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1. Introduction

This document outlines the implementation plan for J-PAL South Asia’s randomized-controlled
trial to investigate how elected officials and voters respond to different information campaigns in
New Delhi, funded in part by USAID under the grant “Improving Governance and Public Service
Delivery with Voter Information Campaigns in Delhi.”

The project is a set of interventions to see how information impacts voter behaviour and councilor
performance in local elections. The design and implementation of the interventions is undertaken
in collaboration with a partner non-government organisation Satark Nagrik Sangathan (SNS) that
has extensive experience in this domain, especially in use of India’s Right to Information Act to
obtain information on government behavior.

Previous research has pointed to information gaps as one of the major reasons why public service
delivery is insufficient in slums and other poor areas. By providing detailed report cards in local
newspapers on spending and committee attendance for a group of Municipal Corporation of Delhi
Councilors, we hope to improve the information citizens have on the performance of their elected
representatives may face. Direct distribution of these report cards to some households will also
be undertaken to see if there is an added effect. We will also explore whether politicians who are
made aware of these information campaigns change their behavior. In a further intervention,, by
providing report cards on public service delivery in garbage and sanitation facilities to elected
councilors and Members of Legislative Assembly, we hope to bridge information gaps faced by
politicians about their constituencies. These report cards also seek to understand quantitatively
the scope of garbage and sanitation problems in Delhi slums. The report cards will evaluate if
there is any improvement in the provision of these facilities over time in response to increased
information to politicians As a consequence of conducting these interventions as randomized-
controlled trials, the project will accurately measure the effects of different ways of increasing the
information available to citizens, relative to a control group of wards not provided with this
information.

The sections below discuss the project design and the implementation plan for the components of
the treatment and the endline surveys. Section 2 presents the research design and describes the
nature of the treatments. Section 3 describes the methodology for project evaluation. Section 4
discusses the design of the endline surveys. Section 5 summarizes by describing the timeline of
these project activities. Section 6 provides a deliverables schedule.

2. Research Design
The project is a randomized-controlled trial design. It seeks to measure the effects of information

provision to low-income voters and elected officials. Information provision takes place through
pre-election voter awareness campaigns (PEVACS) and public service delivery audit report cards



delivered to Members of Legislative Assembly and Municipal Corporation of Delhi councilors
(elected officials) respectively. Our baseline surveys enabled us to obtain measures of stated
preferences amongst slum-dwellers and other citizens that helped shape the design of the
interventions, and in particular supported the focus on public toilets and garbage disposal.. After
the conclusion of these interventions, we will measure the impact of the treatments on politician
and voter behaviour and public service delivery

Baseline Surveys

A list of nine common criteria closely correlated to the census definition of slums was drawn up.*
We used a two-stage process: First, we compiled a list of potential areas from inspection of the
visual appearance from aerial photographs of Delhi using satellite imagery, based on housing
density and appearance, complemented by Delhi government listings. This was then verified by
field visits; locations that prominently featured at least five of these nine characteristics were
marked as slums.

Two core surveys were collected in all the areas defined as slums in a 226 ward sample. The first
baseline survey covered local area development issues, access to rations and other certificates,
access to healthcare facilities, access to educational services, voting record, civic knowledge,
political actions, sanitation, access to water, local transport, access to electricity, crime, and
demographics. The second survey baseline survey covered migration, health, aspirations for
children, social networks, security, property rights, housing finance and migration, and
anthropometrics. These provide useful and extremely detailed data on Delhi slums.

Audits Baseline

Based on the data collected in the baseline surveys, it emerged that slum dwellers considered
garbage and sanitation among the most important topics of concern. As a result, JPAL South Asia
conducted service delivery audits on garbage and sanitation facilities. Our audits provide
objective data on service delivery. The relevance of measuring these outcomes is highlighted by
our current work. Sanitation spending is given in the report card, and the audits examine drains,
waste disposal, and public toilets, with some measures of which key portions of infrastructure are
present (e.g. “Are drains open?”, “Is there a toilet seat present?”, etc.).

The interventions are:

I.  Newspaper Publication of Councilor Report Cards (Based on Government Spending
Data)

'They included high density of housing, poor quality housing structure and material, lack of internal
household infrastructure, poor road infrastructure, access to water and water infrastructure, uncovered and
unimproved drains, low coverage of private toilet facilities, high incidence of trash piles and frequent
cohabitation with animals.
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Fig.1.1: Sample Report Card

Satark Nagrik Sangathan (SNS) constructed report cards on incumbent councilor performance
during the preceding year. The report cards utilize data received from the government from Right
to Information (RTI) filings. They detail how councilors spent the public funds that they are
statutorily allocated to spend at their discretion, the councilors’ committee attendance records,
and their performance in public meetings and committees. These report cards provide information
to increase transparency and accountability in the electoral process.

Having received this information, voters can pressure representatives for improvements. Our
experimental design aims to capture the mechanisms behind politician reaction so as to better
understand their decision-making. In this case, there are three possible mechanisms that could
cause changes: the pure incentive effect, wherein politicians improve their performance to reduce
risk of punishment by voters; the selection effect, where voters or parties get rid of poorly
performing candidates (assuming performance is a personal trait); and the activism effect, where
informed voters demand results from politicians and thus make poor performance more costly.

Our newspaper intervention is conducted in two rounds. In 2010, we distributed information on
councilor performance to treatment group T2 wards (midline of the councilor’s elected period). In
the second round (March 2012) we will be distributing to both treatment groups T1 and T2
wards, about two weeks before elections.

The purpose of this intervention is to see if there is any impact of information provision on
voting. Between the two treatment groups, there is an opportunity for voters in group T2, through
activism, to lobby their officials for public service delivery between the midpoint report card and
the endpoint.



Within each of the treatment groups, we differentiate between “publication” and “distribution.”
Publication refers to the simple appearance of a report card in a ward. Distribution refers to
physical distribution by SNS of copies of the newspaper to slums in a ward. In doing this, we are
additionally testing to see if there is an impact of physical distribution, or if slum dwellers are
already consumers of newspaper information.

The groups were defined and treated as follows.

Treatment ID 0 (Control) 1 2

n 72 58 105

Wards Surveyed 40 20 41
Newspaper Report Cards 2010 N N Y

Newspaper Report Cards 2012 N Y Y

2010 Newspaper Distribution N N 41 (surveyed wards only)
2012 Newspaper Distribution N 20 (surveyed wards only) | 41(surveyed wards only)

Il.  Public Service Delivery Audits Intervention ( Three Rounds)

The audits are conducted in three stages: baseline, midline, and endline, to measure differences in
conditions across time thanks to political initiatives of elected leaders. These audits are conducted
by JPAL, and do not depend on government and RTI data. They provide a fuller picture of
conditions in slums beyond just councillor spending. We will measure if the provision of audit
report cards to councilors and MLAs leads to objectively better quality of sanitation and waste
disposal facilities between our baseline, midline, and endline audit report cards.

Audit report cards were mailed for each round to selected MLAs and councilors with the
information coming from audit survey data. The cross randomization was done as follows from a
sample of 100 wards.

Treatment MLA (27 Control MLA (28
ACs) ACs)

Treatment Councilor (51 31 wards 32 wards
wards)
Control Councilor (49 wards) 30 wards 32 wards

Since the parts of some wards will have a treatment MLA, and parts of others will have a control
MLA, this does not sum to the number of wards (some will be double counted). Each of the
treatment groups will receive two rounds (baseline and endline) of audit report cards. The
difference between service delivery quality from baseline to endline will be the outcome variable
and effects will be measured for councilor treatment, MLA treatment, and both MLA and
councilor treatment (to measure interaction).



3. Outcomes

Accurate impact assessment must look to a variety of metrics. For our assessment, we focus on
voting outcomes, representative actions, and services provision.

The first metric of interest is how our intervention changes the political decisions of voters. We
will evaluate this through electoral data. Electoral outcomes at the ward and polling station levels,
such as turnout and candidate vote share, will measure how voter preferences shift. This is also an
area of our project where we will measure if there are differential results based on gender. One
reason we suspect that there may be a differential effect by gender is previous research by
Chattopadhyay and Duflo (2004) which demonstrated that women in India are more likely than
men to cite drinking water and welfare programs when placing formal requests with local
governments. Similarly, areas in which the percentage of female voters is larger or where there is
a female elected representative may display different spending patterns. This metric captures both
the selection effect and the activism effect.

Changes in politician behavior are the desired outcome of information campaigns, but few studies
have attempted to measure this outcome. We will examine councilor’s attendance and
participation in meetings to represent constituent interests, such as the ration shop committees
that monitor the functioning of those shops. We will also look at spending totals and distributions.
Most councilors did not utilize the entire available discretionary fund, and what was spent seems
inconsistent when compared to constituent demands from baseline: councilors tended to spend on
roads, one of constituents’ least desired areas for spending. Our campaign should both increase
spending totals and shift spending categories to better match voters’ wishes. One of the benefits
we will include in our cost-benefit analysis is the increase in spending in treatment wards, which
could easily dwarf the cost of the intervention. We will be using GPS tools and QGIS software to
look at the spatial allocation of public service delivery during the intervention period (expanded
upon in the next section). This metric captures the incentive effect.

While a reaction from the councilor is important, it is possible that shifts in spending will not lead
to real improvements in services for the urban poor. Councilors may simply skim any additional
spending, leading to no improvement in service provision. Or they may choose to spend only in
more affluent areas of their ward, such that the urban poor derive little benefit. Our audits of
public sanitary facilities in each of the wards objectively measure changes in service provision.

To develop an on-the ground measure to see if spending shifts actually culminate in better public
service delivery, we deploy our other method of measuring changes in politician behaviour ,
namely our audit report card intervention. Our audits examine drains, waste disposal, and public
toilets, recording which key portions of infrastructure are present. We take GPS coordinates at all
audit sites to get a sense of the geographic distribution of problems across a ward. Because we
have the GPS locations of the surveyed households, we can match audit- and household-level
data to better understand how the provision of services determines political opinions and voting
behavior. This measure captures improvement in service delivery.

In the event that no significant differences in real outcomes exist among treatment and control
groups, our data will enable us to determine why this occurred. It is possible that the campaign
will not change voter behavior, or that councilors will not react to potential disciplining.
However, even if both parties act, the behavioral changes may not prove sufficient to bring about
objective change. In that case, data will help determine other binding factors inhibiting service



provision (e.g. corruption among street-level bureaucrats), even if PEVACs work. Combined, our
outcomes will give a more complete picture of the information campaign and allow for detailed
cost-benefit calculations.

4. Endline Survey

The objective of the endline survey is to capture the impact of reduction in the asymmetry of
information between low-income urban voters and their respective councilors on electoral results,
delivery of public services and accountability of elected officials. We are interested in effects
both amongst slum-dwellers and outside slums (the bulk of Delhi’s population and of the income-
poor, actually live outside slums now). We already have very rich information on the
characteristics and views of slum-dwellers from the two baseline surveys already undertaken.
Our endline will have the following components:

1) Endline of Public Service Delivery Audits in Slums: In continuation with the baseline and
midline audits of garbage and toilet facilities in slums, we propose to conduct a third
round of endline audits to measure improvements in the actual quality of public service
delivery. The three rounds of audits (baseline, midline and endline) would be
instrumental in assessing whether the provision of audit results to councilors and
legislators had an impact on the delivery of public services in those areas. In addition, the
endline audits will include additional indicators on the consequences of (especially of the
quality of toilets) for water quality, which is instrumental to the transmission to health
status. The endline audits will also include questions to nearby households on access,
availability, quality, and conditions.

2) Measurement of electoral outcomes: The second endline will evaluate the impact of
dissemination of information to voters through publication and distribution of newspaper
report cards and dissemination of information to councilors through the provision of audit
results. In this endline, we plan to measure electoral outcomes at the polling station level
by mapping polling stations and analyzing councilor electoral results for each ward. In
addition to the actual impact of the information on voting behavior, the baseline surveys
(of slum-dwellers and of Resident Welfare Association officials) would be utilized to
help interpret how this behavior relates to household perceptions and preferences, and the
views of RWA:s.

3) Measurement of changes and spatial allocation of public service delivery: As a part of
this endline, we plan to map every expenditure item under a councilor’s discretionary
fund over the last three years (2009-2011). We propose to obtain an item-wise breakup
of the fund under the Right To Information Act. A comparison of the spending
concentration across the three years can help in assessing the impact of the RWA
intervention and the slum audits results on the accountability of the councilors and the
change in delivery of public services in both slums and RWAs.

We feel that these activities would be able to aptly capture the aim of the study, which is to assess
the impact of dissemination of information to voters and councilors on electoral outcomes, public
service delivery and accountability of elected officials.



5. Timing of Project Activities

TIMELINE
. Estimated
Estimated | = bletion MILESTONE
Start Date
Date
February 10, February 28,
2012 2012 1 Project Implementation Plan
March 31, Publication and distribution of newspaper report cards (for
March 1, 2012 | 2012 2 March/April elections).
Final Round of Audit Report Cards and Measurement of
Electoral Outcomes
We will provide the following data points:
* Total number of report cards distributed
» Summary statistics on report cards
April 1,2012 | May 31,2012 | 3 -« Preliminary Data on Polling Stations in our Sample
Mapping of Public Service Delivery Iltems
September 30, We will provide the following data points:
2012 * map of spending items and change over time
June 1 2012 4
October 1,
2012 Jan 15, 2013 S Final Report with Preliminary Data
TBD TBD TBD Final Impact Evaluation Assessment

6. Deliverables Schedule

DATE Milestone
28 Feb 2012 Project Implementation Plan
1 March 2012 Delivery of Baseline Surveys
1May 2012 Report on Publication and distribution of newspaper report cards
(for March/April elections). Provide the following data points:
* Total number of report cards distributed
* Number and news outlets report cards distributed to
* Preliminary data on polling stations in our sample
1 July 2012 Submission of endline survey materials.
Service Delivery Audits: We will provide the following data
points:
* Total number of report cards distributed
* Summary statistics on report cards
1 Sept 2012 Progress Report, to include preliminary data on spending mapping
15 Jan 2013 Final Report with preliminary data
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Section 1: Residents at First Survey (T8l HAeTUT & TG

00/00/0000

M-ID | IS .9, From BL-I Roster
Member ID 01 02 03 04 05 06 07 08
1.01 “TH Name
1.02 | fefr 2T Female 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sex T Male 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
1.03 | apf Eﬂé’rl < f No &l 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Currently Marrie =
Yes &l 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
1.04 3Y
Age
1.05 | SAxerdr 9 Rwar
T 27 PEOPLE CODES %
Relationship | s | i | eevieeeiiee | e | i | e ] eevieeeeiiiee | e,
&M T —hdd A %Q RN SEREAN @'@?‘C’ RIS & | Direct Relatives of the household head are given below. All others are not direct relatives.
SRS RIS L 2 (=T e JoT s To [T o | AU 00 d D [ T=4 1 =T PP 08
TR FAREE wooiveicieiicic sttt st 01 N FAther-in-laW .....cccooiiiiiiiiiicc 24
R 1 1Y/ o 4 V=T P (0 S 1S IV oY o 1T T e - 1YY USSP 25
TT HUSDNT ettt ettt ee e ee et eeeses e e et et e eee s seeeesaeaes et eeeeeeseeeeesseeseenseneseaeaes 03 QTHTE SON-IN-TAW ceriiiiiiiiirieeeeee ettt e e e e e et r e e e e e e e e e eabsareeeeeeseennnees Jerreeeeenrrra—————. 26
TEATWIFE 1vovriteeeseisssesse sttt s st bbbt s sttt 04 g Daughter-in-law ......cccccociiiiiiiiiiii 28
TTE  BIONET ceeveevee oo veeeeseeeeeeeenees s sse s e ee e e s seseee s s e sesessesesseeeseeeeseeeseeeesesesssseeseseeesenees 05 9T/ TANTAT / TCH / TOTOTHT SISEEI-IN-LAW werverereeeeeeeeeeeese e ee e se e seese s eseseeseeos 29
TET SISEEE wevvee e seeeeeesreeses s eeessese e e seseeses s e eeeseseeesssees s e eeess e eses e eeessseeeesesesseaesesees 06 UTT/ TATAT GFANGSON .ovvvvveereaeeessaeeessseeessssssssesessss st st sss s sss st ssss e sssssssens 30
FCT SONM oo eeeeeeeeeeseeeeeeeeeeeee s eseeseeeee e s esesee s e e s s e e s e sseeeeeeseeseeseseseeeesesss e eeesseesseeens 07 U/ FARN GranddaUBILEr ............crrrrvvveeeveeeeeeeeeriesssesereeeeeeseees s 31
1.06 | €419 < —Real STAC T8 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
BT giffpvor H¥ | | Not direct relative
Classify Relative 3.3@3 € . 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
Direct relative
1.07 Iy oY RE % el No 0->1.08 0->1.08 0->1.08 0->1.08 0->1.08 0->1.08 0->1.08 0->1.08
Still Here? S
&l Yes 1->1.10 1->1.10 1->1.10 1->1.10 1->1.10 1->1.10 1->1.10 1->1.10
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1.08 | M & BRI BlS 01 & dl i
Reason for leaving IFeR AT W
Skip rest for 01

i%t T Ple
FIR TR DIOM.....eeeveeeeeoeee oo eeeeee e eeeeeee e ees e esssseee e eesseee e eeeesesee s eeeeeeee e 1 RITCRE T AT B TOTT ViSit REIATIVES w..voooeveeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeee s eeeeeeeee s seeeeeeeeee s 8
T BT BT GIST T Seek PEFMANENT WOTK.....v.veeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeseeeseeseeseesseeseeseeseseeessseesessseeeseseeseseene 2 R A @Y @i | Seeking Permanent ACCOMMOAAtioN w....ccuveeiiiieiciiiiee e e et 9
GNW/W PBTH B WIS H Seek Temporary/Seasonal Work.........cccceeeevvevesievieneese e 3 fiod =X ¥ fagare gall / SSICE S Disagreement at Previous ReSIdeNnce ........cccceeeveervveseesiesinennns 10
rIfies srerar Areafie e & %1'(’ Pursue Primary or Secondary Education ..........ccccceeeveieeenieeenns 4 TITET BT TTRIT IVIAITIEM wevoveereeeeeeeeeee e e e e e e s e s e seeeeee e e e e s ee s eee e ee s e s s es s ess e eeseees 11
Arefie e & SwRid frm & %I'Q Pursue Post-Secondary Education ........cccceceevceeivieiceniceseenen. LT £ B © 1 o= PSSR -997
frfrear STaR & %I'Q MediCal TrEATMENT c...eeeiieieeeie ettt s ee s be e sae e et eaee e 6 TATE TTBI TQTT WONT ANSWET evvoereeeeeeeeeeeeeeeseseeeeseeeeseees e sesseesesseseseeeesseseesseesseeesseseeseees s ees e sesse -998
I P ST oA %I'Q DEIIVEE BADY .oceicieieiee ettt sttt st et b et st e a e ab e e eab e e baeenree s 7 TICT TTBI DONE KNOW ceevvereeeeeeveeeeeeeeseeseseeesseeesesesessseessseeseseeseesesseesesseeseseseessesesseeessesesseesssessesseeesesesees -999
1.09 319 BBl © Where | 19 & BIS o
are they now? v
S g | SN o] Native PIAace (RUFAI) vttt st e s s b s 2 fooelt H— U <) ORI AT 31=T 3MTATH In Delhi— Other Paid AccOMMOAtion w...........evceevcrseeeeeeee. 7
SRR 3y 9] Native Place (UFDAN) ettt s s s s ene s 3 faoell ﬁ—@j«" BT RIT 3MAT In Delhi — Own Permanent ACCOMMOMAtION ...veeuvveeeerereerereeeeserenes 8
3 YTHIT LI O 1 d =T ol (U | Y T S 4 focoly H—IT SMTATT B I Delhi — NO ACCOMMOUALION .rrveevverreeeeeeeeeeeseeseeseeseeseeseessesssoesmseeeeeeeseeeeees 9
I IR SATHI (fScell 1) Other Urban Area (N0t Delhi) .........eeveeeeeeeeeeeeeseeeeeseeeeeeeeeeeeee e 5 BRI OLNET oo e e e ee e sesee s e eee e e e s ee e ereeeeeeeeesesseosersensees s e
feoell d—foar ﬁ?ﬁm/aﬁw @ AT JATAT In Delhi — Other Relative/Friend Accommodation ....... 6 SIdId 8! faAT Won't Answer
TITT TTBT DON'E KNOW e vereevereeeeeeseseeeseeesessses e esseseseseessesseeseeses s seessesseesessesemme s senessesesenes e esseseseressassseessees
110 | facell # faw
T W E W@ ®
Length of Stay in ﬁ:f Days 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
Delhi HEI Months 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3
NTe Years 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4
kN Gﬁa:r -994 -994 -994 -994 -994 -994 -994 -994
Whole Life
m T e -998 -998 -998 -998 -998 -998 -998 -998
Won't Answer
E?Zwﬁ Don’t -999 -999 -999 -999 -999 -999 -999 -999
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00/00/0000

111 |39 R ¥ fhaa
THT W VB W B
Length of Stay in &9 Days
this house HEI- Months 3 3 3 3 3 3 3
ATl Years 4 4
kN . -994 -994 -994 -994 -994 -994 -994 -994
Whole Life
: T -998 -998 -998 -998 -998 -998 -998 -998
Won’t Answer
ol el Don't -999 -999 -999 -999 -999 -999 -999 -999
Know
1.12 W BTl OCCUPATION
. 00-01,32 & -995 |
Occupation D
P PTS 00, 01,3230
995 Tl dfdl
RIS T T | o | e | v | v | e | e | e | s
113 | I8 U9 %9 |
PR T T
Length of Timein | f&=T Days 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
that Occupation & Months 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3
ATl Years 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4
% -993 -993 -993 -993 -993 -993 -993 -993
From childhood
, Gl -998 -998 -998 -998 -998 -998 -998 -998
Won’t Answer
E::w:@ Don't -999 -999 -999 -999 -999 -999 -999 -999
1.14 hH PN \Tﬂﬁ hT Skip rest for 00 |
e FT PIS 00 8 T dfd
Transport to Work NSEAE N
Write all that apply )
g S o | T B Dls <
ar &8l forrd v
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TR T BT DR B WOIK QL NOME +erreveerse e eeeeeeees e sssseseeeeessesessees e eseseseesessesesssesessesssessesssssesesesseseeen O TTCT TTTSNATEA VAN vvveeroeeeeeereeeeeeeeeeseeeesseeses weoeeeessesseessesssssessssssssssseessesesessseseesseessssessssesssssssssssesseessees 9
TGT TTDBR WAIKING e eooeesmasions weveeeeeeeeees sessssssssssssssssssssssss st sesssssssss st T TR BUS.ooooeeeeeeeeeeeeeeee e 10
N é el BICYCIO. ettt e e e 2 ﬁfi{sfMetro ................................................................................................................................................. 11
RATSIBC R BICYCIE RICKSNAW. ....ovvvveeooeeeeeeeee e woveeseesssees weeeessseseeseseessessssmmssssssssssssssssssee 3 TTBE G LOCAI TRAIN oovvvoeeeeeeoeeoeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeseeseessssss s seeeeeseeseeeeeeesesssssesesssssssseeseseseeeeeessesesmmmnssnnnnes 12
TCT STTCTR T Shared AULOFICKSNAW. ... eveeeeeeeoeeeeeeeeseeseeesees ceeeesseeeses oeeesseessssssssesseeesesesesssssesesseseenns 4 Yq P IR B! AR Any other vehicle that belongs to them ........cccccoviriinieniie, 13
JAfeiRae SINEIE AULOTICKSNAW ...iiiiiiiiiiiiee et ceeriteeenes ree et e e s rbeeesbee e sabeeesbeeesntaeess 5 XIS 98eld © ChangeSs dailY ..ottt 14
Ya Dl TT UTEAT ATET Personal TWO-WREEIET ... evvveeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeses weeeseesesseseseseesseesseeseesssssesesseeees 6 AT Other .occevceveveerieeieeieeen, -997
BT 3R BT &7 gf2AT 189 Two-Wheeler of Someone else STaTd Tl 3T Won't Answer -998
g Bl TTTET PEISONA! CAF vvrveveeeeeeeeee e eeeeeeeeeeeseeeeeeeseeseeeeesesesseesesesseseesans seessssessessassesessessessessesessssesesesesens AT BT DON'T KNOW vvvvvvvereesvvvveosssseessssssssssssssesssssas ssssessssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssesssssssssssssssessnes -999
il BN e OO0 OO | HO0 ) e LI
o forg fohasn MINUTES
HHI oIl & T T ST WY
Time to work ST 2T 8 -996 -996 -996 996 -996 -996 -996 996
Work in different
places, changes a lot
, Tl -998 -998 -998 -998 -998 -998 -998 -998
Won't Answer
E::W:@ Don't -999 -999 -999 -999 -999 -999 -999 -999
116 | ST 311 H TqT H
yfafes &1 @@=l In Rupees
Average Cost for B BT T I B BT Wttt I Tt T et ML ITE IR PPOIPY
8 I el ol UR
Transport per day NI
o -996 -996 -996 -996 -996 -996 -996 -996
Work in different
places, changes a lot
X bl -998 -998 -998 -998 -998 -998 -998 -998
Won’t Answer
E::W:@ Pon’t -999 -999 -999 -999 -999 -999 -999 -999
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Section 2: Residents New Since First Survey (U@l 4 & =T Ha)

O0/00/0000

Ugcl ANIeX Pl BISHY T B A &1 | AR $Ig 39 R H X8 V&l &7 T8l No 0 > Section 3
Is there anyone who stayed in this household consecutively for the last three nights who was not mentioned N
. . . gl Yes 1 ->2.01
in the previous section?
M-ID | HSH 4.
Member D 101 |+ 102 | 103 | 104 | 105 | 106 | 107 | 108
2.01 | <19 Name
2.02 | 3Y Age
2.03 | forir AfZelT Female 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sex J%Y Male 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
2.04 | 31 9IS YT § | T8l No 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Married gl Yes 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
TdT T8l Don’t know -999 -999 -999 -999 -999 -999 -999 -999
2.05 | ITRerar | Redr
R 87 PEOPLE CODES <%
(2021 14 o] o T~ 1 o T [ I O O O U IS PSSR
€T Q—W Bl l%{’ Mq RederR ESIERCE RedeR %\r | Direct Relatives to the respondent are given below. All others are not direct relatives.
RS RS LI 2 =T oY) o T [T | S S 00 << [T U T4 o =Y RSP 08
TR FAREE ooiveeiieceici ettt 01 YR FAther-in-law ..o 24
R 1S LY/ o £ =T PRSP (02 1S WY Lo d o L= [ T - 1 PR 25
T HUSDANG ettt ettt e s ee et ereseeees e es et s eeses e aeeeseeseeeseeseseseeseeeseeneeeae (0 IS Lo | =Yoo [ [ I - 1Y PR PP Jerrererereeeeeraennnnn 26
TEATWIFE 1orvvuieaitasiessess sttt 04 g Daughter-in-law ... 28
TTE  BIONET ceeveevee oo veeeeseeeeeeeenees s sse s e ee e e s seseee s s e sesessesesseeeseeeeseeeseeeesesesssseeseseeesenees 05 9T/ TARTAT /AT / TOTOTHT SISEEI-IN-LAW cvvoveeeeeeeeeeereeeeeeeeseeeeeeeeeeeeseeseeeseeeseseeseeeeeasesseeeenn 29
SR Y1 (=) TSRO 06 TTTT/ TTATRIT GFANASON wvrvvreveeeeeeeeeeeeeseeeeeeeseeeeeseseeseeseeeseeeeteesetesseesesesseesesesseseeseessesssesseseeseaeesens 30
T SON ervereeeereseeeeseeeeesseeesseeessesees s eeeseeesseees e eeseeee s ees s e s s e es s ees s ees s ees s ees s ees e eesresees 07 T/ TATHY GranddaUEEr ............euvveeeivessseessssessses s 31
206 | Real &1 SISRAT TEl 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
qiffevor B Not direct relative
Interviewer: W %. 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
Classify type Direct relative
2.07 | ITaaH e
Highest Education
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00/00/0000

T e 12 998 998 998 998 998 -998 -998 998
Won’t Answer
E:'gw:@ Don’t 999 999 -999 -999 -999 -999 -999 -999

2.08

T2l A Ul Far
?%ﬁ 9y Residence

Before Here

PTS 01 & I 2.10
7 g

Skip to 2.10 if 01
‘jﬁ P Plre o

Pl ol (M TP Tsl B %) Left off previous survey, but lived here before
5 g | 31T o Native Place (Rural)
SRR 3y 9 Native Place (Urban)
3 UTHIUT SATHI Other Rural Area
=T e ERIE) (féc'_vﬁ :lﬁ) Other Urban Area (not Delhi)
feeett H—fhedy ﬁ?ﬁm/aﬁw @ AT JATAT In Delhi — Other Relative/Friend Accommodation ...... 6

31 Other

SaTe 81 AT Won't Answer
TdT S8l Don’t Know

......... 1 | feeel ¥ U A forAT AT =T 3MMATT In Delhi — Other Paid Accommodation ...................7
.................................................................................................... 2 fecet ﬁ—?g’c{ T QTAT 3T In Delhi — Own Permanent Accommodation
faeell H—9T 3MMaTT & In Delhi — No Accommodation
.............................................................................................................. 4 | TISITd ﬁTEI Newborn

2.09 | 3 &I dulg Skip rest for 01
Reason For PrS 01 & @I dfd
Coming IR AT R
B Pre
W | s | i | e | i | e,

BENIGE f?l'%l Newborn

IR BT BT WIST H Seek Permanent Work

RedeRl 9 e & foIU visit Relatives
R e @7 @It | Seeking Permanent Accommodation

emmﬂ/w BT PTGl H Seek Temporary/Seasonal Work.........coeeeeeenenienieneeceneniens fUser =R ¥ faarg :5:31T/(‘HW_Qr o Disagreement at Previous Residence........c..cceceeveerieeennenne 10
I Srerar AreAfde e ® %R' Pursue Primary or Secondary Education ........cc.cccecueeu. 4 TG BT TTRIT IMBITIEA e eese e 11
et e & Suxid e & foTT Pursue Post-Secondary Education ............cccceeveeveuenene 5 ISR I 043 1= TSSOSO TSSO U OO PRV URPTPPPURPTOON -997
fhed] SUAR P ]%I'Q MEAICAl TrEALMENT «vveeeeeeeeeeeeeee e e e e e e e eeeee e e e e eeeeeeeeeeesrereeesseasaeaeses 6 NI ‘_‘lﬁ QT WONE ANSWER errveeeeeeee e e eeeeeeeeeeseeeeeesesese e e e eeseeee e ee e eeseseseseeseeeseses e ees e eeseeesasesenne -998
I B o g = B %R, DEIIVET BADY  erereere e s e e sessessess e e ses e seesee e 7 TTT TBE DONE KNOW oo s s s s s see s ee s ee s eeeseeeseseeeeseeeesseees -999
210 | fcel # @9 9
B ©
Lenth of Stay in feq Days 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
Delhi #E Months 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3
ATl Years 4 4 4 4 4
kN . -994 -994 -994 -994 -994 -994 -994 -994
Whole Life
Sard el -998 -998 -998 -998 -998 -998 -998 -998
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00/00/0000

Won’t Answer
E:gw:@ Don’t 999 999 999 999 999 999 999 999
211 |39 R ¥ fbdy
9T I B | ©
Length of Stay in 3 Days 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
this house TEIT Months 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3
ATl Years 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4
’ ) T 1 -998 -998 -998 -998 -998 -998 -998 -998
Won't Answer
uel el Don't 999 999 999 999 999 999 999 999
Know
212 | &g db B
Expected Total
Length of Stay faT Days 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
HEI- Months 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3
AT Years 4 4 4 4 4
S ? e -994 -994 -994 -994 -994 -994 -994 -994
Indefinite
ok e 132 -998 -998 -998 -998 -998 -998 -998 -998
Won’t Answer
E:gw;@ Don’t -999 -999 -999 -999 -999 -999 -999 -999
2.13 | facell § 8T ¥ | OCCUPATION
far &m™ CODES |
Most Recent Job in | TS 00-01, 32 ‘O’ﬁ?
Delhi -995 © @l 2.19 H
Skip to 2.19 for 00-01
& 32, -995
214 | I8 HH H9 A
PRI B
Length of Time in a1 Days 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
this Job
HET- Months 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3
\TeT Years 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4
IR—dR ®MH -996 -996 -996 -996 -996 -996 -996 -996
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00/00/0000

Jaeld % Frequent
Job Changes
, T -998 -998 -998 -998 -998 -998 -998 -998
Won’t Answer
E::W:@ Don't -999 -999 -999 -999 -999 -999 -999 -999
2.15 | Ffdd & acHE
SIS RRIE
Icnucror;"et Q‘;etr:fe f¥e Daily 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
Person ATz Weekly 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
ATRTH Monthly 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3
-997 -997 -997 -997 -997 -997 -997 -997
Y Other | e | i | vveriiiieiiee | i | i | v | e | e
X Tl -998 -998 -998 -998 -998 -998 -998 -998
Won’t Answer
Ul 8l Don't
K -999 -999 -999 -999 -999 -999 -999 -999
now
2.16 | D W™ 3%} P | Pre o0 & ar
qre-t 4t Q2.19 % WU
Transport to Work | skip to 2.19 for Code
Write all that 00
apply
WhArE | e e |
ford 2
TR H PBH B % Work in House FTCT T SNAFEA VAN oo eeeeeeeeeeesesees eeeeeeeesesseeesesenns 8
Ugel TP WALKING wveeeeeieeieeseeeie et certeerieete eeseeenseens sreesseeenseensnnesseessnesnseenns BTN T Corporation BUS .....cceeeeeeieeneeeienieeneesie e 9
RATSIOET BICYCIE...vvvverrreereeeeeeeeeeeesesseseses wovessssssssan ssssssssss seeeseseeseeeeeeesesssssennssssnnns 2 @Metro ................................................................................ 10
RATS B R BICyCle RICKSHAW. ...o.vvvvveeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeessesees wovsessssssnns sonennsanns 3 cllhed a_*TLocaITrain .............................................................. A1
TCT JTCTRAIT Shared AULOTICKSNAW.........veeereereeeeereeeseeeeeeeeseees eeessesenes eeesssenns 4 NSECENES Changes daily.......ccouvererieneerenirecrrece e 12
T IiTTRF? Single AUtOriCkShaW.......ccviiiieie e e e 5 aﬁ‘s‘ BIR OtNET coeeeeeeeeeeeee oo oevseeeees -997
Y
Ygq dl QT UFRAT ATET Personal TWO-WhEeler...........vveeoeveereeeeeesserers eeveeee 6 STATE TS T WONE ANSWET oo eeneees -998
AT 3N BT Uf2AT dT8 Two-Wheeler of SOmeone lse ..........oo.ovvveereeee. 7 TCT BT DONE KNOW oo eeeeseeeseeeseeesseesesesseens seeseeeseeens -999
217 | BM qPb UgA fae 4
2 aene | 000 OO0 | OO0 | OO OO0 OoO  gdg | Ood
ST 3T o R -996 -996 -996 -996 -996 -996 -996 -996
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AO0-00

ID L100/000,/0000
I AT & ST BT ©
Time to work Work in different
places, changes a lot
, il -998 -998 -998 -998 -998 -998 -998 -998
Won’t Answer
tI?IT"_‘I?f -999 -999 -999 -999 -999 -999 -999 -999
Don’t Know
218 | &M o1 #
gfafes &1 waf | Buy
Average Cost for In Rupees
Transportperday | | e | i | vveeeeeeeeeniiiee | v | i | e | v | e,
219 | Y=g BH—EET OCCUPATION
(UTT) Primary CODES |
Occupation B 00,0132 3R
-995 ¥ T §Tdhl
R AT R
Skip to Section 3 for
Codes 00-01,32,-995
2.20 | I8 B (Um)
PHd H PR T ©
Length of Timein | f&= Days 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
that Occupation HeI™ Months 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3
\HATcl Years 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4
% -993 -993 -993 -993 -993 -993 -993 -993
From childhood
, e -998 -998 -998 -998 -998 -998 -998 -998
Won’t Answer
E::W:@ Don't -999 -999 -999 -999 -999 -999 -999 -999
221 | ool ATl | HE Months
foaw w89 &M
i il -998 -998 -998 -998 -998 -998 -998 -998
Number of Months | Won’t Apswer
Worked in Last Gl TE Don't -999 2999 -999 -999 -999 -999 -999 -999
Year Know
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222 | oot 3 wEMT A .
ST 8RB Ll
foam fo & :
NEICEERRERI
RIRIT 2 Average | Worlt Anewer -998 -998 -998 -998 -998 -998 -998 -998
Days per week Ul =8l Don't
worked in last Know -999 -999 -999 -999 -999 -999 -999 -999
three months

Section 3: People who have resided in the household for 15 days or more in the last two years (ﬁf‘&ﬁ 2 g9 # gy faq a1 S99 er & folv <&r E&ﬁﬂ)

Ugel &I INICY Bl BISHI T Uodl &l Arell | 15 a9 a1 S99 wraT fad & No | 0 - Section 4
foTT PIg 39 =R ¥ 8T 87 Yes | 1 - 3.01
Is there anyone who has stayed in this house for more than 15 days at a time in the
past two years who was not mentioned on the first two rosters (Section 1 and Section
2)?
M-ID | S .9,

Member I 201 | 202 | 203 | 204 | 205 | 206 | 207 | 208
3.01 RG]

Name
3.02 39

Age
3.03 | fofi7 AT Female 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Sex g%y Male 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
3.04 | 3P wITGT YET & | T8l No 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Currently Married | gf yes 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1

TdT T8l Don’t Know -999 -999 -999 -999 -999 -999 -999 -999

3.05 | IRerar | Rear

w7 2? PEOPLE CODES <%

Relationship

T Q—W Bl %Q RN ﬁ?ﬁ?‘l’%’ E‘I@_cﬁf ﬁ?ﬁ?l’\’ %I Direct Relatives to the respondent are given below. All others are not direct relatives.

