
South Delhi
South Delhi

East Delhi

East Delhi

East Delhi

East Delhi

East Delhi

East Delhi

East Delhi
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62 SHAHDARA 3 East Delhi

63 SEEMA PURI 2 North East Delhi
64 ROHTAS NAGAR 2 North East Delhi
65 SEELAMPUR 2 North East Delhi
67 BABARPUR 2 North East Delhi
68 GOKALPUR 2 North East Delhi
69 MUSTAFABAD 2 North East Delhi
70 KARAWAL NAGAR 2 North East Delhi

Out of the total, 59% of Delhi's ACs were categorized as Inner and 41% as Outer (as shown in Table A3 below).

Table A3: Parliamentary Constituencies and the number of inner/outer ACs within

Total number ACs
Proportion (%) Inner ACs Outer ACs
within PC

Chandni Chowk 14% 0
New Delhi 10 14% 10 0
West Delhi 10 14% 8 2
East Delhi 10 14% 2 8
North East Delhi 10 14% 2 8
North West Delhi 10 14% 7 3
South Delhi 10 14% 2 8

The sampling process required the selection of 8 ACs, 34 Polling Parts within each AC and 12 Citizens within each
Polling Part.

1. Selection of ACs — In line with the overall proportion of Inner and outer ACs in Delhi (as shown in Table A4), it was
decided that out of the 8 ACs that the survey was to be conducted in, 5 would be inner and 3, outer.

Table A4: Proportion of inner and outer ACs in Delhi

_ T

Inner 5ACs
Outer 29 | 3 ACs
TOTAL 70 100 8 ACs

From within each list (of inner and outer ACs) ACs were randomly selected. The first AC was selected using a random
number generator and the subsequent ACs, using the same process but only after removing the previously selected
AC from the selection list. Table A5 shows the final sampled ACs and their classification. The ACs also showed a good
geographical spread across the north, south, east and west of the city.




Table A5: Final ACs and their classification

Chandni Chowk TRINAGAR INNER AC
2 East Delhi GANDHI NAGAR INNER AC
3 East Delhi OKHLA OUTER AC
4 New Delhi R K PURAM INNER AC
5 North East Delhi GOKALPUR OUTER AC
6 North West Delhi ROHINI INNER AC
7 South Delhi PALAM INNER AC
8 South Delhi SANGAM VIHAR OUTER AC

2. Selection of PPs — From within the ACs that were selected, 34 PPs were selected randomly (through random
number generation).

3. Selection of Citizens — From within each PP that was selected, 12 citizens had to be chosen such that each citizen
listed on a particular list has an equal chance of being selected. This would have been the ideal method but in order
to save time, a slightly different method was adopted.

In each PP, the voter list was split in half. A name was then randomly selected from one half of the list. This was the
first citizen sampled. From this citizen, the next five citizens were sampled by skipping 18 names each time (this would
equate to skipping approximately 6 households under the assumption that there may be approximately 2-3 adults in
one household, consecutively on the voter list). The same process was repeated using the other half of the voter list in
that PP. In total therefore, 12 names were sampled from each PP.
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9.2 Appendix 2: List of polling parts where entry was denied.

During the field work stage for both surveys, surveyors found it difficult to gain entry to certain gated communities and
areas within the city. Details of such areas are as shown in Table A6 and A7 below along with replacement PPs selected
for the survey.

Table A6: List-centric PPs where entry was denied

PP nos. denied entry to No of Citizens not surveyed as a result

Gandhi Nagar - -
Gokalpur - -
Okhla - -
Palam = =
R K Puram Half of PP 25 6
Rohini -
Sangam Vihar -
Trinagar PP 8 12
Total - 18



Table A7: List-centric PPs where entry was denied

PP Number Alternate PP No selected*

Rohini

RK Puram

Trinagar

Total 12 PPs

104

107

108

39

106

73

74

100

103

62

na

109

Total 4 PPs
18

105

118

25
Total1PP
8

89
143
130
96
139

75
70

23

37

148
85
59

19

*Alternate PPs were selected on the basis of a subjective field profiling and similarity with areas that were denied entry to. The
substitute PP number shown next to the ‘PP denied entry to’does not indicate ‘substitution to’. The list is only indicative of all PPs

denied entry to and all PPs chosen as a substitute

For the list-centric survey, since 3264 fixed citizens were sampled from voter lists, denial of entry to the areas where
they lived meant a loss of sample. In this case, no substitutions could be made. In the case of citizen-centric survey,
the number of citizens to be reached was 3264 and since these were not specific names, substitution of areas/PPs was
possible. For substituting a PP in the citizen-centric survey, a PP which showed similar housing type and SEC profile was
chosen. This, however, was based on a subjective evaluation done by TNS Global.
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While executing previous PURE surveys on ground, a large number of sampled addresses could not be located by the
surveyors. If the address was not found within the polling part, it was considered as a deletion. This issue, of addresses
stated on voter lists not being found, was as high as 70-80% of all sampled addresses in the cities of Patna and Ranchi.
Equating this to requiring that proportion of names to be deleted from the voter list was felt not intuitively plausible.
Essentially this could have been most likely an issue with the quality of the address information on the voter list as well
as related infrastructure difficulties.

The sheer scale of addresses being classified as ‘not found' on the field forced a rethink on whether the methods
adopted before classifying an address as ‘not found’, were adequate or not. It was due to this, that an additional layer
of desk based research was added to the List-centric survey. The output of this stage was to determine the findability of
an address (either findable or not) by assessing the listed address parameters for each citizen.

The Address Scoring Process:

The process started with an identification of parameters mentioned on the voter list that could be used to locate an
address; this was then compared to those required to find a typical address in Delhi. In order to do the latter, a good
working knowledge of how addresses could be located/found inside the state of Delhi was required. It was found, that
in certain localities that have a tightly knit community, asking for a person by their name suffices while in others, as long
as the door number was available, there was no need for a name. Needless to say, the process intended to find broad
quality requirements that applied to most addresses and not just these or similar peculiarities.

Ideally, the process was required to measure the quality of each parameter and attach a ‘score’ to each sampled address
but during the process, it was found that out of all the identified address parameters, some were must haves and others
not. So, the process of scoring was changed to that of attaching a minimum ‘PASS’ of 'FAIL' criteria. That is, based on
the 'must haves' an address was either deemed findable and classified as ‘PASS' or deemed unfindable and classified
as 'FAIL.

The Parameters:

In order to score an address, all of the address parameters given on a sampled citizen entry were tabulated on an excel
sheet. There were a total of 18 parameters as listed below:

Building Number/Name
House/Flat/Door Number/name
Society/Apartment Name

Gali number/name

Road Number/Name

Landmark

Block Name/Number

Area Name/Number

VW NG A WwN S

Village Name

10. Tehsil Name

1. Pincode

12. GIS map

13. Hand drawn map
14. English map

15. Hindi/Kannada map



16. Quality of the scan of the map
17.  Streets named on map
18. Citizen's street named on map

While information such as the kind of maps and their quality, and availability of a PIN Code were considered ‘good-to-
have’, it was possible to locate an address without having these parameters at all. Similarly, it was found that in order to
find an address, it was not the number of parameters that was important but the combination in which they appeared.
Finding an address was solely dependent on a basic minimum combination of address parameters; for an address to
be ‘findable’, it was determined that it must have one of each of the following three parameter categories:
- At least one of either a building number/name OR a house/flat/door
number/name

- At least one of either a society/apartment name OR gali
number/name OR road number/name OR landmark OR block name/number

- At least one of either an area name/number OR village name

These parameters and permutations of findable and not findable address parameters were in line with the India Post's
guidelines about ‘definite’ and ‘indefinite’ addresses”'. The former being those addresses deemed to be possible to
deliver to and the latter being those addresses deemed not possible to deliver to. The parameters and permutations
here were specifically determined for Delhi. If applied to another city, these criteria would require review.

All citizens sampled were then given an identifier so that this categorization of a findable/not findable address could
be matched against their field-outcomes. Field surveyors were not in the know of whether any address was deemed
findable or not.

A total of 3264 citizens were sampled for the List-centric Survey. This meant that 3264 addresses were required to be
tested for their quality. Since voter lists in Delhi were available only in PDF form, this meant having to convert data
from PDFs into Excel. Due to the nature of these PDFs, automatic conversion of these into an Excel database through
software, was considered not feasible. The only option was to type the data manually despite the considerable time
this would take.

The survey agency TNS Global was engaged to do this process. They in turn hired a team of freelancers who worked on
entering data from selected PDFs into an Excel template designed by JCCD. It was imperative that the freelance team
knew exactly how to record data and in order to make sure of it, JCCD conducted a training session for all freelancers
working on address scoring. This training, which lasted approximately 3 hours, involved:

e Background information on the project

e Abrief introduction to electoral rolls and their format — the PDF rolls

e Adetailed description of all address parameters — their location on rolls, types and examples

*  The Excel data entry template — how to enter data on the excel template (what and what not)

*  An explanation of the importance of the Address Quality Scoring stage.

e Practice Exercises — entering a predetermined set of samples on to the Excel template and checks/query
clarification by JCCD

Al Source: India Post Website. Accessed at http://www.indiapost.gov.in/Pdf/Manuals/BO_RULE.pdf ; last accessed — 03/02/2015
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Post this training phase, to ensure quality, JCCD also conducted regular checks on interim data sets and was on site, to
ensure speedy query resolution and undertake spot checks. The final output of this phase, i.e. the final Excel template
with requisite data for all 3264 sampled citizens, was then used by JCCD to score the address as explained in the earlier
section.

The Results:
Out of the 3264 citizens sampled only 6 of their addresses were deemed unfindable. The other 3258 citizen addresses
were deemed findable. An AC wise break-up of the addresses deemed unfindable is given in Table A8 below:

Table A8: Address Quality — Total addresses sampled and those deemed unfindable

. Sangam Gandhi
Total Trinagar . Okhla Gokalpur
Vihar Nagar

Total
Addresses 408 408 408 408 408 408 408 408
Sampled

Deemed 6 : 5 5 :
not-findable




9.4 Appendix 4: The list-centric questionnaire

List-Centric Questionnaire December 2014

centeR | [Citizensname: __Jumigeen L ||| |

Delhi 1 Voter ID
Father's/Husband's/Mother's/
Other's Name

Age- Gender- Ward No-
Address:

Bangalore 2

Polling part Number
Parliamentary Constituency
Assembly Constituency

Name of supervisor/Team Leader:
Name of interviewer:

) ) Date of
Interviewer's Code: . ) D MM 2 01 4
interview

Q 01 Instruction to interviewer — please look for the address given on screen (Screen to display all respondent
info) and tick the box below depending on whether you are able to find it or not

SRR @ fay e — Fuar @A R iy 1Y ud &1 @iol AR T S¥ Wiv § 9w @ AT A8 399 AER W A dfew
feas ¥

Address/Door found

1 CONTINUE TO Q02
Tar /&R e T Q

CAPI TO DISPLAY INTERVIEWER INSTRUCTION
— Check for 30 minutes and if not found move

Address/Door not found 2 to the next respondent. Supervisor to do a back
uar /=R 98 faar check and confirm the case, recorded as a fresh
interview.

CAPI TO THEN TERMINATE SURVEY
Type of residence of respondent

Q 02 Instruction to Interviewer — please

look at the dwelling/house that the

respondent lives in& and tick the type that

you think it fits best

SRR B foay e — puAm =R /3 &t

¥ o Reulse wear @ 9 99 UoR wR s

PR Gl IAMUD IJFER wIW I fhe BT @

Upper Class Housing CAPI TO DISPLAY IMAGES OF EACH HOUSING

SENECINESSIGEY TYPE WITH CLEAR LABELS 81
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Upper Middle Class Housing
IR fred Famr =T

Lower Middle Class Housing
dieR frea e s=fyT

One room home/Designated Slum
& SR &1 IR/ Fgaa wm

Self-Built Informal Slum Housing
w—fafifa stwaRe T ssfiT

QO3 instruction to interviewer — Knock on
the door and wait for a response

SRR & fory fde — SRaeT @ewed iR
SIATd BT SASR P

Door opened/response received

1 CONTINUE TO Q04
TRATSIT Gl /Sad fian

Door Locked/No response

AT § &Y e 2
S (tab to, preferably, say

"afternoon/morning/evening” randomly depending
on the day part at which there was no response or a
locked door)

Shifted/ No one lives there
Fel AR Ter T &/ TG FIS AGT I|aT

YRR P

Namaste! lam__ from TNS GLobal, a leading market research organization,
working on behalf of Janaagraha Centre for Citizenship & Democracy. We regularly conduct surveys among citizens
on various subjects and services. Currently, we are conducting a survey in your locality on voter lists and their
quality. Can you please spare some time? Thank you.

e AT A (sro=r T qa?) 2, SR § dAyAvw velldd ¥ AT §, ot U vl wee Rud suh 2, W ArRedr ud
AHda B fIg IIE AexX @ IR 4 S o W@ = | &9 FEafa dk w® (= fawal ok darei w® arRel @ §= 9d 37d B |

JToIdd, g1 diex forve iR 9@ qarferd) W e 83 § 9d SR W@ 2 | UAT FT AU B G I0? &-9d1S |

39 $TXF B Y B3 9 Ugd, A g gfc o 1 T 5 gw wec Rud wrasd sitw e (viemrywans) ik wee Rad
@ fog sfaxisdla faem FAde @ aga fear @ @1 2

Please be assured that all information given by you will be kept strictly confidential. The responses collected

will be added together with the responses of others before presenting the findings. Under no circumstance will
this information be used for sales or any other commercial purpose. Will you be interested in being a part of this
survey?

puat fAlea W@ & smue grT &) E Wit e & gf ave ¥ MU @ SR | ges Ry Y SarEt o aRema S g
B A UBS I AN gIRT AU MY Sarel @ warer e fear s fesdf off aRRufa § sa St & fawr ar feft caaarie
S B fAIv gwdare €Y fhar SR | @ r 3y 39 ud R oFr e a?



