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

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

Janaadhar, an urban affordable housing company

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

Janaagraha, a non-profit having the objective of transforming quality of life in India’s cities and 
towns

About Janaagraha 

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. 

Introduction

• Urban Planning & Design

• Urban Capacities & Resources

• Empowered and Legitimate Political Representation

• Transparency, Accountability and Participation

CITY SYSTEMS FRAMEWORK

Voter list Management



4

Janaagraha’s work on Voter List Management

‘Empowered and Legitimate Political Representation’ 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 management in 
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. 

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. 

2005

2008

2010-14

2010 onwards

Citizen’s Initiative on Voters’ ID List (CIVIL) – a grassroots 
program focused on determining accuracy of voter lists in select 
wards in Bangalore

State Enhanced Electoral Roll System (STEERS) – a program 
focused on creating an electoral list maintenance process 
document; done in partnership with Microsoft and the Election 
Commission of India

Jaago Re! – Urban India’s largest voter registration campaign 
that saw over 6 lakh citizens applying; was executed with more 
than ten partners with the biggest being Tata Tea

Jaagte Raho! and PURE – grassroots program on improving 
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

Quality of Voter Lists Studies – a comprehensive research 
based program that aims to measure the hygiene of voter lists 
in urban India and ascertain the reasons behind them.
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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.
• 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.

• 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.

• 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 Delhi (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. 

• 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. 

• 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.
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Twelve percent of Delhi’s 18+ citizenry claimed to have never tried to register or could not recall 
registering from their current address (perhaps pointing to apathy).

• 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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1. Executive Summary

As part of efforts by JCCD to improve the accuracy of voter lists in Indian cities, this research project was undertaken 
to measure the quality of the voter list in Delhi in advance of the 7th February, 2015 state elections. Using a voter-list 
centric methodology (matching the voter list to the citizen) and a citizen-centric methodology (matching the citizen to 
the voter list), resulting in a representative analysis on over 6,000 citizens of Delhi, a picture was painted of the quality 
of the city’s voter list. Key findings 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.
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• 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.

• 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 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 list are registered elsewhere within the city.

• It appears that most citizens who should be ‘deleted’ from the voter list (as they were not found at the address listed 
for them on the voter list, 23%), are actually residing somewhere else within Delhi (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. 

• The electoral impact and impact on voter turn-out therefore (at least in Delhi) of having such numbers of deletions 
may not be as grave as expected earlier. 

• 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. 

• 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).  

Twelve percent of Delhi’s 18+ citizenry claimed to have never tried to register or could not recall 
registering from their current address (perhaps pointing to apathy).

• 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 

Introduction
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2. Introduction

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.
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Introduction

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 decade1. 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 recommendations by the Law Commission 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:

• Errors of deletion: names which are on the list but should not be. 
• 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:

• 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. 

• 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:
• 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.
• 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)
• 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.
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4. Methodology

4.1 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
• Citizen-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
4.2.1  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)3 . Delhi has 70 ACs, of which 
41 were classified as ‘inner’ and 29 were classified as ‘periphery’ ACs4 . 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.
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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. 

4.2.2  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. 

4.2.3  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 6 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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4.3  Execution
4.3.1 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. 

4.3.1.1  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 following5 : 
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
11. 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. 
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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’ addresses6. 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. 

4.3.1.2  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 

Methodology

6. 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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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. 

4.3.2 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. 

4.3.2.1 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. 

4.3.2.2 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 database7. 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/
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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. 

4.4.1 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). 

4.4.2 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. 

Methodology
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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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Figure 2: Survey-flow to define and capture errors with the voter list using the citizen-centric method

Methodology
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LIST - CENTRIC 
Part 1 - DESK BASED

Part 2 

FIELD WORK
VOTER HYGIENE CATEGORY

Address FINDABLE Address found Voter found No error 1. NO ERROR

Errors 2. POTENTIAL INABILITY TO VOTE

Repeated 3. DELETION (proportional)

Voter not found
Door closed/Non-

participation
4. REMOVE FROM SAMPLE

Shifted/dead/Not 

found/disenfranchised

5. DELETION [MINUS 

PROPORTION in LINE 3 in 

CITIZEN-CENTRIC]