RS RS L 2 =T o o] o T [T o S 00 ¥ D FE U4 o =Y RPN 08
TURT FALNEE .ottt 01 IR FAther-in-law ....ccooiiiiieiiiiccc s 24
R 1LY/ o 4 V=T P (0 G 1 G IV oY o 1T T T - 1Y USSR 25
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io: LJOI0I-C0]

O0/00/0000
, 2

T HUSDNT ettt ettt e e e et eeeseseeeeee s eeeee s seeeesaeeesetaeeeeeseeeeeseaeseesseseneneaes 03 QTHTE SON-IN-TAW ceeiiiiiiieeteee et e e e e e e e et e b e e e e e e e seetataeeeeaeseeansyereeaeseaannrseseeeeeas
TEAT W@ veveiee et ees ettt bbbt 04 T Daughter-in-law ...
TTS  BIOTRET oo seeeeseesees e ee s s s e ees e e s eees e ees e eeeseeeseaeeseees 05 T/ TARTF / SATCAT / TTGTT SISLEr-iN-LAW ceoooveeeeeeeeeeeeeee e ses e
TET SISTEE evrrreeeeeveeveeeeesees e sessss s eessee s e s se s e s eseeeseees et esereseseseseseses e eseeesseessesseseesesesenesseeen 06  TIT/ TATAT GFANASON «..oovverrvereeereveeeeeeeseeseeeseessessseesseeseesssessesssessssseesseesseesseessesseessess s saneean
T SOM oo e eeee e e e e e e e e e oo e e e e e e e e s e e e e s e e e s e e e s e s e e s es oo e e e e s e s e s ee s e e s e 07  TKHT /AT GranddaUGNLET ........cvveeveeeeeeeeeseeesese s
3.06 | Rzal =t STgRFT TR 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
qiffHor HY Not direct relative
Interviewer: TTSNdC B 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
Classify Relative Direct relative
3.07 | SeaaH e EDUCATION CODES
Highest Education
3.08 | fdcell H 8T H | OCCUPATION
forar o CODES <&
Most Recent Job in | Skip to 3.10 for 00-01,
Delhi 32 &-995 | BT 00-
01,32 3R -995 &
ar 3.10 # WY
3.09 | Ffdd & aqHE
AT AT | veeiviieee | vvvveiiiieis | v | vvevveieiiiiiee | vvevvvsieiniiiee | eveeenvneinnee | evveeensninine | eeeerereennrereeens
Current Average <% Daily 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
Income for the AT<iiad Weekly 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Person HIT% Monthly 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3
A= Other -997 -997 -997 -997 -997 -997 -997 -997
STarg |8l fear -998 -998 -998 -998 -998 -998 -998 -998
Won't Answer
UdT &l Don’t Know -999 -999 -999 -999 -999 -999 -999 -999
3.0 | TET ¥ U8l DET | SEE CODES BELOW
Y&d I Residence | 19 dIe <@
Before Here W | i | e | i | e ] e | e | e,
ﬁs’ TTBT NONC.r coreeeeeeeereeeeeesssseereeesseesessesssesensseesessessssssssnersene +vesssesssasssssssssssssssesssssemssssemmsssenneseeenenes | 1GGCT H— U] TR ToTAT AT 31T 3TTATH In Delhi — Other Paid Accommodation .................. 7
Bl ol (AN dd T8I RS %) ............................................................................................................. 1 | facel ﬁ—tﬁl)—f{ BT WITAT 3ITAT In Delhi — Own Permanent AcCOMmMOdation .........e..eveeevreeen.. 8
ora T & SN 9] Native Place [T 1) T 2 | facell H—IT 3MATT B In Delhi — NO ACCOMMOUALION crvvrveereereeeeeeeeeseeeeereeeeseseeesesesseeeseseses 9
9 =R 9 SHIN ) Native Place (UFBAN) ettt ettt et s e s 3 | F99rd ﬁl’{[ 1\ =177 o o o o S 10
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00/00/0000

3 YTHIOT SCTTDT OLhEr RUFAI AFEA ..ottt ettt ettt e se s et aae et aessesetessnes A | BT OLNEE ettt e e et e e e e et et e ettt s s e ebe et b st et sae e e bt es et e e ber et et e bes st sserenn -997
=T &N gollhl (]%Wﬁ :I%T) Other Urban Area (N0t Delhi) ..cooveeiiiiiiinieiiieieeree e 5 TTATE BT T WOR T ANSWET e s eees s s -998
fecett ﬁ—ﬁﬂﬂ ﬁ?ﬁﬂ?/aﬁ?ﬁ @ AT ATAT In Delhi — Other Relative/Friend Accommodation ...... 6 TCIT TTET DON'E KMOW e ve e eere e e eeseseeeeseeesee e eeeseeesesseeseeeseeeeseeseeses e eeeeeseessesseesesessnsemmre s -999
3.11 Reason for Coming
A B Il
BENIGE &l’?\l [N =1V Y] oo o o TP PPN Rederi 49 fOom & %I'Q VISIE REIGEIVES ettt et s et e st s 8
T BTH BT WIS H Seek PErMan@nt WOrK...........eeeeeeeeeseeeeeeeeseeeseeeeeseeeesesseseseees 2 W fFare @) @l # Seeking Permanent Accommodation .........ccccceeveviveveireeeeeveeenreeneennes
SN-QTIT?[/W P D @Il H Seek Temporary/Seasonal Work.........c.cccveeevruennnnee. 3 oo =X o faare g / SESICE oy Disagreement at Previous Residence
i 3rerdT Areafdids el @ fTT Pursue Primary or Secondary Education .......... 4 AT BT T MAIEA oo oo 11
et e & Suxid e & %I'Q Pursue Post-Secondary Education ................... 5 1S R B 0 1= USRI -997
frfrcar SR & %I'Q Medical TreatmMeNt .....eeeiieciiieeee e e rrre e 6 CCICEG ] ORI WONE ANSWET eveoeeeeeee oo e s e seeee s se s s e s es s ees s es s s esseaeeeseeesaseens -998
E i R IS R = B R T L oY o Ao 7 TTT BT DONE KNOW  cervvveeeeeeeeeeeeee oo seeeeees e eeeseeeses e eeeseeeeeseseeesesesesesseeesssseeseesseeesseesesseeseeseeeon -999
312 | feeell & fhaq
A TP
Length of Stayin | &9 Days 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
Delhi HE Months 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3
ATl Years 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4
SEICIERRED -998 -998 -998 -998 -998 -998 -998 -998
Won’t Answer
UdT Tl Don't -999 -999 -999 -999 -999 -999 -999 -999
Know
313 |59 =X ¥ fhaqa
AT TP R
Length of Stay in & Days 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
this house HEI- Months 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3
ATl Years 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4
3\2 ST Whole -994 -994 -994 -994 -994 -994 -994 -994
\_rrcﬂ_s’[ Tl fea -998 -998 -998 -998 -998 -998 -998 -998
Won't Answer
Il S Bt -999 -999 -999 -999 -999 -999 -999 -999
Know
3.14 | fhad AT U=
TE |
Left this fa1 Days 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
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io: LJOI0I-C0]

00/00/0000
3 3

Household How Tl Months
Long Ago NATcT Years 4 4
,:@[ -998 -998 -998 -998 -998 -998 -998 -998
Won’t Answer
A ;'f;rwm” ¢ -999 -999 -999 -999 -999 -999 -999 -999
315 | 9T @ aoig BIS 01 T Al dra!
Reason for Leaving IFER AT W |
Skip rest for 01
9T ® BrS W
W s | e | i | eeeeeeeieeieenis | eeeeeieerieieie | evveveeerieerienies | e | eeeereeereienins
TIR TR DIO. e veoeeeeeeee e e s e e s e s e s sees s e e s e s e e s ee s e s s s s sees s s s s seessssesseeesses s esseees s es s 1 ‘c_g@ TH Bl TI—Ff Vacation/Holiday/Break OVEN ........ccueccveeeeeeirieireeetee et eereeee e eresenseens 8
AT BTH BT TIT H Seek PEMMANENT WOTK......coreeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeesesseeeesseeseeesssseeseeeeessssseeseeesseeeessesee 2 Y farg &1 @rer | Seeking Permanent Accommodation .......ccccccervievneeneenneenee. 9
SNW/W HTH BT WIS H Seek Temporary/Seasonal Work..........cceeeeveeeveeeeeeireeseeeeeeineenns 3 TR H faarg §3ﬂ/31’\’1’@?{ o Disagreement at Previous Residence.........cccccoevvveeeveeeennnnn. 10
i rerar Areafie fRrem & %R’ Pursue Primary or Secondary Education oMY 81 AT Married
qregfie e E}% ST frer E% f%fl'q Pursue Post-Secondary Education ..........cceevevuevereenennene. 3 Othe.r .................................................................................................................
i%rﬁﬁ:ﬂ' KSUIN 9YH §3:|'|' M EICAl TrEATMENT OVEE ettt e e e e e e e e s teesaeersaeeraeaneanns 6 oTqTe ﬁ EZI WON T ANSWET ettt sttt ettt sttt et e st s et e b e saneesbeebeesaneeneesreens -998
T & o B 9 T TTT DEIVEr BADY oo 7 TTIT TTET DONE KNOW  ervverveeeeeeeseeesseeeeeeseeseeessesseeessesseessesesessseesesssassseeesess s seessesseessseesenes -999
3.16 |39 I8 Hel &
Where now

ISREICRS 31U o] Native Place (Rural)
ISR 37 9 Native Place (Urban)
3 UTHIT S Ildl Other Rural Area
Y BN ERIEZ) (ﬁv_vﬁ qﬁ) Other Urban Area (not Delhi)

facell H— O Td) foTar AT 31T AT In Delhi — Other Paid Accommodation .......eo......
facen ﬁ—@’d BT TN AT In Delhi — Own Permanent Accommodation .................
facell H—f9T AT & In Delhi — No Accommodation ...
3 Other

focel H—fsit ﬁ?ﬁm/?ﬁ?ﬁ & 1T 3MAT In Delhi — Other Relative/Friend Accommodation .....6  SIdT§ TET TETT WONE ANSWET oo ssssess s s sssssseeessess s s asssnseeeees
TITT TTBT DON'E KNOW et eee e v eees e seseesesesesesessesssessesseessseesseesesees s es e sesesee s seseneseseeneneseseesesesssens
3.17 T I 3 T2l No 0 >Section4 | 0 ->Section 4 0 > Section 4 0 > Section 4 0 > Section 4 0 > Section 4 0 > Section 4 0 > Section 4
P T B & Yes 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
Expected to qqd] e, ol
Return 3 | & 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Unsure, but likely
UdehT el, el 4l
3 DT © 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3
Unsure, but unlikely
\_yl—cﬂ—s’[ TE fea -998 -998 -998 -998 -998 -998 -998 -998
Won't Answer
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io: L1O10]-010] Q000000

qdT T8l Don’t Know -999 -999 -999 -999 -999 -999 -999 -999
3.18 | 3T Py
Return When
&7 Days 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
2T+ Months 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3
NATeT Years 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4
, Tl -998 -998 -998 -998 -998 -998 -998 -998
Won't Answer
qdT T8l Don’t Know -999 -999 -999 -999 -999 -999 -999 -999
3.19 q ?ﬁ 8 . i 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
qifferor B Cyclical
Characterize Udh dIX One-time 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Migration SIEDIEK] Irregular
Tl -998 -998 -998 -998 -998 -998 -998 -998
Won't Answer
W,:ﬁﬁ -999 -999 -999 -999 -999 -999 -999 -999
Don’t Know
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io: LI 0-C 0] pate: L1L1/CI01/LICICIT]

Section 4. Health | R

4.01 | T 3MMY 39 3MY Pl facell BT No =&l | 0
fardt 790 87 Yes B | 1
Do you consider yourself to be a Won’t Answer SdTd 8] fedr | -998
resident of Delhi? Don't Know Ul =18] | -999
402 | 3Y b 5T & Hol A &7 Delhi feeefl | 1 >4.04
In which state is your place of origin? Uttar Pradesh S<T¥ ge9r | 2 -24.03
Haryana gRarom | 3 —4.03
Madhya Pradesh W& U<¥T | 4 ->4.03
Bihar Td8R | 5 >4.03
Rajasthan XToiRer= | 6 —>4.03
West Bengal 9fRaH €11 | 7 >4.03
Punjab UTTd | 8 >4.03
Other a7 | -997 >4.03
Won’t Answer STdTd gl [<dT | -998 24.04
Don't Know UdT ST&l | -999 >4.04
403 |3y fbd fOTel & ol gt 87 DISTRICT fSTelT
In which district is your place of
origin? Won’t Answer STdTd el T<dT | -998
Don't Know UdT <T&l | -999
4.04 | 3TUDT ST eI GIAT oAT? No &l | 0
Were you born there? Yes Bl | 1 24.07
Won’t Answer STdT§ Fgl a7 | -998
Don't Know 9aT =&l | -999
405 | JAMUBT ST hA ST H gaT o7? Delhi faeel | 1 >4.07
In which state were you born? Uttar Pradesh SR U< | 2 -4.06
Haryana 8RATOT | 3 >4.06
Madhya Pradesh #&31 U3 | 4 -4.06
Bihar 198 | 5 >4.06
Rajasthan TSTRRITH | 6 ->4.06
West Bengal 9?3 €317 | 7 >4.06
Punjab UoITe | 8 >4.06
Other 399 | -997 -24.06
Won’t Answer STdTd <Tgl f<dT | -998 24.07
Don't Know UdT FT&l | -999 >4.07
4.06 | 3MUPT ST b foTer H gafm or? DISTRICT fSTefT
In which district were you born?
Won’t Answer STdTd <Tgl f<dT | -998
Don’t Know TdT &l | -999
4.07 | 9T 3T HH TG H T AT I 27 No T8l | 0 >4.09
e FHHT fH o aRaR 3R Yes & | 1 4.08
RydgeN I fa=? Won’t Answer STaTd el fadT | -998 -4.08
Have you ever lived in or visited a Don’t Know Ul gl | -999 —-4.08
rural village, perhaps to see family or
relatives?
4.08 Where is the village that you have STATE NTSg
spent the most time?
Bl © I8 d SR 3 a9 DISTRICT foTel
SgTeT ARy fqamar g
Place of Origin Hel </ar | -993
Won’t Answer STdTd <Tgl fdT | -998
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Baseline-Il Survey

io: L1CIC-C10] pate: 1 [1/C101/0C1C1CC]
319 qifeTy—arTel B Ul ¥ B9 MUY faeell IR g &1 wWreg RIfT & IR H Bo Jolcad 92 B |
W ol wWrey gedr IR RAfT St 84 Rt efud! gamr & fb 98 89 &1 G9El dHal W SITe]
—fecell # a1 7fa | g7 UeHl & BIE TAd T FEl IR 8l 2 | T 99 AU IR =1 aed & | R
D fdoell iR 9 7@ @ o X T8 R MU A&l G f[ddm & | FR e {6l 1fa # &g
Ay FE fqaran 2 O i 1 oo g B R § G 2 S JAER R W6 < | faeell H S §U SITEl o
[SI(d, G, BRIEMETs, AR MSAEE B 61 oA B Fdhd © |
The next set of questions asks you to compare health conditions in Delhi and village areas. For each of the following
health events and conditions, where would they be more likely to occur--in Delhi or in the village? There are no right or
wrong answers, we are just interested in your perceptions. Please compare Delhi to the village where you have spent
the most time; if you haven’t spent any time in a village, then answer based on what you have heard about villages.
When you think of Delhi, please feel free to include adjoining areas of Gurgaon, Noida, Faridabad and Ghaziabad.

Delhi Village Aboutthe = Won't Don’t
faeelt g same Answer Know
T SEICASEIEGIIC )
THpaEaE fear

4.09 | Hypertension (B. P.) STaRdd=Y (sUl) 1 2 3 -998 -999
4.10 | Dengue ST 1 2 3 -998 -999
4.11 | Tuberculosis (T.B) &R—IRIT (STd) 1 2 3 -998 -999
412 | Malaria AellRaT 1 2 3 -998 -999
4.13 Respiratory infection (Cold/Pneumonia) 1 2 3 -998 -999

A BT FHAU (S AR )
4.14 | Polio Hiferal 1 2 3 -998 -999
4.15 | HIV/AIDS U9 3118 41 /Usd 1 2 3 -998 -999
4.16 Diarrhea/Vomiting W/E_c'a 1 2 3 -998 -999
4.17 | Diabetes (Sugar) 978 (G'IR) 1 2 3 -998 -999
4.18 Eye Problems (Cataract, blindness) 1 2 3 -998 -999

g o feaRAT (Aiferarfare, sfemos)
4.19 Maternal/child mortality during childbirth 1 2 3 -998 -999

YHg & QIRTE AT A1 Rrg) &1 dld
4.20 | Malnutrition FUIYOT 1 2 3 -998 -999
4.21 | Cancer H¥R 1 2 3 -998 -999
4.22 | Heart Attack B&3 3THHIT (BTC 3NCh) 1 2 3 -998 -999
4.23 Disability/Paralysis EEaSINE] /Tl 1 2 3 -998 -999
424 | e faaR # fafeedr SuarR Delhi faweft | 1

T B H HH THT hal Village T | 2

STT? About the same <TTTHI UhHHIT | 3

Where do you think it would take Won’t Answer STdaTd -e] 1T | -998

less time to receive necessary Domt Know Tt =8 | 999

medical care?
4.25 | 3Ud TR H I e Delhi faeell | 1

gfaamd waf feifi—faeet & & Village 7ifq | 2

Tia H? About the same <ITTHIT UhHHATT | 3

Where do you think you would Won't Answer STdTd =gl f<aT | -998

receive better medical care? Don't Know ot =18t | -999
426 | 3Mus e H Fafec gl Delhi faeell | 1

P forT &9 19 dal T—faeel Village Tfa | 2

H a7 g H? About the same oI UHEHT | 3

Where do you think you would pay Won’t Answer STdTd <T8] fear | -998

less for medical care? Dot Know et =8t | -999
427 | U® fdoR H Us AR U Delhi feweft | 1

P IMMLPBT SATGT Hal o—faeell | Village ¥ifa | 2

a1 Tifg #? About the same IVTHIT UHHAT | 3
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io: 1OI0-0000 pate: (11/C101/C100 00T
Where do you think you are more Won’t Answer STaTd =gl [<dT | -998
likely to fall ill? Don’t Know UdT H&l | -999
4.28 | 3Ud] BRI H G & Plc " None ®1g &1 | 0 >4.30
I pH—aF o Ryt 8y 87 Malaria HeifRam | 1 >4.29
S §— UhR A g | AR 4T Dengue ST | 2 >4.29
faepedl | el o R | &= T fh Chikungunya %l—ﬁlg_"r‘lw 3 —24.29
R AGIRSEICE] qé| Japanese Encephalitis TGATIT qUN | 4 —2>4.29
Make sure the respondent is not Other 3179 | -997 2>4.29
reading over your shoulder.
Do you know of any diseases that are Won’t Answer STdTd el fadT | -998 -4.30
caused by mosquito bites, and if so, Don’t Know UdT Tgl | -999 24.30
which ones?
Do not prompt. Circle all that apply
429 | 399 9 B9 A1 SR YT AT " None @Is I8l | 0
Wqﬁaﬁﬁﬁﬂﬂﬁﬁﬂ?ﬁ Malaria FellRaT | 1
87 Dengue @TL 2
2E | ‘q"—fiqwqi_aﬁ GGHY I | Chikungunya fargqoar | 3
ST AT faspedt # e e | Japanese Encephalitis T¢ARTT g9 | 4
Which of those diseases have you or
someone in your family personally Other S | -997
experienced? :
Rch)Jd out all options. Circle all that Won't Answer SdTd el ﬁ'éilT -998
apply Don’t Know TdT T&l | -999
4.30 | 9IT 3MY HBR & I A ] Nothing B el | 0
G ﬁ*I'Q BB B %\' IR Bl Al Cream/Spray Applied to Skin TRIR TR | 1
FIT B 27 B /B AT
&I S—ar] ¥ fadwedl # e Spray for rooms BX ¥ &I | 3
Y | Phenyl fth-Tset | 4
Do you do anything to prevent Smoke from Burning Dung BTI?'IT/?IET 4
mosquito bites in your home, and if B Sl ¥ el gait
z%cl\glz‘;tt;at ol Smoke from Burning Mosquito Coils HZOX | 5
pply. Do not prompt YR BT BIgl Bl STl A el
3T
Electric Disperser (Good Knight) HTEY | 6
AR @1 fefdmar a1 faga PR (s
rg<)
Removal of Standing Water STH gy | 7
DI FCHT
Oil in Cooler delRY Hdd | 8
Regular (at least once per week) Cleaning | 9
of Cooler RIFAT AR W e LA
THTS (B9 § HH H BH U dR)
Screens EX ¥ SITeil | 10
Bed Nets HToa! | 11
Other 31 | -997
Won’t Answer STdTd gl fadT | -998
Don’t Know UdT =&l | -999
431 | 3P Ul U ay & fHaw TIMES fha= IR
IR ER AT AT?
How many times in the past year Won’t Answer STdTd =gl fadr | -998
have you experienced a fever? Don’t Know UdT =&l | -999
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io: 1OI0-0000 pate: (11/C101/C100 00T
f0well IR P9 ATIHRT qER TAT Never Experienced a Fever I gER | 0 24.44
432 | o? el AT
When was the last time you NUMBER &
experienced a fever?
Days Ago a1 ugel | 1
Weeks Ago TR g | 2
Months Ago Ao Ugd | 3
Years Ago Tt Ugd | 4
Won't Answer STdTd gl fdT | -998
Don’t Know UdT T&l | -999
433 | 98 @R G fba- 9 & oIy NUMBER <&
BT oT?
How long did that fever last in total? Hours &9 | O
Days fa7 |1
Months HgIH | 3
Years lcT | 4
Won’t Answer STdTd =gl f<dr | -998
Don’t Know Udl &l | -999
434 | gER & 1T A1 YD DI Al Nothing ®B &I | 0
fowiRat gg ofi? Cough T | 1
& eI Al famedt # wMer Cold/Congestion S /%414 | 2
m | ther health Breathing Problems I & feddd | 3
r
proZIeomsjsyr:Stoms did you have Rash T | 4
along with the fever? Headache R |
Circle all that apply. Body Pains €g-1 TS | 6
Swelling o1 | 7
Chills R78% | 8
Loss of Appetite Y& ®H | 9
Weakness/Exhaustion | 10
BRI / AHTAC
Diarrhea <% | 11
Vomiting Seel | 12
Dizziness/Giddiness dddhy | 13
Boils TS | 14
Other 3 | -997
Won’t Answer F&l garT | -998
Don’t Know UdT =&l | -999
435 | 1 99 YER B o8 A B No <€l | 0 >4.37
R O § IT Bls GHENT B Yes BT | 1 >4.36
FT g oY of? Won't Answer ST =Tal 1qdT | -998 >4.37
Did that fever prevent you from Don’t Know Ul &l | -999 2437
working or otherwise going about
your normal activities?
436 | $HH fdhd- AHY Td AT (YT NUMBER <&
B AT DI AT B &
P UR? Days fa | 1
How long did it prevent you from Months #2819 | 3
working or going about your normal Years 9T | 4
activities? Won’t Answer STdTd =gl f<ar | -998
Don’t Know UdT T&l | -999
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io: 1OI0-0000 pate: (11/C101/C100 00T
437 | QT MU 3 BT PIg gallol No =T&i | 0 >4.41
HAT? Yes, and received treatment &f | 1 24.38
Did you seek any medical treatment 81, AR gallol <el 81 Yr | 2 24.41
for this? Yes, but was not treated
Won’t Answer STaTd el 1qdT | -998 >4.41
Don’t Know UdT =&l | -999 >4.41
4.38 b UBR BT SATST BIIAT? Went to pharmacist for medicine aTs | 1
& ¥ A et # e @ forg srRARRe & e T
TR | Went to private doctor ol Sldex & | 2
What kind of treatment did you U 11
seek? Went to government doctor ¥R®IRI | 3
Circle all that apply S[Fe] b grg TAT
Admitted to private hospital | 4
ol areadrer | Wl gar
Admitted to government hospital | 5
TRBN] IRAATA H Al gal
Received medicine from hosptal, but | 6
not admitted YATA | GdATg <,
oAfopT weft 81 g |
Other 3Y | -997
Won’t Answer STdTd =Tel f<ar | -998
Don’t Know Udl =&l | -999
439 | AT 39N 3MUD Refd § R Got Worse 3R @RTd &1 7T | 0
JT? Improved eIR 3T | 1
Did this improve your condition? No Effect ®Is b gl UeT | 2
Won’t Answer &l T | -998
Don’t Know TdT &l | -999
4.40 | 9 fdd 9 MUST garot o USE DISEASE CODES
S R / IRl BT BRI M §— ] 941 faweat # e
RIT ST AT? M |
Did the person helping you tell you List all that apply.
what caused your fever/illness? S AT [SIRN Bl ford
4.41 | MUD AR T @R/ USE DISEASE CODES
IRERAT DT Iofg T 1? & 3— A 9 et 3 e
What do you think was the cause of T |
the fever/ilness? List all that apply
S AT A B ford
442 | 7 IMYA AT Reafd § IR & " Nothing Else {8 &I | 0 >4.44
fow go iR 1 fear? Ate Healthy Food UIftedh T @Ml 1 >4.43
& §— A 9 fJwedi § e Took Rest 3TRTH T | 2 >4.43
TR | Exercise &I | 3 >4.43
Did you do anything else to improve Puja/Prayers EIQ\_rIT/EITQhT 4 24.43
your condition? Went to traditional healer IRFR® | 5 24.43
Read out options. Circle all that Rifecasd & 9 TaT
apply. Other 399 | -997 >4.43
Won't Answer ST =Tal 1qdT | -998 >4.44
Don’t Know UdT =&l | -999 >4.44
443 | 1 Y MU Refd # guR Got Worse 3R @XTd &I TS | 0
aT? Improved FEITY g3 | 1
Did this improve your condition? No Effect ®ls b gl del | 2
Won’t Answer STdTd =gl f<ar | -998
Don’t Know UdT =&l | -999
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Randomization of Children
IARGIAT & AR g=dal (Uid /aifaat W) @ 9 ford oif ) 15 910 9 SS9 D = |

Interviewer: List all children and/or grandchildren of the respondent who are under the age of 15.

Baseline-Il Survey

pate: L1L1/CI01/LICICIT]

4.44. JfS ITRSTAT ® 15 ATl I BH SH Bl PdIs 4 9w &l ©
fu v g9 # v fag &Y 3R Section 5 # ST |

If the respondent has no children under the age of 15, then check

the box

and proceed to the section 5.

I B GRAT

Child number M-ID

39
Age

Selection (V)

1

10

11

12

IWR QY MY gedi & NweHRoIeH Gl Dl <fy, 3R R g@R & @us & ol I+ 1Y ded &l 9H

forRay |

Consult the table on Child Randomization above, and write down the name of the child selected for the fever section.

Check point 4.a
MY B H ged & IR H YoI?

Which child will you be asking about?

M-ID

Name <TH

Age 3H

39 qifere— Huar g3t =9 &1 W) & IR | 919 S (SU) 9 3 & |
Now say: Now | would like to speak to you about your child, [NAME], who is [Age] years old.

4.45 | UBS ATd § 39 9 Bl foba=l TIMES fdhaeT IR
IR JER 3T oAT?
How many times in the past year has Won’t Answer STdTd gl QT | -998
this child experienced a fever that Don’t Know UdT =&l | -999
lasted more than 24 hours?
446 | IRENI IR B IHBT R AT T g@R T8 g2l | () Section 5

oqT?
When was the last time he/she
experienced a fever?

Never Experienced a Fever

NUMBER &

Days Ago e uget

Weeks Ago BRI Ugal

Months Ago AeH g
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Years Ago NdTcl Ugd | 4
Won't Answer STaTd el T | -998
Don’t Know UdT Tgl | -999
447 | 98 gUR ®ol fbad a7 381 o1? NUMBER &
How long did that fever last in total?
Hours &9 | O
Days e |1
Months e | 3
Years lcT | 4
Won't Answer STaTd el T | -998
Don’t Know UdT gl | -999
448 | §ER & [l I AR DI Al Nothing BB =8l | 0
foaTRat of? Cough &RIT | 1
What other health problems did Cold/Congestion &€ /&¥Td | 2
he/she have along with the fever? Breathing Problems T il ard |3
Circle all that apply Rash <T | 4
ﬁmﬁwwfﬁl Headache RIREg | 5
Body Pains dq- T2 | 6
Swelling ¥[o19 | 7
Chills T8 | 8
Loss of Appetite Y& HH | 9
Weakness/Exhaustion | 10
HHGINT / JPBTaC
Diarrhea &% | 11
Vomiting Jecl | 12
Dizziness/Giddiness ddhy | 13
Boils ®IS | 14
Other 319 | -997
Won’t Answer =&l &dTT | -998
Don’t Know TdT &l | -999
449 | R TH §@R & BRI I8 M, No gl | 0 24.51
Weld, e+ T 3 AHR Yes B | 1 >4.50
DY H gAY TET? Won’t Answer STdTd gl QT | -998 >4.51
Did that fever prevent him/her from Don’t Know UdT =78 | -999 >4.51
eating, playing, studying, working or
otherwise doing his/her normal
activities?
450 | fohae §9 TP R & BRI NUMBER el
dg Y, Yeld, Ued AT AY
AT BT 6_d H e I|T? Days fas1 | 1
How long did it prevent him/her Weeks 89 | 2
fron'w(eating, tphlayin.g, s;uc.:lyinﬁ, /h Months &M | 3
vorine o s dong e ars 1 |
Won't Answer STdTd &l f&dT | -998
Don’t Know UdT =&l | -999
451 | 3O T 59 BT PIs golTol No =T&i | 0 >4.55
BHT? Yes B | 1 >4.52
Did you seek any medical treatment Bl, AR ool -Tol &l arm | 2 24,55

Yes, but was not treated
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for this? Won’t Answer STaTd =gl [<dT | -998 24.55
Don’t Know UdT <&l | -999 >4.55
4.52 bl JHR BT STol HRIAT? Went to pharmacist for medicine &drs | 1
& - o] aft fwedt # e % oIy BRARRE & U T4
TR | Went to private doctor =Tl STder & | 2
urg g7
What kind of treatment did you
seek? Went to government doctor RPN | 3
Circle all that apply TIFN & UNT TAT
Sl NS T B | Admitted to private hospital | 4
St orarer # Wt garm
Admitted to government hospital | 5
BRI SRYATS H Al 83Tl
Other 31 | -997
Won’t Answer STdTd =gl fQdr | -998
Don’t Know Udl =&l | -999
453 | 91 3O ISP Rl H GER Got Worse 31X @RTq &I 72T | 1
3mar? No Effect ®Is B ol UsT | 2
Did this improve his/her condition? Improved TENR gar | 3
Won’t Answer STdTd =gl f<dr | -998
Don’t Know TdT T&l | -999
454 | I Ffdd | 922 BT goAToT fhaT USE DISEASE CODES
I R / JRARAT BT BRI &M §— ] 91 faweat # e
FIT ART AT? fored |
Did the person helping you tell you Write all that apply
what caused your fever/illness?
455 | JAUH JTAR g gUR/ USE DISEASE CODES
SRR DI IoTE T AY? e §— o] i fadedt # wMer
What do you think was the cause of ford |
the fever/ilness? Write all that apply
4.56 | R I IFD! Rerct | RSCIN Nothing Else ®& &l | 0 ->Section 5.
% forg o 3R 1 fHar? Ate Healthy Food Uiftcds T &M | 1 >4.57
& — AF |1 fadedl # e Took Rest IR f&ar | 2 >4.57
TR | Exercise &I | 3 >4.57
Did you do anything else to improve Puja/Prayers tﬁT/qT@qu 4 >4.57
his/her condition? Went to traditional healer URFR® | 5 >4.57
Circle all that apply ReTd B 9T TAT
ST @, el &Y | Other 317 | -997 2457
Won’t Answer STdTd gl fadT | -998 - Section 5.
Don’t Know UdT &l | -999 -> Section 5.
457 | T A IFD! Rerll H IR Got Worse 3R @RT9 &1 78 | 0
TaT? Improved FEY g3 | 1
Did this improve his/her condition? No Effect ®Is B gl del | 2
Won'’t Answer STdTd gl fadT | -998
Don’t Know UdT =&l | -999
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quﬁﬁwmwsﬁqwaﬁﬁwﬁﬁgmwm Je BN | S U BT Dls

TAd IT el IR A8l & | B9 99 MU fAaR SH+1 @ed 2 |

For the next set of questions, we’ll ask you to compare the village area from before to Delhi in terms of education. There

are no right or wrong answers, we are just interested in your perceptions.