Yes

. 1 CONTINUE
gl
Yes, but some other time
. 2 CONTINUE
gl, ofeq ol v W
No
e 3 THANK RESPONDENT & END SURVEY

CAPI TO DISPLAY COMPLETE DETAILS OF THE SELECTED CITIZEN INCLUDING COMPLETE ADDRESS AND SAY -
SHOW SCREEN TO RESPONDENT

Q 05 Please take a look at this address and tell us if this is the same as the one we are at right now i.e. the
address you live in.
PUAT 39 Ud B W 3MX & gan @ &9 nfi 59l ud wr & a@fy smuer wan)

Yes . IF CODED ‘" IN Q04, GO TO QAI1.2
& IF CODED ‘2" IN Q04, GO TO QA1

CAPI TO DISPLAY ON SCREEN - INTERVIEWER
INSTRUCTION - PLEASE TRY SEARCHING FOR

2 THE CORRECT ADDRESS AGAIN, PREFERABLY AT A
DIFFERENT TIME OF THE DAY.
THEN END INTERVIEW

No

QA1Please tell us a day and time of your convenience at which we can come and continue this interview.

FUAT B 0N GREm 3 IR e T 3R W qat 99 89 39 sy, B O @A B fag o wad €

INTERVIEWER TO RECORD DAY AND TIME OF APPOINTMENT AND VISIT THE HOUSE AGAIN. CAPI TO DISPLAY
DATE & TIME SELECTION GRID TO RECORD THIS. THEN TERMINATE INTERVIEW

STRHIR IUIZTHE Bl ARG IR T B Rl w3k a1 @1 AT fafdre &

QA1.2Does Mr/Ms (CAPI TO DISPLAY NAME OF SELECTED CITIZEN) live at this house/
residence??ROBE IF RESPONDENT SAYS 'NO’.Do you know if they used to live here and have now shifted etc.
Please look at the options on the screen and answer.

w7 e /o (@d g T AERS @1 T ) 39 9/ e # I|d 20 W9 o) Ik Reise T8 s @@
ISl uar @ & @ yel wEd o 3R 3@ Rive 8l 1w @ fR | uar WIR W fapel 1 W AR SaE T

Yes

. 1 GO TO QA2

&

No, person has shifted/moved out
<El, @afdd 3 == 95d forar 2 /9« g &

No, person has died
&, =afed a1 7 8 =it B

2 GO TO A3

3 THANK RESPONDENT AND END INTERVIEW

No, person has been disenfranchised (in
prison) THANK RESPONDENT AND END INTERVIEW
f), afdd & de@d o far T 2 (S 7 )

No, they live somewhere else

4 GO TO QA3
T8, 3 B IR wd ¥ Q
No
. 5
|

No one by this name lived in this house
; ! 6 THANK RESPONDENT AND END INTERVIEW
39 TR H 37 AT & IS g7 Bl & 83
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(QA1.3You said that the person has shifted/moved out. Are you aware of when they may have moved or shifted out
and can you tell us how long ago they moved out?

3ge qarar fe afed Ride 81 1T 8 /9e MY & | 941 39 9d © fF @ $9 Rioe gy @ o 94 39 3 91 wad € fF 9
foas w7g vsd Isl @ WY A?

Less than a month ago
TF wE Usd @ &9

A month to two months ago

2

TS #E 9 I AEHl ggel
Two to three months ago 3
T #EAN @ 9 W use
Three to four months ago 4
& 7 @ AR wEET e
Four to five months ago 5 THANK RESPONDENT AND END INTERVIEW
IR ¥ uid AAA uga
Five to six months ago 6
g 74T 9 6 AEN Uz
Six months to a year ago 7
6 M€ ¥ TP WId usd
More than a year ago 8
TS I 9 SI1eT uget
Don't know/Can't say o
udT e /B8 T8 dHd
QA2 Can we talk to (CAPI TO DISPLAY NAME OF THE SELECTED CITIZEN)? As discussed
earlier, we would like to ask them a few questions.
FAT BT oo (@d g ¢ AERe &1 W @) d 9d $ G@d 2?7 O Usd 99T A1, §9 S99 §B 9ard Yuer
are T |
Yes/Yes, | am that
wes/wes_ am e Qperson 1 GO TO SECTION 2
8 /81, A at @afed §
Is not here at the moment but will be
available later 2
g el IgT oE & AP a1 A 3yAGY ghar GO TO AQ21
No

' 3
&l
QA2.1We would like to know whether you can answer a few questions on behalf of (CAPI

TO DISPLAY NAME OF THE SELECTED CITIZEN) on details in the voter list. Are you confident that you know their
details, such as their exact name, age etc.? Please look at the screen and answer the question with the help of the
options shown.

A ST A1 9 g atex foree § faawer wRo (@W g7 T aEReS 1 9w fed) 1 "e ¥ §B 9ardl & o[de
wHhd © | Fa1 g YHhRaa € 6 o 99 faaver @1 wed 2, S ST 9 AW, SU Aaifk? udr whiE @l oW ok fEm g
faweat oY A5 @ HarAl &1 W99 T |

Yes, | can answer on their behalf

. § 1 CONTINUETO A.2.11
g, ¥ S99 "% @ a1 < STl §,

Not Sure, but can try

2 CONTINUE TO A2.11
yadT 81, dAfeT SR s weHdr §



No, not confident/No
<21, fagar & / @)

Not interested/ Respondent is not available
for more than a month

IF CODED ‘2" IN QA2, SCREEN TO DISPLAY
‘INTERVIEWER INSTRUCTION-REQUEST FOR AN
APPOINTMENT ON THE DAY AND TIME THAT THEY
MAY BE AVAILABLE AND DO A REVISIT'.IF CODED ‘3’
IN QA2, THANK THE RESPONDENT AND END THE
INTERVIEW

CAPI TO DISPLAY DATE & TIME SELECTION GRID
TO RECORD APPOINTMENT

THANK AND END THE INTERVIEW

A2.1.1. Could you please tell me your name and relation with (CAPI TO DISPLAY NAME OF THE SELECTED CITIZEN)?
HAT AT JH AT A1 AR W@ (B & ot 7T qI&al o1 A1 SR FA1 §) & g IRAT g Foad 82

INTERVIEWER TO RECORD NAME :
SRR AT ATH &IoT AT &
INTERVIEWER TO RECORD CONTACT
NUMBER :

SIYIR FI Blel A ol IAT @
INTERVIEWER TO POST CODE RELATION:
SRAYIR FI IRAT AT FIT FIAT &
Husband

qgf™>

Wife

qger

Father
gfdrsir

Mother
|

Son/ Daughter
Ser/adr

Grandparent

GIGT/TeY
Relative (like aunt, uncle, niece, etc.)
AR (17 ==, arar, ddeh e

Others
KGR
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CAPI-INSTRUCTION :

FOR EACH OF THE FIELDS, I.E. MEMBER NUMBER/AGE/GENDER/REGISTERED TO VOTE/VOTED IN LAST
ELECTIONS, GIVE THE LAST DROP-DOWN OPTION AS ‘CITIZEN DOES NOT WANT TO DISCLOSE THIS
INFORMATION'

SECTION 2 — CAPI TO SHOW CONCERNED CITIZEN'S SERIAL NUMBER & VOTER ID

INSTRUCTION TO INTERVIEWER: TAKE OUT THE VOTER LIST FOR THIS POLLING PART AND SHOW IT TO THE
CITIZEN/PERSON ANSWERING ON BEHALF OF THE CITIZEN. THEN, ASK THE QUESTIONS IN THIS SECTION
INTERVIEWER TO READ OUT — WHILE ANSWERING THE NEXT QUESTIONS, PLEASE KEEP IN MIND THAT
THESE ARE FOR (CAPI TO DISPLAY NAME HERE)

(OB1Please take a look at the SERIAL
number & VOTER 1D number displayed

on screen and using those, look for your
details in this list and tell us whether

all the information is entered correctly.
(INTERVIEWER TO HELP CITIZEN BY
POINTING TO WHERE SERIAL NUMBER
AND VOTER ID ARE SHOWN ON THE LIST)
PuAT B R @t =i 9 g1 v aiex
AL TR B W AR ITBT IS R §Y,
foree & 3T faaRor 3 &k & qad F@Am Wi
SEHN w8 @ <of @ =i 2

Yes

¢ i GO TO QB5
Bl
No 2 GO TO QB2
e

QB2 What details have been mentioned incorrectly?

B SEEIRAl $ Tea garr T 8?

OB3Please tell us what type of error it is by looking at the options on the screen. Please tell us about all errors that
apply.

FUAT B W T Y fadedl B WA Y TR BT ISR Ia1¢ | FUAT 8% @R B arell @l T & aR F qand |
QB4.1Also, please tell us the correct information for the error i.e. the information that should have been there

e ), pudal g o) & g Wl SHeN ) qa gt weer) R gl g gy

QB4.2How many times have you tried to rectify this error in details (CAPI TO SHOW A DROP DOWN HERE WITH
OPTIONS - NEVER, 1 TIME, 2 TIMES, 3 TIMES OR MORE)

e faavor ¥ 59 ad & fha) IR N s B IR B 2

INTERVIEWER TO RECORD DATA FOR QUESTIONS QB2 TO QB4.2 IN GRID BELOW

CAPITO SHOW QB2 FIRST AND THEN QB3 BASED ON WHETHER ERROR FIELD HAS BEEN TICKEDIN QB2 OR
NOT. SHOW QB4.1& 4.2 IN A SIMILAR MANNER CAPI TO HAVE LOGIC IN PLACE I.E. IF NAME IS TICKED FOR
ERROR IN SPELLING, THE OPTION ‘MISSING' SHOULD NOT SHOW



Error Field
(QB2) ENTER

Error Type 1
(QB3)-A

Error Type 2
(QB3)-B

Error Type 3
(QB3)-C

Error Type 4

(TCK ALL
(QB3)-D

OPTIONS
THAT APPLY)

Part of name

) incorrect .
1. Name spelling (surname etc.) Missin Part Missing
o Mistake T ﬁﬁ_qg 1 Reanr BRI
wfef T & et 2
Terd 3 (SuATH
Ify)
2. Father's/
, Part of name
Husband's/ )
, . incorrect .
Mother's/ Spelling (surname etc) Missin Part Missing
Other's Name Mistake B ’ ﬁﬁmg a8 faear ARiT
far &1/ ufy |@feT § o 2
BT/ H1AT BT/ ea @ ¢
3fR)
I A
3. Age Wrong Missing
Sil Terd AR
4. Gender Wrong Missing
fefa Ted R
Spelling Part missing  Part incorrect
5. Add
qmress mistake s fowar faRin &g raa
wfe T & wad 2 2

QB5 Do you/ (CAPI TO DISPLAY NAME OF CITIZEN CONCERNED HERE) have a voter ID card? Please look at the

screen and answer with the help of the options shown.

RT MY/ (@d "l ArRe &1 M fRE) & 9N HIF dlcy ARSI FIS 27 PUAT WA W W I @ 1y sy

B HeE O oaie |

Yes | have the ID & photo displayed on it is correct
B W U AEE) 2 3R 89 R el it wier wd 2

Yes | have the ID & photo displayed on it is incorrect
g W Uy g ? IR 8w wR fRwmft Y wiet wea @

Yes, | have the ID but there is no photo on it
g N U g @ AfPT U W HIE wier T8 2

No, | don’'t have the ID but have applied for it
8, W U IS L 2 dAfed A sud v g fovar @

CORRECT
DATA (QB4.1)

Appendices

ATTEMPTS
TO RECTIFY
ERROR
(QB4.2)
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| do not have a voter ID card
N I dler AEE) B T8 2 5

| do not have and have not applied for it

M uE g ¢ AR 38S oAU Hdee g ST 6

INTERVIEWER TO SAY — PLEASE GO THROUGH THE ENTIRE LIST FOR THIS POLLING PART AND CHECK

IF DETAILS OF (CAPI TO DISPLAY NAME OF THE CONCERNED CITIZEN) HAVE BEEN REPEATED OR NOT
ANYWHERE ON THIS LIST

SCRHIR Be — HUAT 39 GifdT uid & fog g foree &1 2@ o ik ora & afe ... (@ Gdfta arRe @1 T fewr) Y
SFSTRAT $ SE™T o @1 2 a7 39 foe ) %l 781 2|

QBA.1Are details of (CAPI TO DISPLAY NAME OF CITIZEN CONCERNED HERE)/YOU repeated anywhere on the
list? By repeats, | mean are the same details mentioned anywhere else on the list, or if (CAPI TO DISPLAY NAME
OF CITIZEN CONCERNED HERE)/YOU feel their/your name has been duplicated?