Address not 

found
6. DELETION

Address NOT FINDABLE Address found Voter found No error 7. NO ERROR

Errors 8. POTENTIAL INABILITY TO VOTE

Repeated 9. DELETION (proportional)

Voter not found
Door closed/Non-

participation
10. REMOVE FROM SAMPLE

Shifted/dead/Not 

found/disenfranchised
11. DELETION

Address not 

found

12. DELETION* CORE LIST 

QUALITY

CITIZEN-CENTRIC
Part 1  - FIELD WORK

Door available

Registered on 

the list in the 

PP - YES

No error 13. NO ERROR

Errors ALL errors 14. POTENTIAL INABILITY TO VOTE

SUB-SET: Wrong 

address, same PP

15. PROPORTION TO BE 

REMOVED FROM DELETIONS in 

LINE 5 in LIST-CENTRIC

Repeated 16. DELETION (proportional)

Registered on 

the list in the 

PP - NO

17. OMISSION

Part 2 – DESK BASED: 
Cross-check registrations in 

other PPs & ACs. Cross-check late 

registrations on latest voter rolls

Door locked
Door closed/Non-

participation
18. REMOVE FROM SAMPLE

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



31

Methodology

DELETIONS =

DELETION (CORE QUALITY) =         

OMISSIONS =                             

ERRORS WITH REGISTRATION DETAILS =                           

NO ERROR =

%

%

%

%

%

%

%

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

12

17

2 + 8

1 + 7

14

13

*Potential to cross-check proportions of 3s and 9s with 16s. 

**Can include here and/or in DELETION – CORE QUALITY portion

15

TOTAL LIST-CENTRIC -10-4                

TOTAL LIST-CENTRIC -10-4                

TOTAL CITIZEN-CENTRIC -18

TOTAL LIST-CENTRIC -10-4                                                      

TOTAL LIST-CENTRIC -10-4                                                        

TOTAL CITIZEN-CENTRIC -18

TOTAL CITIZEN-CENTRIC -18

Can be aligned with                                   

Can be aligned with                                   

TOTAL CITIZEN-CENTRIC -18
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Results: 
The List-Centric Desk Review and Survey
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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 Delhi9 . 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.

5.1.1  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

(n -samples) Total Rohini Trinagar Palam
RK 
Puram

Sangam 
Vihar

Okhla
Gandhi 
Nagar

Gokalpur

Total  
Addresses 
Sampled

3264 408 408 408 408 408 408 408 408

Deemed 
not-findable

6 1 - 2 - - - 2 1

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*

Is the map in 
GIS format?

Does the source 
map seem like 
one of good 
quality?10

Is the quality of 
the scan of the 
map good?

Are any streets 
labelled on the 
map?

Is the citizen’s 
street labelled?

ROHINI 

Yes 0.0% 100.0% 100.0% 97.1% 88.2%

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% 100.0% 8.8% 0.0%

Unclear/Illegible 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0%

PALAM

Yes 44.1% 61.8% 88.2% 100.0% 58.8%

No 55.9% 38.2% 11.8% 0.0% 8.8%

Unclear/Illegible 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 32.4%

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%

SANGAM VIHAR

Yes 0.0% 67.6% 20.6% 100.0% 8.8%

No 100.0% 32.4% 79.4% 0.0% 8.8%

Unclear/Illegible 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 82.4%

OKHLA

Yes 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

No 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%

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

GANDHI NAGAR

Yes 0.0% 79.4% 52.9% 91.2% 44.1%

No 91.2% 11.8% 38.2% 0.0% 14.7%

Unclear/Illegible 8.8% 8.8% 8.8% 8.8% 41.2%

GOKALPUR

Yes 0.0% 100.0% 100.0% 88.2% 73.8%

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.