5.01 D fdaR ‘}f Sy ﬁ NI Delhi faeel | 1
AT @ CQIILIC*II EI’ET ERE] VillageTﬁH 2
%? About the same oI THIT UDHHATT | 3
Where do you think that it is Won’t Answer STdTd =a1 1237 | -998
easier to get a child admitted in Don’t Know TdT 727 | -999
school?

5.02 | S fdaR H Thal & Delhi faeedl | 1
W, Rt & SuRefa, ViIIageTﬁ—d 2
gIE HEl SATeT T 8° About the same T4 Th<IaT | 3
Where do you think quality of Won’t Answer STard <g) fear | -998
schools is better? Don’t Know T 712F | -999

5.03 | 37Ueh fdaR H hel Bal Delhi faeedt | 1
STl I gRl—faeell ® & Village 7T1q | 2
Tfq #? About the same oI UHHHIA | 3
Where do you think the cost of Won’t Answer STdTd =a] 13T | -998
school is lower? Don’t Know Tl 727 | -999

5.04 | Mud fdoR H dgax et et Delhi faeh | 1
e et 2ol & a1 g ViIIageTﬁ—d 2
H? About the same TTTHIT UhHHATT | 3
Overall, where do you believe you Won’t Answer STdTd <81 1oaT | -998
or a child is more IikeIY to be able Don’t Know TdT 72T | -999
to get a better education?
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Section 6. Aspirations for Children (T«' P %I'Q 3Th HTQ)

ol

the age of 10.

Randomization of Children for Aspirations

SIRET & AR gedi (UId /9Ifri A1) & A ford S 1 10 FTed | SA1eT 3R 15 ATl o $HH SH

Interviewer: List all children and/or grandchildren of the respondent who are under the age of 15 and above

6.06 F IV |

6.00. IS ITRSIAT & 10 AT I SATST AR 15 A HH S Bl
P AT 9= 781 © a1 U v 99 # v fog v U 3R Q

If the respondent has no children under the age of 15, then
check the box and proceed to the Q. 6.06.

Selection (V)

EECECaR e

Child number

M-ID

Age

Aspirations 31 EB(":'ITQ‘r

1

10

11

12

T forfaw |

section.

SR QU MY gedl & VweHIg oo Gl Bl Ry, 3R R et @vs & oy g+ U a=ad &1 A4

Consult the table on Child Randomization above, and write down the name of the child selected for the fever

T B A ged B IR H qBI?

Which child will you be asking about?

S.No. d4.%

Name ¥TH

Age 3H

39 qIfY— RUAT 431 {gea &1 9} B aR H gqN Sl (SH) A1l Bl 2 |
Now say: Now | would like to speak to you about your child, [NAME], who is [Age] years old.

RGAT ATRA?

6.01 | IR fhel bR Bl W A8l
I, 9 S9a! fha o §

USE OCCUPATION CODES

-6.02

Won'’t Answer STdTd gl a3

-998

-6.03
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If there were no limitations, what Don’t Know UdT w18l -999 -6.03
occupation would you want
him/her to be doing when he/she
is 35 years old?
& 3-oredl 8l 9k ©
3R drel f I8 d9 © o9 DI
ff 9 I ®brae T B g
TE oTard T WER BN o
JIRETT IR—AR AT BN |
Probe as necessary, saying this is
if there were no barriers. Only
accept Don’t Know if they
consistently refuse.

6.02 | 3MMUd AR 3Aferad 3 Likely %474 | 1
D gd U9y § S & Neither likely nor unlikely (about | 2
TS 27 50/50)T |9d T 3Hd
How likely do you think that Unlikely 3999 | 3
he/she will actually end up in that Won’t Answer Sidld gl T | -998
occupation? Don’t Know UdT gl | -999

6.03 |39 IH DI A FIH IzacH USE EDUCATION CODES
3iféres WR dF Yed U Q&

AR ? Won’t Answer STdTd el 4T | -998
What is the highest education Don’t Know UdT =gl | -999
level you would like him/her to

complete?

6.04 | YD JTAR AUDH d=d DI Alot 95T SUTCT | 1
qers ¥ fha= wdr 87 About Average T SaTaT T &H | 2
How interested do you think your Not at all 98d ®H | 3
child is in education? Not Applicable/Not in School | -996

Won’t Answer STdTd <Tgl f<dT | -998
Don’t Know UdT gl | -999

6.05 | 3R 39 §od &I ®dl & SR USE EDUCATION CODES
BIar, AT a1 fo 2efirs wR
dd tlﬂ'l—sf BT Won’t Answer STdTd ol fadT | -998
If it were up to this child, what Don’t Know UdT =gl | -999
education level do you think
he/she would pursue?

&M Q— 3F T 9 & aN H oy |

Caution: Now ask about children in general and NOT the specific child.

6.06 | T 3MMY 39 d¢ Bl UH faarE No &l | 0
Eagicdl GHTIT‘?[ e Yes &f | 1
Would you permit your son to Maybe (conditional) ITag | 2
have a love-marriage? Won’t Answer SidTd el f<dT | -998
(hypothetical if no son) (Cﬂj':l'l_ff Domt Know Get =& [ 5009
@ AR W MR T 721 2 )

6.07 | T 3MY 37U ¢ DI St A No =& | 0
qER TATRT IRA DI GFfl?ﬁ ? Yes &f | 1
Would you permit your son to Maybe (conditional) TS | 2
marry outside your community? ( Won't Answer oaTg S8l foar | -998
NN @ MR TR R LS Don’t Know Ul T8l | -999

e R )
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6.08 | EIT MY U 9T BN YA No <&l | 0
fqaTe &= BT el QiI? Yes B | 1
Would you permit your daughter Maybe (conditional) 3MIg | 2
to have a love-marriage? Won’t Answer STdTd el fear | -998

(hypothetical if no daughter)

A & ATER WR AR G

Don’t Know UdT &l | -999

T8l T |

6.09 | FIT AT U I Bl ST A No &1 | 0
qTER QTSN B DI AT S? Yes B | 1
Would you permit your daughter Maybe (conditional) ¥Iag | 2
to marry outside your community? Won't Answer WiaTd S8l foar | -998

(hypothetical if no daughter)
(3TFA & IMMER WR IR YA
TET B 1)

Don’t Know UdT &l | -999
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‘ Section 7. Social Networks (?:I'I":IT'\lrl_Cﬁ elf_fﬁf&)
H HeImall 3R Al Bl AT U/ Ul AR AT IS =TI/ ATed] 3R 3O Bl 59 |3l # 9T fordm 2 | 3R
Mot 351 # it 9T T forar & A1 § Sy guI /e f ofu 39 aRE @ Wied & 9 A Wid € R e wnfie @
9l | | am now going to read a list of organizations in which people sometimes participate. For each, | will ask if you currently or have
ever participated in the organization. If you have not, | will ask if you know of any that you could join if you wanted.

7.0x.a.91T form 27 7.0x.b. VAT BIS W8 © oI
Participate in Mg A B URAI?
Do you know of any that you
could join if you wanted to?
. TET NO et 0| 27.01b | T NO weooeeeeeeeeeeeeeeean 0
7.01 R'hf‘a é'l kS B YOS et 1| 27.02a | B YeS oo, 1
Self-Help Groups
P P PR o, TR 3@ &I Used to.. ceveeenne 2 | >7.01b
- 0 ettt ne .02. [ NO et
WIS e el N 0 >7.02b | &N 0
702 Panchayat/ Commun|ty g\;f YeS .................................................... 1 9 7.03.a g\T YeS ................................. 1
Leadership BT o, W 3G &l Used to.. .............. 2 >7.02b
aTITRE RGBT TS AT Tz?r NO oot 0 | >7.03.b H:é’r NO oo 0
I =N 1 | >7.04a BT YES coieeieee e 1
703 | IR ST .
Resident Welfare Association BRI U, TR 3G T81 Used to.. o, 2 | 27.03b
(RWA) or similar
. BT NO oo 0 >7.04b | TE NO ccoooveereereceeirecreeinnas 0
7.04 N ? Y /T ) IR 2 S 1 57052 | & YeS e 1
Worker’s Organizations/Unions
g P o, TR 3@ &l Used to.. .............. 2 >7.04b
TBI NO et 0 D7.05b | &I NO coveeeeeeeeeeeeesieeeenns 0
705 |9 |i DX 'E/E'/ﬁ ; L R 1 >7.06a | B Yes e 1
Religious Group/Order
g P PRI o, TR 3@ &l Used to.. .............. 2 | >7.05b
i) e an vl TBI NO oo 0 D7.06b | B NO coeveveeeeeeeeeeeseeenin 0
706 Educatlonal/c“/ll gT Yes .................................................... 1 9 707a g\—T Yes ................................. 1
society NGO PRI ¥, TR G &I Used to.. ..veene. 2 >7.06.b
3q H AMIH Fg AMIS -dRl & IR H Fard Ju+1 AR 3FR 37 S ofd 2 IR & et € af fha ar
ER %\’ AR I8 fhds AeTR %\' | 1 will now ask you some questions about some leaders in your community. For each of these |
will ask if you know the person, and if so, whether you have interacted with them. If you have interacted with them, how many times
have you done so in the last year, and how helpful have they been for solving problems you have?

S 67 EISECE G e ©: Al # fha-r IR?
7.0x.a.Know the 7.0x.b. Interact 7.0x.c. How many times have you
Person? with the person? interacted in the last six month?
7.07 | AHRTRAD AT/ YETT | TE NO o 0 >7.08a |No Tl ... 0 >708a
Community leader / BIYeS v, 1 >707b Yes B ... 1 >7.07.c
Pradhan
7.08 | fo ug T8 No .......... 0 >7.09a No &l ......... 0  >7.09a
Municipal councilor BTYeS oo 1 >708b Yes Bl .......... 1 | >708.c
7.09 | fOU™® (TH U Q) | 761 NO woveenee 0 >7.10a No &l ......... 0 >7.10a
MLA BT Yes oo 1 37090 Yes &l .......... 1 3>709c¢
7.10 | |iHEE (TH W) & No .....cc... 0|~>711a No &l ......... 0 |>711a
MP %\T'Yes ............. 1| ->5710b Yes g'f .......... 1 >7.10.c
711 | ST SRR TE NO ooveee.. 0 >7.12 No &l ..ooo.... 0 >712
(Qq\,ﬂ\sﬁ) P BIYES ivvveernnenn 1 35711p Yes Bl ......... 1 >711.c
NGO Staff
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7.12 JMATAdTe & Rerfa # PR USE PEOPLE CODES 38 >7.14
3MUB! U BOIR HwUY B SR
S d Ugd fhas Ug SIRA? No one bl & UrT Y &I | -995 >7.16
Who would you first go to if you Won’t Answer STdTd =gl fear | -998 >7.16
needed Rs. 5000 in an emergency? Don’t Know Udl <&f | -999 >7.16
7.13 ar 3T Pel Jadl 27 Place of origin (Rural) f5r1 19 &1 | 1
Where does that person live? 3T
Place of origin (Urban) foTT o1&x 9 | 2
AT o
Other Rural Area 30 ITHITT | 3
ERIC
Other (not Delhi) Urban Area PIs | 4
=T IR s (faeet F8)
Delhi — In this basti faeet!, gd |5
g H
Delhi — Not in this basti fdeell, 39 | 6
=i # &
Other 3= | -997
Won’t Answer STdTd =gl faaT | -998
Don’t Know UdT 98l | -999
7.14 Elﬁ{ CH cul'?m 3MYbl 3H HHY NUMBER OF PEOPLE
0 e ¥ arqwel & ar ey ek ST BT AR
fa aafdqal | AT I6d 8° No one fonsit &1 Y &F | -995 >7.16
If they were unable to give you the Won’t Answer STaTd gl faaT | -998 27.16
money at that time, how many other Don’t Know UdT <& | -999 >7.16
people could you ask?
7.15 CH BT %? Relatives R¥der | 1
Who are they? Neighbor TSI | 2
Circle all that | Friend SI< | 3
irele altthat apply” Relative of a Friend ST & | 4
Friend of a Relative RedaR & | 5
T
Employer or Person from Work | 6
Aiferd a1 A1 § BH HRA
qret
Member of community ¥4 | 7
& ASH
Other 3= | -997
Won’t Answer STdTd <Tal fdT | -998
Don’t Know UdT 98! | -999
7.16 JMIBT Atdsl U= | AT fhar dr USE PEOPLE CODES 38 >7.18
T feeam & fow A o
g1 Tl Y Ugd fhad urd No one <l @ U =&l | -995 >7.18
SITE? Won’t Answer STaTd F&l fadT | -998 >7.18
Who would you first go to if you Don’t Know TdT <Tal | -999 2>7.18
needed help getting a job for
yourself or someone else?
7.17 Ig gfh Pal ¥8dl /8dl 27 Place of origin (Rural) 5T 19 9 | 1

3T oF
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Where does that person live? Place of origin (Urban) 7T or&x &
AT o
Other Rural Area 311 ITHIUT | 3
ENIE

Other (not Delhi) Urban Area ®ig | 4
=T IR s (faeett F8)

Delhi — In this basti facell, 9 a1 | 5
H

Delhi — Not in this basti focell, 9 | 6
g&IT H el

Other 31T | -997

Won’t Answer STdTd el Q3T | -998

Don’t Know UdT S&l | -999

7.18 IR 3MTUDT (Y- ddi AT dTHR USE PEOPLE CODES 38 27.20
Rederl &1 v& fa7 & forg vre
HR AT BTl MY ygel s No one fhdll & U =21 | -995 >7.20
1K \_rl'lf’ﬁ? Won’t Answer STdTd el fadT | -998 27.20
Who would you first go to if you Don’t Know UdT =&l | -999 27.20

needed to leave your children or a
sick relative for 1 day?
Hypothetical if no kids Jf< §=d =

g a3 e |
7.19 Ig AT Pal X&dl /&l 87 Place of origin (Rural) 51 19 &1 | 1
Where does that person live? 3T o
Place of origin (Urban) 51T 18} & | 2
AT o
Other Rural Area 311 ITHIUT | 3
ENIEA
Other (not Delhi) Urban Area &Ts | 4
T IER) g (feeel )
Delhi — In this basti ﬁ@ﬁ, 4 &I | 5
|
Delhi — Not in this basti faeell, 39 | 6
i H T8l
Other 37 | -997
Won’t Answer STaTd e feaT | -998
Don’t Know UdT &l | -999
7.20 39 91 | 3MUD g /IER A HOUSEHOLDS
T fhaT =R/ URaR 27 Not Applicable focell & &1 & | -996 >7.22
Approximately how many other Won’t Answer STdTd =gl fedT | -998
households in this basti are from Don’t Know UdT -T&f | -999
your place of origin?
7.21 39 II Bl BISH T T HOUSEHOLDS

faeell & T fohas O URART | STa @ <ifebT |81 |ar =18) udm | -993
aﬁ EINl (—ﬁ—\’ ' Trﬂ:lﬁ %\’ \_yﬁ fom Yes we know, but not exact number

MTH T frarg e 9 87 Won't Answer STdTd gl &7 | -998
Outside of this basti, approximately Don’t Know UdT ST&1 | -999
how many other households do you
personally know in Delhi who are
from your place of origin?

3T BH MU {FB AT AR & IR H quil | § ud! B AHINIS AR & 9 JdT$ T/ a7 11 OfaH  SaTaTaR
AT R o ® &R afe amue +ft R foram @ ar =@ afe form @ @ fovaeh aR form @ iR s <mer |

We will now ask about some social activities. | will list some social activities that people that people like to do, and ask if you have
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participated in them in the last month, and if so how many times, and who with.

7.2x.a. 1 7.2x.b. fUet 789 | 7.2x.c. fa® wmer?
o HE ST AR AT fera or? With Whom?
9T foram en? How Many Times in the

. USE PEOPLE CODES
Participated last month?

in the last -998: 5119 -Ta] fear List all that apply _\_rﬁ
month? —w IR B 99 ford |

3T S =g @ forg No TT&l..0 3773

Were visited in your house for
social reasons (e.g. served
tea/chai) | b ] e e s s

723 |39 fodll & =R e & fog
7T No T&l..0 | >7.24

Yes Bl.....1  ©>7.22b

Visited someone else’s house for

- Yes &f....1 | 2 7.23.b
social reasons

7.24 | 9P WERIE H 9RT foram

Attended a Religious activity or
ceremony

No ¥&l...0 | > 7.25

Yes Bl.....1 | > 7.24.b

725 | EBR P HEA & IR H dE%
@ EH A Aellg ol & No TE..0 = 3726

Got the opinon of someone not
living in the household on a
family matter | L i s s e

726 | TR | GER D AN & AT HH
IOR T € T DS WG No F&l...0 377
A R A I S

Yes 8.1 | > 7.25.b

Gone to the market or shopped Yes Bl...1 >7.26.b
with someone not liviinginthe | ] s e seseeeen eneeees
household
727 | TR W 9@ @ AN D war A
T € Gone to a marriage of No +&l...0 > Section 8

someone outside the household ' -
Yes &l.....1 i >7.27b
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8.01 RIT 3MMUD gD DI Yol MU No =& | 0
3fferes GRIerd Hegd PRIl 87 Yes B | 1
Do you think the police in your area Won’t Answer STdTd <2l fear | -998
generally make you safer? Don’t Know UdT =81 | -999

8.02 FIT AMUBT I forer &< 7 f& No <&l | 0
YD AT &I Yford Aues AT Yes & | 1
3MUh ERATA] Eﬁ REZSIN Sometimes | 2
ugdiy? ? Won’t Answer STdTd <Tal fdT | -998
Do you worry that the police in your Don’t Know TdT =8} | -999
area might cause harm to you or
people living in your household?

8.03 FIT A @ 3R AN BT e No =& | 0
Il © b s g @1 gfor Yes & | 1
SHD! IT I =ERATel Bl Sometimes | 2
Jbar ugemyIfl? Won't Answer STdTd T8 fedT | -998
Do other people in your area worry Don’t Know UdT =8} | -999
that the police in your area might
cause them or people in their
household harm?

fo T B8R TP "ea B forv 9arsy b I8 8 B 3ifeie qwaeT ficell | © A7 Wig H |

Where do you think you are more likely to be affected by the following security concerns, Delhi or the village we used earlier?

Delhi faeell  Village Tifa Equal in Won’t Don’t Know
both €FI H | Answer &l udr
ENEN NEICISE]
faan

8.04 Theft TRT 1 2 3 -998 -999
8.05 Gambling 31T 1 2 3 -998 -999
8.06 Drunkenness GTadToll 1 2 3 -998 -999
8.07 Drug Use 3MTel UgTell &1 \ad 1 2 3 -998 999
8.08 Kidnapping 3T9gNUT 1 2 3 -998 -999
8.09 Assault/Fighting FI@T&‘/?ITIET 1 2 3 -998 -999
8.10 Political Violence RTSI[<Ifcieh 2T 1 2 3 -998 -999
8.11 Communal Violence ATYEIRI® fa<r 1 2 3 -998 -999
8.12 Domestic Violence BINe] faaT 1 2 3 -998 -999
8.13 Eve-Teasing ©S W 1 2 3 998 -999
8.14 Sexual Assault A TR (TATHR) 1 2 3 -998 -999
8.15 Murder T 1 2 3 -998 -999
816 | MU fddR H gford ae1 @l Delhi faeell | 1

gRTH o™ Eﬁ, I & B Bl ViIIageTﬁ—CI 2

Y™ @1 &9dr Hafl SaTal 87 About the same T UH¥TH | 3

Where do you think that the ability Won’t Answer STdTd 981 fear | -998

F)fthe police force to bring results, Don't Know TdT =37 | -999

i.e. solve cases?
8.17 A9 HTHR 3MY U+ 3MY Pl Delhi fawefl | 1

FEl W 3D ?j?'@l_tf HeH Village 7Td | 2

PR 27 About the same ITHIT UhHHAT | 3

Overall, where do you think you are Won’t Answer STdTd -Ta} 1T | -998

safer? Don't Know UdT F&l | -999
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io: JOI01-C10] pate: LI 1/0101/L1CI L]

H AU 3MUDd TR & IR H Y I ST/ BT | I§ YT dddl A’ & (oY & Sl fb [l ARBRI AT
frdl iR =fdq o1 81 9™ SRRT | 39 Ul & S99 <9 A MUd | -8 W IS AR 81 8N | &H
A% AN &1 SRR ST @Ted & forad 6 89 giawmeil § $8 guR aR 9 |

| will now ask you some questions about your house. This questions are strictly for research purposes, and not be

released to the government or any other persons. Answering the questions will in no way have any effect on your

residential status: we simply want to understand the needs of people like you so that we can improve the services
provided.

9.01 T I TR JAMUPBT & AT AT faxrd Own 3¥T | 1 >9.09
W Ed &7 Rent faR_TI &7 | 2 >9.02
Do you own or rent this house?

9.02 RIT M 39 TR D oIy fob=rar No =& | 0 >9.05
T3 AT VA IS BITold IR Yes Bl | 1 29.03
TER fdar? Won'’t Answer STdTd =81 faaT | -998 >9.05
Did you sigr.1 arent agreement or a Don’t Know TdT =121 | -999 3905
lease for this house?

9.03 MU BT H fhvrar = a1 v NUMBER
PO W Hd g&erR foar (R
I a7 fham? Months Ago W& Ugal | 3
When did you most recently sign a Years Ago WTcll Ugdl | 4
lease (renew a lease) for this house? Never/Haven’t Renewed &% | -995 >9.05

T8l / TAIBROT 1 gl
Wont Answer STaTd Hal &7 | -998 -9.05
Don’t Know UdT =8l | -999 9.05

9.04 | uE fbaw wEW & forw ®7 MONTHS
For how many months is your lease?

Won’t Answer STdTd el T | -998
Don’t Know TdT <Tal | -999

9.05 JMUR! 39 TR Bl oo™ H fhan USE PEOPLE CODES
HGG DI?

Who helped you find this house? No one f&¥il @I ¥ =&l | -995 -9.07
Won’t Answer STdTd el T | -998 -9.07
Don’t Know UdT <&l | -999 >9.07

9.06 Mo IFd! fha U f&? RUPEES %U7
How much did you pay that person?

Won'’t Answer STdTd el T | -998
Don’t Know TdT &l | -999

9.07 39 TR H 99 Y81 & foTg 3mu USE PEOPLE CODES 1 D D

AIfeTd & ITeATal fhdAd! AR .

T IdE? 2 1]

S A9 A @l ford e sareTr U ’

fsj;r than the owner, who else do 3 ; |:| |:|

you pay regularly to b'e allowed No one f&vit @1 q-ﬁ el | -995 9.18
continued occupancy of this house? Won't Answer STaTd et ﬁ?ﬂ -998 =9.18
List the three to whom the most is paid Don’t Know TdT &l | -999 29.18

9.08 MU g9 /39 AfRh /Real o RUPEES $UT >9.18
gfd #EM fas U9 <d 87
How much do you pay to this/these Won’t Answer STdT9 el fear | -998 29.18
person/people per month? Don’t Know YdT :1@ -999 -9.18

9.09 FIT 394 39 R @ forg U9 fea? No &I | 0 >9.12
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Baseline-Il Survey

io: 1OI0-0000 pate: (11/C101/C100 00T
Did you pay money for this house? Yes B | 1 -9.10
Won’t Answer STaTd &l fqdT | -998 9.10
Don’t Know TdT <T&l | -999 -29.12
9.10 M 39 R & folg fhaq o RUPEES %U7
fer?
How much did you pay for this house? Won't Answer STdTd <Tel faam | -998
Don’t Know UdT &l | -999
9.11 I U fehdar faa? Owner #1feTa | 1 >9.13
Whom did you pay? Dalal/Pradhan SelTel /U8 | 2 -29.13
Government TX®R | 3 -29.13
Other 319 | -997 -29.13
Won’t Answer STdTd =gl fadr | -998 -29.13
Doesn’t Know UdT =&l | -999 9.13
9.12 3R 3+ 09 Tl o a1 s Original settler §-d1AT /91T | 1
Ig TR b Her? Inherited ATAT QT IT I¥AERT 4 | 2
If you did not pay, how did you acquire e
this house? Resettled by government SR&R | 3
IR fdar
Provided by employer HTfeld ERT | 4
e
Occupied the land BRT 1T | 5
Other =g | -997
Won’t Answer STdTd =gl fadr | -998
Doesn’t Know UdT &l | -999
9.13 ST 3BT I8 =R Aelr &= 3 No =€l | 0
[ yET U T ar? Yes B | 1
When you got the house were you Won't Answer STdTd <21 fear | -998
given any certificate? Don't Know TaT & | -999
9.14 I X fea™ # mua! fhd #eq USE PEOPLE CODES
PP
Who helped you find this house? No one <l =« =181 | -995
Won’t Answer STdTd wTal T | -998
Doesn’t Know UdT &l | -999
9.15 39 R H g9 Y8d @ foly a1y USE PEOPLE CODES 1 |:| D
frefl @1 B¥eH /AR 9 < .
2? TR B, Al HHA? 2 [ ]
Do you pay anyone regularly to allow ’
you to continue to occupy this house? 3 . I:l |:|
50, whom? No one fH¥il & ¥ =&l | -995
Won’t Answer STdTd =gl T | -998
Don’t Know TdT <&l | -999
9.16 af =1 a1 R 3MY I8 TR 99 No <& | 0 >9.18
Thd 27 Yes & | 1 29.17
Can you sell this house? Won't Answer STdTd =8 faaT | -998 >9.18
Doesn’t Know Udl =&l | -999 -9.18
9.17 fhadl 9 Tdhd o° Anyone f&dT @7 1 | 1
To whom could you sell this house? Dalal/Pradhan &clTel /e | 2
Relative or friend R¥ITR a1 TR | 3
Government XD | 4
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Baseline-Il Survey

io: L1CIC-C10] pate: 1 [1/C101/0C1C1CC]
Other 31 | -997
Won’t Answer STdTd =gl fadr | -998
Doesn’t Know UdT &l | -999
9.18 | B! faTell atell a1 fohedt STy Birth Certificate ST=1 U#TOT U | 1
®I fa@r = 81 &1 39 J8f R & Voter ID Card 19 Ugd= U | 2
g, dl 3 {5 &R & BTl Ration / Authorization card Y919 | 3
feamyar? a1 IR u=
In order to show residency to service Bank Pass Book §& URT 96 | 4
providers like electricity suppliers, Property Documents Hb1 & | 5
what documents do you show? BT
€T §— o el fadedt # Mef Token 3 | &
TR | Electricity bill fasTetl &1 fdat | 7
None of these BTs 8} | -995
Other 3= | -997
Won’t Answer STdTd =gl fadr | -998
Doesn’t Know IdT =&l | -999
9.19 H SATd | UPh TR Pl HIFd a1 RUPEES %UY
BT?
How much would a house cost in this Won't Answer STaTd =gl fam | -998
area? Doesn’t Know Udl =&l | -999
9.20 39 TATD H TP &R BT (hxram RUPEES 30T
e g
How much would rent cost per month Won't Answer STaTd =gl faarm | -998
in this area? Doesn’t Know UdT =&l | -999
9.21 9 Sl H WIST / GRefl RUPEES U
pH /Tsard fda+r grm?
How much would a security Won't Answer STaTd =gl faar | -998
deposit/advance be in this area? Doesn’t Know UdT =&l | -999
9.22 RIT 3T AT 3MYDT Yol (bl No T8l | 0 >Section 10
SIRISTTG / ST & Alfeld 87 Yes &1 | 1 29.23
Do you or your spouse own any other Won't Answer STdTd &l fadT | -998 -> Section 10
property/real estate/land? Doesn’t Know Udl =&l | -999 -> Section 10
9.23 TE SITISTE Hel IR 27 Place of origin (Rural) f5m1 19 &1 | 1
Where is this property located? 3T 4
Place of origin (Urban) 5751 918 | 2
Circle all that apply I 3T ¥
Nill KINN TMeAT B | Other Rural Area 3= IJHIT | 3
ERIED]
Other (not Delhi) Urban Area 319 | 4
I gl (et =1E)
Delhi — In this basti fSeot, gd |5
g #
Delhi — Not in this basti eI, gd | 6
il H T8l
Other 31 | -997
Won’t Answer STdTd =gl T | -998
Don’t Know UdT <T&l | -999
9.24 g b9 bR Bl JRISg %\r? Farming/Agricultural Land Wfaer | 1
What type of property is this? ‘ﬂﬁT
Residential — House JMARAI—ER | 2
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Baseline-Il Survey

io: 1OI0-0000 pate: (11/C101/C100 00T
Circle all that apply Residential — Apartmentor | 3
ST SIUe AT BN | Tenement 3MATRII—HART T
PISN,ATA DI
Industrial JTeNf® | 4
Empty Plot of Land @Tell TSI SHIF | 5
Other 319 | -997
Won't Answer STdTd el T | -998
Don’t Know Udl &l | -999

Section 10. Household Finances (8R @1 amfefa Rerfa)
9 dici— 3d H MU MU R @I Md RAMT & IR § BB I HHI/Hdl | Ig U2 ddd Y &
fow € o1 5 fooll e 1 o= ARh B T8 Id™ SR | 9 U @ SR o I AUD BRI AT I

SIDET

Jraurd WAl € 3k ST DU GERT S Fohell © |
Now say-| will now ask you some questions about the finances of your household. This questions are strictly for research
purposes, and not be released to the government or any other person. Answering the questions will in no way have any
effect on your taxes or other financial matters. We will simply use the information you give to help us understand the
services provided to people like you and how to improve them.

Tl W HB 3RR Tl US| &F Ig TSN B I S & ot SKIHATT H¥1 6 3 a1 a1

10.01 | 3iaH &R A, MUd &% H fdad TRT PEOPLE
T BT B 3R AT B7
In an average month, how many No one ®Tg T Tel | -995 ~10.03
people in this household work and Won’t Answer STdTd g fear | -998
earn an income? -
Don’t Know Udl &l | -999
10.02 | ST X HBIH, §9 ol g§RT RUPEES ®UU
HATS TS F[el AN fHa 272 _
In an average month, what is the Won't Answer STdTd gl feam | -998
total income earned by people in the Don’t Know Udl &l | -999
household who work and earn an
income?
10.03 | VI & Ao fbad U9 @d RUPEES ©UT
B &7
In an average montg, how much is Entire amount earned T3 &HTS | -994
spent? XhH
Won'’t Answer STdTd el T | -998
" Don’t Know UdT &1 | -999
10.04 | 3MYd BX | VAT BIg & ol (Al No T&l 0 >10.12
B U <ar /worar g7 Yes & 1 >10.05
Do you or anyone in your household Won't Answer STdTg 981 fear 1998 31012
send/give money to anyone else on a Don’t Know TdT =181 999 31012
regular basis?
10.05 | fda! o & /woir? USE PEOPLE CODES
Who do you send/give money
to?
10.06 | fUsel ATel MU fha+l IR
T Hor?
How many times in the last year Won't Answer -998 -998 -998
did you send money? ST T8 fean
Don’t Know UdT =gl -999 -999 -999
10.07 | fhaw 9T | oMY I U7

a1 8 87
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Baseline-Il Survey

io: 1O0-010] pate: L1 [1/0101/000101 0]
For how long have you been Months FeH 3 3 3
sending this money? Years \Tcl 4 4 4
Won’t Answer -998 -998 -998
Starg w81 e
Don’t Know UdT &l -999 -999 -999
10.08 | Ig Ifd el Yedl &7 Place of origin (Rural) 1 1 1
Where does this person reside? o1 g | &y
Place of origin 2 2 2
(Urban)
SRR R I
Other Rural Area 3 3 3
3G YTIUT STl
Other (not Delhi) 4 4 4
Urban Area
DI 3T N
ot (feeel w12))
Delhi facell 5 5 5
Other -997 -997 -997
I
Won't Answer -998 -998 -998
SEICEC R
Don’t Know UdT &l -999 -999 -999
10.09 | MY I8 U HY Ao 2° Take it Myself Qg of 1 1 1
How do you send this money? EaSIGl é
Relative R¥ITR 2 2 2
Circle all that apply T IUS gl Friend QI 3 3 3
AT T | Hundi/Hawalla 4 4 4
ESIVAEIS
Postal service/Money 5 5 5
Order ST aT / H+1
SHESEY
Business &EIT 6 6 6
Bank Transfer S 7 7 7
ST IR
Other 3 -997 -997 -997
Won't Answ%\_ﬂ%—i 998 -998 998
Don’t Know UdT &l -999 -999 -999
10.10 HTHT: 8X Hlel 319 I(a')d“l RUPEES »UU
99 < /vord 87
On average how much do you Won't Answer STdTd -998 -998 -998
send/give each year? &1 e
Don’t Know UdT &l -999 -999 -999
1011 | 39 o H fohas 99 o T RUPEES ®UT
g7
How much does it cost to send Won’t Answer STdTd -998 -998 -998
this amount of money? REAERL
ST T3 NelT aod o Don’t Know UdT &l -999 -999 -999
4 9ord € o o v are
@ forg gv |
10.12 | /T 39 WX ¥ R v No <&l | 0 >10.18
fed & 0 T B € S Yes & | 1 >10.13
SHINIIR I Won't Answer ST =18 feaT | 998 310.18
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Baseline-Il Survey

io: 1O0-010] pate: L1 [1/0101/000101 0]
Does this household receive Don’t Know TdT =&l | -999 -210.18
money from anyone not living in
this household on a regular
basis?
1013 | 98 & g foras a8 U9 USE PEOPLE CODES
e &7
Who do you receive money
from?
10.14 | g Tfed el Yedr &7 Place of origin (Rural) | 1 1 1
Where does this person reside? ISSRIEREINE
Place of origin (Urban) | 2 2 2
1 oer 9 My O
Other Rural Area | 3 3 3
3G YTIUT STl
Other (not Delhi) Urban | 4 4 4
Area
PIg A SR FATH
(faeett =)
Delhi fdeell | 5 5 5
Other | -997 -997 -997
I
Won't Answer | -998 -998 -998
STarg 8 &
Don’t Know | -999 -999 -999
gar gl
10.15 | foba= \FT ¥ MURI F AT
et wgr 2°
How long have you been Months A&IH 3 3 3
receiving this money for? Years 9T 4 4 4
Won't Answer -998 -998 -998
SECICES R
Don’t Know UdT &l -999 -999 -999
10.16 HHTYA: BY dlel 3TYD] RUPEES »Uy{
fpaw 99 U By 27
On average how much do you Won’t Answer STdTd | -998 -998 -998
receive each year? REAER
Don’t Know UdT =&l | -999 -999 -999
10.17 | 3BT Jg U & UTd BId | Given in Person 98 g | 1 1 1
& <dm @
How do you receive this money? Relative R¥aR | 2 2 2
Friend QI | 3 3 3
Hundi/Hawalla | 4 4 4
ESIVASIEL
Mail Service/Courier | 5 5 5
STh AT / BRI
Business €T | 6 6 6
Bank Transfer §&® gRT | 7 7 7
TATHTENT
Other 319 | -997 -997 -997
Won’t Answer STdTd | -998 -998 -998
el fean
Don’t Know UdT =&l | -999 -999 -999
10.18 | fe¥ v faweui & a7 fHar 1 Type YR | Code PIE Skip
Committee/Society/ROSCA 1| ->10.19
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io: 1OI0-0000 pate: (11/C101/C100 00T
TRE W PIs gad Bl g7 BHCT / FHIST /T
M 37— 991 fAdeal BT geax Savings Account at Bank 2 | 210.19
AR | AR | fadent # e d% H ST T
T | Life Insurance Account 3 | =210.19
Does this household save money in NEEICIEIRCIG]
any of the following ways? Microcredit/Self Help Group (SHG) 4| 210.19
Read out all options. Circle all that apply ESIGISE] H‘;LS/ ddd dc
Provident Fund WdsIi=Tell 5| >10.19
None &g =&l -995 | >10.20
Other 34 -997 | =10.19
Won’t Answer STaTd &l fqdr -998 | ©10.20
Don’t Know UdTl =&l -999 | ©10.20
10.19 MY+ g4 U Bl A SYART B Unexpected expenses | 1
BT A 27 IATD BIS T
21 ©— Y fAdhaal Bl ey Use when income | 2
A | EIDESLI fdeal ¥ T decreases
a’q‘p}“ M Y+ U S¥dHTT DAl
What do you plan to use this money Education f7eTr | 3
for? Housing 31313 | 4
Read out all options. Circle all that Vehicle 7T | 5
apply Other durable goods | 6
T CHTS AMAH
Consumable goods SUHST A | 7
Marriage Tdarg
Remittance to Family Elsewhere
FEl 3R T & IRAR Bl Aol

Other 3T | -997

Won’t Answer STdTd Hgl 1T | -998

Don’t Know TdT gl | -999

1020 | R 39 TR & bl A& o HHI No =gl | 0 >10.39
U AT BIs SUR forar & o fb Yes & | 1 >10.21
500 W SITST &I? Has this Won’t Answer STdTd gl QT | -998
household ever taken borrowed Don’t Know TdT -T&i | -999

money from someone or taken a loan
of more than 500 Rs?