AT o (> weftra arR® &1 9 fe@r) /3mua) sHeRAr fove d w8 qrawrlt 1€ 2?7 UM A, AT Jddd |1 B &)
WA B fore wR ) MR qaram T B, AT @A (@ Weftra arR® &1 9™ fewr) /sl aFrar @ & Sa®r /3yt A
Sftaae 8?2

Yes

. 1 CONTINUE TO QB6.2

No

g 2 IF CODED ‘01’ IN QBI, GO TO QBS, ELSE GO TO QB7.1
Remsedﬁ 3 IF CODED ‘01’ IN QB1, GO TO QBS, ELSE GO TOQB7.1

OB6.2INTERVIEWER TO RECORD DETAILS OF REPEATS IN THE BELOW GRID

Ferger M frs ¥ e @ ae B R s 2

CAPI INSTRUCTION - ONCE THE REPEAT IS TICKED, OPTIONS TO ENTER SERIAL NUMBER & VOTER ID SHOULD
BE ACTIVATED/NUMBER OF REPEATS LIST ON SCREEN SHOULD BE 6

Serial
Repeat 1 (tick) Number in list Voter ID
<qrewr T 1 (few) foree A qrex LY
Y q=T
Serial
Repeat 2 (tick) Number in list Voter ID
e 2 (fea) foree A qrex IMgEY
Y A=l
Serial
Repeat 3 (tick) Number in list Voter ID
e 3 (fea) foree A qrex IMgeY
HH W=7

CAPI INSTRUCTION - IF CODED ‘0T IN QB1, GO TO QBS; IF CODED ‘6’ IN B5 GO TO SECTION 3, ELSE CONTINUE



QB7.1You told us about the errors in your/their details on the voter list. Has (CAPI TO SHOW NAME OF CITIZEN
CONCERNED)/ have you ever been prevented from voting in elections?

IR g dlex foe R A /990 SMeN § Tdfoal & IR A qarn] @&ar (@ "§fera e &1 W fewr) /
AMUHT HH gATal F dic STeq q AdT T 87

Yes

. 1 CONTINUE
Ell
No

i 2 SKIP TO QB8

il
Don't know/Can't say 3
irk ugha@ dg ugha ldrs

QB7.2 Can you tell us about the reasons given by the officials at the polling booth for not allowing a vote?
PROBEAnNy others’/RECORD VERBATIM
a1 3 B UifdT g W IEIRAT gRT 3uS! die ST ¥ AP @ oy Ry ¢ $ReN @ IR § a1 96d 22 IS A7

SPACE TO TYPE IN ANSWER FOR QB7.2

QB8 How many times did (CAPI TO DISPLAY NAME OF CITIZEN CONCERNED)/you have to register for voting
before it was successful i.e. before the name got included in the List? INTERVIEWER
TO TICK OPTION APPLICABLE BELOW

................ (@W w&fta arR® &1 W ) / s fae § aweangds AW i 819 @ usd aifew @ fag fead ar Wi
far ar?

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 OR MORE

QB9.Did you/(CAPI TO DISPLAY NAME OF CITIZEN CONCERENED) vote in the previous Lok Sabha elections?
FHIT 39 /(SN A Feufd ARRTES & a3 sfaqel ) o 9fSe i T goArar # dic srem ar?

Yes 1

No 2
Was not eligible to vote during previous 3
elections

Don't Know/ Can't say 4

SECTION3 — DEMOGRAPHICS AND OTHER SOCIO-ECONOMIC AND RELIGIOUS QUESTIONS

Interviewer to say: Now, we would be asking you a few questions on the citizen's (CAPI TO DISPLAY CITIZEN'S
NAME)/ your education, occupation, religion etc.
YRR P2 : 4, & ARIRD ..o (@d arRe &1 M fRar) /et Rien, s/ 9aE, o ot ) 8 9ara g8 |

QC1What is the maximum level to which (CAPI TO DISPLAY CITIZEN'S NAME) has/you have studied? SHOW
SCREEN TO RESPONDENT
.................... (@ IRR® &1 A faEr) /3mus Aftread el a® usTs oY 27

Illiterate
arf3rféra

School up to 4 years
Thel 4 ATl db

1

School 5-9 years
T 59 WTd
SSC/HSC
waead / gavad
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Some college but not a graduate
B Do dfed Ague TE

Graduate/ Post Graduate — general
A9lc/ Ui I9lc — IR

Graduate/ Post Graduate — professional

(e.g. Engineering, Architecture, Doctor, Law,
CA) 7
d9lc/ Uit d9lc — MoyHd (@8 o=,
anfrdder, Sidex, aald, €Y)

Graduate + Professional diploma (women's

polytechnic) 8

AYeT + MBI fewr (= uicfidaa)

QC2 Could you please tell me (CAPI TO DISPLAY CITIZEN'S NAME)'s/your occupation? SHOW SCREEN TO
RESPONDENT. IF RETIRED: What was(CAPI TO DISPLAY CITIZEN'S NAME)'s/your occupation before retirement?
FUAT G AW oo (@ arR® &1 T @) /3 71 a1 a)d 2? afe Red: Remwie @ ugd (@t
A& &1 M fa@r) /3y F1 &M dd A?

Unskilled
UG HHARN
Skilled worker
HIA FHARY

Petty Trader
BIT AR

Shop Owner
ECAE e

Businessmen/Industrialists with no. of
employees — None

faoaie /Seufy & wrer edarial # e
— ®Ig El

Businessmen/Industrialists with no. of
employees —1to 9

faoade /semufay @ e sdaiRal # gear—
199

Businessmen/Industrialists with no. of
employees - 10+

foaie /saafa & e edariRal @ ger
— 10+

Self Employed professional

Ah TUATTS B

Clerical/Salesmen

oAb /Aodi=T

Supervisory level

FURATSOR] WR

Officers/Executives — junior

siffrere / efteragfeod — SRR

10

l



Officers/Executives — middle or senior

siffrerd / qRsIaygfeon — frser ar difRR 12
Housewife J7guft 13
Student SIR/BTAT 14
Unemployed 15

QC3 Can you please tell me about (CAPI TO DISPLAY CITIZEN'S NAME)'s/your marital status? SHOW SCREEN TO
RESPONDENT
PUAT X @H RS &1 a1 k@) /0T darfes W gan’?

Married
faarfea
Single
e

1

Divorced
TATDHRLST
Widowed
farerar / fagg

QC4 What type of family does the citizen (CAPI TO DISPLAY CITIZEN'S NAME)/do you live in? SHOW SCREEN TO
RESPONDENT

4

AR® ... (@N TR &1 T @) /g fod yeR & 9RaR ¥ <=d 87
Single 1

Vdsys

Nuclear family/ only husband & wife/

partners/live in 2

Udhel URAR /daa ufa vad uelt /uride~t / fora g1

Nuclear family with parents (No Children)
Arar-far & a1 thd uRaR (=3 )

Nuclear family with parents and children
AT iR g=di @& T vdhel uRaR

Nuclear family with children (No Parents)
godl @ 9l Udhd gRaR (Frar—far =12Y)

Extended joint family

forega dygaa aRar é
Others/Unspecified 7
3 / IS

Do not want to answer 8

SraTg & AT Ared
QC5Which religion does (CAPI TO DISPLAY CITIZEN'S NAME)/ do youfollow? SHOW SCREEN TO RESPONDENT
.................. (> arR® &1 T @) /g fea ef &1 uras sxa 27

1 GO TO QCé.1
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Muslim
2 GO TO QCé.2
T
Christian 3
ELiIN]
Sikh
4
R
Jain
5
o+
Buddhist 6 GO TOQC7
dtg
None 7
g T
Do not want to answer 8
Siard Fg {91 3rEd
Others (Specify) 99
I (qam)

QCé6.1Which social group does (CAPI TO DISPLAY CITIZEN'S NAME)/do you belong to? SHOW SCREEN TO
RESPONDENT
____________ (@d arRe &1 @) /g fea e aqs @ wdfta 27

OBC - Other Backward Caste
andrfi—a= s wfy

SC - Scheduled Caste

1

2
- sgfaa Sfa
ST — Scheduled Tribes 3
el — IgYfaa It
o3 GO TO QC7
GEN - General/Forward Caste 4
AT — 9=/ 3ifi Sfa
Don't Know/Can't say 5
ar 1€l /&g 8 gabd
Do not want to answer 6

tokc ugha nsuk pkgrs

QC6.2 Which social group does (CAPI TO DISPLAY CITIZEN'S NAME)/do you belong to? SHOW SCREEN TO
RESPONDENT
............ (@d IrRe &1 M fRwr) /9 faa e wqs 4@ "@dfta 27

OBC - Other Backward Caste
adfi—e=a s wfa

GEN - General/Forward Cast

1

2
AT — 9=/ 31 E Sifa
GO TO QC7
Don't Know/Can't say 3
uar €l / &g A8 Adbad
Do not want to answer 4

Siarq =€ QAT 9rEd




Is the chief wage earner of the household? By the term ‘chief wage earner’,
I mean the member who makes the maximum contribution to family expenditure.
FAT e (@f IrRE &1 T e 1R & = $AM dld 959 82 & A dld 988 |, AT Tdd9 988 o aRar
@ wal & forg Aftredd aTer axa €|

CAPI TO CALCULATE SEC BASED ON GRID GIVEN

Yi
fs 1 AFTER QC8 USING QUESTIONS QCI1 AND QC2.
& THANK THE RESPONDENT AND END INTERVIEW
No
. 2 GO TO QC8.1
Tl

Now, | would like to know something about the person who makes the maximum contribution to the family
expenditure. When | mean family, | mean family of
sretﬁwarhﬁa}aﬁﬁmwm%ns\mm?ﬁwa%uﬁaﬂ%maﬁwaﬁmﬁm%lmﬁw@ﬁww ________ (@
ARR® &1 /M i) @ aRar | 2
What is the maximum level to which the chief wage earner has studied? Please look at the screen and answer with
the help of the options shown
& HAM drel Afdd 7 IJfBad i a@ USTE B 2? HUAT WHIF B AW IR @ 1Y el @) 93g 9 wa9 <

Iliterate 1
CINIFR)
School up to 4 years 5
Thel 4 ATl dd
School 5-9 years 3
¥l 5—9 |lel
SSC/HSC 4
THTEH / CagaH
Some college but not a graduate

5
§B dicddl dAfbd dque &
Graduate/ Post Graduate — general 6

Aqle,/ uiee A9 — o9 Rd

Graduate/ Post Graduate — professional

(e.g. Engineering, Architecture, Doctor, Law,
CA) 7
Aquc/ diee A9ue Mo (SR Soiifrr,
nfddeR, Siaex, adld, €Y)

Graduate + Professional diploma (women'’s
polytechnic) 8
ART + My e (@ aidca )

Could you please tell me the occupation of the chief wage earner?
(IF RETIRED: What was the chief wage earner's occupation before they retired?)Please look at the screen and
answer with the help of the options shown
PUAT 3 &I HAN a1 S S AqAI 9a? (I RIS : RerR g A vsd & $AN a1 95 & J991™d 1 A1?)
PUAT W Bl 2@ AR K@ 17 Adcal &) 75 4 o@[E <

Unskilled

1
G HHAN
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Skilled worker
HIA HHART
Petty Trader
BIT ATIRY

Shop Owner
g@I HIfTd

Businessmen/Industrialists with no. of
employees — None

faoaie /safy & arer sdaial # ger
—bIg T8l

Businessmen/Industrialists with no. of
employees —1to 9

fasad= /senwafa & |1 sHaRal 3 Gear—
199

Businessmen/Industrialists with no. of
employees - 10+

faoaie /sahafa & wrer sdaiRal @ Ger
— 10+

Self Employed professional

Wb THAIgs MBI

Clerical/Salesmen

FoAb /Aodi=T

Supervisory level

FURATSOR] WR

Officers/Executives — junior
stfradd / eivagfess — fisa ar gfrr

Officers/Executives — middle or senior
Jifadd / gioragfess — fiea ar Wif@R

10

n

12




. Aopcndices I

N
©

= wv '.6 'g %

o0 = = © o

o g1 @ 5 S =

= < o o o) 8

Z o > o o [ T—]

o 2l 2 ks = ~ g2
a = T > w8 3|8 g9
(G] =) - o o = v D =) =]
o b £ 2 2 |0 |ET T T«
w (o] = %] [} w0 o = = =
(V2] w = (V2] (2] (2] nn O (L) O o
OCCUPATION (QC8.2) 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1. Unskilled Worker E2 E2 E1l D D D D
2. Skilled worker E2 El D C @ B2 B2
3. Petty trader E2 C C B2 B2
4. Shop owner D D C B2 Bl A2 A2
Businessmen/ Industrialists with no. of employees
5. None D C B2 B1 A2 A2 Al
6. 1-9 C B2 B2 Bl A2 Al Al
7. 10+ B1 Bl A2 A2 Al Al Al
8. Self-employed Professional D D D B2 Bl A2 Al
9. Clerical / Salesman D D D C B2 B1 Bl
A. Supervisory level D D C B2 Bl A2
B. Officers/Executives- Junior C C C B2 Bl A2 A2
C. Officers/Executives