Results: The List-Centric Desk Review and Survey

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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5.1.2  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 Puram11. 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

(n -samples) Total Rohini Trinagar Palam
RK 
Puram

Sangam 
Vihar

Okhla
Gandhi 
Nagar

Gokalpur

Total 
Required

2968 371 371 371 371 371 371 371 371

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)

Gender

n %

Male 1720 57.0%

Female 1297 43.0%

Third Gender 0 0%

Housing Type12  (n=2686)

n %

Upper Class Housing 57 2.1%

Upper Middle Class Housing 521 19.4%

Lower Middle Class Housing 1935 72.0%

One room home/Designated Slum 119 4.4%

Self-Built Informal Slum Housing 54 2.0%

Age Group

n %

18-25 454 15.0%

26-30 528 17.5%

31-35 454 15.0%

36-40 364 12.1%

41-45 357 11.8%

46-50 276 9.1%

51-55 192 6.4%

56-60 128 4.2%

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 A13 , 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)

Religion n %

Hindu 1688 83.9%

Muslim 232 11.5%

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 2011 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.

Results: The List-Centric Desk Review and Survey

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)

Relation n %

Son/Daughter 184 16.4%

Wife 156 13.9%

Brother 126 11.3%

Mother 120 10.7%

Relative (like aunt, uncle etc.) 114 10.2%

Father 105 9.4%

Husband 80 7.1%

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

Numbers %
Projected to Delhi 
Voter pop. (Mn)14

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 11.0% 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 815 0.3% 0.03

     Dead 30 1.0% 0.1

     Disenfranchised (in prison) 1 <1% <0.01

Errors With Registration Details 221 7.3% 1.0

No Errors 1782 59.1% 7.7

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 deletion16 . 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)

Error with: n %

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.

Results: The List-Centric Desk Review and Survey

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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5.3 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)

Age Groups n
% of shifted by 
age groups

Cum. %
Achieved 
Sample 
Proportions

Index*

18-25 85 13.2% 13.2% 15.0% 88

26-30 133 20.7% 33.9% 17.5% 118

31-35 124 19.3% 53.1% 15.0% 129

36-40 71 11.0% 64.1% 12.1% 91

41-45 86 13.4% 77.5% 11.8% 114

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% 71

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)

Housing Type n
% of shifted by 
Housing Type

Cum. %
Achieved Sample 
Proportions

Index*

Self-Built Informal Slum Housing 7 1.1% 1.1% 2.0% 55

One room home/Designated Slum 27 4.2% 5.3% 4.4% 95

Lower Middle Class Housing 510 79.2% 84.5% 72.0% 110

Upper Middle Class Housing 91 14.1% 98.6% 19.4% 73

Upper Class Housing 9 1.4% 100.0% 2.1% 67

*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 B17 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)

Age Group n
% of those with 
registration errors

Cum. %
Achieved 
sample 
proportion

Index*

18-25 37 16.7% 16.7% 15.0% 111

26-30 34 15.4% 32.1% 17.5% 88

31-35 46 20.8% 52.9% 15.0% 139

36-40 15 6.8% 59.7% 12.1% 56

41-45 25 11.3% 71.0% 11.8% 96

46-50 24 10.9% 81.9% 9.1% 119

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.

Results: The List-Centric Desk Review and Survey

17. 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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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 regularized by the state government18 
, 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)

No of tries n %

1 1841 91.6%

2 114 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 ECI 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

Numbers 
from 
Survey

%

Number of 
corrections in the 
sample by the 
ECI (summary 
revision)

Numbers from 
survey after 
accounting for 
corrections

Revised % 
- to reflect 
Jan’15 
summary 
revisions

Total Citizens Sampled (including 
10% buffer)

3246 -

Refusals to participate /Door Locked 229 -

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

Address Not Found (ANF) 331 11.0% 4 327 10.8%

     Out of these - Findable 329 10.9% 4 325 10.9%

     Out of these - Non-Findable 2 <0.1% - 2 <0.1%

Total Deletions 683 22.6% 20 663 22.0%

     Shifted 644 21.3% 13 631 20.9%

     Repeats/Duplicated 8 0.3% 2 6 0.2%

     Dead 30 1.0% 5 25 0.8%

     Disenfranchised 1 <0.1% - 1 <0.1%

Errors With Registration Details 221 7.3% 2 219 7.3%

No Errors 1782 59.1% - 1808 59.9%

18. The Union Cabinet of India amended the existing guidelines for regularization of unauthorized colonies on 29th December 2014, benefitting 1939 such colonies, Sangam Vihar included



43

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. 