10.21 | fusel 9 ATell § o T fha- NUMBER ¥R 00->10.25
IR 3 U7 SR AT DI 0T 01->10.25
forar @ S f& 500 ® | ST Won’t Answer STdTd gl fedr | -998
T 2AT? Don’t Know UdT &l | -999

In the last three years, approximately
how many times have you borrowed
money or take a loan for more than

Rs.500?

10.22 | fUoer &4 Arel § muw fhaw Money lender = T | 1 ->10.24
19 SR a1 o7 foram § o f&b Bank ¥ | 2 >10.24
500 R | SITET AT? §TH QR Microcredit/Self Help Group (SHG) | 3 >10.24
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io: 1OI0-0000 pate: (11/C101/C100 00T
a7 REGRT 9 &F 999 & oy Personal loan 311 &Rt & | 4 >10.23
U9 YN oA 7 9fHer 2 Committee/Society/ROSCA | 5 >10.24
In the last three years, from whom DHCT /AT /XD
have you borrowed money or taken a Have not borrowed during that time | -995 -10.24
loan(s) for more than 500 Rs.? This SN HY SER Al forar o
includes borrowing money from a Other 34 | -997 ->10.24
friend or relative just a short while.
Won’t Answer SIdTd =gl 1<l ¢ | -998 -10.24
ST @Y BT AT o Don’t Know TdT =Tel | -999 >10.24
Circle all that apply.
10.23 | MU I8 QYR fhad | forar? faeell # gRaR | 1
Which people have you taken Family in Delhi
personal loans from? foooll & areYy uRar | 2
N . Family Outside of Delhi
. ! & q:cf_ B Neighbor | 3
Circle all that apply.
faeell & T | 4
Friend from Delhi
faoell & 918} @ aRd | 5
Friend from outside of Delhi
TR & RIAGR | 6
Relative of Friend
Alfeld AT B ©F S8 & AT | 7
Employer or Person from Work
A | -997
Other
Won’t Answer STd1d <Tgl fdT | -998
10.24 | 3799 9 R Bl ST d [haT? Paying Bills fda T ¥7am &= | 1
What have you used these loans for? Business Investment &TYR § < 4T | 2
House ®X H | 3
Circle all that apply. ST @Y 81 Il
al_;?rgla at apply il Repay Other Loans &< Eggﬁ U | 4
Ealesail
Child’s Expenses/Education gl b | 5
T/ f3rer
Food ¥IGTH | 6
Durable Goods ®IH &I d¥&u | 7
Vehicle digd | 8
Marriage 2 al |9
Medicine/Doctor Bills | 10
SATSYT /STaeR & e BT YId=
Other 319 | -997
Won’t Answer STdTd gl fedT | -998
Don’t Know UdT & | -999
10.25 | RN 9R fhaw T¥g Ugdl g9 NUMBER %
TR A WO AT U SuR o o
When did this household most Days ago a1 Ugel
recently take a loan or borrow Months Ago H&I- Ugel
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io: 1OI0-0000 pate: (11/C101/C100 00T
money? Years Ago dTel Ugdl | 3
Won’t Answer STdTd el f<dT | -998
Don’t Know UdTl =&l | -999
10.26 | Ig RO HEl A foram or? Money lender af=aT | 1 >10.28
What type of loan/borrowing money Bank §@ | 2 -10.28
was this? Microcredit/SHG ¥d {erIdl H9g | 3 -10.28
Personal loan 31 &b 3 | 4 -210.27
Committee/Society/ROSCA | 5 -10.28
HHST / THTST /TP
Other 314 | -997 -210.27
Won’t Answer SdTd gl [<dT | -998 -10.28
Don’t Know UdT =&l | -999 ->10.28
10.27 | I8 kT A7 SUR b | forar or? USE PEOPLE CODES
From whom did you take a loan or
borrow money? Won’t Answer STaTd =Tl [adT | -998
Don’t Know UdT =&l | -999
10.28 | 3 KT &1 I fha= o7 RUPEES $UT
How much was this loan amount? Won't Answer STdTd el faam | -998
Don’t Know UdT =&l | -999
10.29 | 39 kU BI RN BT WA D Paying Bills [T T 77T &< | 1
fopar? Business Investment &TIR H T | 2
What have you used these loans for? House &R ¥ | 3
Circle all that apply. ST EINS B el Repay Other Loans far¥l ? i
T | e L3
Child’s Expenses/Education 9l b | 5
@ / fRrem
Food ¥Ioi | 6
Durable Goods &1 &I U | 7
VehicledTgd | 8
Marriage IMaT | 9
Medicine/Doctor Bills gargar / | 10
STaex & fdet BT I
Other 319 | -997
Won’t Answer STdTd el f<dT | -998
Don’t Know UdT =&l | -999
10.30 | I MYBI 39 7 R Ifid No T8l | 0 >10.33
3T W U9 <9 ue? Yes &1 | 1 1031
Do or did you have to make regular Won’t Answer STdTd =gl faaT | -998 ->10.33
payments on this loan? Don’t Know TdT =&l | -999 -10.33
10.31 | fhd RIS UR 3MUBT I <9 Weekly STTee | 1
Tsd 27 Bi-Weekly 9<g # aI dR | 2
Monthly ART® | 3
How frequently do or did you have to Bi-Monthly &I § €T a1X | 4
make payments? Other ar=g | ~097
Won’t Answer STdTd el f<dT | -998
Don’t Know UdT T&l | -999
10.32 | ST & 9K 3MMUBT fohaT U RUPEES ®0U
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io: L1CIC-C10] pate: 1 [1/C101/0C1C1CC]
< U@'ﬁ g a1 us? Won’t Answer STdTd el f<dT | -998
How much is/was each payment on Don’t Know UdT ATl | -999
average?
10.33 | &1 319 3§ KU1 Bl GDT B No <78l | 0 >10.34
e° Yes B | 1 10.36
Are you currently repaying this loan? Won’t Answer STdTd el [<dT | -998 ->10.39
Don’t Know UdT =&l | -999 >10.39
10.34 | 5 0T Bl GBI H Bl (ol NUMBER T
THY T?
In total, how long did it take to repay Days e |1
this loan? Weeks 8T | 2
Months AgI9 | 3
Years \lcT | 4
Didn’t have to repay Q’Cb"lﬁ DI | -996 -10.39
STexd el oY
Won’t Answer STaTd =gl [adT | -998
Don’t Know UdT =&l | -999
1035 | AU 0T YbH @ [TV el RUPEES ®UY >10.39
fpa 09 oy, 7 IR ax _
fyeras? Won't Answer STdTd =gl foar | -998 -10.39
How much did you pay in total to Don’t Know T &l | -999 —10.39
repay the loan (principal + interest)?
10.36 | MU SId I VT foldT AT 9 NUMBER e
3MIPT $H  FUT BT b B fory
fopaer = foam T w99 o9 Days fa | 1
@WWW@@W@WI Weeks B | 2
How long from the initial borrowing Months A& | 3
were you given to repay this loan? Vears et | 4
Time is from initial borrowing No Time Limit Given IS HHI HAT | 995
Gl
Won’t Answer STaTd =Tl [&dT | -998
Don’t Know TdT T&l | -999
1037 | 3MUPT 0T gD B o0 e RUPEES %UT
fhae U1 < U (A + IR) _
Won’t Answer STdTd gl fedT | -998
How much will you have to pay Don’t Know Ul =&l | -999
(principal + interest)?
10.38 | g9 H, 8 UYBR BT KT RUPEES ®UU
fetTehy, 8% HEIM AT 0T bl _
& fore fray T @ @ 9 Won't Answer STdTd =gl QT | -998
Currently, how much do you pay per Don’t Know Ul =€l | -999

month in loan repayments, including
any other loans?

Page 42 of 63




Baseline-Il Survey

io: JOI01-C10] pate: LI 1/0101/L1CI L]
e T Y fa<iia arel & forw I sargd & 98 Ui bR H SR bEl s—feedtl § g AT Tid H?

Where do you think it would be easier for you to receive the following financial services, in Delhi or in the village we
discussed earlier? There are no right or wrong answers, we are just interested in your perceptions. %8 Teld 3R &l

Sq19 T2l B8R 79 RIm muas! fERl @ Y @ $95@ © |

Delhi Village About the | Won't

10.39 | §&% ¥NET H 99d War AT AT T of Tl 1 2 3 -998 -999
Accessing savings and loan services at a bank

10.40 | 9T | FT AT 1 2 3 -998 -999
Getting a loan from a moneylender

10.41 | RedeRT IR SRAl 9 0T AT SUR o | 1 2 3 -998 -999
Getting a loan from a relative or friend

10.42 | gR &I T8 H U ST T 9T Bl 1 2 3 -998 -999
Send/receive money from relatively distant places

10.43 | IS YD U AL b 31 H Delhi fawell | 1
®B U FEd € Ol SHBT 3T 6 Village T | 2
"M dd FeTh GAT Dhal About the same TTHIT UdHHAT | 3
AT BTl &7 Won’t Answer &l T | -998
If you had some money left over at Don’t Know UdT <81 | -999

the end of the month, where would
it be easier to save that amount for
the next 6 months?

10.44 | ATEY dR WX JUD (AR H Delhi faeetl | 1
gfosy & forw G I Bl Village 1T | 2
SITST ST 872 In general, where About the same TTHIT UHHAM | 3
do you think it easier for you to make Won’t Answer sel §drT | -998
an ir.westment for the future, in cash Don’t Know GdT =&t | -999
or kind?

10.45 | 9MAMY AR WR 3N fdaR H &4 Delhi fawell | 1
ST &% H Hal R of Fhd 87 Village 19 | 2
In general, where do you think you About the same T THIT UHHA | 3
could you get a loan at a lower rate? Won’t Answer g1 §dTT | -998

Don’t Know UdT =gl | -999
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Section 11. Migration (TcTa )

Baseline-Il Survey

pate: 11/ /L1100

& G— 4.02 9 Jfe ITRGIAT BT ol A R fdeell © A A&7 110 R S, 78l df W | Not Applicable
g L
If the respondent’s place of origin is Delhi in 4.02, then skip to question 11.i. Otherwise, continue. -996 D11
11.01 | T 37 dTel FHI H Ao 3+ No <€l | 0 ~>11.03
el ey I Sy XE=T 28l ? Yes &f | 1 >11.02
Would you want to move back to your Won’t Answer STdTd FTa} QT | -998 ->11.03
place of origin in the future? Don't Know UdT 9T&] | -999 ->11.03
11.02 | Y Hd 3 Hol (AT I Never ®H1 el | O
arqd ST =R ? In less than 5 years 5 AT | &H | 1
When would you move back to your Between 5 and 10 years | 2
place of origin? 5 10 AT & &9 H
10-20 years 10—20 9T | 3
Over 20 years 20 W{Tcl J SR | 4
No specific plans, but when possible | 5
fAfteq 78, W 39 999 @
No specific plans, but when necessary | 6
fR=d 78, W™ S9 ST us
Other | -997
I
Won’t Answer STaTd el QT | -998
Don't Know UdT &i | -999
11.03 | @€ B Al fIF ISl & Sl 31Ul Hel a1 e Rank Code If Other, specify
SATET ! ol © faoell & gadd #? EfEd & 1
ITAR HH H T |
Wé—%$ComparisonméﬁlﬁWﬂﬁwm 2
AR |
In order of importance, what are the three main things that
you like about Delhi compared to your place of origin? 3
Caution: Do not prompt
11.04 | 98 BIF A OI9 Aol § Off JMMUdI facell H T el | Rank Code
g e e A I @ oo #? e @ )
ITAR PH H T |
Wé—%$mmmparisonaﬁlﬁw?ﬁwm )
AR |
In order of importance, what are the three main things that
you like about your place of origin compared to Delhi? 3
Caution: Do not prompt
Comparison Codes
F&g\_(*[/ib—\faﬁ Schools/Colleges .........uuvvue. ITATANUT ENVIroNMeNt ...ceveeeeeveeeeveniereeennns 9 | faciel ?jﬁ?JITQ Electricity provision ......... 15
ARG W Healthcare ......ccoeeeeeennnn, T AT & I R8T Mixing with the WW Water provision .................. 16
RUSIRIIES Employment ...cooeeeieiiiiiiiiiiieie “right” PeoPIe ..ceeveverreererereriiiiiiiees 10 | Having more space IR SE @Y 1E...17
gRag+ WTransportation ...................... YTATFOOd vooviiieeiiieiiiiee, 11 | SUIQT JARTH More leisure ....ooveeeeeeeeennnnes 18
ReeRT &F Hluj\qii\l Presence of X 3TATH HOUSING vevvvvvveiieeeeereenieneeeeeenns 12 | H9 ﬂ?ﬂﬁ’cﬁ ‘DTH Preferred work ............ 19
relatives.............. 5 ARG ENtertainment .......c.eeereeeeennn. 13 | pv BE] NOthiNg veveveeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeee, -995
TS B URATE Childcare ..o.oueevesenevernnnee. g aRAR A R AT G URAR @ | 3T Other vovvveevvvvvererveeeserssi -997
NIRETT SeCUrity vovvevveenieeieciececcieeeie T el Living away from extended family, STaTg T8l faAr Won't Answer ............. -998
Al / HIWBT Cleanliness/ Sanitation ...... with smaller family ......cccccovvviiiiiienennnnnn. 14 | UAT &I Doesn’t KNOW ......evervreereeennn. -999
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Baseline-Il Survey

io: 1ICI-C10] pate: 1 1/C101/0C1CICIC]
11.i. SEASONAL MIGRATION (HIRTHI TelTde)
Bl 5 Aol H AT 3T B ATl HB THI Wl AT 3 S AT gel $ No =&l | 0 >1Lii
forg oo Hot frarT I a1 el & 91eR wEl od g8t ¥8d 27 V=] S Continue
In the last five years, did you travel to your place of origin or any other location
outside Delhi every year and stay for a significant period of time, such as for farming
or work?
34 qifely—guar o1 9ag &1 377 faeell | aER B fbd S8l R 91t § Ua 78 & foly 384 © |
Now say: Please tell me about the different places outside Delhi where you live for at least a month every year.
11.i.1. | 11.i.2. 11.i.3. 11.i.4. 11.i.5. 11.i.6. 11.i.7.
S.No. | State District Type of place I8l ¥8d &7 Reason for Moving Codes J3II7T THh A ST IR AT FAhd & |

B B U el STTTU | P, Occupation at that place

B Pl <Y Months in a year UH A SIGT SR 3 Adhd © | | Multiple Answers Allowed
v Circle each individual month Why did they move?
HRA™ 01 | UMRA 02 | Multiple Answers Allowed
-

1 01 02| 03| 04| 05| 06

07 08| 09| 10| 11| 12 - -
2 01 02| 03| 04| 05| 06

07 08| 09| 10| 11| 12 - -
3 01 02| 03| 04| 05| 06

07 08| 09| 10| 11| 12 - -
4 01 02| 03| 04| 05| 06

07| 08| 09 10| 11| 12 - -
5 01 02| 03| 04| 05| 06

07| 08| 09| 10| 11 | 12 - -
6 01| 02| 03| 04| 05| 06

07| 08| 09| 10| 11 | 12 - -
7 01| 02| 03| 04| 05| 06

07| 08| 09| 10| 11 12 . -
TYPE OF PLACE CODES Delhi — In this basti TGGEN, ST TR H .oovevvvvvvvvvvveeessssssseeeeeesssssssssssssssssssssss 5
Place of origin (Rural) TSR TTTT T BT ...ttt e ees e ses e 1| Delhi— Not in this basti fEToll, ST TR H BT ceovoeeeeeeeeeeee et eeneeen 6
Place of origin (Urban) fSTRT FMER R BT 2.....oevviiirireveeeeeeessmsseseseereesssssessssssmesssssosssnseson 2 | BTRIOLNEE ovueieeieiecteeie et sss s bbbt st et -997
Other Rural Area 31T TTHITT ZeTDN......ouvreeeeeeresieseeeeeesseseesesessssssssssessesss e sssessssssessessan. B | CTTE BT T T WOR T ANSWET et ettt e e aeea s eee s -998
Other (not Delhi) Urban Area @13 311 W& SATHT (fITEM T cvvvvnvveevceeeeereeeeeeeeceeea 4 | TAT TTEI DONE KNOW ervrvrereeeeeseeeeesseesse s eeeeeesesse s ses s ses st eses s s s senessaneas -999
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11.ii. MIGRATION HIS

TORY

Baseline-Il Survey

pate: L11/0101/L10100]

Iq Sifely—auar T3 99 &1 34 I MY f b SRl W < g&

8?

&I - Hadl de] I foRd S8l g8 U HEIH AT SUTET & 7Y X8 € U7 X8 @ © | SA6s Afdd Bl SAHS WU H Sdd o < | I 41 b X Plg SIHPNI Ge

SR | 8% el Y8 &I RAfd a1 grefd & forg 3reT SiMaR ford, IeTexvr— Siaraceg Jfdd g ¥ faeell omar g a1 S 98% H =R 98eldl § I1 98- 8] oIl © | 3R
IBH B TR AR BIST AT 31 981 I8 @ T A TR R Bel & @ R 0 fored &k Wen we 11.06 Y |
Now say: Please tell me about the different places you have lived up until now.
Only give locations where lived for a month or more. Try to allow the respondent to reply in narrative form as much as possible, only stopping to ask about specific details that might be missed. A
separate entry should be filled for each change in living situation. E.g., if the respondent moved from a village to Delhi, or changed houses in the same city, or became homeless. If they have never
moved houses, then mark 0 in the “Why Next Location” column and skip to question 11.06.

11.i.1. | 11.ii.2.
$hH NI

HET State

SNo

11.ii.3.
ISEIVASIE
(Freeht )
District/

Place (in Delhi)

11.ii.4.
T -1
rEd-2
Rural/
Urban

11.ii.5.
fha g &
1-f&7 | 3-8 |
4.7 |

Time Resident

1- Days | 3- Months |

4- Years

11.ii.6. 11.ii.7.

S g w7 | fhad A
PR B A7 BT A?
What did they | People TS
do there? TINT BN |
Occupationiﬁ@’ Companions
TART N |

11.ii.8.

TR DT o
Housingﬂﬁ@'
TART X |
Type of
housing

11.ii.9.

TR ge /ARG /A | ha
Aeg Pl

Help Finding/ Purchasing/Building
People BIS TIANT B |

11.ii.10.

T S I
BISI?

Reason for Movingm
TART &N |

Reason for leaving

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

N

N
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Baseline-Il Relative Migration History

pate: 11/ /L1100

HOUSING CODES | a1 39 & UdhR
Eﬁ—:‘z; el (é"a?) None (homeless) ....cccevvvveviieeriiernnieennne 1 11’???‘5Apartment/flat ..................................................... 5
TSI/ STRRITIT Mixed/transient ............oovvevecccsocsoesnesenenes 2 | I BUNGAIOW ..o 6
ée/smmﬁ E%C[Tent/temporary CAMP covreeerereee e 3 | BT Other o -997
DTl YXKaccha hOUSE ....evveeiiieeiiieece e 4 | STATd BT T WON't ANSWET weoreveeeeeeeeeeeeseereeeee, -998
TFDT TN Pakka hOUSE ...vveeeeieiiieecicenetecee e 5 | AT TSI DON't KNOW weoverrreeeeeeeeeeeeeeeerersssssssssssesessesees -999
1Liii | 9T M9 319 SfasT # foei No T8l | 0
g R A | Ry Tu SrEl .
@ 3refrar feel S R A Yes &1 1
frar 8 /R @ 87 Won’t Answer STaTd =Tl T | -998
Have you at any point in your life _
lived anywhere else besides the Don’t Know WdT & | -999
places listed in the roster above?
SR T T A BT Ugh? GAM, MR STl I O I el # fora © |
Read out the places on the roster. Use this question to add periods to the roster above, if necessary.
11iv | 9IT MO 30+ Sfiad | HH 9 No +I&i | 0
IERURSICNISEAR IS I ] ) =
3NERUT, YeTd I e ) Yes® | 1
TR &7 f&A 9 Sarer |, Won't Answer SfdTd =T8l foa | -998
QT YGHTET @l T8/ T 87 :
Have you at any point in your life Don’t Know eIl & | -999
slept, cooked and bathed in a public
space (footpath, overpass, train
station, etc.) for two or more
consecutive days?
S UR ] AGG R JER B DI FHISIARIS Al 7 W, Al ST B Al
Use this question to add periods when the person was homeless to the roster above, if necessary.
STREIAT §RT IR T SITEI & hH Pl & qd Y 314 HHID D (oY AT Sle |
Now put numbers for SNo, giving the order of places in which the respondent lived.
11.05 | QM U a9 § a9 fba AgH MONTHS HEIH
faeell # faard /<& €7
In an average year, how many months Won'’t Answer oTdTd gl fdT | -998
do you live in Delhi? Don’t Know UdT &l | -999
11.06 | fUBell IR H9 MU fIoel & a_R NUMBER A
THh BRI A el & forg g o
When was the last trip you left Delhi Days Ago fa= Ugel | 1
for a week or longer? Weeks Ago TR U= | 2
Months Ago e g | 3
Years Ago \dTcl Ugd | 4
Never &Yl &l | -995 >11.13
Won’t Answer STdTd =Tel f<dr | -998
Don’t Know UdT =&l | -999
11.07 | 319 fel b q9g & forq 7g NUMBER <
o?
&9 I8 91q fod a1 sarer & forw Days 2 | 1
ﬁﬁzﬂfﬂ‘%q' - total? Weeks BFI | 2
ow long were you gone in total?
Note: Th?s musti)e rsore than 7 days. Mo:ths 2_:?; i
: ears
i ?:’ 7 R Won’t Answer STaTd =Tl f¢dT | -998
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Baseline-Il Relative Migration History

io: LICICI-010
pate: L1/ /11T
Don’t Know UdT gl | -999
11.08 | MY Hal T o7 DESTINATION Trqed oI

What was the destination of this trip?

State

District

Won'’t Answer SdTd Aol [¢aT | -998

Don’t Know UdT gl | -999

11.09 | 918 Y W8 &l b YbR Place of origin (Rural) o/ g & | 1
¥ fafea o | 31 o
What type of destination was this? Place of origin (Urban) 15T 18R ¥ | 2
Classify the given location. 3T o
Other Rural Area 3T UTHIUT SclTdl | 3
Other (not Delhi) Urban Area 319 | 4
el o (feeelt =2)
Other 319 | -997
Won’t Answer STdTd =gl f<dr | -998
Don’t Know UdT =T&l | -999
11.10 | fFT PR Y G T o7 Seek permanent work R B B | 1

&M I—UTIR 7 9aA1 | ARL T
fqepedl # el o I |

What was the purpose of this trip?
Circle all that apply.

ot H

Seek temporary work SRR & @I | 2
rer |

Pursue primary or secondary education | 3

gt a1 Areafie Rem & R

Pursue post-secondary education | 4

et e @ 919 & UeTs B
forg

Medical treatment felfdheddl ST

Delivery d=dl ﬁﬂT BN B ]%I'Q

Visit relatives RIIERT I 9T

0:NNiO: W

Look after business/financial interests

gerr / facia o™ &1 S & oy

Disagreement with peoplein | 9

Delhi/household f&eell /B8R # ST
3 THIIG

To go to a wedding ¥ T HOH @ | 10
ferg

To get married 2 Sl BN b %I'Q 11

Holiday §ecl #H & fofq | 12

Other 3Y | -997

Won't Answer STdTd gl 13T | -998

Don’t Know UdT Tl | -999

&M G— U 11.06 < AR MR IR feoell & 9ER 98 U ATel Ugel I1 S99 3 T o @l 1111 H
00 STfeTY 3R AT 11.13 BT IY |
Caution: Check question 11.06 to see if the last trip the person took was a year or more ago. If so, write 00 for 11.11
and skip to question 11.13.

11.11

ool a9 3y oo fhd=T a”
fooell & 918} Udh BRI IT 99d

e & forw U 9

TIMES 00 ->11.13

Won’t Answer STaTd =81 faar | -998
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Baseline-Il Relative Migration History

pate: 11/ /L1100

In the last year, how many times Don’t Know UdT &l | -999
approximately did you leave Delhi for a
week or longer at a time?
11.12 | 59 9819 319 fecell & 918% Th January STFERT | 1
f:ffﬁ T ITST & 1%‘1'(’ ‘\fé? February BN | 2
%gquaﬁﬁ'mw March A9 | 3
ICIC:.(*:I ﬁ ‘LLdId?*dI‘Ilq| . ) April 3T§?1' 4
Which months did you spend a wee
or more outside of\llDeIhiF‘.)? May | S
Circle all that apply and all that they June NI | 6
remember. July @T‘ﬂé 7
August 3T | 8
September RITHR | 9
October 3faceX | 10
November Sd+R | 11
December f&sTH R | 12
Don’t remember all THI ITE T8l | 13
Won’t Answer STdTd =gl 1Q3T | -998
Don’t Know UdT &l | -999
11.13 | facell H I8d gU el (TA.HIEN) No <T&i | 0 >11.18
@ 918 B fhar 87 Yes B | 1
Since living in Delhi (NCT), have you Won’t Answer STdTd =gl f<dr | -998 211.18
wo.rlfef:i outside of Delhi, including Don't Know et =& | 999 39118
adjoining areas?
&9 §— T[Sd, AIvSl, BRIGMENT,
MG o s gU SiTsl H
S far g ar W 8§ e
TRE | Limit Delhi to NCT and leave
out adjoining areas for now.
11.14 | facell ¥ Y&d 8Y faeell (TH.1.EN) Gurgaon TSTd | 1
I TR MU fhd SITE H B Noida =TT | 2
o &7 Faridabad BYIGMETE | 3
Where have you worked outside Delhi,
including adjoining areas like Gurgaon Ghaziabad TITISTATETE | 4
and Noida? Other 319J | -997
&9 <A ¥ B fear 8, @ &9
YISl 98 qan |
Circle all that apply.
Won’t Answer ST1dTd =Tgl Q3T | -998
Don’t Know UdT &l | -999
11.15 | ficell ¥ IR A fUwell ar Th AT A
fhe 9T Ugel B fhar or? STeT §
When was the last time you worked 211.18
outside Delhi? Days Ago o uget | 1
g E_aft B wre R 2 a5 MonthsAgo‘TEﬁefEI%ﬁ 3
3% fdar o a8 A | Years Ago ¥Tcil Ugdl | 4
If they have left that job, then indicate Never @41 =Tl 995 31118
when did they left that particular job Won't Answer S1aTd T8 e oo
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io: 1O0-010]
pate: L1 [1/0101/000101 0]
Don’t Know UdT &l | -999
11.16 | Ul AT MU faeell & 3refral PLACES T8 00 >11.18
fhae STeT—3TelRT STRTEl TR &
o e 2 Won’t Answer STaTd gl fear | -998 >11.18
In the last year, how many different Don’t Know UdT =T&l | -999 ->11.18
places have you worked besides Delhi?
11.17 | fUwel 12 A2 & b 7S H Delhi
e faeelt # &M foar &R (NCT) Else- Didn’t Won't
foa9 sue Bl iR BH fhar? faeelt where Work Answer Don’t
In the last 12 months, which months (@. feeetl <1 Both B el EIE] Know
did you work in Delhi, and which Month Tﬁé)[) CIRN g frar i fear | uar 81
months did you work elsewhere? ST 1 2 3 4 -998 -999
January
BHRaN] 1 2 3 4 -998 -999
February
AT 1 2 3 4 -998 -999
March
SIre] 1 2 3 4 -998 -999
April
3 1 2 3 4 -998 -999
May
ST 1 2 3 4 -998 -999
June
SEIS 1 2 3 4 -998 -999
July
I 1 2 3 4 -998 -999
August
RyawR 1 2 3 4 -998 -999
September
JAFCER 1 2 3 4 -998 -999
October
BCESKS 1 2 3 4 -998 -999
November
IESS SN 1 2 3 4 -998 -999
December
11.18 | T A9 3T YT 87 Never married P¥1 3MMET &1 g8 | O - Section 12
&2 Y% W RN TR BT TGHR Married (formal/informal) Il jat | 1 -2 11.19
udr oI b a8 wmel gar € Al (3fTo=TRe / sraito=mie)
T IR AR AT g a1 A 9:3 & Widow/ widower ﬁ"il—dT/ﬁg_\’ 2 2> 11.22
HH DI MRl gél)f oA | a8 m Divorced/ Separated Telldh | 3 > 11.22
oF 3R 3@ &I € Al SHBT BRI T /T
‘Iﬁl Won't Answer odTd -Iol ST | -998 - 11.22
Are you married or have you ever been Don’t Know UdTl &l | -999 > 11.22
married?
Look back at roster to determine if they are
currently married. If not, ask if they have
ever been married. If they were and are not
now, ask the reason they are no longer
married.
11.19 | T JMYPT Yol /Ufd gD A1 No =T&i | 0 > 11.20
feeell # T&d /<&l &7 Yes &f | 1 > 11.22
Does your spouse live with you in Won’t Answer STaTd gl fodr | -998 > 11.22
Delhi?
11.20 | 98 3IIfSHaR Hafl I&dl /I8 87 Place of origin (Rural) 51 7ifa 9 | 1
MY 9
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Baseline-Il Relative Migration History

pate: 11/ /L1100

Where do they live mostly?

Place of origin (Urban) g R a2
3T o

Other Rural Area 37 UTHIU gCAllhl | 3

Other (not Delhi) Urban Area 31
el gard (faeelt 2)

Elsewhere in Delhi feoil H &gl | 5
AR

Other 30 | -997

Won'’t Answer STdTd =gl QT | -998

Don't Know UdT Sl | -999

11.21

fohd™ RIS TR 3MUBT I/ Tfey
oY ey el amrar /el 2 |
M 3— USHY 9amd |

How frequently does your spouse visit

you in Delhi?
Read out the options.

Once a week Eﬂﬁ # Tdh dIR

N

Once a month AgI9 # TUdh I

Once a year Wlcl foEB EINS

w

IS

Less than once a year {Tef T TUdh
IR I BH

Other 39 | -997

Won'’t Answer STdTd =i odT | -998

Don’t Know UdT 9l | -999
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io: 1OI0-0000
pate: (11/C101/C100 00T
11.22 | 3Ye fobaa d=d %\'? CHILDREN = 00 >
How many living children do you have? Section 12
Won’t Answer STdTd sl fadT | -998
Don’t Know UdT =T&l | -999
11.23 | 3MUS fhaw a=d Ud 1 & CHILDREN =
g?
How many of your children live with All of them T | -995 If all >
you in Delhi? Section 12
Won't Answer STaTd el QT | -998
Don’t Know UdT &l | -999
11.24 | MU fohas a0 faoell H & &, CHILDREN 9=l
R 3MIS A1 g IR ) T8
IE? All of them 74T | -995 Ifall > 11.26
How many of your children live in Won't Answer oTdTd <l fean | -998
Delhi, but do not regularly reside with ; :
Jou? Don’t Know UdT =&l | -999
11.25 | St ool § 712 3&d € 98 @af T
PEl 87 Place of origin (Rural) fST<F g N
Of those who do not live in Delhi, how 3T o
many live in each of the following Place of origin (Urban) foTT 318} &
places? MY o
Other Rural Area 3T UTHITT STl
Other (not Delhi) Urban Area 3T
e g (feeedl =)
Other 319
Don’t Know UdT gl
Won’t Answer STdTd gl fdT | -998
11.26 | 319 dTel WATel & AR MUD fhad CHILDREN ol
3R I= IMUD UTH 3MMHR IE Al
g7 Won’t Answer STaTd gl f<dT | -998
How many of your children do you Don't Know Udl <81 | -999
expect to join you here within the next
year?
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o: LI O-00]
pate: 11/ /L1100

ST S—e) & I 9G¥ o & A9 ford ol fob SRrerdr & Wig Reder 2 2 3R 18 9l 9

SITET B9 & & 3R O 3l BR # Y8 W2 2| I8 B g 9hd © b 18 AT ¥ SW & 99 ANl &
fore & R forw 1.06 a1 2.06 # STaTd “FE)" e 81 IR 1 3R 2

List members of the household who are not direct relatives of the head of the household/respondent AND
who are still living in the household AND who are above age 18, in other words, for members for whom 1.06
or 2.06 are answered “No” on the HH rosters.

AT o M few &7 fufed & afe oIz A
4 sTRae Retfea @fer Reder T80 8 =R
# AT 8T 1| Check here if respondent has no
non-direct relatives who have stayed in the house.
HH

Name of Person Selected:

Selection (V)
®.9. gsgvde’ Reder
S.No. M-ID Relative Migration

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8 -
9
10
11
12
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o: LI O-00]
pate: 11/ /L1100

A-srRde Reifea (ST & WY RedaR T8l §) aTell FSMISOYE IReX <@ ol fdb MU X7 & | afe STRerr &l
B3 AF—srRae Relfea 7 2 S & IHS o) # T &1 IR 18 AT I SAST B9 &1 & af R I Ao =1 4o |
Ife TAT Bl 8 O IR § o fb fra—fea & 7\ & g fafted fear mar 21 ok afe fafead fear man smedh
T} ¥ AlgE & O Hadd 12 I8 o9 3MY YR {AeUT X of SR AT a1 Hig[e T8l 2 O YY 98 $He 99w M 3R
e &1 aF T o |

Consult the randomization roster of non-direct relatives that you completed. If the respondent has no non-direct relatives who live in
the household and are above the age of 18, then skip section 12. If they do, look to see which indirect relative has a check in the
selection column and their name as selected. If the person is present in the household, carry out section 12 after you have
completed the rest of the survey. If they are not present, then ask when they will return, and set up an appointment to meet with
them.