B1 Bl B1 Bl A2 Al Al

middle / senior

QA3 How long has (CAPI TO DISPLAY NAME HERE)/have you lived at this particular address? Please look at the
screen and answer using the options shown.
.................... (@ I=T T e /39 39 90 R fHa W 9w W 2 U Wi 3l o™ IR e Y fagedt & R

—_

Less than 1 month

1-3 months 2
3-6 months 3
6 months —1year 4
1-15years 5
1.5 yrs — 2 years 6
2 yrs -2.5 years 7
2.5yrs — 3 years 8
3yrs — 4 years 9
4 yrs — 5 years 10
5 or more years n
Don't know/Can't Say 12
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QA4 How long has (CAPI TO DISPLAY NAME HERE)/have you lived in this city, DELH? Please look at the screen and
answer using the options shown

............... (@ g 9 @) /a0 39 R, fieeh A foa 999 @ /d 22 999 W & 7@ 0k Red ¢ (gl & agar
SEICEA

CAPI INSTRUCTION — HAVE A LOGIC CHECK FOR QUESTIONS QA3 & QA4 i.e.IF 6 1S CODED IN QA3, NO VALUE
BELOW 6 CAN BE CODED FOR QA4

—_

Less than 1 month

1-3 months 2

3-6 months 3

6 months —1year 4

1-1.5years S

1.5 yrs — 2 years 6

2 yrs -2.5 years 7

2.5yrs — 3 years 8

3yrs — 4 years 9

4yrs — 5years 10

5 or more years n

Don't know/Can't Say 12

QA5 Is (CAPITO DISPLAY NAME HERE)/Are you a tenant or the owner of this Tenant 1

address? frRTR

AT (@N =l I @) Far Ay 39 ud ) Afers A1 fevrer @7 owner 2
wifers

QA6 Could you please provide us with the your/ (CAPI TO DISPLAY NAME HERE)'s contact number?
HAT 3T §H AT /(T ST TGT ATH AT FAT §) BT BlA AR T Tohd g7

INTERVIEWER TO RECORD CONTACT NUMBER
FTLGYIN & BleT e GLoT AT &

Refused/ Don't know/ Can't say 1
Fd ¥ AAT HAY IdT 71/ g Agl Fohdd

END OF SURVEY — THANK YOU



Polling Part Number CAPI TO GIVE DROP
DOWNS FOR EACH OF
THESE FIELDS

Delhi 1 Parliamentary Constituency
Bangalore 2 Assembly Constituency
Name of supervisor/Team Leader:
Name of interviewer:

Interviewer's Code: Date of D DMMZ2 0 1 4
interview

CAPI to generate a unique ID for each respondent. Format: “ACno./PPno./S.no.”

QO04.1INTERVIEW TYPE - CAPI TO PROVIDE THE FOLLOWING BUTTONS:
Random

EA

Revisit 1

fafafe 1

Revisit 2

fafafe 2

Substitution from within family

WEAR & & FRAY F eor T &

Substitution from the same locality

38 golreh A € R § T -7 @

— Capture the details of the appointment and Interviewer to enter the unique ID generated for that
respondent. The appointment date must not exceed 7 days from date of interview. If it does, substitute within family.
Each re-visit would be a fresh interview with the unique ID generated by CAPI linking the re-visits. Also, the following
details to be captured:
fIafAE & AT - TIarEe @ AFSRREAT A of 3R TRGIIR F 37 IFQAISC & ATT Foil HAGT MEST Tl eIt
AT 1 UqaSeHe A AW Sy @ i@ § 7 &fd ¥ ST a1 S AdT gl @ngiel gaf g dr, qdese
Sarg WAR A &R 3R & Fof | Redss J-affe S garr J-affe & S & e =i 3= s & @y
Teh AT eIy gl

Full Name 91 =I1#H:
Age 3HX:
Gender @3

If Substitution within Family — Interviewer to enter the unique ID of the respondent who is being substituted and
continue with the interview with the available family member. It would be a fresh interview with the unique ID linking
the interviews.

TR H WRAR & SR A Seeragicay BT a7 & - SRR B Ee TUAT I F =
ISR FY eI T & AN FeXIY H 390EY WAR & TEHT & AT FEAT g1 Tg §eqg F 2 3 3nssr &
T UH 4T $e3aY M|

If Substitution within locality — Interviewer to go to the next household and CAPI to do a forced selection post capturing

97



98

all details of the new household and the unique ID of the respondent being substituted with. It would be a fresh
interview with the unique ID linking the interviews.

el XUIse Al 347 ol H Sl H JGal/AqHICIC HIAT T § - STAYIN & 39Tl X A JT § AR Hdr Hr
AT W I TN TETRREAT T o & g PR Fllhd FET § 3R deo 3T Iquigse & AT A 3mssr &
gl I SN ¥ 2 I HSS & WY U AT $TIGY, @M

LOGIC CHECK: "4/5" coding in 04.1 possible only after “2 and 3" has been coded for each unique ID for each respondent.
A T 04.1 F “4/5” FSF Hhad Wade IQIIse & ¢ g1 T AT ASE & dfv 2 I 37 HIT Feleh
e & |aa §

LOCATION INFORMATION:

QO1 Instruction to Interviewer — please record the number and address of the house that you have approached in
the below grid. Make sure to enter all details such as the door/house number or name, street or gali name/number,
area name, Pin Code etc.

STIYIR & T ARGET - FHIAT oAl IRTS H B H A R gar IFRE A JI[T 39 TRSF ST ¢
FARafa # &g SRR o8 S S/eR F@ar a1 J1d, gedie AT Tl ATH/EEAT, WRISENR & AT,
gfed S5 37l S &l A G ol

Address Line 1

Address Line 2 Pin Code

Q02 Instruction to Interviewer — please look at the dwelling/house that the respondent lives in & and tick the type
that you think it fits best

SAYIN & AT ARG - FHIAAT T/INGME A oW AJH TPAISE @ar ¢ AR 38 WHR W fd & AT 39
IJEAR T 3D B e §

Upper Class Housing 5 CAPI TO DISPLAY IMAGES OF EACH HOUSING
HR FHelld gI3dTT TYPE WITH CLEAR LABELS

Upper Middle Class Housing 4

IR AT Hemd gr3afa

Lower Middle Class Housing 3

AR AT FHera gamer

One room home/Designated Slum 2

Teh HE HT ER/ATGehd Fold

Self-Built Informal Slum Housing 1

Ja--IRATT IITaRTD Fold gT3T T

QO3 instruction to interviewer — Knock on the door and wait for a response

SAYIN & AT ARG - AT ed@erd AR A HT §doK

Door opened/response received 1 CONTINUE TO Q04

SXaralT Ger/sTars Afell

Door Locked/No response 2 DISPLAY INSTRUCTION TO INTERVIEWER AS
EIATST Sig/stard gt Afell BELOW AND TERMINATE:

“Please end this interview and go to the next
household”
’ 3 $GY A dg A 3N 3P W W



QO4 INTERVIEWER TO SAY

ST Fe

Namaste! lam___ (MENTION YOUR NAME) from TNS Global, a leading market research organization, working
on behalf of Janaagraha Centre for Citizenship & Democracy. We regularly conduct surveys among citizens on
various subjects and services. Currently, we are conducting a survey in your locality on voter lists and their quality.
Can you please spare some time? Thank you.

AHAGA! AT AT ... (3719 A Fan) §, AR F qvawy I T IR §, Ig T IRV ARG IRT
FTeAT g, SN STAVRE WX BR ARNSTAATT TUS SHRAT & R & H1H F T@T &l §H AIATT diX I JiATefel
gt 3R TGt W APRTR & T T FA &1 3oThd, §H deX diie AR 3AST HaTdiel W 3T HYR A
TG AT @ &1 HAT 3T N9 AT 6 AT & b &2 Ueqgac|

Before starting this interview, | wish to confirm that this interview complies with the Market Research Society of
India (MRSI) standards and International code of ethics for market research.

$H STIY A YL T ¥ Ugdl, # T§ QT oY ol ATeeN & Ig AR ayd AAser 3w sshr
(TAARTHE3NS) 3R AREe ™ & &t siawmyeda aRir At & ded wRr o w1 &l

Please be assured that all information given by you will be kept strictly confidential. The response collected will

be added together with the responses of others before presenting the findings. Under no circumstance will this
information be used for sales or any other commercial purpose. Will you be interested in being a part of this survey?
HIAT AR IE DT 3NMIH GaRT T IS T STAPRT HF I IR T INGAZ QT S| RIOTAT HF 9T ol &
gl UhdR hiT ITT SIATEl HT AT A9l GaRT i T Sdral & @Y Afar i1 e S off wigafaf s s
STeThT I il AT HIAT JITAITH 3GEUT & ATT SHAATS Agl HIAT S| HIAT AT 36 TG A haar o

Yes 1 CONTINUE

gl

Yes, but some other time 2 INTERVIEWER TO ASK IF THERE IS SOMEONE
g1, opfal AT 3R TIT ELSE IN THE HOUSE THAT THEY COULD TALK

TO. IF THE ANSWER IS STILL ‘NO’, REQUEST AN
APPOINTMENT AND VISIT THE HOUSE AT THE
FIXED TIME

SeXGY3IN I BT & Hi %l R & #1$ 37 ¢
AT 91T W Fhd ¢ Tl wae 3 e ar
TqarEe & ot Uy A IR 9T FAT W W
# T

CAPI INSTRUCTION — CAPI TO SHOW A DATE
AND TIME SELECTION GRID AND RECORD IT.
THEN END INTERVIEW

No 3 DISPLAY INSTRUCTION TO INTERVIEWER AS
Ter BELOW AND TERMINATE:
“Please end this interview and go to the next
household”
H SR

99



100

QO05.1 Can you please tell me number of members living in this particular household aged 18 and above?

HUAT A 38 W A | W} 18 T 3R 3rufd 3% & Fegat 1 @A TdR?

INTERVIEWER TO RECORD :
FXAYIN Pl LT AT 8

Q05.2 Can you please tell me the name, age and gender of all your family members living in this particular
household aged 18 and above? We are asking for this so that we can then randomly select any one person above

18 from your household to take part in this survey. (INTERVIEWER INSTRUCTION - Explain that family includes the
people who are related to each other, who regularly stay together in the same address, and who share resources
with each other)

HIAT T A 36 W A | © 18 Tl I7 3y 31 & Fff WAR & degdt & A, 3 3R afF aar dea
27 € 50 SHATT Yo W@ & dlei 6H d1¢ & 3§ §Y9 & 9T o & ot 3Us W A 18 AT ¥ ufd 3 B
H Th TEHT H T T | (SRIYIN ARGET - FASNT Hf WRIARX 7 37 Fegal H At HE S T gk &
A §, S ARAT 30 @ Th € 90 # @Y @d ¢, 3R FEE/gartnsit s th @Y Afdet SHAATST W ©)
INTERVIEWERS TO RECORD DETAILS (NAME, GENDER AND AGE) OF HOUSEHOLD MEMBERS WHO ARE AGE

18 YEARS AND ABOVE IN DESCENDING ORDER ONE BY ONE, STARTING FROM OLDEST TO YOUNGEST. MAKE
SURE TO ENTER EXACT NAMES AND OTHER DETAILS; GET THE RESPONDENT TO VERIFY THEM ONCE THESE ARE
ENTERED FOR SPELLING ERRORS ETC.

SAYIN & W & FehAT & NSRRI (AH, dfel 3R 3IR) & a3 R of 18 a1l AR 3ufd 303 & ¢ T8
A 3R 3T SRR Y L6 AT GARE T Y, Ul Tadidl el & T alar & TR SeTehRiar &t
fquerse @ quel e 2l

Sr. Number Name Age
oATH 3T

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

IN SUBSTITUITON IN FAMILY INTERVIEW: IF CODED ‘4" IN QO4.1, PROVIDE A BUTTON WHICH SAYS ‘GO TO
FORCED SELECTION'. IF PRESSED, SURVEY SHOULD GO TO Q06.1

Q06 CAPI INSTRUCTION - IN RANDOM/ SUBSTITUTION FROM SAME LOCALITY INTERVIEW (CODED 1/5" IN
Q04.1): CAPI TO SELECT ONE OF THE ABOVE LISTED MEMBERS RANDOMLY AND DISPLAY THEIR INFORMATION
BELOW AS SHOWN:

SELECTED MEMBER NAME —
ol 9T HeqT M AH



AGE- GENDER-
3R afr

INTERVIEWER INSTRUCTION - INTERVIEWER TO CHECK AVAILABILITY OF THE SELECTED MEMBER AND
CONTINUE THE INTERVIEW

SIYIN ARG - FHIGIN A ol AT FEHI S 3TAGYUAT HI ST HAl g AR $eXIY TR @ &

IF NOT AVAILABLE:

REUEREELIC RS

CAPI INSTRUCTION —

FOR RANDOM INTERVIEW: CHECK FOR AVAILABILITY AND TAKE APPOINTMENT.