Results: The List-Centric Desk Review and Survey
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Results: 
The Citizen-Centric Survey and Desk Review
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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 326419  citizens were sampled using electoral rolls from Delhi120 
. This sample was spread equally across the eight selected ACs i.e. 408 in each and the same PPs as for the list-centric 
survey21. 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

(n -samples) Total Trinagar
Gandhi 
Nagar

Okhla
RK 
Puram

Gokalpur Rohini Palam
Sangam 
Vihar

Total 
Required

2968 371 371 371 371 371 371 371 371

Achieved 3256 407 409 410 409 408 400 408 405

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)

Gender

n %

Male 1694 52.0%

Female 1562 48.0%

Housing Type22  (n=2686)

n %

Upper Class Housing 53 1.7%

Upper Middle Class Housing 444 14.1%

Lower Middle Class Housing 2434 77.4%

One room home/Designated Slum 122 3.9%

Self-Built Informal Slum Housing 92 2.9%

Age Group

n %

18-25 697 21.4%

26-30 464 14.3%

31-35 427 13.1%

36-40 430 13.2%

41-45 352 10.8%

46-50 261 8.0%

51-55 173 5.3%

56-60 154 4.7%

61-65 134 4.1%

66-80 148 4.5%

81+ 16 0.5%
 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)

Housing Type ALL Trinagar
Gandhi 
Nagar

Okhla
RK 
Puram

Gokalpur Rohini Palam
Sangam 
Vihar

Self-Built 
Informal Slum 
Housing

2.9% 4.0% 0.3% 0.5% 3.2% 0.3% 14.6% 0.0% 0.5%

One room home/
Designated Slum

3.9% 1.7% 1.3% 5.2% 14.2% 1.8% 1.8% 3.2% 2.1%

Lower Middle 
Class Housing

77.4% 82.2% 87.9% 77.1% 68.7% 96.4% 24.1% 90.9% 92.7%

Upper Middle 
Class Housing

14.1% 8.9% 10.6% 17.0% 13.9% 1.6% 49.7% 5.9% 4.7%

Upper Class 
Housing

1.7% 3.2% 0.0% 0.2% 0.0% 0.0% 9.8% 0.0% 0.0%

(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 A23 , 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)

SEC ALL Trinagar
Gandhi 
Nagar

Okhla
RK 
Puram

Gokalpur Rohini Palam
Sangam 
Vihar

SEC A 24.3% 30.0% 16.9% 30.0% 31.5% 10.3% 52.0% 18.9% 5.4%

SEC B 23.7% 30.7% 32.0% 18.3% 16.4% 23.3% 14.5% 34.6% 19.8%

SEC C 23.2% 19.9% 17.1% 21.2% 24.7% 29.7% 12.8% 31.6% 28.4%

SEC D 17.0% 10.8% 24.7% 17.3% 12.2% 21.8% 9.5% 11.5% 27.9%

SEC E 11.8% 8.6% 9.3% 13.2% 15.2% 15.0% 11.3% 3.4% 18.5%
(n) 3256 407 409 410 409 408 400 408 405

Results: The Citizen-Centric Survey and Desk Review

23 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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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)

ALL Trinagar
Gandhi 
Nagar

Okhla
RK 
Puram

Gokalpur Rohini Palam
Sangam 
Vihar

OBCs 18.2% 15.2% 14.3% 15.8% 14.6% 22.0% 12.3% 23.1% 27.1%

SCs 20.6% 17.1% 20.9% 30.6% 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% 71.1% 61.8% 45.7%

DK/CS 5.8% 2.0% 11.7% 7.7% 8.1% 7.0% 7.9% 2.1% 2.1%

Non-
Disclosure

0.4% 0.3% 0.0% 0.0% 1.9% 0.0% 0.0% 0.5% 0.0%

(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)

n
% of total 

sample
% of total 
omissions

Projected to 
Delhi Voter 
pop. (Mn)24 

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 83825 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% 1.1

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. 
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Out of a total of 3256 citizens who were surveyed, 49% could not be located on their respective Polling Part list. 
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 list 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)

AC Name Names to be validated (n) Names found (n) % Names found

Gandhi Nagar 98 65 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%

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

Results: The Citizen-Centric Survey and Desk Review
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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 portal26. 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)

SEC zn
% of citizens not on 
the list (but thought 
they were)

% proportions 
in total sample 
(n=3256)

Index*

SEC A 154 17.9% 24.3% 74

SEC B 211 24.6% 23.7% 104

SEC C 195 22.7% 23.2% 98

SEC D 185 21.6% 17.0% 127

SEC E 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*)

Housing Type n
% of citizens not on 
the list (but thought 
they were)

% proportions in 
total sample (3256)

Index**

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)

AC Name n %
Delhi Total 904 100.0%

Trinagar 23 2.5%

Gandhi Nagar 110 12.2%

Okhla 203 22.5%

RK Puram 101 11.2%

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.