12.01 | T 39 (U M9 Bl el Bl No &l | 0
farft |79 8° Yes Bl | 1
Do you consider yourself to be a Won’t Answer STdTd Tg] fear | -998
resident of Delhi? Don't Know Tl <181 | -999
12.02 | 319 b 15T & gl il €7 Delhi f3eefl | 1 >12.04
In which state is your place of origin? Uttar Pradesh S<T¥ ge9T | 2 -212.03
Haryana &R3mom | 3 -12.03
Madhya Pradesh #e U< | 4 -12.03
Bihar 18R | 5 >12.03
Rajasthan YTl | 6 =12.03
West Bengal URa Tl | 7 >12.03
Punjab USTTd | 8 ->12.03
Other 3] | -997 -212.03
Won'’t Answer STdTd gl [dT | -998 212.04
Don't Know UdT T8l | -999 >12.04
12.03 | 39 b o7l & Hof A 57 DISTRICT fSre
In which district is your place of origin? Won’t Answer STdTd gl fdT | -998
Don't Know UdT &l | -999
12.04 | AT ST qEI FIT AT No | 0
Were you born there? Yes | 1 212.07
Won’t Answer Sarg g1 fear | -998
Don't Know gar =& | -999
12.05 | SYHT ST b 5T H g3 AT? Delhi f&well | 1 >12.07
In which state were you born? Uttar Pradesh S<¥ 9<9T | 2 -212.06
Haryana &Ramom | 3 212.06
Madhya Pradesh #& 92T | 4 212.06
Bihar 18R | 5 >12.06
Rajasthan XToT— | 6 212.06
West Bengal Uf¥aH 771 | 7 >12.06
Punjab ToTTd | 8 >12.06
Other a1 | -997 >12.06
Won'’t Answer STdTd =gl faar | -998 -212.07
Don't Know Udl S8l | -999 >12.07
12.06 | YT 5 b forel H garr 212 DISTRICT f3Tem
In which district were you born?
STarg STl f<ar Won’t Answer | -998
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Baseline-Il Relative Migration History

pate: 11/ /L1100

| UdT &1 Don’t Know | -999 |

&M q— 12.02 % Ife IR &1 o Fa I faeet & af el 12,11 W SR, T8l a1 3R Jo |

Interviewer Checkpoint: If the respondent’s place of origin is Delhi, then skip to question 12.11. Otherwise, continue.

12.07 | &7 A dTel A | 91949 394 No &1 | 0 >12.09
el Farg I SR REAT @8l ? Yes Bl | 1 >12.08
Would you want to move back to your Won’t Answer STdTd =gl QaT | -998 -12.09
place of origin in the future? Don't Know UdT =&l | -999 —>12.09
12.08 | 379 & 30 Hol (AT eI Never &¥1 &l | 0
a9 SIET = el ? In less than 5 years 5 1ol & &H | 1
When would you move back to your Between 5 and 10 years 5 9 10 | 2
place of origin? Gl & 9 H
10-20 years 10—20 Tl | 3
Over 20 years 20 W{Tcl HSWR | 4
No specific plans, but when possible | 5
ffega T8 W™ <9 ¥va @
No specific plans, but when necessary | 6
FRFa 81, W 919 S US
Other 3 | -997
Won’t Answer STdTd gl a7 | -998
Don't Know UdT ST&l | -999
12.09 | 98 DM A1 9 dlol 8 SIf TUDI HA A I H Rank Code If Other, specify
RITET 3] ol © facell & oo 4° g & 1
AR HH H T |
?(} T @ Comparison BI€ T | fdFHedl BT TgHR T 2
ErclTeil
In order of importance, what are the three main things that
you like about Delhi compared to your place of origin? 3
Caution: Do not prompt
12.10 | 98 DI A A Aol & SIf 3MYBT faeell § M ol | Rank Code
g U e A W & oo #e s @ .
AR P H T |
W%—;ﬁﬁzﬁWComparisonéﬁlﬁmzﬁWﬂT )
AR |
In order of importance, what are the three main things that
you like about your place of origin compared to Delhi? 3
Caution: Do not prompt
Comparison Codes gTdTaxuT Environment .......cccccvveeeeeeenns 9 Water TT ..o eeeeeeeeereeenne 16
Q?}g\_@r/ﬁ\_ﬂ Schools/Colleges.................. 1 Surrounding/mixing with the “right” Having more space 3R S8 &I
WY GfAGY Healthcare ........eeee. 2 people 3T T& B ANT/FET T B | TTBueeeereeeeeereeeeeeeeeseeeeeeseeeeeeeeeeeeseeesnees 17
ISR EMPloyment .........eoeveeeeeeeeeeen. 3 EIE IG5 | I 10 More leisure SITGT AR .....occveverneene 18
YRagd ¥4l Transportation .................. 4 FOO Tt e e eeeeeeenenaes 11 | preferred work ¥ JdTfde &1 ......... 19
RederRl & HIUj\Q‘i\I Presence of relatives | Housing 3TTAT.........cccceeeviieeecivee e, 12 | Nothing ®% K <] T -995
.................................................................. 5 Entertainment FARSM.........cceveveennn 13 Other 3T ....oevvevviieeiieenieeniieennes997
@i dI URATE Childcare ................... 6 Living away from extended family, with Won’t Answer STaTd =gl fdT.......... -998
YIRETT SECUFILY vovvnvieeiiierce 7 smaller familyfa¥qa aRaR 33 R3AT Doesn’t Know Tl TEl.......ocverrvenee. -999
Cleanliness/ Sanitation %I / s dl ol URAR & AT & ...
................................................................... 8 Electricity %a?»?rls
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Baseline-Il Relative Migration History

io: 1O0-010]
pate: L1 [1/0101/000101 0]
12.11 | 3rR 5199 9RaR & 7T 39 X&q No <€l | 0
g a8 ficell & amex foey urfior Yes B | 1
mﬁaﬁma‘fmﬂ-ﬁw Won’t Answer STdTd STgi T | -998
Y& SIRAT? Don't Know UdT S5l | -999

Would you move to stay with this
household if they moved outside Delhi
to a rural location?

12.12 | 3FR 31 gRaR & 1T 319 & No <T&T | 0
g 98 feell & arer foell ol Yes B | 1
g?flT?ﬁ A Tl O Al oMy 1 a8l Won’t Answer STaTd =gl a7 | -998
Y& STRIAT? Don't Know UdT =l | -999

Would you move to stay with this
household if they moved outside Delhi
to a urban location?
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Baseline-Il Relative Migration History

io: 1ICI-C10] pate: 1 [1/C101/0C1CICIC]
12.i. SEASONAL MIGRATION (HIRTHI TelTd=)
Bl 5 Aol H AT 3T B ATl HB THI Wl AT 3 S AT gel $ No =&l | 0 >12.ii
forg oo Hot frarT I a1 el & 91eR wEl od g8t ¥8d 27 V=] S Continue
In the last five years, did you travel to your place of origin or any other location
outside Delhi every year and stay for a significant period of time, such as for farming
or work?
39 qifely—guar o1 9ag &1 3170 faeell ¥ a7 B fod S8l R 91 § (& 78 & foly 384 ¢ |
Now say: Please tell me about the different places outside Delhi where you live for at least a month every year.
12.i.1. | 12.i.2. 12.i.3. 12.i.4. 12.i.5. 12.i.6. 12.i.7.
S.No. | State District Type of place I8l ¥8d &7 Reason for Moving Codes J3II7T THh A ST IR AT FAhd & |

B HE U el Y | P, Occupation at that place

B Pl <Y Months in a year UH A SIGT SR 3 Adhd © | | Multiple Answers Allowed
v Circle each individual month Why did they move?
HRA™ 01 | UMRA 02 | Multiple Answers Allowed
-

1 01| 02| 03| 04| 05| 06

07 08| 09| 10| 11| 12 - -
2 01| 02| 03| 04| 05| 06

07 08| 09| 10| 11| 12 - -
3 01| 02| 03| 04| 05| 06

07 08| 09| 10| 11| 12 - -
4 01| 02| 03| 04| 05| 06

07| 08 09| 10| 11 12 - -
5 01| 02| 03| 04| 05| 06

07| 08| 09| 10| 11 | 12 - -
6 01| 02| 03| 04| 05| 06

07| 08| 09| 10| 11 | 12 - -
7 01| 02| 03| 04| 05| 06

07| 08| 09| 10| 11 12 L S

TYPE OF PLACE CODES

Place of origin (Rural) f5T7 ¥ITq & 31T &1
Place of origin (Urban) 1T ¥18% RS IND]
Other Rural Area 3= IV gelTdh

Other (not Delhi) Urban Area

DI I N gl (feeen =EY)

A ON -~

Delhi — In this basti fqeell, S Iwil H
Delhi — Not in this basti faeel, EXSl T H AN
37 Other
STaTg T8l faAT Won’t Answer
UdT S8l Don’t Know

-997
-998
-999
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12.ii. MIGRATION HISTORY

Baseline-Il Relative Migration History

pate: L11/010L1/L10100]

9 qifIT—guar §31 9a] @ 3@ dF MY b foreT SRl R %' ga 27
&I 3— dad ge] W o S8l g8 U HEI AT SUTET & oY X8 & IT X8 %8 & | Sa[Has Aldd ®l HATHD WY H Sfaid o & | I ql e Q. DIy SR GE
ST | &R 3T Y& @) Refd a1 grard @ forv el STFeR) ford, SereRvi— Sdrdag fdd 7ifg o ool 3ar 8 a1 S ¥8% H OR d8eldl & I 98R 81 offdl & | 3R
IBH B TR R BIST AT 31 981 I8 @ § A IR R’ Bel” & @ R 0 fored &k Wen we 12.06 U |
Now say: Please tell me about the different places you have lived up until now.
Only give locations where lived for a month or more. Try to allow the respondent to reply in narrative form as much as possible, only stopping to ask about specific details that might be missed.
A separate entry should be filled for each change in living situation. E.g., if the respondent moved from a village to Delhi, or changed houses in the same city, or became homeless. If they have
never moved houses, then mark 0 in the “Why Next Location” column and skip to question 11.06.

12.ii.1. 12.ii.2. 12.ii.3. 12.ii.4. 12.ii.5. 12.ii.6. 12.ii.7. 12.ii.8. 12.ii.9. 12.ii.10.
R T ISEIVATIE g -1 fhasr w9 <8 Y I T | [ W | BR bl o | BR el /WG /99 H fha | I8 SiTe il
dwar | state | (Reeelt ) w2 | 1T | 3w PR T A7 B o Housing®I$ | AIqg @l BIeI?
SNo District/ Rural/ 4-97eT | What did they People BTS TART & | Help Finding/ Purchasing/Building Reason for Moving
Place (in Delhi) Urban Time Resident do there? TINT BN | Type of People BIS TIANT B | PTS TATT N |
1- Days | 3- Months | Occupation CIS Companions | housing Reason for leaving
4- Years 1;|'€ﬁ1T ﬁ |
1 3
s OO0 OO
g OO0 OO
s OO0 S
s OO0 OO
g OO0 OO
g OO0 OO0
g OO0 OO
s OO0 OO
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Baseline-Il Relative Migration History

io: L1CIC-C10]
pate: 1 [1/C1C1/0C1C1CIC]

HOUSING CODES | a1 39 & UdR
Eﬁ—:‘z; el (é"a?) None (homeless) .......cceveene 1 tf?\l—C’Apartment/ﬂat .......................................... 5
ﬁ%/m@mﬂ Mixed/transient ........cccceevveeereeveceevesierinens 2 | GITCAT BUNBAIOW oo 6
ée/smmﬁ E%C[Tent/temporary CAMP covreeerireee e 3| AT Other oo, -997
DTl YXKaccha hOUSE ...eeveeiiiiiieiiecece e 4 | STaTd 81 AT Won't ANSWer oo, -998
TFDT X Pakka hOUSE ....eeeveveviiiieiicee e 5 | GAT I DON't KNOW weorerereeeeeeeeeeeeeeeesesessessssseeeene -999
12.jii | T M9 39 Sfa=T # foeir No =&l | 0

g R A | Ry Tu SrEl o

@ refrar fee S R A Yes BT 11

frar 8 /R @ 87 Won’t Answer STdTd =gl [<dT | -998

Have you at any point in your life
lived anywhere else besides the
places listed in the roster above?

Don’t Know UdT =&l | -999

SR T T A BT Ugh? G, AR STel B B I gt H fora T ¢ |

Read out the places on the roster. Use this question to add periods to the roster above, if necessary.

12.iv | 9T 3O 319+ o= & HdT Y

Noaﬁ'o

Bl |rasie oI g,

JATIRYUTH, Xeld X7 I W

YesETw 1

SITAR &1 A 9 SareT 9,

Won'’t Answer SdTd el <7 | -998

QT GHTAT 1Al TERIT 87
Have you at any point in your life
slept, cooked and bathed in a public
space (footpath, overpass, train
station, etc.) for two or more
consecutive days?

Don’t Know UdT =i | -999

9 U $I GG ofd} dER B B AHINGRIS A H WX, IS T4 8 |

Use this question to add periods when the person was homeless to the roster above, if necessary.

STREIAT §RT IR T SITET & hH Pl & qd Y 34 HHID D (oY F&AT Sl |
Now put numbers for SNo, giving the order of places in which the respondent lived.

12.13 | AT TP 99 ¥ 39 fha= w8
feeell # faam /<& €7

In an average year, how many months
do you live in Delhi?

MONTHS H&I9

Won’t Answer SidTd =gl QT | -998

Don’t Know UdT =&l | -999

12.14 | fUB IR ®d MY faeell & qER
U BF] o SITGT & foTq U o7

When was the last trip you took
outside of Delhi for a week or longer?

NUMBER &l

Days Ago 3T ugat

Weeks Ago BRI U8l

Months Ago 819 Ul

HIWIN iR

Years Ago Tl gl

Never &1 981 | -995

2>12.21

Won'’t Answer SdTd gl f¢aT | -998

Don’t Know UdT =gl | -999

12.15 | 370 G fhas T & oIy Y
o7

&M <—Ig 91d &7 a1 Ser &
ferg g =fey |

How long were you gone in total?
Note: This must be more than 7 days

AT 3 —7RF A wral

NUMBER F&T

Days faq

Weeks BUI

Months T&IH

HIWIN iR

Years WTlcl

Won’t Answer STdTd =81 QT | -998
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Baseline-Il Relative Migration History

io: L1CIC-C10]
pate: 1 [1/C1C1/0C1C1CIC]
Don’t Know GdT =l | -999
12.16 | MY HE T ? DESTINATION TIda eI
What was the destination of this trip? State

District

Won’t Answer STdTd =i QT | -998

Don’t Know UdT -Tgl | -999

12.17 | A — 918 TR S8 BT b Place of origin (Rural) 571 7ifg & | 1

TeR & fafed o | 3y o
What type of destination was this? Place of origin (Urban) %7 2re” g 2
SN

Other Rural Area 3=J UTHIT gCllhl | 3

Other (not Delhi) Urban Area 31
e st (faeel 8))

Other 39 | -997

Won'’t Answer SdTd Aol 1SaT | -998

Don’t Know UdT Hgl | -999

12.18 | {9 HRUT 3T I&T T o7 Seek permanent work IR B BT | 1
AT S—UedR 1 Fani | o] el Il H
fAped o T o | Seek temporary work 3R ®F | 2
D Grel
What was the purpose of this trip? Pursue primary or secondary | 3
Circle all that apply. education UTIHe T AT DG et
% fog

Pursue post-secondary education | 4

et e & 919 @ UeTs B
forg

Medical treatment TIfdcar SUAR

Delivery 9=l UQT R b %'I'Q

Visit relatives R¥deRI & Hel

Wi WU

Look after business/financial

interests &I / Il &9 &7 <@
% forg

Disagreement with peoplein | 9
Delhi/household fecell /B8R & @I
| TaNg

To go to a wedding 3TT< H W | 10

To get married 3% PR | 11

Holiday Bccl A | 12

Other 34 | -997

Won'’t Answer SdTd gl f¢aT | -998

Don’t Know UdT Hgl | -999

S &— U7 12.14 < IS RN IR fAcell I 9187 98 TH AT Ul IT SO 31T T F Al 12.19 H 00
Sifery &fR e 12.21 FT gY |

Caution: Check question 12.14 to see if the last trip the person took was a year or more ago. If so, write 00 for 12.19 and
skip to question 12.21.

12.19 | fUwel I¥ 3MY 9T fhdl IR TIMES 00 >12.21

fecoll & 918} U B89 IT IA
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Baseline-Il Relative Migration History

io: 1OI0-0000
pate: (11/C101/C100 10T
Sg1eT & forg v 97 Won't Answer STdTd el 1qdT | -998
In the last year, how many times Don’t Know UdT =gl | -999
approximately did you leave Delhi for a
week or longer at a time?
12.20 | fhd 98 3y fecell & 9T} Udh January STETRY | 1
BRI AT SITGT B f%'l'q B? February ®Rax! | 2
?ﬁgqum|mw March 9 | 3
ICIC:-C': ff ‘llt:l dc.fl(;llql ; ) April 3T§?1' 4
Which months did you spend a wee
or more outside ofyDeIhi[; May | S
Circle all that apply June GI9 | 6
July @Tvﬂs( 7
August 37T | 8
September IR | 9
October 3faceX | 10
November Sd+R | 11
December f&sTH R | 12
Don’t remember all THI IT€ T8l | 13
STaTg STl f<dT Won’t Answer | -998
UdT dal Don’t Remember | -999
12.21 | facell H I8d gU el (TAHIEL) No +T&i | 0 >12.26
qreR B o 82 Yes & | 1
Since living in Delhi (NCT), have you Won’t Answer STdTd =gl f<dr | -998 212.26
wo.rlfef:i outside of Delhi, including Domt Know Gat & 17999 31226
adjoining areas?
&9 — T[Sd, AIvSl, BRIGMENT,
MISATETE o s gV sl H
S far g ar W 8§ e
TIRE | Limit Delhi to NCT and leave
out adjoining areas for now.
12.22 | feeell H &d g faoell (TA.912T) Gurgaon TST4 | 1
I TR MU fhd SITE H B Noida =TT | 2
o &7 Faridabad BYIGETE | 3
Where have you worked outside Delhi,
including adjoining areas like Gurgaon Ghaziabad TITISTATETS | 4
and Noida? Other 3197 | -997
&2H <—afe &1 B faar €, a1 &9
YISl 98 qan |
Circle all that apply.
Won’t Answer S1dTd =gl fa3T | -998
Don’t Know UdT gl | -999
12.23 | faoell | qTER 3 fUsell IR Tep ¥TeT A
fhe 9T Ugel B fhar or? SITeT ® |l
When was the last time you worked 212.26
outside Delhi? Days Ago o7 uget | 1
g F_aft s gre e L, @ B9 MonthsAgo‘:@efEI%ﬁ 3
% f&ar o a8 qan | Years Ago WTall Ugd | 4
If they have left that job, then indicate Never @41 =Tl -995 31226
when did they left that particular job Won't Answer S1aTd 81 fea 0o
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Baseline-Il Relative Migration History

io: 1O0-010]
pate: L1 [1/0101/C00100 0]
Don’t Know TdT +Igl -999
12.24 | fUBel ATeT 3N faeell & Srefman PLACES STiTE 00 >12.26
fae ST T—3Tel T STel WR &M
fopar e 2 Won’t Answer STaTd gl [<dT | -998 212.26
In the last year, how many different Don’t Know UdT T&l | -999 212.26
places have you worked besides Delhi?
12.25 | fUBel 12 7M1 & bt #AeH1 | Else- Didn’t Won’t
3Mue feeeh 8 oy fohar iR where Work Answer Don’t
foa9 sue Bl iR BH fhar? Delhi | facell & Both BTH Bl SCIC) Know
In the last 12 months, which months Month feeedl dTex Gkl fpar | =€l fen | uan =&
did you work in Delhi, and which SECN 1 2 3 4 -998 -999
months did you work elsewhere? January
BHRaN] 1 2 3 4 -998 -999
February
A 1 2 3 4 -998 -999
March
e 1 2 3 4 -998 -999
April
| 1 2 3 4 -998 -999
May
S 1 2 3 4 -998 -999
June
SN 1 2 3 4 -998 -999
July
ST 1 2 3 4 -998 -999
August
RyaweR 1 2 3 4 -998 -999
September
JAFCER 1 2 3 4 -998 -999
October
BCESKS 1 2 3 4 -998 -999
November
e R 1 2 3 4 -998 -999
December
12.26 | T T ITST I[atl ? Never married &Y 2MST 81 E,?zg 0 - end
&1 o—fIY WX T &N Bl <@dY | Married (formal/informal) STmal gar | 1 > 12.27
Udl Y {98 emel gar § Al (@TaR® / rRituerRe)
eI | 3R PR 781 2 a1 3 ¥ & Widow/ widower fagar /fagr | 2 - 12.30
HH ITDI T _gréﬁ oA | a8 QTI—@W Divorced/ Separated Tclld | 3 - 12.30
oF 3R 3@ &I € Al SHBT BRI &T /ST
98 | Won't Answer SfdTd 98] fedT | -998 >12.30
Are you married or have you ever been Don’t Know ddTl <&l | -999 > 12.30
married?
Look back at roster to determine if they are
currently married. If not, ask if they have
ever been married. If they were and are not
now, ask the reason they are no longer
married.
12.27 | IT JMYPT Uil /Ufd Mg 12 No =T&i | 0 >12.28
faeel # & /<& 8? Yes B | 1 > 12.30
Does your spouse live with you in Won’t Answer STdTd &l feaT | -998 > 1230
Delhi?
12.28 | 9T 31fHaR Pl I8l /8T &7 Place of origin (Rural) 51 7ifa 9 | 1
Where do they live mostly? Y o
Place of origin (Urban) Tor<T 31ex 9|2
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io: L1CIC-C10]
pate: 1 [1/C1C1/0C1C1CIC]
MU o
Other Rural Area 3=J UTHIUT ST | 3
Other (not Delhi) Urban Area 310
NISUERICIN (SIS )|
Elsewhere in Delhi faceil H ®gl | 5
SN
Other 3= | -997
Won'’t Answer STdTd gl f&dT | -998
Don't Know UdT =&l | -999
12.29 | fba=T QfARTA UR 3MIPT Uit / Ifd Once a week BHd H Udh dR | 1
oY ey el amrar /el 2 | Once a month A& ¥ Us dR | 2
& G— TSR 9N | Once a year Tl ¥ Uk dR | 3
Less than once a year 9Tl 7 Tdh | 4
How frequently does your spouse visit IR HH
you in Delhi? Read out the options. Other 399 | -997

Won’t Answer STdTd Fal Q3T | -998

Don’t Know UdT &l | -999

12.30 | 31U fohd= g=o &7 CHILDREN &= 00 > end

How many living children do you have?

Won’t Answer STdTd Hai fQdT | -998

Don’t Know UdT Hgl | -999

12.31 | MU fhaw 90 faoell H WBd T, CHILDREN §=d
IR 3MUe A Fafid dR o A8
E? All of them 54T | -995 If all >12.33
How many of your children live in Won’t Answer STdaTd el feaT | -998
Delhi, but do not regularly reside with Don’t Know Udl S&l | -999
you?

1232 | S fRoell # 921 38 € 98 Fal qEar
BEl B° Place of origin (Rural) f5T1 19 &
Of those who do not live in Delhi, how 37 S
many live in each of the following Place of origin (Urban) fora e} ¥
places? 3T o

Other Rural Area 3T UTHIVT STTdl

Other (not Delhi) Urban Area 31
e gerranl (faeetl =181)

Other 31

Don’t Know UdT gl

Won’t Answer STaTd <Tg! fear | -998

12.33 | 39 dTel ATl & 3R MUD fbad CHILDREN el
3R g MUYD UTH 3B I8 APl
g7 Won’t Answer STdTd gl T | -998
How many of your children do you Don't Know GdT <81 | -999
expect to join you here within the next
year?

Page 63 of 63




o YA H B IO S| B AM ad gu |

Section 1: Respondent’s Personal Information

What is your name?
1.01
MG ATH T 77
?
1.02 How old are you® | -
MY fha ATl & &7
Relationship to Head of Household (He/She is
1.03 | my...)
R B qReA] § Y (98 WRI/H..8)
i1
1.04 Are you married?
' RIT MY AT &2 2.
1.05 Highest Education Completed
' SeaaH e ura
** Education Code &1 T & [** —
** Ug: I Pel U Bl g

Relationship Codes

00 — Self 00 — =1 | 11 _ Mother’s Father 11 — A 21 - Cousin 21 — TR/WR WE—g8T
01— Father 01 =41 12 _ Mother's Mother 12 — 22 — Nephew 22 _ e

02 — Mother 02 —#1T| 43 _ Father's Brother 13 — =ran/ars | 23 — Niece 23 — v

82 - '\','\‘,‘i?:a”d 82 - ﬂ 14 — Father’s Sister 14— gon/e1 |24 - Father-in-Law 24 — e

05 — Brother 05—« | 15— Father's Sister's Husband 15 — i ;5 - Mothgr-|Ln-Law 25 — @

06 — Sister 06 — az| 16 — Father’s Brother's Wife 16 — =i /aré 6—Son-in-Law 26 —<m=

27- Brother-in-Law 27 — gran

28- Daughter-in-Law 28 —qg
29-Sister-in-Law 29 —4rel

.a. Other a. I

.b. Won'tAnswer .b. @@ Fg &
.c. Doesn’'tKnow .c. uar @i

07 — Son 07 — 31 17 — Mother:s B.rother 17 — 9
08 — Daughter 08 — ¥ 18 — Mother’s Sister 18 — wrfl /e

09 — Father’s Father 09 — =r| 19— Mother’,s Sister’s,Huspand 19 — dr/4@mq
10 — Father’s Mother 10 — =7 20 — Mother’s Brother’s Wife 20 — #rt

Education Codes

00 - Never beento 00 — &I et | 09 — Standard IX 09 — ®atr IX 97 — Completed 97 — HIdP

school & T |10 — Standard X 10 — &1 X Bachelor’s
01-Standard| 01— P&l 11 — Standard XI 11 — et XI 98 — Post-Graduate =~ 98 — S=d &Id®
02—Standard Il 02—l 12 — Standard XII 12 — e X continue/incomplete X TE gan ®
03-Standard [l 03—=&Tlll | 91— Diploma 91 — fewar 99 — Completed Post- 99 — 5= fe
04 —Standard IV = 04—V | 92— Balwadi 92 — qrerars! Graduate BRI
05-StandardVvV 05 — @&V 93 — Anganwadi 93 — i are! .a. Other a. ™
06 —Standard VI 06 — ®&n VI 94 — LKG/Nursery 94 — LKG/Nursery .b. Won'’t Answer b. waE TE e
07 —Standard VIl 07 —@®en VIl | 95 — UKG/Prep 95 — UKG/Prep .c. Doesn’t Know .C. dl &
08 —Standard VIII 08— VIl | 96 — Bachelor's 96 — Fdd YRI el g3ll

continue/incomplete 2




Section 1: Respondent’s Personal Information

1.06 If amployed, what is your primary occupation? 0 [— Section 2
' IS MY B R E A AT Fad a7 27 1|—> Section 2
d ** O i TIANT N [ i :
ccupation Code &1 | OccupationCode:
1.07 How many months did you work in the last
' year
3o fUsel ATt # fhaw 78 &M fdhar?
How many days do you work in a month
1.08 | usually (when working)
7N H , MUl fhast faq &™ fAaar 8 (S9 &M
PR B BI)?
I
How much money do you make?
1.09 yeoyo O e
319 fdbe U HAT ofdt 87 O w2
U =Ry
U e faavor
Occupation Codes
00 - Unemployed gg - %(Sgﬁgignegitir;cnon Worker/Contractor HEL: Cﬁcl?:o?jy
01 - Housewife/homemaker 27 - Waiter (In a hotel) 1 Relatives
Unskilled laborers , 2. Friends
02 - Guard %ﬁdﬁeacher 3. Caste group
83 Céeoaonker/Mald 28 - Government Schoolteacher : l:egf}:bor
- Pri . Pradhan
05 - Other Domestic Worker gg 'F\;révgtg Shcholfltee;]cher 6. Agent
06 - Shop Worker (Employee) 31 ) G c oot '\?ac er - Eg |
07 - Petty Trader, Vendor or Hawker (in| -, - Otohvergmen urscteH hwork mployer
a market or with a cart) 35 b ert Elvernmen ealthworker 8. NGO
08 - Daily Manual Labor (Construction, 34 ) O;Ir:/ale:’ .urtseH thwork 9. Private Company
Coolie, etc.) 5 N GgNE‘r’:ee calthworker 10. Elected official
09 - Fa_rmer/AgncuIturaI Laborer 36 - Other NGO Healthworker a. Councilor (MCD)
10 - Stitching . s b. MLA
37 - Government Clerk (i.e. sitting at a desk)
11 - Factory Worker i : c. MP
: 38 - Other Government Office Worker (i.e. peon .
12 - Rickshaw Puller 11. Poli
13 - Waiter (In a dhaba) 39 - Other NGO Worker . Folice
1 - 5 : 40 - Shopkeeper 12. Government Employees
15 R:ggpailcl;ker/Trash picker 41 - Army (not elected)
42 - Police (Constable, SHO, etc.) 13. Lawyer/solicitor/legal aid
Skilled Laborer 32 - g‘gf”t
16 - Driver - Salesman .a. Other
17 - Mechanic .a. Other .a. 3 -
18 - Carpenter b. Won't Answer -b. v T e .b. Won't Answer
19 - Tailor .C. Doesn’t Know -C. T &l
20 - Electrician .c. Doesn’t Know
21 - Cobbler
22 - Plumber
23 - Printer
24 - Painter




9 TS W B MUY B A U YU | 3MUD &3 I Gl W & IR H U 8H I UM & IR A

qeil ST U AT U BR & Had - AMMET {61 8, b 89 S el & aR § qoil Sl s &

RASSIRS

Section 2: Local Area Development Issues

W 2: WM fApr™ &t a9y

Now | would like to ask you some general questions about problems you’ve noticed in your community.
First I'll start by asking about questions you or members of your household have personally faced, then
| will ask about problems which exist in your community.

201 In which areas have you person- Water o | 1-
' ally faced problems in the last Electricity fasrefr | 2,
year? Sewage #a @R | 3,
' Garbage Removal &= @1 ger | 4.
o Education fen| 5.
fwel Arel el fbi—fdb geal 4 Health <arer [ 6.
TR BT AT BT GST? lljatiqnsgsm ;
' ension 4w | 8.
3w ) Circle all that apply. Do not prompt. | _ ';i}q"’a”d Order/Crimeare erawer/ S | 9,
o a.
i i
Gﬁ?ﬂj%‘m—«rw IGIICHIENIEED S pr—— =
T 91 | .C. gal =& c.
5 02 | Which of the following areas are Water o | 1-
' problemstic for this community S Electricity fasref | 2.
i o ewage i Fori | 3.
(nOtJ:JSt your househOId)' Garbage Removal @=s @ g2 | 4.
DI FHRIR 3D FHER & ol Education fer | 5.
THRITSTS 87 (Bdel 3MUd IRIR & "I'sat!th TR ?-
N ations X1+ | /.
3D ferg qﬁ) Pension de= 8.
Circle all that apply. Do not prompt. | — ';i‘;" and Order/Crime 1 Srawen/ s | 9.
e a.
. 4 .

Gﬁ?ﬂj g ST W ISUCHIENICEE D S| p—— =
A | .C. Ial =& C.
Which of the following do you Water g 1.

2.03 . . ST Tp—
think is MOST PROBLEMATIC in _Electricly 2
; oS ewage Ao e | 3,
this area Garbage Removal &= @1 ger | 4.
Education fer| 5.
@W U fRd A 5 gl § B A Health warer [ 6.
Rations 1+ | 7.

?

A S AR & Sonson T8
Law and Order/Crime & sadver, /31y | 9,
.a. 3"y a
.b. Sare == b.
.C. Ul T8l C.




9 @S H B IYH FTS AR IH & IR H AMMIH Y U B |

Section 3: Access to rations and other certificates

@S 3: EE-BTS B FAW

.01 | oot et e e Ration Cards |
household (including yourself)?
Mud 'R H fhaw e
Bre 87
o L e [WRTE ReLATioNsip coves s
owner of ration cards? P K ﬂ'%l?iﬂ | ey ford | Cordt [ i
e I | I BT
a1 77
3.03 | What color are these White {¥%g | 1. 1. | 1
ration cards? White-Stamped The—gex i g7l | 2. 2. | 2
3 xTeE BT v < B 7 Yellow et 1 % 3 % | %
Red a1 | 4 4. 4.
.b. SR RRER b. b. b.
.C. &l udl C. C. C.
T TGN AT S9D! Ufd—aell & URNT 94 BlS 87
O YES 53.04
L NO — 3.11
3.04 When did you make your 198 E_gg
ration card? 2. X1t
3TTUehT 37T M9 B1S de | b, IR TR faam b.
g7? C. 8l udl c.
3.05 Hoyv did you obtain your Passed on from parents | 1. — 3.10
ration card? Hqra—fuar 9 fAe
Exchanged old card |, —3.10
STDT TS DR Fyer? IR BIS o fha |
(e @ fa) Spouse's card | 3, 3.10
Circle all that apply. Do not gfil/ Il Bl Brs
prompt Direct application at ration office | 4 — 3.06
N 5 N RF-PBTs HRATT H WY 3mded foan
/rz wn??lqd,fj:rq:mjr Paid agent/Someone to help 5.
' 3 YPH-PTS & 3MMded & forg foedt —3.06
B/Toive BT I ey
Got help, but did not pay for help 5
fefl 7 W fory amaeH fhar @fea | —3.06
i S99 g9a ford T 78 &)
Govt Campaign to give card
TR o | 7. — 3.06
a. 3 a. — 3.06
b. IR A2l [T b. — 3.10
.C. T8l ydl c. —3.10




Birth Certicate

3.06 Whathcuments did you 1.
submit as your address S YHTOT—UA
proof? Voter Card | 2.
A e
(9.%) G S Cast Certificate :
IS o fhar? GT% W_W

Driver's license | 4.
Circle all that apply. Do not §,|5|r?j4| 01|5~{-i~{-|
prompt Affidavit | s,
ST o & S W el BB (¥fsfac)
zrz N | UgdR A 9 | . Plot Certificate | 4
e faaRo/qafHaH e gHe-—ux
Electricity bill 7.
fastell @1 fda
a I a.
b, SR TE b.
.C. &l udl ¢

3.07 | Who helped you obtain HELP CODE &1 Y3I’T &Y
your ration card?

B\ 7z <o w1 Rerar
S || fra ome wErE @

3.08 | How much did you pay in [ Jom
fees to obtain your ration for applicationForm| 1.
card? | [ vT3
I I Ble UM B ford for Stamp Paper | %
Ao fhae B &1? [ J-m

for Typing [ 3.
[ ] Total sum (if cant
tell breakup) | 4.
b. IR A8l (e

3.09 [ How much did you pay over [ ]+m 1.
and above this to obtain your
ration card? b. IR el & b.
AT X9 BTe A & ford .

S areTrdT amqy fhaer w=t | ¢ Tl e ¢
fpar?

3.10 | When did you last update, 0. T 1. 7 et
amend or renew your ration 2. 91 TEel
card? .