IN CASE OF AN APPOINTMENT, CAPI TO PROVIDE A DATE AND TIME SELECTION GRID HERE AND RECORD THE
ENTRY. ENTRY SHOULD NOT BE POSSIBLE BEYOND 30 DAYS FROM DATE OF INTERVIEW. TERMINATE INTERVIEW.
INTERVIEWER INSTRUCTION: IN CASE RESPONDENT IS NOT AVAILABLE FOR MORE THAN A WEEK, END
INTERVIEW AND START FRESH INTERVIEW BY SELECTING '4/5' IN INTERVIEW TYPE.

SRR AR Fef XFUTSE U gha & SAET AT & o 3y =g § dl, §eXay a¢ o & 3R gexay
WRHR H ‘45 FaAd gU AT FeXqG, F YIIT F:|

IN SUBSTITUITON IN LOCALITY INTERVIEW: IF CODED ‘5" IN Q04.1, PROVIDE A BUTTON WHICH SAYS ‘GO TO
FORCED SELECTION'. IF PRESSED, SURVEY SHOULD GO TO Q06.1

INTERVIEWER INSTRUCTION - IF AFTER TWO VISITS, THE SELECTED MEMBER IS NOT AVAILABLE, THEN
SUBSTITUTE WITH A PERSON IN THE HOUSEHOLD OF AROUND THE SAME GENDER & AGE. IF THAT IS NOT
POSSIBLE, SUBSTITUTE A PERSON WITHIN THE HOUSEHOLD & IF THAT'S ALSO NOT POSSIBLE, ONE FROM
WITHIN THE SAME LOCALITY

SXAYIN ARG - Fef ar AT & 915, T T FEHT 3Tege g g §, ar qIhdf # & A 38 afr 3R
IR & FegT ¥ Tedicge R Jel goa gl §, O ;X & @ HR quaeal @ gehecge R 3R Feiag s dorg
7 & A 3 gome F ¥ FN I P

CAPI TO SHOW GRID WITH DATA ENTERED IN Q05.2 AND ALLOW INTERVIEWER TO SELECT ANY ONE ELIGIBLE
CITIZEN

QO06.1 Interviewer to select any one citizen from the grid below:

SEYIN A IRE q HRA v ARE & o

Sr. Number Name Age

1

2
3
4
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INTERVIEWER INSTRUCTION — SPEAK TO THE SELECTED MEMBER AND IF THEY ARE NOT THE SAME AS THE ONE
YOU SPOKE TO AT THE DOOR/CONTACTED EARLIER, INTRODUCE YOURSELF AGAIN AND PROVIDE DETAILS OF
THE STUDY

SHAYIN ARG - A 3T FEGHT § a1 X 3R JeF 3 Tl § S @ 39T axarst W a1 &/ gt O Hidr
AT, YT RTT ERT F & 3R Fed & STl [WeTeT il

Namaste! lam___ (MENTION YOUR NAME) from TNS Global, a leading market research organization, working
on behalf of Janaagraha Centre for Citizenship & Democracy. We regularly conduct surveys among citizens on
various subjects and services. Currently, we are conducting a survey in your locality on voter lists and their quality.
Can you please spare some time? Thank you.

AFAGA! AT AT ..o (39T AH Fan) g, AR F Ioawd I F 3T §, A Th PROT ARGe IRT
HUT §, ST TIRE HeX BR ARASAATT Tors SHIGET F % & HIA I @ & §F ATTATT il W i feieT
gt 3R qarst W AR & ST ad wS &1 3R, g ael dffe 3T 3T Aty W g ¥R A
WA W @ ¢ HOAT HAT AT HB AT G317 UG |

Before starting this interview, | wish to confirm that this interview complies with the Market Research Society of
India (MRSI) standards and International code of ethics for market research.

$H $TY A YL T  Ugdl, # T§ queh oY &1 ATgen &f g ARe (AT dramsd 3w sshr
(TH3RTH3MS) 3R ARSe /T & T ARy R ARt & dga FRr a7 W@ 8l

Please be assured that all information given by you will be kept strictly confidential. The response collected will

be added together with the responses of others before presenting the findings. Under no circumstance will this
information be used for sales or any other commercial purpose.

HuaT AR W@ F3MTS garT & T TN TR B qH R T IMIAT @ AR RIOTAT Y AT T
gl UshdR iU ITT SIATEl H AT A9l GaRT i T Saral & a1 Afam far Sem| S off wigufal & sa
STThY I ol IT HIRAT JITATR 3GAAT & AT¢ SHAATS oAgl HiAT S| HAT AT 56 T H radr oelr
QA1 Are you registered in the voter list at this present address? (INTERVIEWER

INSTRUCTION — Wait for the selected citizen to answer and then code.

HIT I 38 RAA 93 F dlex e F e FRAT 87 (FRIPRIR ARGY- g I AFRE H a4 &
A & IR B Fz )

ARG - o 9T ARRTS & A S T T AR 386 a6 HIs A

QA1.2 INTERVIEWER INSTRUCTION - Please look through the voter list of this particular polling part and check if the
selected citizen is present or not.

SRAYIN ARCY- FIAT 57 AT IRT ' deX dAfe & o8 3R IF H J&f g I RS 387 Al & ar
et |

If present, code 'yes’, else 'no’. If not present, while they answered 'yes’, inform them that their name is not on the
list for this particular polling part)

Tei Hislg 8, a ‘g7 HIs HY, ¢ a1 ‘Ll FS F| Tl AlGG gl &, SIGhl 3oqgia & H Sfae A § dF 3ole
IA & IAHT ATH 3 Geliel GRE @ dfie 7 8T ol

QAL QA1.2
Yes, definitely 1 1
gl, AR 39 4
Yes, | think | am 2
g, M IR & A +Rr g
Don't know/Can't say 3
qclT Fg1/ HE TG Hebel
No 4 4



QAZ2.1 Please look at the options shown on screen and tell us which all apply to you ......

HIAT Fh{ld W GRAY T fhadl & @ 3R gH I Ff IS Hled-Hled T AEL ET & oo
INTERVIEWER INSTRUCTION — PROMPT IF THEY ANSWER ANY FROM 1/2/3 IF THEY HAVE ALSO APPLIED FROM

THIS ADDRESS

YRR ARG - RIAYC F Tef o381 1/2/3 FH ¥ Hig o Sae AT § &l 38l 39 9 I Y 37qems Hi

gl

Tick wherever
applicable

Registered to vote in the same Assembly 1
Constituency but in a different area/part/
polling part

S IR ARG TR F A B
AT SIS T & el 3reer R
FIR/IRE Al aRe

Registered to vote in the same city, some 2
other Assembly Constituency

3ET UET ool AT AT aTATTTT
ARarad Y A dRefdr & v Wffes
ST &

Registered to vote in a different city or 3
village etc.

3eldT AT AT MG & A arefdr & o
SIfets #T &

Registered to vote from this address 4

39 99 ¥ defd & aft e Sir &

Have applied from current address 5

TAATT Id T 3dceT HiAT &

Have not/never registered to vote 6

drefd & aft wfRers Agi/as 78 HRr
Have applied from a different address 7
3T U YA HiAT

Don't Know/ Cant Say 8
Ol FgI/HE FET Hebel

QA2.2 How long ago did you register to

vote from this address?

IS 37 9d § defdl & dfT dide I
ggol {STTHe &iAr ur?

Less than 1 week 1
1 g% & HA

1week or more but less than 2 weeks 2
1 §hdl IT ST Ahied 2 §hd & Fa

GENERAL CAPI INSTRUCTION - ALLOW '1/2/3' TO
BE CODED ALONG WITH ‘5.

NO OTHER CODES SHOULD BE ALLOWED
TOGETHER

IF CODED '5" AS WELL AS1/2/3, GO TO QA2.2 &
THEN QA2.3. IF ONLY 1/2/3 CODED, GO TO QA2.3
CAPI INSTRUCTION - CODE ‘5" CAN BE TICKED
WITH 1/2/3

GO TO QA2.2, THEN QA2.4 & THEN QA2.6

IF ONLY ‘5" CODED IN QA2.1, GO TO QA2.2 &
THEN QA2.6

GO TO QA25

GO TO QA25

GO TO A2.4 AND THEN TO SECTION 3

IF CODED 1/2/3 IN QA2.1, GO TO QA2.3.
IF CODED ONLY ‘5" IN QA2.1, GO TO QA2.6
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2 weeks or more but less than 3 weeks
2 §hd IT JATET vl 3 ghd & HA
3 weeks or more but less than 4 weeks
3 §hd AT JAET Jhiel 4 gha & A
4 weeks or more but less than 5 weeks
4 ghd AT SFATET olehfel 5 §hd & HaA
5 weeks or more but less than 6 weeks
5 hd IT JATET olehiel 6 ghd & HA
6 weeks or more but less than 2 months
6 ghd IT JUTGT olehied 2 FET & Ha
2 months or more but less than 6 months
2 A IT SJAET ol 6 FAld § A
6 months or more

6 HES IAT STATEr

Don't know/can't say

9T SEi/E el Hehcl

10

QA2.3 You told us that you are registered to vote, but not in this particular polling part. Can you please tell us where

exactly are you registered?

AU §H FdR—T T AT Al 3T & T P §, dFhl 30 il aRe/daet A F¢ HIAT g8 adrd &

AU FHAT gl R IS HAT §2

CAPI INSTRUCTION - IF CODED 1IN QA2.1, ONLY ALLOW 'AREA NAME TO BE ENTERED, THE REST TO BE
AUTOMATICALLY DISPLAYED. IF CODED 2 IN QA2.1, ONLY ALLOW FIELDS 1 & 2 TO BE ENTERED AND THE REST TO
BE AUTOMATICALLY DISPLAYED. IF CODED 3 IN QA2.1, ALLOW FIELDS 1,2,3 & 4.

FIELD 5 TO BE ALLOWED AT ALL TIMES AND ONLY ONE OUT OF THE TWO CAN BE CODED. IF ‘5" IS CODED,

BLANK OUT ALL OTHER FIELDS.
S.NO
1

LOCATION FIELD

Area Name-
WR/EYR FT
TH

Assembly
Constituency
Name-

CIGIGRsEN)
ARaIT HYIR FT
ATH

City Name-

e &l «ATH
State Name-
IS AT AT
Don't know/can't
say

qdT g1/Hg gl
Tohd

ENTER DATA HERE



QA2.4 You told us that you are registered to vote, but not in this particular polling part. Can you please tell us if you
voted in the last Lok Sabha elections from where you are registered?

RIAT §H I F HAT TS STET A I IS § d81 § IS Sieh T GeAral 3 dle srerr 417

Yes 1 IF'4/5" CODED IN QA2.1, GO TO QA2.6, ELSE GO
g TO SECTION 3

No 2

ey

Do not want to disclose 3

I TR TR

QA2.5.1 Can you please tell us why you haven't registered to vote from this address? Please take a look at the
options below and tell us all that apply. PROBE. Any other? (MULTIPLE CODING)

HUAT §H I &l YA 37 Id I JIehl & offQ (AHeIS HAT AT HiAT? HIAT AT &1 I Jieherdl Hr oW
3R g 3 Tl gad S Aep A & W - B I

QA2.5.2 And which one is the most important reason? (SINGLE CODING)

3R H & TEH AGIIYIOT HRUT dhiel AT 87

CAPI INSTRUCTION - ROTATE BELOW OPTIONS RANDOMLY

It's too tedious/difficult a process to register 1
AT ST TG AT ot ATell/ HYFT THRIA &

I don't know how to register 2
A AT AL & Hf DY TR FAT &

| don't know where to register 3
| already have a photo ID & don't feel the need to get another 4
one

W U TEd ¥ BT IS § 3R IR Tl B TARA HGHH
el g

This is not my permanent residence & hence | did not feelthe 5
need to

TE AV FURY uar § AR WU q3r s S Agqy e
&

| am not interested in politics 6
A TorEhar At e g

| am not interested in voting/don’t think my vote will make 7
much difference

die st # A0 TTAE ¥ A A oo HTAR de A

| do not have the required documents to register 8
W I WP wA & AT AT FREETT A8l ¢

| am not going to be here/in this city for long 9
# 30 U H o9 AT dh Al @ drell §

Any Others? (Specify) 99
IS 3TT? (Fd)
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CAPI INSTRUCTION - IF '4/5" NOT CODED IN QAZ2.1, GO TO SECTION 3

QA2.6 How many times have you applied for voter registration from this particular address? Please look at the
screen and answer using the options shown.