Results: The Citizen-Centric Survey and Desk Review
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Table 26: Citizens omitted but registered elsewhere in the city by age (n=904)

AGE n

% of citizens 
registered 
elsewhere in the 
city

% proportion 
in total sample 
(n=3256)

Index*

18-25 166 18.4% 21.4% 86

26-30 144 15.9% 14.3% 111

31-35 132 14.6% 13.1% 111

36-40 124 13.7% 13.2% 104

41-45 107 11.8% 10.8% 110

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% 4.1% 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

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

% proportion in 
total sample (3256) Index**

Self-Built Informal Slum Housing 36 4.2% 2.9% 144

One room home/Designated Slum 37 4.3% 3.9% 110

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

SEC (n=904) n
% of citizens 
registered elsewhere 
in the city

% proportion in 
total sample (3256)

Index**

SEC A 164 18.1% 24.3% 75

SEC B 215 23.8% 23.7% 100

SEC C 203 22.5% 23.2% 97

SEC D 202 22.3% 17.0% 131

SEC E 120 13.3% 11.8% 112
*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)

Age Groups n

% of citizens who 
have claimed 
to register from 
current address

% proportion 
in total sample 
(n=3256)

Index*

18-25 111 40.4% 21.4% 189

26-30 44 16.0% 14.3% 112

31-35 38 13.8% 13.1% 105

36-40 26 9.5% 13.2% 72

41-45 17 6.2% 10.8% 57

46-50 9 3.3% 8.0% 41

51-55 10 3.6% 5.3% 69

56-60 11 4.0% 4.7% 85

61-65 3 1.1% 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, 90%, 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).  

Results: The Citizen-Centric Survey and Desk Review
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Table 29: SEC split for citizens claiming to have registered from current address (n=275)

SEC n

% of citizens who 
have claimed 
to register from 
current address

% proportion in 
total sample (3256)

Index*

SEC A 41 14.9% 24.3% 61

SEC B 64 23.3% 23.7% 98

SEC C 86 31.3% 23.2% 135

SEC D 52 18.9% 17.0% 111

SEC E 32 11.6% 11.8% 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 1 week 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 11 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 12.4%

6 months or more 161 58.5%

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

Delhi Trinagar
Gandhi 
Nagar

Okhla
RK 
Puram

Gokalpur Rohini Palam
Sangam 
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% 12.4% 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). 
  

*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).

Results: The Citizen-Centric Survey and Desk Review

FIGURE 3: Age Groups - Total Sample vs Never Tried/Can’t Recall*
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 Table 32: SEC split for citizens who never tried to register from current address/cannot recall (n=380)

SEC n %
% proportion in 
total sample (3256)

Index*

SEC A 56 14.7% 24.3% 61

SEC B 68 17.9% 23.7% 76

SEC C 106 27.9% 23.2% 120

SEC D 77 20.3% 17.0% 119

SEC E 73 19.2% 11.8% 163

*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). 

 
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). 

FIGURE 4: Top reasons for not registering/trying to register from current address (n=223)
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Table 33: Citizens found on the list by AC (n=1661)

AC Name 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 11.6%

Rohini 296 17.8%

Palam 199 12.0%

Sangam Vihar 116 7.0%

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

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

Index*

18-35 642 38.7% 48.8% 79

36-50 616 37.1% 32.0% 116

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

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

Index*

Self-Built Informal Slum Housing 48 3.0% 2.9% 103

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

Results: The Citizen-Centric Survey and Desk Review
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SEC (n = 1661) n %
% proportion in total 
sample (3256)

Index*

SEC A 520 31.3% 24.3% 129

SEC B 418 25.2% 23.7% 106

SEC C 354 21.3% 23.2% 92

SEC D 217 13.1% 17.0% 77

SEC E 152 9.2% 11.8% 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)

Error with: n* %

Name 59 35.1%

Relative’s Name 50 29.8%

Age 35 20.8%

Gender 0 0.0%

Address 52 31.0%

*Citizens could select as many options as applied

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 incorrect27. 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.