SMREY IR MU U -S| -0 SR e e o
.C. &l udl c.

DI e IAYADIBROT HRATIT AT?




BH MY MMUYP e b IR H o7 Y fF omusy fAwel ar foram on |

Section 3a: Received Rations
s 3a: U eHE

3a.00 . R TE
When did you last purchase goods from your ration shop? o e UEol
3O 3R R 1eH hdl forar or? 3. WEN Ul
4. T UE
IR 8 fean
gaT A&l
HI &l
3a.l 3a.2 3a.4 3a.5 3a.5
Goods fiyet /=18t Total Cost Quantity Quality
RIEIE| Bl I | Farferfe
Rice [ Yes g‘:'[ WNTe ... 1
A : CIEIE
01 No 7=l kg/ T3 3D......3
B Flour DYeSg:’l' . NI ... ;
ot O No &t kg1 ...
Dal D YeS g\:'[ WX ... 1
D S N -y ] [ (151 [S S 2
Al 03 No =t kg /b 3TT.......3
Salt [ Yes g ENT ....... 1
E S N P 2 ax 2 ] [ 1< 2
03 No =t kg/ 3TY.......3
Sugar [ Yes & T .......1
F : CIEIE
i/ 0 No kg/ 3........3
G Edlble Oll DYeSg:’l' . . NI ... ;
o 1 No =&l litres /<fiex s
Wheat 1 Yes & NI ....... 1
. S S 7-uy <[5 T) 2
| S o o/ R
Kerosene Oil 1 Yes & R ....... 1
J : woe oo | Clddd.... 2
PRI T 1 No =&l litres/eflex | ST :
........ 1
K O kg/fem oo
Olitres /<lex 3TH......3
L O kg/foem P2
Llitres /oflex AL 3
CUMULATIVE COST




3.14

What government commit-
tees exist to help you with
the ration system?
RF—AeH & dayg H
HER & fory 319 A

IS TE

None

YA, (fQumaed) M el
MLA Ration Committee

a. Iy

TR B &7 =
S | | S e B S R e e | .b. SR el 1z
TR 9 Iam | .C. Tl wl
Have you or anyone in your CHl — Section 4
3.15
household ever approached an No
elected official for help with your F
ration card or the ration sys- Ves — 3.16
tem’? . b. STR =& e — Section 4
T 3MY AT P 3MID TR H .
F AT IRFA-—FTS AT C. TRl — Section 4
= | ReA-Ried @ 9y § A ( : )
gy @ IR | A9 ford
@ ford foosft fatfoa ufafafa
CERICIERI ISR
What was his/her position o ue (TS
3.16 .
at the t|me’? Councnor
39 Y 9 59 U R 9/ [EEIBEACEACAY)
MLA
e (TH.4Y)
: MP
a. 3=
=
b. IR T8 &
.C. T8l udl
3,47 | Did you go alone or as part of el
' agroup? Alone
el T & I WE H e |
In a group
R b. IR T8 &
.C. T8l udl




3.18

What was the purpose of
your meeting?

I PBTe I H FERIdl o Tl

Get help obtaining a ration card

N9 Bls & TdHIBIOT § FErd]

Myl MfET &1 ISTT 4 Kl
oT? Get help updating/renewing ration
Card
AR g B ford RrerRer warn
To get BPL endorsement
Circle all that apply MEE B gHE B IR H Rrara
. PR
5 || Gﬂ‘lﬁ ERRLE To Complain about ration shop
|| e a. I
Y
b. IR A1 &
.C. T8I gal
What was the outcome of I8 TRR H A8l /0

3.19

3P

your meeting?

I I HIFET BT
afRore gam?

Circle all that apply

S S 81 89 WR e
SRID]

He/She was not in his/her office

S g e | 791 &R 3
He/She refused to speak with me

Seid Pel & J Feradr T8l ax
ghol

He/She said he/she could not
help

I8 dal & 9 dgradan
B /BNA, Afh TErIdT BYl el
faeh

They said theye would help, but
nothing happened

S fodl O geradr ava & fory
hgl, oifdh Feraar & Fal el

They tole someone to help, but
nothing heppened

TR &1 Bl T
The problem was resolved

a. Iy
SR

b. SR T8 e

.C. ol gal




39 WS § B9 MUY UM & R H |O U P |

Section 4: Pensions
s 4: U

forar?

Is there anyone in your None | 0. -
4.01 |1 sahold who is & widow/ RN —Section 5
old/disable & has income
less than Rs. 48,400 per g;ai{)gﬂe 1. —4.02
year? Widow 4.02
o o RAR F B foar | 2 e
g | (YT afem i fagran,/ o/ Disabled. 54.02
T | |[fawar & ik e fyaarr |
i@ 3T TUY 48,400 A b g o B b, —Section 5
B B? < - — N —Section 5
4.02 | Do you or anyone in your None | o, _sSection 5
household actually receive IS el
any of the following govern- Oldage. | 5403
ment g
I | [Pensions? Widow | , —4.03
T faeran
S || @ aue AT S R B :
_ Disabled | 3 —4.03
fos =afaa @1 59 4 318 RpeTnT
A RPN IR A b, <SR 99 e b, —Section 5
forerar 87 o 18 g N —Section 5
4.03 |Where did you get the State government office | 1
forms to receive this pen- T ROR_ D BRI A
sion? MLA's Office o
go S b R ST % e ¥
I BT B < fram? MCD C;cr;L;E]Z;or's Ofﬁc%. 3.
a. 3 a.
b. ST TE & b.
.C. T8l gdl C.
4.04 |Who helped you apply fora | HELP CODE &1 I &~
5 pension?
'r,ar U & foly 3Mmdes &v H
¥ 3! Erdr Hi?
4.05 | Where do you receive your Directly into my bank account | 4.
pension? WY W P THRSe F 3 Il 8
STRT ST e et From MCD Councilor's Office | 2.
Rrer &2 g & B | Ih b B H
2 a 39" a
Y
b, SR TE & b.
.C. T8l gdl c.
4.06 | When did you last receive ERBRCEY
your pension? b. IR Tl fear b.
JMYBT 3MMRIT IR U= Hd e —




S TS H B9 MUY WY JGlAuwRll & IR H Hu Ued B Sl & e MH—urd SUAE § AR AH Id
A1 AT TORAT I |
Section 5: Access to healthcare facilities

s 5: WrReA Gfawnsii o gawa

5 01 |Whatwas thelastminor Cold |1
" | health problem of someone in your SCIRPAE
household for which you sought Diarrhea
medical attention? X /ST 2
Loss of appetite
AP TRAR F FMRKY IR Sfdex & g P B 3
/rlfz I 69 T ¥, 9 BIE-AR] fERI— Fever |4
S || @, Toten, o ok & forg | EACIN
Cough |5
R BT A I | kil
Vomiting (6
Sl
Circle all that apply Blood pressure
o o |7
Sl AN B S WR rell o Diabetes
s |°
Headache 9
NAGE]
Minor Injury |40
A e
a. 3y 2.
b. SR & b.
.C.7T&1 gal .C.
1. a9 ugal
5.02 [ How long ago was this EI:' 2. #E Ugel
visit? 3. 9 U8l
b. IR Tl b.
MY fhas T Ugdt T A? .C. T8I T C.
503 Did you go to a government Government
' or private hospital or IXHMI 1.
I;S/ clinic for that problem? Private |,
AT MU 3H AT B It | fbE [ - mﬁeb'
RPTR [fflmﬁﬂfﬁmﬁ?ﬁ .C. Tl _udl C.
T A1 fasl faafe # WP
5.04| How much did you spend on that Free| O-
visit, including medicines prescribed ([ ] SRR
at that visit? b, TR FE &A@ b.
C. T8l yar
MUY 99 99y fhaar w4 fhar, ora ¢
Sfdex b fordl 18 Targ vg Sfaex a1
BT IMHA 287




5.05

3D

For which of the following
reasons did you go to that
location (rather than an-
other)?

fpT—fra HRON | 39 I

SR T (fsl @R ST
E)?

Circle all that apply
S S 81 89 WR e

TR Ugahx T |

Convenient location/nearby.
AT AT /ToaID]

Cheap/Free
DH B (T gellol) Gud Salrol

Good doctor
I Sdex

All diagnostic tests in one location

Sitg & fory fhd oM a1l e S S8 Suaie &

Free medicines

Convenient timing
g &1 I Gl Td 3

All medical service available in the same place

T fafbes & ford gt v 8 S Suas ©

I S B UG O ©
a. =g
Y
b. SR el faa
.C. &l gdl




5.06

3D

What problems have you
noticed at the nearest
government health centre?
Circle all that apply

T RGN TR Bg
TR 3T B AT FHRTE

<gi?
EIRCIUEISS RIS

TR | 9ghy - §dn |

DO NOT PROMPT

No problems

PIS_ AT el

Closed when it should be open
STd ol @MY 9 9 &l
2/FHH GeAdl & B el

Nurses absent

Doctors absent
Sidey T VEd &

No light/electricity
faoTett &1 ®

No water

arl T8 8

No supplies

TS T8l & (ST—ToTed, IRex )

No medicines

a1 T8l B

Dirty/unhygienic
EIRESIE

Workers demand bribes

HaaR) Read d4i7d 8

Worker's won't work
HUAR) BTH 8] B ©

10.

Workers rude with/yell at patients
HHAR] AR RIS /R dTell U

Freda 8

1.

Takes a lot of time
9gd FHI oIl B

12.

Very busy.
Sfaey 980 @I I8d ©

13.

Always refer to private/expensive
doctors.

UM YTsdc Side’] & U Fold
g

14.

a3y
3 1
I 2
I 3

b. SR a1 famn

.C. el udl




5.07

What was the last major
health problem of someone
in your household for which
you sought medical atten-
tion?

Infectious disease (like dengue,
malaria, TB, etc.)

T B R (G I,
AR, <141, TRWES, )

Cancer.
MId IRIR H fhll &1 8T PR [ 2.
q E?f TRy [l 91 /TR Cardiovascular disease
3] Sfaex Bl Hag ol @ e®, WP, TS TS WIN) |3,
gl ofi? Accident/injury
45- SURVEYOR INSTRUC- goaa { e |4.
TIONS : 9€) TaReg Fael peraui'on' -
izl I_ I a%jﬁib Labor/delivery.
E”'WW*’WFT JIg—dre1,/ 4 | 6.
MR TR IRANT HN - a pom— a
1000 39 W SIS, YT -
H B F HH TH I, A1 A
fe & worer et @ P H| e b. —5.13
JrguRerfd | so¥ g4 drsT .. e —— N —5.13
Circle all that apply
S AR 8 S W el o
5.08 | How long ago was this 1. f&= ugat
visit? 2. HEI- Ugol
3. ATt Ugd
g fha- 99a ugel gar? 5 R—— B
.C. T g N
5.09 Did you go to a govern- Government 1.
ment or pirvate hospital or RBRI
clinic for that problem? Private |,
E Eﬁ-
g | | w0 S 5 ~<-|{\H‘{-¢II e || e 0
¥ ol IRERT SRUdret A1 [ g -
fhefl UTSdC SryUdTd A1 '
felt ot & TI?
5.10 | How much did you spend in [ 1 _
total on that visit? b. IR A8l fear b.
.C. =l udl

MU S HHI ol fobe

wd fear?




5.11

3D

For what reason did you
decide to go to that hospi-
tal or dispensary (as op-
posed to another one)?

fhe RO A 3MI 3T
IRTATS T fe=TT H T+
& HA fHar (GERI B
o H)?

Circle all that apply
Sl AN B S WR el

Convenient location/close
SIECIS RS AN EE

Good prices/inexpensive
BH BIN/FKT Zellol

Good doctor.
I Sdex

All diagnostic tests in one
place.

St & forl fpd oI aTel e
I SIS SUAE ©

Medicines available free

gad gud 3§ e 8

Conventient timinges.
g &1 g Gl a3

All medical services available in

one place.
T fafrear @ forr gt @
BESUESEEERS
.a. I
3
.b. SSNEEREY]
.C. &l gal




5.12

3D

What problems have you
noticed at that government
hospital?

3T H IRBNI IRTATA H
f aRe @ FFel @I
<7 B
Circle all that apply

S S 81 89 WR el
SRR

No problems

PIs TR el

Closed when it should be open/
never oper

SI9 Gl ey 9 9 &l
2/BH oAl & B T2

Nurses absent

Doctors absent
Sleey Y9 YEd ©

No light/electricity
ESEIEERS

No water.

qrl T8 ©

No supplies.

TS Tl B (S—TTedd, WIReR)

No medicines

a1 981 8 |7
Dirty/unhygienic
e 8.
Workers demand bribes
Far Read w4 & |
Worker's won't work
HHANY BT Tl bR & |10
Workers rude with patients
HHAR R TG/ ER ATA] TR »
Eesick I
Takes alot of time
95 99g o ® |12
Very busy
Sfder 98d v Yed & |13
Not enough beds.
T g8 T8 8 |14
Always refer to private/expen-
sive doctors.
THIN UTSdE Sfde] & Ui Hold & [15.
a3y
3 1
3 2
I 3 a.
b. SRR e b.
.C. el udl C.




5.13 | Are you aware that in Delhi No — 5.16
some hospitals bought land T
from the government for a Yes
low price, and therefore <
poor people can access _ &l
their services for free b. SR T8 fen - 516
.C. BRG] — 5.16
S/ | g7 3y S B o faeelt #
B UISIC ATl Pl
WHR A HF TH TR HH
fiett ot 3ik saferd g7
IRTATAl | TG AN BT
q9d § gelTal sl 27
5.14 | Have you ever been admit- No —5.16
ted to the hospital under el
such a scheme? Yes
Bl
3RUAT § Wil gY 87 ¢ e el
5.15 |Who helped you access the No one
scheme? fod ¥ =81
Councilor.
s.ﬂqcm ISTHAT Bl AT IS Pr Tnie (T )
H fHa Fgrar a1? VLA
fAu® (TH.UA.T)
MP
| (THL)
a 3=
I
b. IR a1 o
.C. RG]
5.16 | Have you or someone in No — Section 6a
your household ever ap- T8
proached an elected
representative to discuss Yesw
the issue of government _ &l
/| medical facilities? b. SR el e
c BRG]

R A T DI AYD TR H
B ARDR) TqReY GfAeraii
@ IR H 9 A B ford
e faffea ufafaf (o
T 1) | et 87




5.17

What was his or her posi-
tion at the time?

I 99 J fhw ug w)

Councilor

GRERCICERCERSIAS)

MLA

9 /<ff? ERIRE AR
MP.
g (TAAT)
S a. I
=Y
b. IR Tl a1
C. &l Ul
5.18| Did you go alone or as a Alone
member of a group? Aol
_ Ina group
; bl T A I AHE H A 3
b. SEMNEERET
C. &l Ul
5.19 | What was the subject of Help in gaining admission to a

3D

your meeting?

Mgd M &1 favy
oT?

Circle all that apply
S AR B 89 W el

hospital
IRTATA § Wl & fory agraen

Reduction in fees for treatment

ErlS s M s hall

Money for treatment

Sollol & for U™

To complain about quality of
local clinic

W WRAN fderiia 3 gfaenaii
DI FIflc & IR H Rrprad

To complain about quality of
local hostpital.

ARBRI T H Ffaensii o
FaIfrfe & I 4 Rrerrd

To ask them to build a new clinic

T3 i & ford qaei=

To ask them to build a new
hospital.
T IRYATA & ford TaT

a3y
A

b. G ERES]

.C. el udl




5.20| What was the outcome of He/She was not in the office — Section 6a
your meeting? a8 TR § & 9 /of
: He/She refused to speak with me
JMYDT I HITCHT BT AT :
S I8 g A 791 R Section 6
' He/She refused to help — =eclionba
Circle all that apply Said they wjjldﬁh:I? ;Z_\; i?; — Section 6a
i < 8 S TR e did not materialize
I HEl fdh d FErd
BT/ BN, Afdh eI B T8l .
foresy — Section 6a
Is Told someone else to help, but
T they didn't help
I Bl | FEl olfdd A
gl T8l 8% — Section 6a
The problem improved/was
resolved
Sl ¥ ®El IR 91 &
g TN — Section 6a
They gave the money | asked for
forem 2Ry Y |, SRR R — 5.21
a3y
o — Section 6a
b. I A8l fear — Section 6a
. TE e — Section 6a
5.21 | How much money was | | 503
given? b. Sox T R
3T @ fpae S R wware|© TE Tl




SEE CODES ON NEXT PAGE FOR ALL QUESTIONS

6a.01 |ID/gg=m= I=d BT M

Ba.02 School Name/fd=mer &1 A9

ba.03 Location/¥m4

ba.04 «1,/491,/41 Balwadi/Primary/Secondary

ba.05 IR /4 Government/Private ¥R— 6a.06, 9.—6a.11

Ba.06 TH SR MCD/Delhi Government

FACILITES PROVIDED BY THE SCHOOL: fd&Ted gRT SUoT&] hrardl 11

Ba.07 figed fAemerd gRT Sueiel AT Tan: Ued—JRdd
(0= 921,1= &)Free textbooks provided by the school

a.08 eles fAered gR1 SUael dRar] ML foRad & A
(0= =81,1= 8I)Free stationery provided by the school

Ba.09 fged fAemery gRT SyeTer Hxarar T 39
(0= =81,1= 8I) Uniform provided by the school

5a.10 BrEaRT & AR (TU H)

Free stipend amount provided by the school (in Rupees)

QUALITY MEASURE:

Ba. 11 Aeifdrs ot (0= ®1E T8l /ASE T8,
1= 19, 2= Ih—3Idh, 3= 3=31)Teaching quality

Ba.12 3l & SuRAfd (0=a13 78l /ANg 78, 1=
WRTY, 2= SIh—aTd, 3= 3TBT) Teacher atendance

ba.13 Thet B TART Dl 87 (0=Ig T&1/HISE Te,1=)
W19, 2= Sld—ald, 3= sIConditon of the school building

ba.14 THTs (0= PIs F8l/AS[E al, 1= WRTE, 2= SIh—alP, 3= 37T

ba.15 fastell (0= dis Tel/AINE Tal, 1= W4, 2= SH—aldh, 3= B])

ba.16 I (0= BIS &1 /HIS[E Tal, 1= WRE, 2= SIH—3Tdh, 3= 3TV

ba.17 s &1 A (0= Bl 8l/ANE e, 1=

YRTd, 2= SIh—oTdh, 3= 3<B1)Boys’ bathroom/toilet

ba.18 TTefddi &1 wrererd (0= iy T8l /HIgE 78l 1=

G4, 2= SIh—ad, 3= 311) Girls’ bathroom/toilet

ba.19 b, HRIAI, drs 3Mfe (0=dlg Tal,/HI5G ol 1=

ER[9,2= Slh—3Id,3= 3=3T)Conditon of desk, chairs, board, etc.

LOB9 <= SBA’L

ON ¢

109 <
i2 blio [RY45N Bl b kDb b Alb3lh bhlie lkb ¢AILEY INOA UI JOOYOS 0} Bulob Ajua.lino suoAue aaey nok og
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o
0
=
o
S
o
o
m
a
[
o
)
=
o
5
Py
o
2]
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@
-

| k@h Ribh % b Ab © RRIBR| ¢ lkab hile b2 b 8B b3



6a.04 B/P/S CODES
1 — Balwadi
2 —Primary
3 — Secondary

6a.04 1/91/H1/ TS
(BEISEIS]
2 - yIfi®
3 - AreIA®

6a.05 GOV/PRI CODES
1 - Government — 6a.06
2 — Private — 6a.11

6a.05 /A BIs
1 - TRBRI — 6a.06
2 - faoh — 6a.07
b — TR &I &=
.C— UdT 8

6.06 MCD/DELHI GOVT CODES
1 - MCD School
2 — Delhi Government School
3 - Other

6.06 THIN I /AR Prs
1 - fdeell TR H (THA1EL)
2 - facell IReR faeme
.a—23 g
b — TR &I &=
.C—Ydl &l




9 WS W BH U e Al & IR H §{Y BRI ol | e ¥ S BN ArS1sl & aR H Al 37u

g BN |

Section 6: Access to education services

6.01

Do you know that many

s 6: fRien-Jansii o gava

SRR (@ T e Y R

7

No — 6.04
private schools in Delhi T8
which have received land Yes
from the government on - 1. — 6.02
reduced prices are .
supposed to provide free -b. W el fea b. — 6.04
education to the poor? .C. TEl Tl c. — 6.04
Ia T M9 OHd & o faeel |
R )| 98 9@ uigde el Bl
WEHR A HH &H W HHA
el off oiR gaferd 9 Taal
H RIg IRAR & g2 o
(o= e f&) ug wwa 287
6.02 [Has a child in your No | 0- 5 6.04
household ever been Erl
admitted to a school under Yes
the EWS scheme? = 1. — 6.03
S b. IR a1 o b.
w1 D BR B fpdl a2t A - — 6.04
.C. el udn c. — 6.04
U AT @ dgd f '
fqemera | w_eit foram B7
6.03 |Who helped this child gain Noone| g
admission under EWS? S -1 TE
Councilor 1
3 g% BI 39 AN & dEd form are [@EsE)|
udel feam™ ¥ fod el MLA.. )
= | EEICC AN A
MP.| 5
e (THL)
a. a
3
b. IR el faa
.C. T8l gdl C.
6.04 |Have you ever approached No | O. _, Section 7
an elected official for help in BRI
accessing education? Yes. | 4 6.05
T T AT BIS TP TR F = -0
= | e @1 gow g H : b.
b. IR el fa :
el e faifeg . — Section 7
@ ferd C. el adl C. — Section 7




6.05

What was his/her position

MCD Councilor

atthe time? o arie (qHAS))
IH ¥ 9 {69t ) MLA
9y /ofi? faum®s (TA.UAT)
MP
qIe (TH.AY)
2 Y
b. IR T8 e
.C. &l U
6.06 [Did you go alone or as part Alone
of a group? bl
Inagroup
QThel T o AT AHE H T ¥
k b. SNEERED
.C. el gl




6.07

3D

What was the subject of
your meeting?

MU WIS &1 fawg @
oT?

Help in gaining admission to a
government school

RGN Tl § Yd9 & o Teryar

Help in gaining admission to a
private school

ol Tat | gaw & fory Heraan

Help in reducing school fees

Thel B B HH I H

Asking for money for fees

IRl B B ford U

Asking for money for supplies (like
pensils, textbooks, notebooks, etc.)
U, Urea—Yd, MG Tl &
forr U

Asking for money for tutoring

A & ol U9

To complain about the quality of the
government school.

WA Thal o R & aw 4
Rreprad

To ask for a new primary schoo =&

URA$ [Jemey & o) URdrd =1

To ask for a new secondary school.

T HAP {Iead &1 URdId Rl

To ask for a new higher secondary
school..

T Al /S fAare & o
EESICIRSERl

a3y
A

b. SR el Al

.C. T8l gdl




6.08 | What was the outcome of He/She was not in the office — Section7
your meeting? I8 YR F & 9 /oft
: He/She refused to speak with me
JMYDT I HITCHT BT AT :
R g SR JeRT Ao o #1 B fo Section 7
' He/She refused to help — ection
Circle all that apply Said they wjjldﬁh:I? ;b:; i?; —> Section 7
i rd & S W A did not materialize
I HEl fdh d FErd
BT/ BN, Afdh eI B T8l .
foresy — Section 7
Is Told someone else to help, but
T they didn't help
I Bl | FEl olfdd A
gl T8l 8% — Section 7
The problem improved/was
resolved
Sl ¥ ®El IR 91 &
g TN — Section7
They gave the money | asked for
Rraw 0 #9190, 3= &Y —6.09
a3y
= — Section 7
b. IR el fean — Section 7
C. T2 uar — Section 7
6.09 | How much money was | | 503
given? b. IR el
g B fraen Y far mare|© Tl e




9 @S H BF M dIex Uoliaxvl 3R dlC &1 & IR H §{B U Yuil |

Section 7: Voting record

s 7: aife1 Rare
7.01 | Are you registered to vote? No — Section 8
RE
FIT 3BT e forve /-4 Yes — 7.02
27 El
b. SR &l e — Section 8
p = aal — Section 8
7.02 | Where are you registered to Delhi
vote? feeen
Uttar Pradesh
3Mg dre <71 & forg et IR ST
Tollgd (fores) 27 Haryana
BRI
Madhya Pradesh
5 7 U<
Bihar
[EEIN
Rajasthan
NTSTRITT
West Bengal
BIRCE I
a. g
b. SR &I &=
c. & ydr
7.03 | How did you obtain your Direct application to governmen
voter registration? office
(Selae kel IRVTLIM 3R, $3R
3T AR IR & | o) & urg R sireH
ufshar § B SHBR Aell? | Government campaign d=a&I
SIGRIG]
B 1| Circle all that apply NGO campaign
T SIS ST

S AR B S WR el R

Political (party) campaign
SIS () 3THA

a3y

b. SR el fean

EREGI




What certificate did you use | None PTs 1| 0.
7.04 | to prove residency for the Birth certificate =7 THvI—95 | 1.
f:rf::faeﬁso ?ZVOter Cast certificate TRl ATO—T3 | 2.
gistr ' Drivers license gisfdw asw4| 3.
arey SRl Tg 3T —
Affidavit g (Ufhsfae) | 4.
fFa—= & | (I%) .
Ration Card e HTS | 5.
Bt o Electricity bill fgotell &1 f9a | 6.
' Plot certificate gaite &l gt | 7.
a. I
5 a.
b. TR I & b.
&l Ul C.
7.05 | Did you receive help from No| . 5 7.07
any political candidate or T2l
o
elected official Yeg% 1 5706
a1 o fhe rorifiad IR 8 Al b. 707
S/ | e A g DT DT T e c 5 7.07
|Ergdl ol o? '
7.06 | What was his or her office MCD Councilor | 1
(or which office was he/she form arde (T fiE)
a candidate for)? MLA| 2.
ERIRCANSAY
A 9T d {98 WR ( MP) 3
o _ :
3 o1/t e (TAT)
a. 3y a.
b, IR T e b.
C. T8I yal C.
7.07 | Did you vote in the last No|q.
municipal (ward councilor or T8l
Municipal Corporation) Yes. | 1.
election (in March 2007)? gﬁ
' b.
T T Rrwd TR o S T fe
S Tl gl C.

(aTS BISHR AT TRUTfTH]
uRRyg) g1 (A= 2007) 4
dre foar e




3T TS H 8F Y SIEA I BIRYT BRI B MUYB! fha-l STHBRY 8 3= &5 & Admel 3R S9d) eRal &

IR H |

Section 8: Civic knowledge

s 8: ANMRe s

8.01

Who is the Member of
Parliament (MP) for this
area?

39 &F & |g (THYL) DA
g7

CHECKANSWER ON LIST OF
MEMBERS OF PARLIAMENT

T TR A o

8.02

Who is the Member of the
State Legislative Assembly
(MLA) representing this
area?

EREEE R ARCEIRE b e

CHECKANSWER ON LIST OF
MEMBERS OF LEGISLATIVE

ASSEMBLY

foemae—gdl ¥ SR B S BN

8.03

Who is the councilor (for the
corporation) (Nigam
Parshad) of this area?

39 &3 &1 UINE (TAIANE.
PIETR) B 2?7

CHECK ANSWER ON MCD
WARD LIST

e aRug ars gl 9 IR @
NiIERGN

8.04

Name some duties of the
councilor

UNE & H/Y HAA
(RreRal) & IR ¥ 9arsy |




9 WS H 8 3MUd! INifd Afhadt & IR § H© 9T quil |

Section 9 : Political Actions

s 9 : NoHfde afshadr

How often is politics/ political Never
9.01 | parties’ activities discussed in w0 TS| 0
your household? Rarely
3MUH TR H TSR /TSRS 9T PH| 1.
qell (anfda) @ TRt w Frequently around elections, but rarely otherwise
T AT D THY JRR dfbd N -1 | 2
Sometimes
S FH-—%1 | 3.
Often
s | 4
b. SR 7E few b.
C. qar =gl C.
9.02 | Which party is your family None PIg 81| O.
associated with? Congress capcsi R
3T aRaR fHg ardl | el BJP T 2.
2 ) | zem 5 BSP I9q1| 3.
.a. 3y
a.
b. TR TE & b
.C. Ul T8l
None
Has a candidate or party DIs A8| 1.
9.03 | worker ever asked you to March
participate in any of the follow- Je W | 2
ing actions? Attended a speech/rally
F1 Uil AT Ut Hriddl | ol g @ forr| 3.
¢|L5_ MDY VA BMET H 9RT oA Enforced a bandh
& | [& foq @ 87 de gxarEr| 4
gy G — Distributed political materials (flyers, etc.)
0 e A1 e R e aEE| >
Painted or made signs
e 91 o= /e @ (] & e = En| 6
Distributed useful goods(milk,clothing,alcohol etc.) for a party
ol & o) e afesr| /-
Encourage others to vote for a party or candidate
Circle all that apply arét 1 g B dre o & o el @
S R &1 S el e searfed wer]
a3 a.
b. I & &= b.
.C. Udl &I C.




Have you ever actually partici-

None

9.04 | pated in any of the following arg qa1| 0. | ©9.06
acions for a party or candi- March
date? Jean¥e| 1. | > 9.05
T Tuy wYl F=foRag gl Attended a speech/rally
H et a1 SWgaR & forg Wi Ao G B o] 2. | 5 9.05
forar &° Enforced a bandh
g daAr| 3. | ©9.05
Circle all that apply Distributed political materials(flyers, etc.)
U el A7 3] JoHfad e g9 | 4. | 2 9.05
Bl | St ey 1w i e Painted or made signs
& UT I 9 a8 & (U] & e g=r+) | 5. | 2 9.05
Distributed useful goods (milk, clothing, alcohol, etc.) for a party
gt a1 urdl & for) FHE dfedr (G g9, dUSt TRE | 6. | S 9.05
amfe)
Encourage others to vote for a party or candidate
gt A1 yarel ®I dre o1 B o)l ™I Bl IAfzd | /- | S 9.05
ikl > 9.05
a.3g a.
b. SR T8 & b. | > 9.06
.C. Tdl &l C. | >09.06
Did you receive anything in ¢ | 0.
9.05 | exchange for participation? [ 1Rupees | 1.
FT U o< & d&ol H 3MIP] RSLp|
/rlg G Halr? Alcohol | 2.
% | | Circle all that apply RINE]
Clothing 3
S SN 8 WR el i S
Milk | 4.
o
Food
Ao |
a. 3y
a.
b. SR & e b.
.C. TdTl & c.




In the last municipal election, EalEl
9.06 | were you offered any of the Clothing #U%| 1
following by a candidate or Milk ga 2'
arty? '
pary Rations 13| 3
. Food|
el SR g7 7 7 9o 4
SIRED SIUIETIN © :
el T [ JRupees ®W 5
f&am o? (S &ueT, @l 5
’g. a.
Circle all that apply a. 34
S AN B S AT SR b. SR Tl faa b.
JaSi = = b= C.
If the election for the Municipal Congress H1I¥ 1.
9.07 | Corporation (MCD) were BJP wrordT | 2.
tomorrow, which party would BSP
you likely vote for? 3.
a RIE| a
MR fAeel! TR W (TS :
H1 g bl 8 ol M9 fbd b, SR S e b
1S . . ? ) -
S Bl dIc S UHE BNl T N
When casting your vote in the . 0.
9.08 | municipal elections, do you N'eltherﬁ's; il y
think the candidate’s character Candidate —+—
or the issues are the most Issues I SSUL 2.
important? Both =il 3.
a. i)
2 ) |dre & & w omuay @ &
e ATl ST &, SHIGAR b, SoR S feu b.
S u? — :
IT AR FHT .. ad TE N
When casting your vote in the Local Development.1
9.09 | municipal elections, how O weee O | 1-
important are each of the Crime/Law and Order.2 | 5
/rli following issues? O wecgel O=d |
TR M g ¥ dre 3 & D:;;%RE:-; 3
T aﬁ:f. 3 ﬂ% 3 fewara < Government Corruption.4 4
HEqqul B7? O #eeayl O=di |
Regularization/Sealing.5
O wewyt O« | 5.




What do you think about when Party
9.10 |evaluatingindividual st | 1.
' candidates? Caste
(circle all that apply. Give the Gm%[ 2
respondent time to think Religion
through their response) & | 3.
Gender
for | 4.
79 3y fsdl ueamel Bl wmREd - —
S 91 fryg TN ¥ Gy 8 astgovernmen .WOI'
5 ISl WRaR H & | 5.
/g Past non-government work 5
Personal contacts
fdTd e | /-
Education
forer | 8.
Criminal record
RIS Rars | 9.
a. I a.
b. IR T8I faan
c. Udl =&l
Is your councilor given any No =i| 0 | 2 919
9.11 | money to spend in this ward? Vs 1|2 9.12
AMUD qre & b & ford &= | b, SR 981 = b. [ 919
AU UvE Bl B UA Aadr  |.c. uar 7@ c. |=29.19
4
How much do you think your
9.12 | counciloris given to spendin [ IRupees
this ward in one year? SRR
) | amue feag & amas qr b. SR :@ fean b.
E ATl § @d A B fordy fohae
1 fiyerar 87
9.13 | How much do you think your
councilor actually spends each [ IRupees
year? L
3fue fEArd 4 AMUDI e &R | b 9ov 81 BT b.
ATl G bl @d &Rl 87 | ¢ gar Ty c




What type of project do you Roads qJsa | 1.
9.14 | think your councilor spends Water o=l 2.
?

MOST on Sanitation qP1g | 3.
Health R | 4.
MU fRATd I 3MUBT U Education frem| 5.
fpsd TS R e 3P @d | pgrks qa| 6.
Bl &7 Community centre |G b= (HFIMAIC HeR)| 7.

a. Iy
Ugdx  dard | . 2
b. IR & b.
.C. Udl &l C
’ What type of project do you Roads deh | 1.
9-15 | think your councilor spends Water o 2.
LEAST on? Sanitation ABS | 3,
N N Health XARIT | 4.
IESICISRCIREA RIS Education fen| 5.
fehst IS R e’y BH W Parks ud | 6
[0 ? T )
PR & Community centre ARG b= (HFYMARE ) | 7.

a 3
| a.
AgP 7 9 | .b. STR T e b.
.C. Udl & C
What type of project would you | Roads NSED
9.16 | like your councilor to spend Water gl 2.
more on? Sanitation APTE| 3,
9 o unde & fpe Ao |_Health X 4.
TR IR A @ Frar wwe | Education el 5.
Y Parks | 6.
- Community centre SRS &= (FFfE dAeR)| 7.
. - | a. IJIY .
b. IR TE &= b.
.C. Udl & C.




What type of project do you Roads sh| 1.

9.17 think you councilor spends too Water | 2.

much money on? Sanitation BT | 3.
Health e | 4.
Education fRrerr| 5.
Parks oo | 6.
Community centre ARG & (HFfAfe dex) | /-
IS 29 ¥ 3MIHT g
2 | o Aot R fbore @ a. 3 &
P B b. IR T &= b.
.C. Udl 7T& C.
Do you think your councilor Less HH| 1.

9-18 | spends more orlless money About the Same ST 3D o | 2,

than councilors in other areas?
More Sgral| 3.
D fEwE @ ot e T o fen b.
I A B Ul B G H [T gy 78 c.
| s I B Ed HRar 77
Have you ever asked an .