AN 3H Id A Hidell IR AT SRR & ATT S HIAT §2 HIAT Fohdlel &l o@ 3R @A 1w gfherar
& AR Sare gl

1time 1 d] 1

2 times 2 X 2

3 times 3 X 3

4 times 4 91 4

5 times 5 §X 5

More than 5 times 5 §X ¥ 3uf 6

Don't know/Can't say qdr gl &g dgr 7

Hoha

CAPI INSTRUCTION — GO TO SECTION 3 FOR ALL THOSE CODING '4/5" IN QA1
SECTION 2

INSTRUCTION TO INTERVIEWER: TAKE OUT THE VOTER LIST FOR THIS POLLING PART AND RECORD THE SERIAL
NO. AND VOTR ID OF THE RESPONDENT:

ZTYIR & AT ARG 37 Tafdl gfqa/deagy 1 arey e el AR IqUTSe Fr e 3msEr AR A
AT eI M-

SERIAL NUMBER

VOTER ID
glex 3MSsr

SHOW THE VOTER LIST ENTRY TO THE CITIZEN. ASK THEM TO LOOK FOR THEMSELVES IN THE VOTER LIST.
AR F deX e Tl GR| 3 ga @ died affie 7 et B oIt He|

QBO INTERVIEWER TO CODE THE LANGUAGE OF THE VOTER LIST SHOWN TO THE RESPONDENT.
FTAYIR MHUISAC FF GHATS I dlex dATAe H AT HIS A

English Voter List 1
Hindi Voter List 2
ghaer aex affie




QBI Please take a look at your details in this list and tell us whether all the information is entered correctly. Please
look at the list in a way that makes sure it is a correct entry i.e. look at whether your family or neighbours are
located close to you on the list etc. (INTERVIEWER TO HELP CITIZEN BY POINTING TO WHERE VOTER ID, ADDRESS,
OTHER INFO ETC ARE SHOWN ON THE LIST)

HUAT 3 ATC H HAYeAT SAAPRT FI a@ AR gH Iard o war G JTpRT e &7 & &3of =0T g1 FHIar
JAE F 30 e oW AN Tg GAREIT & T i Tg STl TE & AT & S w7 3m9eh RREAR arer ar
39S FASET ISl e # § 3mef

(FSXTLIR AT 37 AR SART W gU AGE H fgl dle 37153, IdT, 31T SAFThRT HGT & dffde #H Sf@mm arm
Q)

Yes 1 GO TO QB5

ooo

No 2 CONTINUE
0ooo

QB2 What details have been mentioned incorrectly?

FiT T THASFREAT aTera & = §?

QB3 Please tell us what type of error it is by looking at the options on the screen. Please tell us about all errors that
apply.

HZIAT H{T T T 7T Fihadl A @A gU el & RER a1l | HIAT g o] &t areir Fall Taafdi & arR
# g

QB4.1 Also, please tell us the correct information for the error i.e. the information that should have been there

Ty &, HUAT g T B AT TE TP o FAT JAT STRRr IR gt gl A

QB4.2 How many times have you tried to rectify this error in details (CAPI TO SHOW A DROP DOWN HERE WITH
OPTIONS — NEVER, 1 TIME, 2 TIMES, 3 TIMES OR MORE)

39T GAROT H 5 Il Fl Hidal TR Sk el Sl HIART AT § (hdT A TgT T 3137 3AYqTT & a1y
AT § - 8l g, U §R, 2 §R, 3 R AT ST §R)

INTERVIEWER TO RECORD DATA FOR QUESTIONS QB2 TO QB4.2 IN GRID BELOW
AN HI AR RS & QB2 ¥ QB4.2 & AT FATTHPRT &{aT el gl

CAPI TO SHOW QB2 FIRST AND THEN QB3 BASED ON WHETHER ERROR FIELD HAS BEEN TICKED IN QB2 OR
NOT. SHOW QB4.1 & 4.2 IN A SIMILAR MANNER

CAPI TO HAVE LOGIC IN PLACE I.E. IF NAME IS TICKED FOR ERROR IN SPELLING, THE OPTION ‘MISSING' SHOULD
NOT SHOW

Error Field (QB2) Error Type 1 Error Type 2 (QB3)-B

(TCK ALL OPTIONS THAT APPLY) (QB3)-A

Name Spelling Mistake Part of name incorrect (surname etc.)
AT Ul & It AT FT QAT ITed & (3UATH 3Eh)
Father's/ Husband's/ Mother's/ Other's Spelling Mistake Part of name incorrect (surname etc.)
Name U & AT AT FT ERAT ITd & (3UATH S
qfdr &1/ 9t I/ AT &1/ 33T FI ATH

Age Wrong Missing

3 el QT g3

Gender Wrong Missing

CIEl T TET g3

Address Spelling mistake  Part missing

el AR A ey FS gfRET oer g3 A
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QBS5 Do you have a voter ID card? Please look at the screen and answer with the help of the options shown.
HIT e 9T dleX ST HRS AT AGGIdT Tgdled Ik o7 FIAT ol R g 3R R v afehedt &t
#iee @ Sae 2

Yes | have the ID & photo displayed onit 1

is correct

g W 9w 3SSr 7 3N 3w WX fEn

I Y TE &

Yes | have the ID & photo displayed on itis 2
incorrect

g1 A U IS ¢ 3R 39 W efarh

T BT AT §

Yes, | have the ID but there is no photoon 3

it

g R I HED § P 3 W FIS

T el &

No, | don't have the ID but have applied 4

for it

oI 3r9ems ST §

| do not have a voter ID card 5

M U dleY IS FRS AL &

| do not have and have not applied for it 6

AT

INTERVIEWER TO SAY — PLEASE GO THROUGH THE ENTIRE LIST FOR THIS POLLING PART AND CHECK IF YOUR
DETAILS HAVE BEEN REPEATED, OR IF YOU HAVE BEEN DUPLICATED ANYWHERE ON THIS LIST

SHAYPIN FE - AT 3F el IRe/PeIel & oAt @@ dffie & 3@ of 3R ST w Tl 3 AR
GBI IR0 § AT 39 Affe W Y AFAhRIAT Gletry R § Il v & Sy SR 2l

QB6.1 Are your details repeated anywhere on the list? By repeats, | mean are the same details mentioned anywhere
else on the list, or if you feel their/your name has been duplicated?

HIAT IS TAFRIAT AT(C H FHET AT 75 87 Al §, AU AdAT ¢ Hf Vb gl SIThRT I A TN el
3R &Y SR I §, AT HAT IMIYFT 97T § i SeAhl/ATIRT ATH GIERT AT g2

Yes

No =gl
Refused
EHR ST



QB6.2.1 INTERVIEWER TO RECORD NUMBER OF REPEATS:
$IYIN QU T qEAT IHE

1 REPEAT 1 9R SIEIRAT =T § 1
2 REPEATS 2 ST ager T & 2
3 REPEATS 3 SR 2T T & 3
4 REPEATS 4 57 v o 4
5 REPEATS 5 S @l I ¥ 5
6 REPEATS 6 S eI I & 6

QB6.2.2 INTERVIEWER TO RECORD DETAILS OF REPEATS IN THE BELOW GRID

SRR AR IR # 2R FT AFPRT B TRRES A &

CAPI INSTRUCTION - ONCE THE REPEAT IS TICKED, OPTIONS TO ENTER SERIAL NUMBER & VOTER ID SHOULD BE
ACTIVATED/NUMBER OF REPEATS LIST ON SCREEN SHOULD BE 6

Repeat 1 (tick) Serial Numberin list ~ Voter ID
e 1 (2fh) T H XA §@AT gl 3MEET
Repeat 2 (tick) Serial Number in list Voter ID
AT 2 () ae A A AT dlex ISR
Repeat 3 (tick) Serial Numberin list ~ Voter ID
g 3 () T # XA §@AT gl 3MEET

CAPI INSTRUCTION - IF CODED ‘01" IN QB1, GO TO QB8, ELSE CONTINUE

QB7.1 You told us about the errors in your details on the voter list. Have you ever been prevented from voting in Lok
Sabha or Assembly elections?

9 gH dleX A W YT STTARRT H TN & IR H AT HIT 39 HT alies Tt a1 afreraem
Temat 3 e st F e AT 82

Yes 1 CONTINUE
&

No 2 SKIP TO QB8
T

Don't know/Can't say 3

qclT FEl/ g FET Hebel

QB7.2 Can you tell us about the reasons given by the officials at the polling booth for not allowing a vote? PROBE
Any others? RECORD VERBATIM

HIT 3T §H iarel §T T IUTHRIAT GaRT MY AT STelel F Nehad & AT GIT T FHRON & IR H IaT Thd
€27 IS HqT? Fe AR oI

SPACE TO TYPE IN ANSWER FOR QB7.2

QB8 How many times did you have to register for voting before it was successful i.e. before the name got included

in the list? INTERVIEWER TO TICK OPTION APPLICABLE BELOW
AT AT H AholdIIa® ATH ATATA Flel F Tgol AICHT & oAT¢ Didsll TR ISTACT HeAT IST AT? AAT oATH
affe # emAfa FF T T TG? oo SSIYIN H AT R @l dTel dfherd & efh LT ol
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1 2 3 4 5 6 7 9 10 OR MORE
10 1 3rerfh

QB9. Did you/(CAPI TO DISPLAY NAME OF CITIZEN CONCERENED) vote in the previous Lok Sabha elections?
HAT YT UfSel el HHAT FoArdl A dle STelr AT?

Yes 1
&

No 2
8T

Was not eligible to vote 3
during previous elections
ofar gerat & e are
gl & T A o1d &

Don't Know/ Cant say 4

9T AgI/HE el Fehd

SECTION3 — DEMOGRAPHICS AND OTHER SOCIO-ECONOMIC AND RELIGIOUS QUESTIONS

Interviewer to say: Now, we would be asking you a few questions on your education, occupation, religion etc
SIYIN Fp : 379, §H U ATHRY, HIA/GITHR, €A MGl W HS FaTe 4|

QC1 What is the maximum level to which you have studied? SHOW SCREEN TO RESPONDENT

I R 6l aF Ters i 8? QST N FEe arard

Iliterate 1

KRIELIG]

School up to 4 years 2
HRet 4 9ol doh

School 5-9 years 3
el 5-9 Tl

SSC/HSC 4
THUHH/ T

Some college but not a 5
graduate

8T

Graduate/ Post Graduate 6
— general

TRl T T -
STl

Graduate/ Post 7
Graduate — professional
(e.g. Engineering,
Architecture, Doctor,

Law, CA)

TRee e TReE

- RBAAST (ST

S, gahrd, d0)



Graduate + Professional
diploma (women's
polytechnic)

TVE + AT
EECIINCEET)
greieehsti)

QC2 Could you please
tell me your occupation?
SHOW SCREEN TO
RESPONDENT. IF
RETIRED: What was
your occupation before
retirement?

HUAT {H FAT Hi
3T HIT HH I 87
AT F TR
gfart| aef e &
AT | uge 39
HIAT FHA I A?
Unskilled

3R HIFTRY
Skilled worker

HAT HLHART

Petty Trader

B gAIRY

Shop Owner

gl ATl
Businessmen/
Industrialists with no. of
employees — None
STaH/3geadr

- FHAARTT @ FGIAT -
S el

Businessmen/
Industrialists with no. of
employees —1to 9
FTAATHA/ 3R =
FEHIARTAT ST TET- 1
a9

Businessmen/
Industrialists with no. of
employees — 10+
sfoaada/3eaeaar

- HFARET A qGIT
- 10+

m



Self Employed 8
professional

JAAF THIATS

RGBT

Clerical/Salesmen 9

o AT

Supervisory level 10
FRATFHT TR
Officers/Executives — n
junior

CIL ISR EIEE GRS

- 31\;[‘@1

Officers/Executives — 12
middle or senior

3R/ TSR aa -
AfSe a1 AR

Housewife 13

Rl
Student 14

Unemployed 15
SR

QC3 Can you please tell me about your marital status? SHOW SCREEN TO RESPONDENT
HUAT {3 39N dargies FUfAT aad? Qs H gl afard

Married 1
afarefa

Single 2
el

Divorced 3
celTehRIeT

Widowed 4
afranafyy

QC4 What type of family does the citizen do you live in? SHOW SCREEN TO RESPONDENT
T FA WHER & WRAR 7 T 2 Wose 7 goide o

Single 1
Hehol
Nuclear family/ only 2

husband & wife/
partners/live in

Uehel GRIAR/&de gl
TF IA/IREAH/ AT

Gl
12



Nuclear family with
parents (No Children)
HAIA-9TAT & AT Tehel
AR (@ 772)
Nuclear family with
parents and children
HATar-afdr 3R STt &
Y Tohel AR
Nuclear family with
children (No Parents)
STl & AT Thdl
RIAR (ATAT-Tfar 71
Extended joint family
Others/Unspecified
EGRIEEN

Do not want to answer

STaTe oAgt ST =Mgel

QC5Which religion do you follow? SHOW SCREEN TO RESPONDENT
3T FA G FT UTeld /AT 82 IqUTSe T Gl Sramd

Hindu
gflg
Muslim
HHTHTT
Christian
EIE
Sikh
afg

Jain

ST

Buddhist
siger

None

IS A

Do not want to answer
ST AT &l =g
Others (Specify)

T ()

QCé.1 Which social group do you belong to? SHOW SCREEN TO RESPONDENT

1

8

99

GO TO QCé.1

GO TO QCé6.2

GO TO QC7

AT A AHASS THg ¥ Fauid §7 JqAse H gehlle grand

OBC - Other Backward
Caste

1

GO TO QC7
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SC - Scheduled Caste 2
T At Saf

ST — Scheduled Tribes 3
T - Al Sefeirdf
GEN - General/Forward 4
Caste

HARTT - HHAGA/BERA
EIci

Don't Know/Can't say 5

qcT AEI/HE el Fehod

Do not want to answer 6

ST gl ST =g

QC6.2 Which social group do you belong to? You can choose not to answer if you do not wish to. SHOW SCREEN
TO RESPONDENT

39 HE FHGS GHe § FAUfd §2 Jaf qdelr el qed af AT ‘T A AT AET A Febl g AUITST
1 gl afard

OBC - Other Backward 1

Caste

SC - Scheduled Caste 2

TEH- gEEfa Siar

ST — Scheduled Tribes 3

TEE - eEEid St

GEN — General/Forward 4

Caste

AT - ATATI/IERA

EIciN

Don't Know/Can't say 5
T =Tg1/g g Tl
Do not want to answer 6

AT S8l el AT

QC7 Are you the chief wage earner of the household? By the term ‘chief wage earner’, | mean the member who
makes the maximum contribution to family expenditure.