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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6.9 Citizen-centric survey – Delhi results summary

1. Broadly, results from the citizen-centric study indicated that close to a half of the citizens were omitted from their 
Polling Part lists – 49%. 

2. 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%) 
3. 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. 
4. 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%).
5. 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.

Results: The Citizen-Centric Survey and Desk Review

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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7. 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)

Numbers %

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 11.0%
     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 7.3%

No Errors 1782 59.1%

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

n % of total sample % of total omissions

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% -
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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 SECs28  and those residing in lower housing types29 ) 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.

Results: Combining the List-Centric and Citizen-Centric Research Phases

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 media30 . 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-multiple-entries-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-thousand-cases-of-multiple-entries-found-in-delhi-

electoral-rolls-2050013, last accessed - 16042015
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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. 

• 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.

• Use a landmark 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 list/
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. 
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A1. 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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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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STEP A

STEP B

STEP B1 STEP B2

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

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

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

RELATIVE FOUND
means this is the required 
citizen

RELATIVE NOT FOUND
Repeat step B with another 
Relative’s name (If available; 
refer to relative selection 
guidelines)

(Approximate names/same names etc)

CITIZEN NOT FOUND

CITIZEN NOT FOUND

CITIZEN FOUND

CITIZEN FOUND

CITIZEN FOUND

SEVERAL CITIZEN FOUND

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’
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STEP D STEP E STEP F

STEP H

STEP G

STEP C

STEP A.1

RELATIVE FOUND SEVERAL FOUND RELATIVE NOT FOUND

Check for other family members. Take their names from the excel. 
Refer to basic search guidelines on how to select relatives

Enter the selected member’s name (not the CITIZEN we are 
looking for)

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

TRYING TO LOOK FOR A RELATIVE AND 
THEN ZONING IN ON TO THE REQUIRED 
CITIZEN

IF COMBINATIONS 
OF FAMILY MEMBER 
+ RELATIVE LEFT

Look for names of the Relative similar to step B (based 
on how close the names are, the PP number and on 
instinct)

Record this relative’s info as displayed on the site and 
go to step D

Possible to find them with 
minor changes in spelling

Download the PP List from Delhi CEO’s site
Check for the relative on the list
Once found, search for the CITIZEN close to the 
relative’s position

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

Try Step C entering a different name in the ‘Father’s/
Mother’s/Husband’s Name’ tab for the same ‘Voter’s 
Name’. If this is unsuccessful, change the combination 
of Voter’s Name and Father’s/Mother’s/Husband’s 
Name till all possibilities are exhausted. If still not 
found, classify CITIZEN as NOT FOUND

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

CITIZEN NOT FOUND

CITIZEN NOT FOUND

CITIZEN NOT FOUND

CITIZEN FOUND

CITIZEN FOUND

GUIDELINES ON BASIC SEARCH AND 
CHOOSING ‘Father’s/Mother’s/Husband’s 
Name’ 
• This usually is the Eldest male member in the 

household   
• If the eldest male member does not show results, 

use other male members 
• Father/Husband is usually an older male member 

- when compared to the CITIZEN who we are 
searching for in the national database 

• If there is no elder male member when compared 
to the citizen, use the name of a FEMALE member 
older than the citizen - this is likely to be the 
mother 

• If there is only one other member in the household of 
the CITIZEN and it is a younger female, try searching 
for the younger female using the CITIZEN’s name in 

the filed titled Father’s/Mother’s/Husband’s Name 

RELATIVE SELECTION LIST

For Male CITIZEN (Use all males 
and females with age at least 15 
years more than the CITIZEN)

For Female CITIZEN (Use 
all males aged more than 
the CITIZEN and females  
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
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A3. Link to the elector search portal for NCT of Delhi: http://164.100.112.153/electorsearchtest.aspx
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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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