9.19 | elected official for help in No :Ej 1. 1> Section 10
preventing eviction or clearing |_Yes |2 920
of your area?

F7 M BT foer i
gfaffe & 95l 9 99 a1
YD SATD DI ETell BRI A b. SR TS fan b. |2 Section 10
B H FERIdl & ol Far? C. udr s c. |2 Section 10

9.20 | What was his/her position at MCD Councilor o urve (TaE)| 1.

the time? MLA e (TUay)| 2.

MP e (TEnL | 3.

_ b. SR T8 & b.

s )| 39 99T 9 fhd9 ug R /17 P C.

9.21 | Didyougo alone oras a Alone 3| 1.
member of a group? As a group e § | 2.

b. SR T e b.
3fcbel T O AT HHE H? .C. UdT Tl c.




9.22

What was the subject of the
meeting?

To Stop the clearing of the Area
ST Pl Gl B A AT

To complain about restitutions for clearing of the Area

SATd Bl Wiell BT R A Yo B & aR H RIprad

'rz' e &1 fawg w7 oar? 3Ty
b. IR & e
.C. Udl 7T&l
9.23 | What was the outcome? He was not in the office
I8 SWR H 81 A/
They refused to speak with me
IR 3 91 B  F91 IR A1
ST &1 gRome /a1 et They didn’t help
2 BRI HATHTd 85 offhd S=I- BB A8l (bl
The slum was not cleared
SN BT T8I BT T
Gave us more restitution for clearing of slums
SCld P Well BRI & dacel APl HB Jafaall Al
a. I
b. SR & e
.C. Udl 7T&l




9 WS Y BH MUY WA A Sl HB SIMHBRI ofl |

Section 10a :Sanitation Worksheet

s 10a : 9%1s HR-AEl

10a.01 10a.02 10a.03 10a.04 10a.05 10a.06 10a.07 10a.08 10a.09
Water _ Physical . .
i Dist Cleanliness facilities Sink Price per
Type Available | Use Istance Type supply (Floor/wallletc)| =ror ey 9 | use (Rs.)
THR ferar ? | sRawmer | (minutes) THR ot &Y T ) aM q—ﬁﬁ
R gl [T (B19)| g1
Fear ? | (@) TS IR E L S
Private _ ; : _
inhome O 8 | O &8 O @K & ICNE] O @K T8 0O =&l
wRaaer | O & | O DM—WDW O de—=b | O
e (From) O St O St
Private out- _ & & _
s o | o | o S e D= | DG | o
toilet . 0O SI%—3Th S
e S| O & | O & O oIS S ey | D 2O | O 4
mEE mEE
(Frsi)
Shared :
. _ O &g 81 O @18 =&l .
private O =& | g =& O e GRTd O ©R1E O &
C tollet O om0 PP O oo
arsm SEe| O @ O = O sl ] /sl O oo O =
(Frsf)
D|PublicTollet | 0O =& | O =& o q?jm - o a?jmr O
SICRIEC O g | O = O S&—31®| 5 gy O S%—3% | O g
MIEISE! O 3= O 3=
Openland,
gutter,side : :
E| oftheroad O ==l O =&
el o o
Aere /4T, O = O =
TSP IR
10a.4 TYPE CODES 10a.4 f5= wIs
1 -Flush to piped sewer 1 -A7elt & gy § Ul STl
2 - Flush to open sewer/drain 2 - Tgel ATl H§ U ST
3 - Disposal to improved pit — No flush 3 - guR T Tee H MueH— ol T8 §
4 - Disposal to unimproved pit — No flush 4 - a1 guR g3 TIge H Aem —derer T8 7




9 TS H 3MMUY 3MMUS ST DI Wl & IR H HB AFTHRI il

Section10: Access to Sanitation

s 10: Weedl g
Across the floor/no specific outlet

10.01 |How is wastewater drained e paun——_— Y
from your house?
Includes water for washing, There is a gutter in the floor
cooking, etc. Excludes toilet. W/ 2irererd | T Al ¢ |
ST B 1 PR O R IR e Drainin the floor.
g7 oA @3 ferdt ¥
TS, QT b 3Mfe § g by
T U BT IS BN, AT & g : g
' There is a basin/sink.
P A 79 B = H IRF/29 (Rid) 2
10.02 !s there an open drain (nali) ;\lé). > 10.05
in front of your house or
nearby?
R MYDB TR & AHEA IT AT Yes
DIS il el (el A1e) & ? & -> 10.03
10.03 |Has your drain ever over-
flowed No.
or become smelly, el
causing you extreme discom-
fort?
HT JATID el Y MR §S B AT Yes.
I | gl od B R e W &
gU gl ?
10.04 |How many times in one Times
month is the drain cleaned? m
b TE IR FE &
T 29 H fhd= IR ATel &) BT
ot 2 ? .c el Ul
| or someone in my household
10.05 |How do you dispose of solid take it to the dumpster

waste (trash) from your
house?

319 3 TR & S G DI DY S
g7

Circle all that apply
Sl AR 81 S9 WR el R

S H ST & (H A1 DS W R H)

Putit in the gutter/drain
1ol H Bahd ©

Putitin open land
gTell A1 § Bhd &

MCD worker removes it
). IR gRT BT ST 8 |

Private worker removes it
ol PHIR gRT <A1 ST 8




, No dumpster| g
10.06 |How often is the nearest Hee T8 &
dumpster emptied? = Daily| 4
SERIEAEIIC SHERENRIRCINECI Sl A
e s & 2 At least once a week|
B | HH BRI H Uh R
At least once a month 3
HH A HH HEIH § Uh R
Less than once a month
T v IR & 59| 4
b. IR ==l e b
.C. &I gal c
, Never/No 0
10.07 |Have you ever taken partin ) 78 /o T8 R
any of the following actions? Sitin at office oF house of
SRS LI LU elected official
T for & 7 Fraifer wRFR () & w1
Circle all that apply BT TR AT ASH IR GRAT
: _ Sit-in at government office
S S B ST W e o ARG BT BRI TR &Rl 2
Hired a contractor to construct
drains/gutters 3
Ao-farl & forv QiR oftrs iferdl &
o & forg Soar @t fAgfaa
Hired a contractor to construct/
delimit dumpster/rubbish bin 4
FHSEE & A0/ AHTGA B oIy ShaR
@1 frafed
Hired a contractor to construct
public toilets
raer @ R & g Sdar @ O
frafaa
39T .a.
I a
IR el 3 .b. b
gl Uar .C.
C
10.08 |What government committees| State sanitation committee (MLA) 1
affect sanitation in your AU Yaewd HHA
area? MCD Wards committel
AHE & oy B W ERBRT HHA . AL SN arsH HHS
3MUS gells H JHTE 8 2 MCD Sanitation committe 3
Circle all that apply . . S W dT HHTT
S AT Bl 9 W AT AR 3 .a. a
g
IR T8 A .b. b
=&} Uar .C. c




10.09 |Have you ever spoken to an No. 0 - Section 11
elected official regarding &
sanitation? Yes 1 >10.10
R I A ABIS & aR F ) L
foraffera o @ T an) & g | b SR @ e - Section 11
P e 7 C 8l . - Section 11
10.10 |What was his/her postion at MCD Councilor| 4
the time? ALRILE (WI\TI-_@?
g fs i
I I Ug W o/ o () 2
MP| o
e (TAT)
.a.3
a
I
b. IR 7 e b
.C. &1 ua c
10.11 |Did you go alone or as Alone| 4
group? Sa
el T 9 AT g H? Group| o
E A
b SR &1 fa=n b
cC  Ffiudal. c
10.12 {What was the subject of your Poor state of public toilety 4
conversation? TSI SaTeral & wR1e Reafd
STYH! AT P fawar aar orr? Need more public toilets 9
Circle all that apply 3R 21 ArdwifS Sirarerdl @)
ST @] 81 S99 WR Al R ANl
Need cleaning of drains 3
ATferdl @ ABIE B TS
Need construction of more draing
R e TRt @ wwiS @ smavgea| 4
Need emptying of rubbish bins
dumpsters
HSE Bl Wrell B B AMaeAHa| O
.a. 3 a
b. IR & e b
. c
.C. &1 ua




10.13

What was the outcome of
your conversation?
3ATIeh] dIeTeie 1 FaT RO gar?

They weren’tin their office.
I8 YR H eI A/ |

They wouldn’t meet/speak with
me.
SBi g Al ,/drd B 9§ /AT IR
fean |

They wouldn’t/couldn’t help
WEAl <71 | 71 R fean/agadn <
H arqed 9 /901 | .3

They said they would help, but did
not

SR FEl b I FEREn HRA1/ B,
b ®1g AerIdr Jal el

They told someone to fix it, but
they did not

IBM fHd § FEd d & foy o
oIfh PIg BT el et

The problem was resolved
AR & 8 T

a. S

.b. SR Tl e

.C. T8 gal




A B C D E F G H I J
Indoor pipe from Outdoor Outdoor Outdoor Indoor pipe from Outdoor Outdoor Outdoor Tanker trucks Purchased
municipal supply| (household) tap| (shared) tap (shared) hand well (household) [ (household) tap| (shared) tap bottled water
(Private) from municipal | from municipal pump from handpump from from well from well
supply supply municipal supply| well
=R awrg | @RaR @) aE @ @) 9 T9 (@ F) e |58 9@ gftea ugy| (@Rar @) e | (@Rar @) 9 @S ) e 99 AR TNIST AT dIdeleg
B AT urgy Ta =R | =R @@ | s d9u =gfRma TSUT Gam A T Ham A Hal A qri
qers H Kl qeTs |
Hao1 | Acees O e o e O e O e O e O e O e O e O e O
O =3 O =& O =& O =3 O =3 O =& O =& O =3 o =& O ==
112.02 | use O <€ 11a.04 |O = 11a.04 |O & 11a.04 |O € 11a.04 [0 & 11204 [O & 11a.04 |O & 11a.04 (O & 11a.04 |O & 11a.04 (O = 11.04
T P |0 A 11a.03 [0 7 11a.03 [0 7 11203 |0 78 11203 [0 T 11a.03 [0 7 11a.03 [0 7 1103 [0 78 11203 [0 7 11a.03 [0 7 11.03
11a.03 | Why not use (sed
code)d FAIT &1 Y
Month use last OJan OFeb |[OJan OFeb |OJan OFeb [OJan OFeb |OJan O Feb |[OJan OFeb |OJan O Feb |OJan O Feb |0 Jan O Feb
112.04 | year OMarOApr |[OMarOApr [OMarOApr (O Mar OApr |OMar O Apr (O Mar O Apr (O Mar O Apr |0 Mar O Apr |0 Mar O Apr
’ Rea W @ gan OMay OJun [OMay OJun [0 May OJun [OMay O Jun |OMay OJun (O May O Jun (O May O Jun |0 May O Jun |0 May O Jun
&Y Ao wES OlOAug [OulOAug |[OJulOAug |OulOAug [OlOAug [OJulOAug |OJulOAug [OJulOAug |OJul O Aug
O Sepd Oct  |O Sepd Oct  [O Sepd Oct (O Sepd Oct |0 Sepd Oct  [O Sepd Oct (O Sepd Oct |0 Sepd Oct |0 SepO Oct
O Nov[d Dec | Nov Dec |0 Nov[ Dec [0 NovO Dec |0 Nov Dec | Nov Dec |0 Nov Dec |0 Nov Dec |0 Nov[ Dec
1 All Months | All Months | All Months | All Months [ All Months [ All Months [ All Months [0 All Months | All Months
O @1 g O e g |0 @™ 9sben O @1 g O @1 gsrn O @1 gsrn O @1 g O == g O @1 gar
O wwrE O awrg O wwrE O ww1E O wwrg O wwrE O wwrs O wwrs O wwrg
11a.05 | Uses O e O < O < O < O O < O < O < O e
T O == O == O == O == O == O == O == O == O ==
Cost per period
11a.06 B
Cost period ORrsmr O”rsmn O O O ORrsr ORrsmr ORrsmn
g aaf Ow<re vgal Ow<re vga Owwre gga Oxwre gga Owwre gga Owwre vga Owwre vga Ow<re ggal
11a.07 O=rfrs O=rfres O=Rrs O=fRye O=fRrs O O O e
OfgarRie Ofgaiie OfgwRie OfgwRie OfgwrRie OfgwrRie OfgwRie OfgaRie
112.08 | Initial cost
(individual)
KSEINIRCERCHERUR))
Initial cost (shared)
11a.09 ]
(SlESURED)
11a.10 (No. of cqntributors
fore= o 3 e
'Who provided
11a.11 access
e SudTel Hran
Last tlme discon_ [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ]
11a.12 nected O 29 ugat O a7 uga O 27 ugal O 7 uga O 7 uga O 7 ugal O R ugal O 29 ugat
Gift IR o9 49 ga O |wrg gzt O s ugat O | gzt 0O s« ugat O w<re vgat |0 9<iE w8 O |« gzt O |wrg gzt
O 72 uga O w8€m gz O 72 vzat O #8m gzt O =2 ugat O =8€m ugat O 781 vzt O 72 usa
0O aret ugal O s ugal O s ugal O s uga O s uga O st uga O are ugal 0O aret ugal




11a.03 CODES WHY NOT USE

6 TP U A LN~

Dirty

Dry (no water)

Far

Dry in summer

Doesn't come at certain times
No electricity for pump
Other

Won't Anser

. Doesn't Know

T

TET (T T 2)

TETTE
URERIE K ERIGE

o § -t 721 Arar
TET AT o o foseit 981 ¢
I

ERLEEIRERT

AT T

1Ta.11 CODES WHO PROVIDED ACCESS

O TR kLD~

Individual/household

Group of households/neighbors
Full community

Jal Board

Pradhan/other local leader
Other

Won't Answer

Doesn't Know

ST/ AT 27 9 | 1@
TETET

T T

EEELE

TETH/AAT

T

ERLEEIRERT

AT LN



9 @S H B MUY Sl AUl & IR H B U Yo |

CHECKPOINT
Does the respondent have access to any municipal water supply (have you checked “yes” for any
categories A, B, C or D)?
FT D AR FeeATs a1 o7l 2 (U8l U9 R o9+ YR AB,Ca1 D wR "8I & faar?

Section 11: Access to Water

s 11: 5d gawdl

T MBI YD Y & AT
A U AR e @
FAR (S, B BT G-I ST
T TRUTIHT & 7 1) B
AT HRAT USI?

Have you ever been threatened 1. - 11.04
11.01 | that your connection will be No:ré:f
terminated? Yes&l| 2 > 11.02
b. TR T e b. > 11.04
T U AT TR DI o g c > 11.04
GH TR < DI gD Al
(gfRTa aers $1 g)? .
11.02 | What was the reason given? No reason given @i i 0.
SISIRINRIE)
T DR 1T 717 lllegal connection
/r@ RSB DI 1.
& Failure to pay fees 9
B el g U |
Water rationing/shortages 3
U Bl AT R/ |
a 3
a.
b. IR &1 faan b.
c. Udr :rﬁﬁ C.
11.03 | Who told you this/threatened Delhi Jal Board
you? ot werars | 1.
_ MCD/Corporation
Circle all that apply FraRe | 2.
febem SRy TE bl THa) 17 Police
S o @, S R Ten . gieri| 3.
S b. IR TE &= b.
.C. Udl & c.
11.04 | Have you ever faced non- No=st| 1 > 11.13
ovlabiyefwater fon ves 2
of a well, or multiple days b. IR :'_gf fen b. > 1113
without municipal water? .C. Yol &l C. > 11.13




Why did the problem arise Connection was terminated | 1 > 11.06
11.05 _ B I fm T '
RESEISIERIIE Well becamedry | > 11.07
Circle all that apply T ol H BH |
SRR I Burstpipe | 5 > 11.07
/rli oI | U@hR 1§ | RIEE] F We T |
5 No electricity to pump water 4 >11.07
fSSTell @rel ST 9 (49 78))
=Y
@ a. -2 11.07
b. IR &I faan b. > 11.07
Cc. Udl FEl C. > 11.07
What was the reason given for No reason given | 0.
11.06 | the termination of your connec- PIe HRUT Tl I AT
tion? lllegal connection | 4
JMYBT HIHRTT GeH BRI D 4\|~<q)|.j\-|“| HTRE
B | |ferr @ wwor garan Failure to pay billffees | 2.
5 .
Circle all that apply i ﬁ?{ TE < a1
Sy o) S 97 5 T Water rationing/shortages 3
! e . gl BT A faaRer/wHr |
R | U@ | 9 |
a 3y a
b. SR & fa b b.
c. Udl &l c
What did you do to restore Nothing §o e | 0.
11.07 | water supply? Took a new connection from the Jal board
STl 9T A1 e feran | 1.
SO AT @1 et Dl Y 9 Renewed older connection from Jal Board
a1 B B forr @ faare TS F FARE BT AGNGOT Hear | 2-
Circle all that apply Made a new illegal connection
STt @ 8, 99 W e T RSB e fora | 3.
2/ SRR | Ugh] | 9and | _Hired someone to deepen well
3T TR A B forg fBA 1 dren | 4-
Talked to Jal Board to fix pipe etc.
139 31 el 918 @ g1 AW | 5.
a. = a.
b. IR FE fe=n b.
.C. TdT & C.
How long did it take your water 1. 1ed
11.08 | supply to be restored? 2. Irg
ST T T e f - 3. T
B b. IR L e b.
e B ¥ fha=T T o T C.




11.09

Who did you ask for help?
MU fhaw Heradn ARfr?

Help Codes &T T &Y

How much did you pay in

11.10
official fees or fines to restore ]W
your connection? b. I T fea
.C. Ul &l
I eTaR 1 e =] He
& forg amoe fhaen a1l ®i|
37 A fear?
11.11 | How much did you pay over lse] If'0">11.13
and above official fees and b. SN 91 oA > 11.13
fines? C. TUdT Tt 2> 11.13
O eTaR 1 e 2] de
& forg emue favan et
ARBRI B A1 AT faar?
11.12 | Towhom did you pay this extra Delhi Jal Board official | 1-
amount? ool a1 drs BRI Bl
MCD official 9
5 DIARIA b IRBRY Bl | <
1~ R T B
& u;m? Rl Local leader/boss
- Frafferd sfffy (e 31| >
Police 4
g .
a I a.
b. IR &I faan b.
gal &l C.
11.13 | Have you ever approached an No =7&1 | 1. - Section 12
clectd ol regrdng veer 2
P ' b. SR &l faar b. - Section 12
T A9 HA I B AR BRIl c. > section 12
DI oI e faifaa gfaffe
(T T ) ¥ A 87
1114 | What was his/her position at MCD Councilos
the time? v U (THAE) 1.
MLA femres (TH.geg) 2.
. MP wie (TH.91) 3.
?
S 9T 9 {9 ug R 9 /9" 5 =
................................................... a.
5 b. IR &I faan b
c. yal =&l




Alone

Did you go alone oras a
115 merr}:bergofa group? 3fcbel
As a group
b T O A g A A 3
b. ST T &=
.C. Udl &l
11.16 | What was the subject ofthe Non-availability of private water supply (tap/handpump)
meeting”? ol Ol Feetrg ) Srgueterdr (B8R & ol
_ Ief/ZSuY)
Al AT 1 fawg @y o? Non-availability of public water supply (well/ handpumps)
NIENIEE BRI MG RSB R ERINGIENIECAS S
U AT FHY)
5 Disconnection of private water supply
% Forofl arelt TS @1 §5 g
Disconnection of public water supply
ATSTS U AATg &l §8 811
a S|
b. ST =& &
c. yar =&l
1.17 What was the outcome? They were not in the office

T o1 aRom w1 Ada

I8 THR ¥ 81 9/ /Suerel /el /20

They would not meet with me.

S I B W /AT PR A1

They would not help
Clisika B o B RS R L B s B S

They said they would help, but did not
IBIY WERIAT o1 Bl dral b1 ot | El gon

The problem was resolved/improved

R &1 B T/Reafcr § gur gan




@S H A MUY MY A U9 URIE & IR § Tdh Uy g |
Section 12: Local Raod & Transport

s 12: UMY dAsd Td gRagd

12.01

What is the largest vehicle
that can drive on the roads
outside your house?

JAMI® TR | IR DI FSH /el
R A g1 DIl T A
Al B°

Footpath/pedestrian only
CEER IR

Bicycle

Motorcycle

HIex Arsfebd

Auto rickshaw

3ffer Raam

Small car

BIE] BR

Large car

TSI PR

Lorry/Truck/Bus
FRY/Ch /a4




9 WS H BA AN fISTell gauar & IR H qui |

Section 13: Access to electricity
s 13: fdstelt & Jawa

13.01| Do you have a bulb, fan, No | O. 5 13.26
power outlet or tube light in T
your home? Yes | 1
T 3MYD TR H BIg dd, ®
U1, @l dIgT AT TPl
g?
13.02| Do you have an electricity No | O. — 13.26
connection in your home? EH
Yes| 1.
3Mud R H fastell @1 gl
B 27 b. STR el & b.
c. T8l gdl C.
13.03| Do you have an electric No| O.
meter? ERl
_ Yes| 1.
R TP &R H faotell @ %
? -
fieR @ & b. IR =8} fam b.
c. F8l udn
13.04| Do you pay for your electric- No — 13.09
ity? el
Yes| 1. — 13.05
T 3T 319+ faoTell & fory o
YA BR8P b. SR T8l faan b. — 13.09
c. w8l gar — 13.09
13.05| Whom do you pay for your Direct to the Power Company — 13.06
electricity? Qe ot a9 a1l 1,
o R & R e Landlord.ﬂ'cb‘ﬁmﬁrcﬁ :23 — 13.07
e 27 Neighbor TS | 3. — 13.07
3 ' Locan leader/boss g — 13.07
Circle all that apply I,/ | 4.
4:% S o 8 S WR el MY a, a1y a > 13.07
b SR &l & — 13.07
c 8l ydl — 13.07




13.06

From which company do
you receive your electricity?

North Delhi Power Compnay (NDPL)

e} Sefel ureR feifics (TH.S1.91.0d.)

BSES Yamuna Power Ltd.

MY g He | fdsTell o @rwéwww%ﬁé@'z
& BSES Rajdhani Power Ltd.
oS o, o o s | 3
NDMC Electricity Department
9. S1.YAH. gelagRic fsurdHe | 4
> a. 3y a
b. IR T b
.C T8l gar c
13.07 |How much was your most  |sqyy |
recent electricity bill? q
e el fasTell @1 fae tc)qg_&:_\;;ﬁﬁm :
foer orr?
13.08 | How frequently do you pay Daily | 4
for your electricity? NiS|
MU U fhas IR fasrell @ Weekly
foer w=a 27 AR | 2
Monthly
S HAIRI® | 3
Bi-Monthly
fganiie | 4
a. 3 a
b. SR =&l faa b
c. T8l udl c
13.09 |For how many hours per day | g [
on average do you have b. IR TS e b
power cuts at this time of . 78 g .
year?
AT & 9 A, 9] I
e & fastell @1 wer
BIdil 87
13.10 [Last June, for how many e [
hours per day on average b. IR & e b
did you have power cuts? g c

oo ara REAT ¥, I
T foae T fastel @
Pl B fi?




13.11 | How did you obtain this Came with the house
electricity connection? TR D A1 el | 1 — 13.16
A Direct application to power compnay
3MUPp! Tg Tdoleil—hdRT IR B B G o gRi| 2 — 13.12
3
Circle all that apply VI lf_%m?m £l gm —13.12
- S unicipal drive/campaign
o T & ST A R &1 fedex s |4 [ 18.12
,ﬁ Personally attached illegal connection
® e & ReH ¥ A o Rrn|° |- 13.12
Paid someone to attach illegal connection
ol o1 T S RGN RS A arn | 6 —13.12
a. 3y a —13.12
b. STR T8 faan b [>13.16
c. &1 gdi Cc — 13.16
13.12 | How much did you pay for | | | (Form) ¥ w4 & foR) 1
the connection itself? Affidavit/Typing) B0 arfthsfae /et |2
- (Connection charge) U H1a=IE TSl (3
HARME & ford o fhan [ _1 (Meter) ficx 4
0 far? [ | (Total) g S
b. TR a1 faan b
C. el Udl c
13.13 | Who did you pay for the Official fee to power compnay
connection itself? STl U BT IRBRT BT | 1
Official fee to agent
g || TR B foR oo e wie B B |2
’g T4 fo? Bribe to compnay employees
Circle all that apply Bribj to electezﬁoﬁicial :
Sill B S9 WR TMell o
L Frdifer gereh () @ Reaa |4
Payment to owner of connection
HIFIT P HlfeTh bl I |9
Bribe to local leader/boss
R Far/dr |6
a. 3y . a
b. xR & e b
c. &l gar c
Did you have to pay any-
13.14 thing extra over and above NO_ 0. — 13.16
the official fees? Gl
Yes|1. |->13.15
SR & TS @,/ B B _ El
SFefrar Y T Jmgep e ey | b. SR T fe. b. |- 13.16
e U? c. T8l ual c. |- 13.16




13.15| How much did you pay over and above |[sq |
the official fees? :
b. SR &l faan b.
IR <V TS Gl /B & IeATdl I . 78 o C
fpa U1 @ foar?
13.16 Have you ever been No | O — 13.18
" |threatened that your connection will be s
terminated? Yos | 1. 51317
T B SMIYPT 3MYBT BRI BIS o . &l 1318
&) qHE A? bWﬂ’Eﬁﬁ'ﬂT b. - 13.18
c. 8l gar C. :
13.17 | What was the reason given? No reason given
PI BRI Tl garar 137 | 1.
BRI gIRT T?
El ji llegal Connection
RGBT H1aRH | 2.
,rhs- Failure to pay/late bill
% | | Circle all that apply feat &1 < yH/f9et <=1 ° <90 3.
ST AN 8 99 W ATl TR a. 3 a.
b. SR &l T b.
c. T8l udn C.
13.18 | How many times was your power [ Jsr If .
disconnected (excluding regular power | b. 3% 8] fer b. b. 0.No",—
cuts) during the last year? c. T8t gar c C. 13.25
fUBel A1 (3 fasTell Hekil &l BrS
PR) AP fdSTel! fha+l IR Prer T=AT?
13.19| What was the reason given No reason given | o
for your power being cut? Pl BRI Bl I AT
lllegal Connection | 1
% . ® ferdl @ RGBT BT
® | | T Failure to pay/late bill | 2
Circle all that apply fqat 981 < uA/fAd <9 7 <
Sl S 8 S R el R llegal settiement | 3
IR ST
a.3=g | a
b. TR &I faar | b
c. 58l gal c
13.20| How long did it take for 1.
your power to be restored? 2.
ISP 3! fastell ®I R & ovEaq | 3.
S I MY b. SR =&l faa b
c. T8l udl c




13.21 | Through what means was | Took new official connection (directly from power
your power restored? company)
1 IAHIRG o foran (WY f9Sel Hoh 4)
3Ma IOt faSTel a9 $9 [Restored previous connection from power company
PRIS? el ARHIRS B @ §at B FbT B (e f{orel)
Circle all that apply BIA DY) :
S A 8 S W el IR Took new illegal connection
1 ARSI HaR foran
Paid agent for new legal connection
T AHRG FaeE & fory f=ifery &1 1 &
/rlg Paid agent to restore previous legal connection
% o Af®HIRE Haed B R A YT A & ford
faEifory &1 T
Used contacts to restore previous legal connection
ARG FYRM BT TR § Yo PR $ 7 o
1 3T Ui & gAn e
Used contacts to restore previous illegal connection
RGN B B R Yo PR & o Iqariicd
1 I Ui &1 gAE e 7.
a. g a.
b. SR =&l famn b.
c. &l ud C.

13.22 | How much did you pay in TR |
official fees or fines 'to b. ST% &1 B
restoreyour connection? R g—

JUAT HeiaR R | e ar
& fory MU ARBRT B A1
TAM & 39 H fha I
fea?

13.23 | How much did you pay Eaep)| | If "0">13.25
over and above official fees | (o =7 foar —13.25
iggrfggiso’:]o?restore your o 8 aa _313.25
JUAT BRI R | oA
@ ford e RN B
IR A & 3felmdl b= U
&

13.24| To whom did you pay this Power company official f3STell U= & 31fSHRT BT | 1.
money? Corporation official BIUNIE & ARABRY BT | 2.

i || ST E S et fe? | T o cal leader/boss Ry v (e @ | 3.
% a. g a.
Circle all that apply b. TR &I fear b.
S T 8 S WR Al M | o) 7% e C.




13.25| What problems have you No problems
noticed with your current Ps FHET T8 2 0.
electricity connection? Very high bill
B - & @l ?:aaaﬁfammt%m
. requent power cuts
T TN 27
Is TR fd5Tell &1 e 2
T a. 3=
IR Tl 41 b. b.
&l UdT c. C.
13.26|Have you ever contacted an No =&l | 1. — Section 14
elepted official with com- Yes g1 2. 5 13.27
plaints qbout your electricity b. SR =& foem b _, Section 14
connection? .
RIT 3T HH o foreh G. Tl e ¢ B
PR D IR H RHa wA
3 fory ft fraifera ufafafa
(& T ) ¥ oy ¥
13.27] What was his/her office at Councilor
the time? fm ue (@) [ 1.
MLA g (TH.TaR) | 2.
;ﬂg;:uaﬁmq—q'w MP wree (@) | 3.
/A a. 3Ig a.
b.STR &I & b.
c. 8l udl C.
13.28 pjg you go alone or as a Alone ST | 1.
member of a group? In a group e ¥ | 2.
b. SR &I & b.
& T I AT T H c. =&l U c.
13.29| What did you speak to Electricity bill higher than it should be
him/her about? fastell @1 faer Rt g =iy
_ I warer g @ g A 1
Bl |omme s frw AR # ama —
5 7 Electricity b||!s higher thar\ | could pay
' Rra U9 H § daan g, faotell &
o SO =Rl B9 @ IR H| 2.
Electricity not coming
fastell 9 3 & aR #| 3,
a. I a.
b. SR &I & b.
c. 8l udl C.




13.30

What was the outcome?

IR 7 IET?

Was not in the office
I8 THR H ol A/, fAem & fory Suaer T8
9y /off

Would not/could not help
WEA! o 9 7 R

Said they would help, but did not
I8IH Bal fb I IBIAT B /BN, oifeh

T BT T8l Al

Told someone to help, but they did not
I Bl A FEl A T g1 TR g8

The problem was improved/resolved

Iei fdl 9 Pl IR 991 &1 81 N

a. Y

b. SR 78] &

c. &l udn

oo




9 WS H MU FATD Bl BN ARl & aN H HY U Juil

Section 14: Crime
s 14: URTY

14.01| Are there any problems of No| 0. — 14.03
law and order in your area? | T8l
Yes| 1. — 14.02
FT JAMUDB SATh H B AR &
AT BT AR &7 b. STR & o b. |- 14.03
c. T8l gal C. — 14.03
14.02 | What types of problems Theft | 1.
are there in your area? I
Gambling
3D gelieb | fobay RE Bl o | 2.
I 87 Alcoholism/drunkenness
’Tz' Circle all that apply IR | 3
ST SID 2l S99 W el o R Assault/violent crime
BHC/3TURTE/SUeHN | 4.
Domestic violence/abuse
TN ARYIS/TMell—TTars | 5
Vandalism/destruction of property
Are—pTs,/FHR] &I o ugar . | 6.
lllegal drugs
efel art | 7-
Extortion
U Il | 8.
Blackmail
BRI |9,
a. " a.
b. IR &l faa b.
c. T8l ydl C.
14.03| Have you ever gone to the No | 0. — 14.08
police for any law and order | el
problem? Yes | 1. — 14.04
el
LRI E b. SR a1 T b. |~ 14.08
PILT—TTRT B AT BN [ @1 oy C. —> 14.08
o gferd & a2




14.04

e

For what type of problem
did you speak to the police?

fhd dRE @ IHRT B IR |
MY gferd | 91d BI?

Circle all that apply
S AR B 89 W el

Theft
IRl

Gambling
NI

Alcoholism/drunkenness

IRTI—FHAT

Assault/violent crime
EHAT /3TURTE] / STUCHNI

Domestic violence/abuse

NG ARYIS/TMell—Tellsl

Vandalism/destruction of property
Are—hIg,/ AR DI THATT UgATI .

lllegal drugs
Tl &any

N

Extortion gt a_gell

®

Blackmail

LGRS

a. 3y

b. SR w&1 faan

c. T8l udl

O] T &

14.05

e

How did the police treat
you?

gferd 9 39 ¥ AT HTER
forar?

They refused to speak with me at all

IB g [l 9 TRE B ardid R A
A1 R fe

| was threatened/beaten

31 el <) /et T

They took my report, but appeared uninterested
S W RUIE o ol oifdd o sfa &1

They were respectful and helpful
g 3R & A1 U 37U 3R AR o

a. 3y

IRl {1 b.

o

T8l gdT .c.




14.06 | How did the police respond They refused to take a report
to your complaint? S=iq RUe a5 &= 3 791 o faa| 1.
They accepted the report but did not investigate
B | |gfer A s Rete o Sl R oo B el aife sifg 786 @] 2
> BIRATE] D17 (AT T They accepted the report but did little investigation
ferar?) S RUIE aof aR off W A1 95 & Sitg | 3,
They accepted the report and actively investigated
S RO oof o o oiR o Sifta | 4.
a. 3 a.
b. IR & &= b.
c. TT&l gdr C.
14.07| How did the situation It got worse
change after you went to AR WG B TS | 1.
the police? No change
PIs gl T8l gal | 2-
AU Y T UIE S Db It got better
R )| s1e Refd foa @ geei? & 8 T | 3.
b. IR &I faan. b.
c. T8l yal C.
14.08 | Have you approached an No [0. [ Section 15
elected official for help in T8
a problem with the police Yes (1. |- 14.09
or law and order? &
qfert A1 BrgT—eaRer @ b. IR &I & b. |-» Section 15
| Bl TRE B TR [ o8 g — Section 15
R F1 Y e Fatfra
gfaffe (1) ¥ FEd &
fory fAer?
14.09| What was his/her position Councilor (MCD)
atthe time? o g (@EAS) [ 1.
MLA
RAINAE 9 e uq w furged (@Tan) | 2.
o /9fj? MP
s (Tadn) | 3.
a. I a.
b. SR =&l famn b.
c. 8l gdl b.




14.10

Did you go alone or as a
member of a group?

B T I AT AR H?

Alone
SEdS
Inagroup
AE H
b. IR &l faa
c. T8l Udl

14.11

What was the nature of the
problem?

Ig fbg dRg & gawr oA?

Ongoing police hearassment

gferd gRT SIRT Scdled

Arrest of a family member

IRIR & Bl AR /SRT & RGN

Law and order problems the police did nothing
about/General Law and order problems

PITA—aRT B FAR] 79 IR H gferq o
DO ol [T/ B FaRAT DI FHA]

Police asking for bribes

gferd gpeier | %8 §

a. 3AY

b. SR &l faar

.C. T8l udl

14.12

What happened?

g1 ga AT?