HIT T R & AGT HA I TeqT §? HGT HA ol TeqT ¥, AT Aded 98 TeqT o WA & T
& AT yufeds deres i &

Yes 1 CAPI TO CALCULATE SEC BASED ON GRID GIVEN AFTER QC8
g USING QUESTIONS QC1 AND QC2.
THANK THE RESPONDENT AND END INTERVIEW
No 2 GO TO QC8.1
gl



QC8.1 Now, | would like to know something about the person who makes the maximum contribution to the family
expenditure.

HE, # 3H qTdf & IR H FB AT dTean A WIAR & GE & 0 FUfhad AT Hd 8l

What is the maximum level to which the chief wage earner has studied? Please look at the screen and answer with
the help of the options shown

AGY FAW dlel qIRdT o FUfhar Fgl aF TS @ 8?2 FIIAT Gl & @ 3R SRR a0 Jibeqal 1 Aeg
q AN ¢

Illiterate 1
KRIERIG]

School up to 4 years 2
el 4 ATl dh

School 5-9 years 3
Hkel 5-9 ATl

SSC/HSC 4
Taugd/TaTgEr

Some college butnota 5
graduate

EHI

Graduate/ Post Graduate 6
- general

Tl e TR -
Slollel

Graduate/ Post 7
Graduate — professional
(e.g. Engineering,
Architecture, Doctor,

Law, CA)

TRee/ e RTE
“RIBeTe (ST

glehex, Jhrd, V)

Graduate + Professional 8
diploma (like women's
polytechnic)

TFUT + TUBAS
SR (1Y T

AT dleidehetian)

n5
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QC8.2 Could you please tell me the occupation of the chief wage earner?

(IF RETIRED: What was the chief wage earner’s occupation before they retired?)Please look at the screen and
answer with the help of the options shown

FUAT {S AYT FAS dT FGHI H JITAT dad18? (Iaf XIS §: R g & 9gel AT FAW dTo F6qd
FT JITAT HAT UT?) HIAT Gl & 8@ AR AR 710 afheral #F Ace ¥ Fa9 &

Unskilled
QAT HLHATRT
Skilled worker
HAT HLAART
Petty Trader
DI FAART

Shop Owner

GhleT HTelieh
Businessmen/
Industrialists with no. of
employees — None
sfoada/3eaeaal
- FEFAREAT T TET
IS oAET
Businessmen/
Industrialists with no. of
employees —1to 9
STAATHA/3GIRTadT -
FEHIARTAT @7 TG 1
a9

Businessmen/
Industrialists with no. of
employees — 10+
sfoaada/3gaeaar

- FHAREAT T TET
- 10+

Self Employed
professional

RGBT

Clerical/Salesmen

o AT
Supervisory level
FRATFHT TR
Officers/Executives —
junior

CIL ISR EIEE GRS
- GFn:aT
Officers/Executives —
middle or senior

AT/ Hgead -

HiSel AT WARR

1

10

n

12




QA3 How long have you lived at this particular address? Please look at the screen and answer using the options

shown.

3T 38 U4 W Hide AT @ T §? 9T GhdeT H 2@ 3R SR a0 afdherdl & AR Same &

Less than 1month
1-3 months

3-6 months

6 months —1year
1-15years

1.5 yrs — 2 years

2 yrs -2.5 years
2.5yrs — 3 years
3yrs — 4 years

4 yrs — 5years

5 or more years

Don't know/Can't Say

1 A § FA
1-3 7@

3-6 AQT

6 HgIA-1 ATel
1-1.5 @
1.5 GTel - 2 "lel
2 91T -2.5 |1ef
2.5 9Tl - 3 &1l
3 41 - 4 91
4 grel - 5 "l
5 I1 SATET ATel

Il 1/ g wer
Tohd

1

o U0~ WN

10
1
12

QA4 How long have you lived in this city, DELHI? Please look at the screen and answer using the options shown

3T 3T A, Gfdel & Hid AT ¥ W/ &2 FIIT i A & AR R v afFent & 3qaR sae &
CAPI INSTRUCTION — HAVE A LOGIC CHECK FOR QUESTIONS QA3 & QA4 i.e. IF 6 IS CODED IN QA3, NO VALUE
BELOW 6 CAN BE CODED FOR QA4

Less than 1month
1-3 months

3-6 months

6 months — 1year
1-15years

1.5 yrs — 2 years

2 yrs-2.5 years
2.5yrs — 3 years
3yrs — 4 years

4 yrs — 5 years

5 or more years

Don't know/Can't Say

QA5 Are you a tenant
or the owner of this
address?

HAT AT 58 Id &
AR AT HRASR &2

1 7T & &
1-3 AL

3-6 A

6 HglA-1 el
1-15 @
1.5 |1 - 2 |1l
2 @reT -2.5 |re
2.5 9TeT - 3 @rel
3 & - 4 Fe
4 |reT - 5 el
5 I1 TSI ATel
qT gl HE e
e

Tenant

HRIUSR

VO 00 N o U1 AW N

S = °

n7



Owner 2

AT

QA6 Could you please provide us with your contact number?
HZOAT H HIAT Bl AT & Fehel 67

INTERVIEWER TO

RECORD CONTACT

NUMBER

FiE w

Refused/ Don't know/ 1

Can't say

geTehR/ Ol +Tg1/ g Ter

Hhd

QA7 Please let us know if we can share your responses with Janaagraha Centre for Citizenship & Democracy for
their advocacy purpose. We assure you that under no circumstance will this information be used for sales or any
other commercial purpose?

FHIAT §H TATU I&T &H 39 FAdTel I STANPRE HeX PR RS2 TS SHAE & 1Y IR AL/
3acilhel Tt 3T & AT Sic TFhd &1 &F MY IHT Glald ¢ i Hrar off RPARITH 59 iy Fr
IR a1 HAT 37T IO gy & AT SHIAT g1 HLar?

Yes 1

&
No EH 2

END OF SURVEY - THANK YOU

18



In the citizen-centric survey instrument, for citizens who were found omitted, there was a question which asked them
whether they believed they were registered in another place outside of their polling part. They could reply with any of
the below options:

1. Registered to vote in the same Assembly Constituency but in a different area/part/polling part

2. Registered to vote in the same city, some other Assembly Constituency

3. Registered to vote in a different city or village etc.

Since during the field work, the frame of reference used was registration in the PP a citizen lived in, as a result of which
the surveyor only had access to that PP list, it was not possible to verify these claims while on the field. For the purpose
of this verification, an additional desk based layer was used.

This layer used key information captured in the citizen-centric questionnaire to try and locate them on the national
electoral database as well as Delhi's electoral database*?. In order to be able to find a person on the above mentioned
databases, certain key pieces of information were required:

1. Elector's name

2 Name of elector’s father/mother/husband

3. Elector's age and gender

4 Assembly Constituency name

The above mentioned parameters, except for point number 3, were a must to be able to find citizens on Delhi's electoral
database but the national electoral database allowed for more flexibility, in terms of the AC, Age and Relative names
not being mandatory while searching for an elector. While the name of the elector, their age, gender and the AC
were readily collected during the survey, working out the relative's name which would be listed with the citizen's on
the electoral role posed quite a challenge. This part of the research was not planned prior to going into the field so
the survey did not include a question asking citizens specifically which of their relatives were listed with them on the
electoral role. However, during the survey process, as part of the sampling of the citizen in the household, a list of all
relatives and ages was made. This list was used along with assumptions about which relatives may be listed along
with the citizen, to verify their claims. It must be noted however that due to the data being collected on a tab (which
makes typing harder) and skills of the surveyors, data for fields such as the citizen's name and the name of their family
members were prone to errors of spelling and of missing surnames, initials etc.

Depending on where a citizen had claimed to be registered, slightly different search methodologies were adopted to
find and confirm their presence on that particular list but the basic guidelines to arrive at the correct citizen name and
the relative’s name, while searching, remained similar for all:

1. CITIZEN'S NAME - The citizen's name as given in the Excel may not have been the right spelling. For each citizen,
possible ‘correct’ and ‘variant’ spellings were listed and used in the search. For e.qg. if a citizen was listed as 'Nazeer’,
the name could actually have been Nazir, Nasir or Nazer etc. (a similar procedure was undertaken for names of
relatives).

2. CHOOSING RELATIVE'S NAME 'Father’s/Mother's/Husband’s Name' -

a. The first option used in the search was the eldest male member in the household. Father/Husband was
usually an older male member - when compared to the CITIZEN who we were searching for in the national
database

b. If the eldest male member did not show results, other male members’ names were used

c. If there was no elder male member when compared to the citizen, the name of the eldest FEMALE

A2. To locate citizens on lists/areas they claimed to be registered at, the following databases were used.:
1. CEO, Delhi's elector search page - http://164.100.112.153/electorsearchtest.aspx and
2. Election Commission of India’s NVSP (National voter’s services portal) - http://electoralsearch.in/
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member older than the citizen was used - this was likely the mother

d. If there was only one other member in the household of the CITIZEN and was a younger female, the search
was to begin by looking for this younger member instead of the CITIZEN (with the citizen’s name in the
Relative's name field)

As mentioned earlier, searches for most type of ‘registered elsewhere’ claims were quite similar. However, before
classifying a citizen as found, certain checks were made to be sure that the citizen zeroed in on, using this process,
was the one actually interviewed on ground. These checks included matching the age, to as close as possible, to that
which the citizen had stated as well as looking for the citizen's family members on the PP List that had been identified.
A broad flow of how searches were conducted for citizens claiming to be registered in another PP within the same AC
can be seen in Figure Al.
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Figure A1 — Search Flow for people claiming to be registered in another PP within the same AC

TO BE ABLE TO CHECK FOR A CITIZEN, AT LEAST ONE OTHER RELATIVE NEEDS TO BE PRESENT. IF NOT, TRY USING THEIR SURNAME IN THE FIELD
TITLED ‘Father’s/Mother’s/Husband’s Name’

CITIZEN'S NAME - The citizen's name as given in the excel may not be the right spelling. For each Citizen,
follow the entire procedure with the possible ‘correct” and 'variant’ spellings. For E.g. if a citizen is mentioned
as Nazeer, the name could be Nazir, Nasir or Nazer etc and so, we need to try all these variations (in cases
where we search for their relatives, even their names should be tested similarly i.e. with variant spellings)

1. Select the AC of the citizen on the elector search site STEP A

2. Enter the voter's name as given in the Excel

3. Enter relative's name - usually a male older member (in case
of Husband/Father) or an older female member (in case of
mother). Refer to guidelines mentioned

CITIZEN NOT FOUND

SEVERAL CITIZEN FOUND

(Approximate names/same names etc)

1-Look for names of both Citizen and Relative that match exactly
or are a close match. 2-Look for names where PP number that
appears in the site is close to that in Excel. By close, we mean at
a difference of 2 i.e. if the PP number in our Excel is 98, look for
people with PP numbers 96 till 100 and 3-Any other entry that you
feel, by instinct, may be the concerned CITIZEN

Record the information shown on site for such a person

Use the address from this entry and look for relatives mentioned

in the Excel
STEP B1 v Y
RELATIVE FOUND RELATIVE NOT FOUND
means this is the required Repeat step B with another
citizen Relative's name (If available;
refer to relative selection
guidelines)

CITIZEN FOUND

CITIZEN NOT FOUND

RECORD AS FOUND IF - If the name of the citizen and relative match exactly in step A/If
both names are close approximations to the ones recorded in Excel AND the PP number
on the site is only + or - 2




. Aopcndices

RELATIVE SELECTION LIST

For Male CITIZEN (Use all males For Female CITIZEN (Use GUIDELINES  ON  BASIC SEARCH AND

and females with age at least 15 | all males aged more than CHOOSING  ‘Father's/Mother’'s/Husband's
years more than the CITIZEN) the CITIZEN and females Name’

with age at least 15 years

more than the CITIZEN)

Relative-1 Male member of the highest age

Relative-2 | Male member with second highest age

Relative-3 | Male member with third highest age and so on

Relative-4 | Female member of the highest age

Relative-5 | Female member of the second highest age and so on

Try STEP A with a different relative’s name
from the Excel sheet till all names have
been exhausted

]
CITIZEN NOT FOUND

Check for other family members. Take their names from the excel. STEP C
Refer to basic search guidelines on how to select relatives
TRYING TO LOOK FOR A RELATIVE AND

Enter the selected member's name (not the CITIZEN we are THEN ZONING IN ON TO THE REQUIRED
looking for) CITIZEN

Enter the relative’'s name (another member of the family based on
relative guidelines mentioned)

<

IF COMBINATIONS

OF FAMILY MEMBER
+ RELATIVE LEFT

RELATIVE FOUND SEVERAL FOUND RELATIVE NOT FOUND
Look for names of the Relative similar to step B (based Try Step C entering a different name in the ‘Father's/
on how close the names are, the PP number and on Mother's/Husband’s Name' tab for the same 'Voter's
instinct) Name'. If this is unsuccessful, change the combination
of Voter's Name and Father's/Mother’s/Husband's
Record this relative’s info as displayed on the site and Name till all possibilities are exhausted. If still not
gotostepD found, classify CITIZEN as NOT FOUND

CITIZEN NOT FOUND

Possible to find them with STEP H

minor changes in spelling

Download the PP List from Delhi CEQO's site m

Check for the relative on the list
Once found, search for the CITIZEN close to the

relative’s position CITIZEN NOT FOUND

v

Go to STEP C and try other combinations of Family Members. If all possibilities have been exhausted, classify
CITIZEN AS NOT FOUND
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The output:

Nine hundred and four respondents who could not be located on their Polling Part lists, while undertaking the survey,
claimed to be registered elsewhere in Delhi. The methodology above was used to try to verify their claims.

Due to the manner in which Delhi's publicly available electoral database is structured, searching for the largest segment,
i.e. people claiming to be registered in a different PP within the same Assembly Constituency (AC) was undertaken.
Twenty-two out of the aforementioned category chose to not disclose their name and age, details without which
validation could not be done; because of this, the effective number of respondents that were searched reduced to 816.
Results from this stage are as in Table A9 below.

Table A9: Validation of names — People claiming to be in same AC, different PP (n=816)

Names to be validated (n) | Names found (n) % Names found

Gandhi Nagar 66.3%
Gokalpur 124 96 77.4%
Okhla 184 91 49.5%
Palam 60 35 58.3%
R K Puram 87 62 71.3%

Rohini 59 36 61.0%
Sangam Vihar 183 97 53.0%
Trinagar 21 16 76.2%
Total 816 498 61.0%

As described above, in order to find a citizen on the Delhi electoral database, the basics needed were:

1. Citizen's Name — along with surname
2. Relative's Name (father/husband/mother etc.)
3. ACName

If these parameters were not available, finding a citizen or finding the right citizen was not guaranteed. Out of the 816
citizens that were looked for, a total of 601 entries either had no surname or any other family member or were the
eldest among all in their family, effectively negating the use of any family member’s name as the relative’s name to be
entered on the voter search portal®®. Moreover, several of the names that were recorded during the survey had spelling
mistakes and other minor errors that proved to be an additional hindrance. Despite all of these factors, the desk based
stage was able to find 61% of all citizens who claimed to have been registered elsewhere in Delhi. In light of these, there
is sufficient evidence to indicate that a large proportion of people, perhaps close to 90%, who ‘claim’ to be registered
elsewhere in Delhi are present on the list.

A3. Link to the elector search portal for NCT of Delhi: http://164.100.112.153/electorsearchtest.aspx




9.7 Appendix 7: Quality assurance procedures
10.7.1 Surveys

The survey agency undertook a range of quality assurance procedures while the surveys were in the field:

e 10-15% of each of the surveyor trips were accompanied by a supervisor.

e 30% of the surveys were back-checked upon completion.

e 10% of surveyed citizens received a call-back to check survey procedures and completion.

*  When a surveyor deemed an address not findable, a supervisor went onto the field to check whether an address
could be found.

The research team also undertook quality assurance checks to ensure the surveys were being executed as planned.
A member of the team went on the field on three different days during the list-centric field-work, and monitored 2
surveyors' work (undertaking eight surveys). During the citizen-centric, a member of the team went on the field on
one day and monitored one surveyor undertaking three surveys. Detailed feedback was given to the survey agency
following the observations.

10.7.2 Desk-based work

Each of the phases of desk-based work underwent quality assurance procedures:

* 5% of the data entry of the address parameters from the voter list were checked.

* 10% of the address quality scores were checked.

e Al 838 citizens who claimed to be registered in another PP in the same AC were subject to being searched for
by two people. If one person could not locate the citizen, the second person also tried. 15% of all successful and
unsuccessful searches were checked by the supervisor.
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9.8 Appendix 8: Housing types

In addition to a socio-economic classification grid, the study also captured data on the dwelling unit type/housing unit
type of respondents approached. This, in addition with the SEC Data, was to be able to get a more accurate picture of
the socio-economic class of people that these two data points in isolation may not be able to provide. To capture this
data effectively, a 'Housing Type' classification grid was built into the CAPI which had a brief description of the markers
of all housing types, as well as a couple of images to aid surveyors. During the field briefing, special emphasis was paid
on how to effectively identify the 5 housing types, details of which are given below:

1. Upper Class Housing

Independent house or apartment building

Rarely has outdoor staircases

Often constructed using materials in addition to concrete such as: glass, wood

If house, multiple rooms, one family or joint family lives there. Generally not multiple independent units of

unrelated families within one house. Can assess this by single mailbox on the outside, single address marked

doorway entrance.

Usually has surrounding wall with gate in front of house

f.  If apartment building will also have wall and gate with security guarding entrance

g. Often apartment complexes/gated communities. Amenities such as a swimming pool, shopping mall, gym, will be
inside of complex.

h.  Size of individual apartments will be large

i.  Multiple balconies for one apartment

j-  Large windows

a N oo




2. Upper Middle Class Housing

a. Independent house or apartment building
If independent house and large (more than three BHK) often a shared dwelling between independent family units
which can be indicated by multiple mailboxes and different entrances

c. There may be a gate but usually no high-wall present around house
Apartment buildings often have outdoor staircases, may have a gate entrance to building but generally not part of
a complex or gated community

e. Often mostly concrete but some have additional materials such as glass/wood/brick, etc.

f.  Apartments often have private balconies
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Apartments and houses are most often made only of concrete

Windows are often smaller

Houses are small often two-three rooms with concrete roofs, usually only one level

Usually no gate around house, electricity meter is usually present as is piped water

Often in neighbourhoods containing 2's and 1's

Interspersed with commercial shops/denser neighbourhoods

Apartment buildings may often be above small shops, often no gate around apartment building
May often have shared balconies across units



e "o an oUW

One room home/Designated Slum

One-room pakka row house

Corrugated metal roof

Densely packed

Often not located on a main street, behind buildings, down gullies

Often uses community-tap, often no sump storage

Often in neighbourhoods containing 2s and 1s, and small one room commercial businesses
Few windows, small windows, often shutters not glass

One entrance
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5. Self-Built Informal Slum Housing

a. Self-built dwelling often made from: reclaimed wood, fabric, tarpaulin, corrugated metal, sack-cloth
Often not located on street-fronts, often located in vacant lots, behind buildings, on sidewalk, road medians, small
green spaces, large slums, under overpasses, construction sites

¢. Can be two floors or one floor
Can be a family living inside of a larger vacant-abandoned/under-construction non-self-made structure, but often
using self-made materials within that building (tent, etc.)

e. Often presence of community-tap

f.  No electricity meters

g. JNNURM social housing built for slum relocation; these buildings are often green and white with INNURM printed
on the side. Small concrete open windows/no glass, inside staircases, community bathrooms (E.g. Neelasandra
JNNRUM relocation projects
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9.9 Appendix 9: The SEC grid

Appendices

The SEC, or Socio Economic Classification grid is a tool developed to bucket households into eight different strata
based on education and occupation of the chief wage earner. The SEC grid used for this study is as given below; it uses
Education and Occupation of the Chief Wage Earner (the person in the household who contributes most to expenses
incurred) of a household to classify it as belonging to a certain SEC. The highest SEC is Al and the lowest is named E2.
This is a standard grid used by all MRSI (Market Research Society of India) members as well as certain Social Research

organizations in India**.

SEC GRID

OCCUPATION

EDCUCATION

1. Unskilled Worker
2. Skilled worker
3. Petty trader

4. Shop owner

Businessmen/ Industrialists with no. of employees

5. None
6.1-9
7.10+

8. Self-employed
Professional

9. Clerical / Salesman
A. Supervisory level

B. Officers/Executives-
Junior

C. Officers/Executives
middle / senior

2
©
(]
>
<
&
Q.
) =]
=4 =
© <]
] o
= =
— (72}
E2 E2 E1
E2 E1 D
E2 D D
D D C
D C B2
C B2 B2
B1 B1 A2
D D D
D
C
C C C
B1 Bl B1

School: 5-9 years

B2

B1
B1
A2

B2

B2

B1

B1

A2
A2
Al

B1

B2
B2

B1

A2

Some college but not

graduate

B2
B2
A2

A2
Al
Al

A2

B1
Bl

A2

Al

Graduate/ Post

graduate general

Graduate /
Post graduate
professional

B2
B2
A2

Al
Al
Al

Al

B1
A2

A2

Al

A4. The SEC grid was revised towards the end of 2014; the revised grid also takes into account household durable ownership. The grid used in this study, however, does not collect information on

durable ownership.
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Following a review of all earlier work on measuring the hygiene of urban voter lists, the subsequent points of note were
flagged as revisions to the methodology and conceptualization of Quality of Voter List (QoL) surveys for the current
study. Full documentation of the revised methodology follows but these were the key recommended changes from

earlier work in this area:

1.

For voter-list-centric surveys, accurately measure and conceptualise the issue of ‘address not found'; introduce a
new layer of verification/quality checking of the address instead of simply accepting these instances as errors of
deletion.

Record errors with registration details separately for each kind of error - (both survey types)

Errors with photos can only be established for those citizens with a voting card as pictures are not printed on the
publically available PDF versions of the voter lists. Questions about accuracy/presence of photo should therefore
be done by way of questions in the survey (and only for those with a voter card).

Allow multiple errors with registrations to be recorded per citizen [record as one count per citizen with regard to
ability to vote however — repetitions should not be included here and should be considered separately, see below]
— (both survey types)

Repeated entries on the voter list should be considered as errors of deletion — (both survey types)

Number of repeated entries should be recorded and the rate of errors of deletion should reflect the number of
repetitions — (both survey types)

Use the same questions and methods to collect errors with registrations for both survey types where appropriate.
Errors on the list could potentially lead to being unable to vote; explore this concept further — (both survey types)
The reference point for error measurement should be clearly defined — preferably as the PP. The PP level is the
smallest reference unit and also the unit at which voting occurs. Therefore, in the citizen-centric surveys, incidents
where the citizen is not registered in the PP in question, should be considered as an outright error of inclusion
rather than as an only an error with the registration. In the list-centric survey it should be an error of deletion. In
the latter in fact, the reference point more specifically is the exact address and if the person is not found there is
an error of deletion. The proportion of citizens who are not at the specific address but still within the correct PP,
would be picked up from the citizen-centric survey and cross-calibrated to validly calculate errors relative to the PP.
Ensure that errors of deletion/inclusion etc. are calculated on the basis of fact rather than self-report basis — (both
survey types)

For citizens who self-report registration but are not on the list, explore when citizens last tried to register on the
list to mitigate for recent registration requests which have not yet made it onto the list and understand other issues
around this.

In terms of application of the data:

Make net calculations of additions and deletions on basis of new parameters (as above for how to conceptualise
additions/deletions etc.) for calculating potential voter turn-out and making other commentary on the data (i.e.
consider and analyse the citizen-centric and list-centric data together).

In terms of sampling:

For Llist-centric surveys, do not have a variable cap on substitutes. This is very hard to implement on the field.
Take the maximum number of respondents as per desirable from the capping model and take a response/try to
approach all of these.

For the Llist-centric surveys, following from above point, pre-select all citizen names from the list and consider
these the sample basis.

For the list-centric surveys, clearly distinguish between ‘address not found' and ‘person not found'.

Both survey types: Link all data on different papers/tablets with identifiers so clear back trail of work.
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