They were not there/available to meet
I TUR H 781 9/, e & forl Suare T3
|

They would not speak with me
IR geRT 1 PR | F1 bR e

They did nothing
BH 91 B oifdb Plg GUR T8l g3l

The situation improved/was resolved
T 910 Dl 3R TR & B S/ Rafd ger
=AY

a. Y

b. SR T8l fa=n

c. =&l udn




319 B YA 3MUd TR H T2 @ ISl 3R I9a! 39 iR a1 fernery v a1 78 =Y |5 e gud |

Section 15a: Respondent 's Personal Information

WS 15a: g dferer

Say : Now | would like to ask you a bit more about the other people who live in this house, including their ages and whether or not they have attended school
15a.02 15a.06 15a.07| 15a.08 15a.09] 15a.10 15a.11 |15a.12 15a.13
Highest Educa- Nesr | Months worked Days worked per _
ID WD ﬁ'@—xﬂ 3 Y (H—\’ % | Married [tion Completed (Use in the last year week (When Working) Income Period
Ugd | gRyar & sl (qo8,/HiRe) wafe Riem (5| yooupa. | fresr arar 3§ [789 , amue fbam| 3T 2 ﬁ
QT*%T?JI ....... Eb—f%) WWW) ﬁmﬁq—éﬁﬁ ﬁqwﬁw%(\—ﬂawaﬁ%?
A O & mESIE)
O & O arwifesd
[ I E
_ Oy
B O =& [ RIS
O & O arwifee
[ I E
gy
' [ RS
© S ? O arqiies
[ I E
Oy
D O =& O I
O & O dr<ifes
[ IR E
_ L 3=
E O &l mINSIE]
O & O dar<ifes
[ I E
gy
F O =& O ST
O & O arwifeed
[ I E
: g
G O e [ RIS
L= O ArarfRs
[ IR E
O sy —
H = ;ﬁ' e
O dr<ifee
[ I E
O sy —




Occupation Codes

25 - Skilled Construction Worker/Contractor

00 - Unemployed
01 - Housewife/lhomemaker

Unskilled laborers

02 - Guard

03 - Cleaner/Maid

04 - Cook

05 - Other Domestic Worker
06 - Shop Worker (Employee)
07

a market or with a cart)

Coolie, etc.)
09 - Farmer/Agricultural Laborer
10 - Stitching
11 - Factory Worker
12 - Rickshaw Puller
13 - Waiter (In a dhaba)
14 - Beggar
15 - Rag picker/Trash picker
Skilled Laborer
16 - Driver
17 - Mechanic
18 - Carpenter
19 - Tailor
20 - Electrician
21 - Cobbler
22 - Plumber
23 - Printer
24 - Painter

Petty Trader, Vendor or Hawker (in

08 - Daily Manual Labor (Construction,

26 - Musician/Artist
27 - Waiter (In a hotel)

Office Workers

27 - Anganwadi Teacher

28 - Government Schoolteacher
29 - Private Schoolteacher

30 - NGO Schoolteacher

31 - Government Nurse

32 - Other Government Healthworker
33 - Private Nurse

34 - Other Private Healthworker
35 - NGO Nurse

36 - Other NGO Healthworker

37 - Government Clerk (i.e. sitting at a desk)
38 - Other Government Office Worker (i.e. peon

0.

S©PN O RWON

39 - Other NGO Worker 1.
40 - Shopkeeper 12.
41 - Army
42 - Police (Constable, SHO, etc.) 13.
43 - Agent
44 - Salesman a.
.a. Other .a. 3=
.b. Won’t Answer -b. Srara E feam b
.C. Doesn’'t Know -C. el el

.C.

HELP CODES

Nobody
Relatives

Friends

Caste group
Neighbor
Pradhan

Agent

Employer

NGO

Private Company

. Elected official

a. Councilor (MCD)
b. MLA

c. MP

Police

Government Employees
(not elected)
Lawyer/solicitor/legal aid

Other

. Won’t Answer

Doesn’t Know

00 - Self 00 — ==
01— Father 01 — faan
02 — Mother 02 —Hren
03 — Husband 03 —dfa
04 — Wife 04 —ufq
05 — Brother 05 — g
06 — Sister 06 — ===
07 —Son 07 — 9z
08 — Daughter 08 — <1
09 — Father’'s Father (09 —=zrer
10 — Father's Mother 10 —g&)

11 — Mother’s Father 11—

12 — Mother’s Mother 12 —ar0

13 — Father’s Brother 13 —amn/as
14 — Father’s Sister 14 — gar,/mw!
15 — Father’s Sister's Husband 15 — w1

16 — Father’s Brother’s Wife 16 — = /a8
17 — Mother’s Brother 17 —=r

18 — Mother’s Sister 18 — ) /@ret
19 — Mother’s Sister’'s Husband 19 — srar/@rq
20 — Mother’s Brother’s Wife 20 — =it

21— Cousin
22 —Nephew
23 — Niece

24 — Father-in-Law
25 — Mother-in-Law

26 —Husband’s
Mother
.a. Other

.b. Won't Answer
.c. Doesn’t Know

Relationship Codes

21 — TR /AR A8
22 — ot
23 — ol
24 — TR
25 —49™
26 — 9™

.a. I

.b. @@ FE fam
.C. Udl TIEl

00 - Neverbeento 00 — @ ¥t
school el T

01-Standard| 01— @&l

02-Standard Il 02— @&l

03—Standard Il 03—l

04 —Standard IV~ 04 — @1l IV

05-StandardVv 05 —®e&TV

06 —Standard VI 06 — @& VI

07 —Standard VIl 07 — @& VII

08 — Standard VIII 08 — @&t VI
09 — Standard IX 09 —merm IX
10— Standard X 10 — e X
11 — Standard Xl 11 — et XI
12 — Standard XI| 12 — et X
91 —Diploma 91 — fewAr
92 — Balwadi 92 — qrerars!
93 — Anganwadi 93 — i Tare!

94 — LKG/Nursery
95 - UKG/Prep

94 — LKG/Nursery
95 — UKG/Prep

96 — Bachelor’s 96 — = Idd YT
continue/incomplete  7TEF ga1 ®
07 — Completed 97 — ¥rd®

Bachelor’'s
08 — Post-Graduate ~ 98 — S=d ¥Id®
continue/incomplete X1 TE g3 ®
09 — Completed Post- 99 — Sa R

Graduate 8
a. Other a. 9
b. Won't Answer b. S =& e
c. Doesn’'t Know .C. udm el
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Section 15: General Demographic Questions

s 15: AN SAAIRGS™ U

15.01| What do you call this area? | |
b. IR &l & b.
39 gold BT A RT 87 c. TS UaT c.
15.02| Is this are alegal settle- No | O.
ment? Tel
Yes | 1.
T U8 SATHI RIS 57 &
b. IR &l & b.
c. =&l udn C.
15.03| How are the walls of this Concrete/Slab
dwelling constructed? $e/dHaNe B geel [ 1.
Primarily observe, but ask if| Wood and/or corrugated metal
clarification is necessary ThS! AR/ o1 B a1 | 2.
Circle all that apply Collected Materials
Is szﬁé\lmémdﬂl\ﬂ@ ﬁ%{@—oﬁaﬁmﬂ’rﬂmﬁr 3.
% o &7 Tent/tarp/palm leaves
(SURVEYORINSTRUC- < /foRure/are @ w=i | 4.
TION : Ugel W1 Sifd I | a. 3 a.
URq i DRI Pl
JaIEHAl 8 Al gied)
S ST & S W e o
15.04| How is the roof of this Concrete/Slab
dwelling constructed? $T/HPRIC B Yl 1.
Primarily observe, but ask if\Wood and/or corrugated metal
clgrification iS necessary. B AR/ oTq & Ty 2
Circle all that apply Collected Materials
|| TR A OB A G gy e 9 e 3.
CRI-1d
? (SUI%VEYOR INSTRUC- ;iji:éege% .
TION : gl a3 Sitd SR . :
e o e & a. 3 a.
eIl 8 Al god)
ST S 8 89 UR e o
15.05| Do you rent or own this Rent
house? R «) 1. — 15.06
. Own
I [V W ATE | ooy 2 5 15.08
STIHT T B &7 P b. 5 15.10
c. & e c. 5 15.10




15.06| How much do you pay per I | 0
month as rent? b. SN 81 fear b.
3 & FE fha T favman |7 5 a. C.
<d 87
15.07| How much did you give as a I | o3 — 15.10
security deposit? b. IR g fear b. — 15.10
SEEd (RTRE f8Uifse) (¢ =) gar c — 15.10
$ AR W M9 fha T
e
15.08| Did you purchase this Purchased
house, or did you build it? wSrer o 1.
TN T8 TR ERIET o Al Bt
EECIR NI gara o |2-
~ Inherited from parents
Ara—fUar = a1 Rederi 7 f&n
31 gl H e |3.
Given by government/resettlement
WRPR A g1/ Ryeedfi= |4.
b. IR a1 e b.
c. &l udl
15.09| How much did this house | | sy
cost to purchase/build b. 3T~ 7] fear b.
Mo I8 WR fba § WG | ¢ 8 g c.
of/qTT AT?
15.10| Since when are you living in |:| ATl
this house? b. 3TN g1 fear b.
MY §H TR A b A F | ¢ T8 g C.
IEd B°
15.11| What language do you Hindi fe=ay| 1.
speak in your home? Urdu 35| 2.
_ Punjabi gore | 3.
B maﬁwﬁaﬁﬂ%ﬁw Magadhi —
® | | e g7 Bengali el |2
Marwari HARATS! | 6.
Bhojpuri AT | 7.
Maithili Hforett| 8.
English 3| 9.
a. Iy a.
b. IR =& f&a b.
c. a8l udl C.




15.12 |What is your religion? Hindu =g |1.
Muslim qRe™ | 2.
U] & &1 B7? Sikh Ry | 3.
Jain i | 4.
Buddhist drg | 5.
- Christian 39S | 6.
a. 3™y a.
b. SR &I & b.
c. T8l udl C.
15.13 |Are you a member of a None-General Ta—am™=g | 1.
scheduled caste (SC), a Scheduled caste (SC)
scheduled tribe (ST) or an sFIfeg oty . | 2.
other backwards caste Scheduled tribe (ST)
(OBC)? ~ ~ |3
T ST | 9-
T A AR SR Other Backwards caste (OBC)
B |srmfora o an o =g sl ofd . |4,
et SRy # ¥ fd % oy |25 &
& b. SR Tzl <. b.
c. &l udl c
15.14 | Which state are you from? | Delhi faeett [1.
Uttar Pradesh IR U< (2.
AT PIT W AT F AP Haryana g | 3.
Madhya Pradesh &1 <9 4.
: Bihar f3grR . |5.
Rajasthan XTSTRRATT | 6.
West Bengal qf¥ey 41t |7.
a. Iy a.
b. SR a1 & b.
c. S8l udl C.
15.15| What is the name of your
village?
b. STR eI faan b.
SICEARICPANISIICA B 12| I [P y— c.
2?
15.16| How many televisions are ferfas=
owned by your household? | p. Igv =g} fear b.
_ c. &l ud C.
3SR H FHof fdbe
cferfaer 87




15.17| How many radios are :l SR
owned by your household? b. 3N ol faar
, c. T8l yal
3MId TR H FHol fher
NERIVAIIGEC B R RCr I
15.18| How Many bicycles are |:| SIMERY
owned by your household?
_ b. SR =l fean
S TR G el c. @ e
Argfdhal 87
15.19| How Many two-wheelers are qrufgar ared
owned by your household? b. ST= a1 f&n
_ c. 8l yar
3MId TR H FHol fdher
qufEa 87
15.20( How Many other vehicles | | 3=
are owned by your house- b. IR T8
hold? g
M &R ¥ 3R el mfsat
z?
15.21| How Many mobile phones LICIEGRAG]
are owned by your house- b. IR T8
hold? g
3MId R H q{ fhael ArdIsd
B 57
15.22| How Many fixed landline B
phones are owned by your b. ST= a1 f&n
household? g
, c. TT&l yal
3MId TR H FHol fher
SIS BIF 57
S¥cHe & fedE 9 I8
15.23| How Many Refrigerators are Bl
owned by your household? b. IR T8} f&ar
_ c. T8l yal
IMuH TR H FHA b oot
(fthoreR) &7
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Summary of Activity

In the months of March and April 2012, we conducted the second and final round of our
newspaper report card campaign. The material for these report cards came from Right to
Information Data procured from the government on councilor spending, meeting attendance, and
committee membership by our NGO partner Satark Nagrik Sangathan (SNS, which translates to
Society for Citizen’s Vigilance Initiative). SNS then submitted the data in report card form to
Hindustan, the leading Hindi language daily. Finally, Hindustan published report cards for 124
of Delhi’s 272 wards (our treatment group).

In a subset of 47 wards, we distributed newspaper report cards across 66 slums in order to
see if physical distribution would have added impact on voter behavior. We distributed a total of
75,554 newspapers in the two weeks leading up to the April 15 election. Every family in the
slum received one report card.

Below is a sample report card:

Figure One: Sample Report Card

foroT unfel & &1 f anfa Usd & Jeelat mﬁmmasmammsdﬁgmmwmﬁm af?ﬁmmtﬁtzan oft geret

,mﬂlaﬁa?éa]ﬂawo , eism gs R

[ MZM

# + e (@cfter ) | 3yerfien avarc) et

arém[ RRcen a aroe o & 2ol o &t L L e T oo el - a7 TS foran b ewecen e aier ol e 21
: o 1 Rowr e daded Romad a1 .‘>\ mmammmmam{ o) | Remedwaadyitetar
& Roe e oo 8 u3an vz Aok 8 Revf i v wdam VA mmeamma "o g mamwmmm
50 0 o e o e e , R o 3yl 76 ars o7 ween at e el b e R TE o | L) | o sl o e
oo amefer v aRn 81 -‘ afde ezl & o amefdi 81 - ‘e 9 e ol 3l vEm R 1 - Siqeir nfd 2 el & e 3w 81 \
oo ekt | e ot A e CCE R E T T FRA TR WA TR E T
(tero7-amin) | 100104 n7 7I/104 00 | o908 06 86/104 06
R | w W R | R w  wR e | R ®  wR e | R W wR s
o Wi, IRl w2007 97102 urd W, A W& 200711 64/102 o Wi, e 3 W 20071 124126 | ué whifa, wWE 20071 97126
eefar bl wa 20101 816 | smfmamsww  wE 20074 628 | RwwEw W@ 20040 100 | TERIIR
m W@ 200940 1010 e S{RE I R w
(3t 20078 frovza o #f w 2007-08 01 w100 oo e wizooe o el e haial S | e
mm“] 201011 -omv i o me v sheend 20 S0 wrTeR e
31 59 429 [wki(abn wkcRf (s | 15 4 — 718 | micRR(atn 26 ;32 — 518 kcam(atm
mfe ol & [we al 2007:a0 20m) 2007-a 201) - s [ || aorat o)
w7l ol T J ot o Mmzu I 2\ ff | Pt | g e
au— e | W [27- Bl
(Dl an 283 =aTimty. 164‘ 237158 RENTE-E . ; 308 237wt
;75J 3| wwwd 83 154 L ey wvwd |3 \/“"“’“” e
m«} 351uts | 83 - m 2359w | | R3308ts
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TR 1 76 B W o5 2 2 o @ 8 7 ¢, o $ O fwmmmmaa wftﬂﬂﬂmy@mwwm o R W 3R 78 8, A v 5 O R il wuymm 'mmmmi:mswm
7 & 3 ot o g e ard e e & e R 371 18 T IR Hean mmwmmmwmwwm el ol wmmnmuwwﬁﬁ s Rt TR
mmwsm:m:mmamu’v mmnwawumnwmamaw B il o fl v ova 8 I e  fo e B W | o o e 8 & sRO mmﬂmﬂmmmm
Tz o o a0 o 1 ) ) e e 7% 3 3R 0 O 1 g

Since every report card was distributed within a twelve day span on a day after the report card
was published, the following sticker was placed on the front page of the newspaper, to direct
attention toward the report card.



Figure Two: Sticker

The text translates to “Within this newspaper, your councillor’s report card is available on page
.” The page was entered in pen manually, depending on which page of that newspaper the
report card appeared in, since this sometimes varied.

Data Points
In total, we distributed 71,293 report cards across 47 wards, which included 68 slums.
Maps

Two maps are provided on the next page. The first is a map of Delhi and has yellow markers in
slums that were distributed to. The second is one example of the maps provided to surveyors,
which depict the slum area in a particular ward where they were required distribute (area
highlighted in red). These areas and boundaries were confirmed by GPS when the surveyors
arrived.



Map 1: Slums Distributed to in Delhi
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Map 2: Sample Map Given to Distributors
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Summary of activities since the last report

Since the last milestone, the following activities have taken place:

Endline of public service delivery audits

We have completed the endline of public service delivery audits in the 110 wards in our sample.

Total Number

Audited Description
Wards 110
Slums 313
This includes:
Toilets 819 e Open and closed toilets

e Public toilet complexes, Mobile toilets, Cabin
toilets, Bio-toilets and Urinals

Formal Points 250 Dhalaos and Bins

Garbage

Points | Informal Points 4945 Piles created by the residents, for example: next to the

street, drain, railway tracks, open areas/grounds

In terms of indicators, we have decided not to undertake actual water testing: after assessing both
the practical issues of testing and the literature, it became clear that to do this properly, and in
way that could be useful for assessing impacts, would be a major exercise. It could be useful to
do this in the context of a future research project but it is way beyond the capabilities and scope
of this project. Instead, we concentrated the survey effort on ensuring that the assessment of
toilet conditions was done thoroughly and carefully.

Currently, we are in the process of cleaning the dataset and preparing a final panel of toilets and
garbage points audited across the baseline-midline-endline rounds, which can be further used for
analysis. Attached at the end of this report is a detailed ward-wise list of the total number of
toilets and garbage points (formal and informal) audited during the endline.

Electoral outcomes endline

We are currently in the process of recovering polling station level data on electoral outcomes
from the Delhi State Electoral Commission, which will enable us to analyze the treatment effects
of the intervention.

Proposed Revision: Measurement of changes in spatial allocation of public service delivery:

The February 15, 2012 Project Implementation Plan had listed the following as a description of
the third component of the endline:

As a part of this endline, we plan to map every expenditure item under a councilor’s discretionary
fund over the last three years (2009-2011). We propose to obtain an item-wise breakup of the




fund under the Right To Information Act. A comparison of the spending concentration across the
three years can help in assessing the impact of the RWA intervention and the slum audits results
on the accountability of the councillors and the change in delivery of public services in both
slums and RWA:s.

In this period, we have explored two alternative methods of undertaking this analysis: field-based
surveys of the location of spending items using GPS machines; and geo-coding this data with
Google maps. We have decided to go with the second approach. Pilots of the field survey-based
approach revealed that it would be much more expensive than estimated in the budget and would
lead to a substantial overrun. On the other hand, geo-coding can be done within the budget and
we believe it is of sufficient accuracy to analyze if there is any spatial shift in councilor spending
in response to the information-based interventions in the experiment.

Note: In the contract signed February 2, 2012, the proposed Milestone Schedule says that
Milestones 4 and 5 should “include indicators in Milestone 3.” However, the indicators, namely
the “total number of report cards distributed, number and type of news outlets report cards are
distributed to and geographic distribution of report cards/media outlets,” will not be updated
since the newspaper report card distribution has already taken place and the data provided as of
the time of submitting Milestone 3 (May 1, 2012) is final.

A Ward-wise Summary for the Endline Audits:

Ward Slufns Toilets Audited Garbage Points Audited
No. Audited (Total) (Total)
(Total) Informal Formal
5 3 0 41 0
8 2 0 96 0
9 3 15 22 3
11 6 10 42 3
12 2 5 2 2
13 1 1 0
14 2 0 11 0
15 2 9 12 2
16 6 25 92 10
19 4 10 68 2
20 4 21 41 5
21 2 0 15 1
22 2 0 139 0
23 2 0 135 1
26 5 23 361 4
30 5 4 69 2
31 3 25 46 7
32 1 0 5 0




Ward Slufns Toilets Audited Garbage Points Audited
No. Audited (Total) (Total)
(Total) Informal Formal

33 1 0 90 0
36 3 0 37 0
37 1 8 9 2
41 3 9 25 3
42 4 19 22 6
43 2 11 15 4
45 1 0 10 0
47 2 14 7 4
48 2 1 50 4
53 1 8 7 2
54 2 6 21 3
55 4 12 41 3
56 3 3 8 1
57 4 14 31 1
58 2 7 28 2
59 1 0 25 1
62 4 7 23 2
66 2 6 17 1
71 7 31 86 7
72 3 7 11 2
74 2 8 35 0
81 6 23 7 6
93 1 1 4 1
94 4 19 88 4
95 1 0 1 1
100 5 28 103 5
102 3 12 30 2
103 4 9 23 3
121 1 2 0 0
123 1 10 19 3
124 2 23 48 3
128 1 3 5 0
129 1 1 3 0
131 3 0 9 1
133 4 0 43 0
141 4 2 114 0
144 5 5 88 0
146 1 3 1 1




Ward Slufns Toilets Audited Garbage Points Audited
No. Audited (Total) (Total)
(Total) Informal Formal

151 4 7 31 4
152 1 2 6 1
153 2 5 4 2
154 4 10 28 6
155 6 9 29 6
156 2 6 2 2
159 1 3 9 1
166 3 6 3 5
167 2 5 19 1
168 1 9 14 4
173 1 0 14 3
178 1 6 30 3
179 2 4 13 1
180 1 4 2
181 2 8 4
193 6 15 37 4
197 2 2 40 1
198 5 7 80 8
200 13 30 44 6
203 2 31 102 4
205 5 6 154 2
206 3 0 8 2
207 4 42 84 11
212 2 3 79 1
213 6 23 44 7
214 3 3 29 1
216 3 1 81 0
226 1 12 31 4
227 3 6 8 3
230 2 5 13 2
233 1 0 43 1
236 3 4 26 1
237 5 4 13 2
242 4 19 136 5
244 3 20 18 5
246 3 1 6 1
247 4 11 14 4
248 1 3 6 0




Ward Slu.ms Toilets Audited Garbage Points Audited
No. Audited (Total) (Total)
(Total) Informal Formal
250 1 7 59 2
251 4 0 43 3
253 2 0 32 0
254 4 2 15 1
255 2 0 27 0
257 4 0 40 1
258 1 0 3 0
260 2 0 18 0
262 4 11 35 2
263 3 0 87 0
264 3 0 132 0
265 2 0 326 0
268 3 0 26 0
269 1 8 148 0
270 2 0 29 1
271 2 0 241 0
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Summary of activities since the last report

Since the last milestone (Milestone 4, dated August 1, 2012), the following activities have taken
place:

Endline of Public Service Delivery Audits

As reported in the last milestone, we have already completed the endline of public service
delivery audits of public toilets and garbage collection across the 110 wards in our sample.
Milestone 4 also had a detailed ward-wise breakup of the number of toilets and garbage points
audited. Currently, we are in the process of cleaning the data, before it can be used for further
analysis.

Electoral Outcomes Endline

We are currently in the process of matching our sample areas with their respective polling
stations. This matching is key to the impact evaluation: it will enable us to analyze the effect of
our newspaper report card campaign on the polling station-wise electoral outcomes (a list of
which we have already obtained from the Delhi State Electoral Commission website).

Measurement of changes in spatial allocation of public services delivery

Our NGO partner, Satark Nagrik Sangathan (SNS, which translates to Society for Citizen’s
Vigilance Initiative) is in the process of filing Right To Information requests with the Municipal
Corporation of Delhi to access information on councilor spending in our sample wards across the
electoral term, 2007-12. Since the Municipal Corporation was split into three in the last election,
there is a bit more uncertainty than usual about how long it will take for the government to
provide the information. Once obtained, geo-coding this data will enable us to measure the shifts
in spatial allocation of public services delivery, and it evaluate if the provision of information on
RWA and slum-dweller preferences to a treatment group of politicians affected their choices.

Note: In the contract signed February 2, 2012, the proposed Milestone Schedule says that
Milestones 4 and 5 should “include indicators in Milestone 3.” Data on the indicators, namely
the “total number of report cards distributed, number and type of news outlets report cards are
distributed to and geographic distribution of report cards/media outlets,” was provided at the
time of submitting Milestone 3 (May 1, 2012) is final; no further updating is required as the
newspaper report card distribution was already completed and that data was final.



e Sharing the results publicly: We are eager to post the project results on our website as soon
as practicable. The report notes that the reported results are preliminary and not ready
for publication. At this stage, may we share the bottom line (that information lead to
some improvements in service delivery)? Regardless, please provide us with the results as
soon as they are final. We'd also be happy to link to the policy brief they plan to write.

Analysis is on-going at the moment along with cleaning of datasets and the process will continue
during the course of the year. We will update you on any progress we make with the analysis and
share results with you as soon as they are available. We appreciate your kind co-operation in this
regard. However, a statement along the lines: “preliminary results of the experiment suggest that
provision of information to politicians on the quality of services—specifically community toilets-- can
lead to short term improvement in quality of service delivery in the slums of Delhi” can be shared.

A policy brief will be written, by the J-PAL policy team, after obtaining final results; this policy brief
will be shared with USAID and can be shared publicly as soon as it ready.

e Cost-effectiveness: The report does not discuss the solutions' potential cost-effectiveness or
whether the costs of the intervention will outweigh the benefits. If IMFR is planning on
conducting a CBA, as suggested in the proposal, we'd love to hear about the results once
they do this. If you do not planning on conducting a CBA, we would appreciate it if you
could comment on the interventions' potential to be more cost-effective than alternatives
(even if a formal cost-effectiveness analysis is not feasible). Note that the proposal states
that a cost-benefit analysis will be conducted.

There must have been some confusion on the potential for conducting a full cost-benefit analysis,
for which we apologize: this is especially difficult with respect to quantification of economic benefits,
given the complex causal chain from service quality, to usage, to health status, and economic gains.
Even a formal cost-effectiveness analysis will be hard to undertake given both the information
demands on this causal chain, and the lack of informaton on alternative treatments. However, we
do plan to discuss the more focused question of the cost and feasibility of replicating the approach
to providing informaton on service quality, and to consider alternatives. A preliminary assessment
follows for the audits of community toilets and dhalaos:

Audits of public services

In each round, we audited a total of 317 slums (in 108 wards), covering (on an average) a total of 819
toilets and urinals, 196 dhalaos, 5250 informal points per round. With a team of 27 auditors we were
able to complete one round in three months, costing us approximately $15,500 per round. However,
the digital data collection techniques (using cellphones, GPS machines etc) along with the spread of
slums across Delhi made it an intensive activity in terms of training, implementing and monitoring.
Our intuition therefore, is that the insight of this experiment can be better replicated by other, more
cost-effective mechanisms and should definitely be discussed while engaging with NGOs and
government departments.

Publication of report cards on Councillor performance

We published a total of 109 report cards in 2010 and 124 report cards in 2012. The primary costs
were incurred in filing Right to Information (RTI) requests and hiring data entry operators to clean
the data and prepare the report cards. Filing an RTI costs Rs. 10 per application and hiring a data
entry operator (in Delhi) costs $140/month, making it a fairly low cost affair. Moreover, during the
previous election (in April 2012), we observed that apart from Hindustan (our media partner), other



media houses (Hindustan Times, Times of India etc.) also published report cards on Councillor
performance in March 2012, suggesting the cost effectiveness of the experiment along with its easy
replication. However, since we are still in the process of conducting the analysis, the impact of this
evaluation cannot be determined at the moment.

e Survey results. The report notes that almost no respondents reported that caste or religion
drives their voting decisions. Could IMFR comment on the extent to which courtesy bias
might have driven these responses?

Courtesy bias could well be present for this question, even though we took efforts to design the
survey to include this question in the context of a range of other voting-related questions that could
provide a cross-check on internal consistency. However, it is noteworthy that only 2% of the
candidates have reported evaluating candidates based on their religion/caste. At a minimum, this is
interesting information on the narratives that slum-dwellers present on the salience of caste. We
will explore this further in analysis, though at this point it is unclear whether we can get a direct
measure of the bias.

e Intervention results: We'd appreciate IMFR's interpretation of why the intervention resulted
in certain statistically significant impacts on some outcomes of interest, but not all.

The results indicate that the provision of information on the quality of local public goods to
politicians can have positive effects on the quality of service provision, especially for certain features
of community toilets. This is dependent on the service category and particular aspects of
implementation.

These effects occurred in the context of a system in which any influence would have been indirect.
Politicians do not have executive authority over implementation, but they can intermediate in
implementation. Most of the service provision—both dhalaos and toilets, but especially for toilets—
was under management contracts to NGOs or private-sector operators (with the difference between
these grey in practice). So any influence a politician has would be through putting pressure on
contractors to change their behaviour: this probably explains why there is influence in some
domains of public toilets—the number of facilities and prices—but not others. There are some
indications that this was in areas linked to contractual obligations (e.g. on pricing).

The absence of any treatment effect on drains indicates that there were neither positive spillover
effects—if politicians’ awareness of dismal conditions were activated—nor negative ones—so
increased effort in one area where information was provided (toilets) did not lead to reduced effort
elsewhere.

It is noteworthy that while the election in the period of the intervention only directly affected
councillors, we see similar treatment effects on the quality of public toilets for MLAs, as well as
councillors. This is consistent with the unclear division of responsibility between levels of
government, and with both categories of politician having some capacity to intermediate. What is
more, it indicates that the incentive effects are not confined to the election period.



e |t doesn't appear that these two previously requested pieces have been addressed:

1. Discuss the degree to which the survey results are likely to be reflective of slums
/people in poverty in other contexts.

2. Discuss the external validity of the impact evaluation. In what other contexts are
these results likely to apply? Are there broader implications regarding voter
awareness/ accountability programs?

There is widespread evidence that even though slum-dwellers are a politically active group and
elected officials are keen to garner the votes of slum-dwellers at election times, the current quality
of provision and the functioning of governance mechanisms are poor. While every city is different,
Delhi’s slums at one level offer a broadly typical mix of long-term residents, migratory labour,
unskilled/low-skilled labour and those employed in the informal sector. Specifically with respect to
India, the UNDP and Government of India’s Urban Poverty Report — 2009 states that urban slums in
India are uniformly characterized by high population density, lack of civic amenities like clean
drinking water and access to sanitation and health services. Relative to other cities Delhi is unusual
in that it has a State Government that is only responsible to the city itself. It is not unusual in having
both municipal Ward Councillors, and State MLAs with (often overlapping) responsibilties for service
provisoin. This suggests that the results are likely to be reflective of the slums in other contexts as
well, though in drawing lessons elsewhere attention would have to be paid to the legal and policy
basis for specific categories of service delivery. Moreover, during the course of the study, as noted in
the report, various organisations from across India (research, non-government, civil society) have
approached us to understand our design, methodology and results. This indicates the similarity of
contexts and problems across different urban slums, and given the uniform administrative setup
across India, we believe that it makes a case for our results to have some external validity.

Our findings contribute to the broader literature on the role of information in the political process in
low-income settings, where institutions for supporting effective political engagement, such as the
media and public auditing systems, are often relatively underdeveloped. Much of that literature,
however, focuses on informing voters/citizens about the performance of their legislators as well as
about their entitlements. Several of these studies find that informing voters about the performance
of their legislators has substantial effects on their voting behaviour. We find that politicians respond
to provision of information on service quality in their constituencies in a context of competitive
elections. We are so far agnostic as to whether this is driven by the awareness that they are being
monitored, or through revealing information to them that they didn't have. However, this result is
likely to be applicable to other areas of competitive local elections where issues of local public goods
are salient. It will be important to undertake further research in other contexts to explore this.

Scaling: The report still contains insufficient information about scaling and

policy dissemination plans. The report should describe the possible pathways to scale (outlined on p.
29) in greater detail, outlining the advantages and disadvantages of each approach. We recognize
that IMFR is in the early stages of the policy dissemination work, but we'd appreciate a candid
assessment of how likely the project is to scale through each of these pathways, and why. Also, we'd
appreciate more details about the kinds of stakeholders who might be targeted, and what role the
research is likely to play in their decision making. For example, p. 29 mentions presenting ideas to
government officials, but does outline what entity/officials.

This has been added to the report.



e This project generated massive amounts of mapping data of the slum areas in Delhi. How
will this data be used going forward? Will this data be shared with third parties and/or
publicly?

The following GIS maps were generated during the course of the project:

i) Administrative boundaries
This data was on the ward and assembly constituency boundaries and was prepared in
2010 during the initial phases of the project since at that point the Municipal
Corporation of Delhi (MCD) did not have any ward (and AC) maps that we could have
used. Since then, the MCD has created an online GIS portal for the citizens
(http://alpha.mapmyindia.com/mcdApp/), which has all the administrative maps, is
publicly available and therefore should be a better source. We are also in the process of
updating our maps based on the updated MCD maps.

ii) Slum areas
As noted in the report, the slum areas were mapped based on field confirmation and
satellite images. These were created in 2010 as well. The purpose of this dataset was to
make it easier for the field team to identify the slum area to implement the surveys.
Since they have not been updated, any changes since 2010 would not be recorded.

iii) Audits: Toilet and garbage locations
During the course of the toilets and garbage audits, we collected GPS locations of all
audited facilities. Since the survey was done digitally, information was collected on
cellphones. The primary motivation behind the collection was again to monitor the
progress of field team, make it easier for the team to identify previously audited
facilities. Therefore, though the location is recorded, we expect an error in the accuracy
due to its collection on cellphones. So though they give a good representative picture
within a ward/AC, they are not fit to be used for rigorous spatial analysis.

iv) Spending mapping
Finally, we mapped all the spending items for all the Councillors in our sample wards for
their entire term (2007-12). This mapping is based on a combination of our existing
maps, Google Earth and the Delhi Eicher Maps and we expect to use them for further
spatial analysis.

We want to understand the properties of this data before releasing it, including through analysis
Once we are confident that the different parts of the data collected is of value (and that there are no
issues of human subjects) we will be happy to share it publicly

e Finally, after the award closes, we'd appreciate any updates IMFR can share about
policy dissemination and scaling. This will help us learn what strategies are most effective,

and broadcast any successes.

This has been added to the report.
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Executive summary

This study used randomized evaluations to test whether providing information to government
officials and slum dwellers leads to increased accountability and improved public service
delivery. The evaluation consisted of two main types of intervention: one targeting voters and the
other local politicians (both Ward Councillors, for the Municipality, and Members of Legislative
Assembly, or MLAs, from the Delhi state government). Prior to these interventions, we
conducted extensive household surveys, which enabled us to obtain measures of stated
preferences amongst slum-dwellers and other citizens, and ultimately helped shape the design of
the interventions. The first intervention was designed to measure the effect of voter information
campaigns on voter turnout and electoral outcomes. We published report cards of municipal
councillors (MCs) in 2010, mid-way through the MC’s term, and again in 2012, immediately
prior to the April election. In order to assess whether direct provision of information amplifies the
impact, newspapers were also distributed door-to-door in a random subset of slums within each
treatment ward. The second intervention was designed to examine the effect of information
provision on councillor spending and quality of public services. Audits were conducted of
garbage and toilet services in slums in a sample of 100 wards. The results of these audits were
then compiled into report cards, which were mailed to randomly select Members of Legislative
Assembly and MCs. Two rounds of audit report cards were sent: the first in August 2011 (a non-
election sensitive period) and a second in January 2012 (in the lead up to the April elections).

Results from our baseline surveys indicate significant evidence of low-quality public good
provision and relatively similar (and coherent) preferences at both the slum and ward level. Slum-
dwellers report significant discontent about some aspects of slum life, most notably access to
water and sanitation but, interestingly, not about others, including education and healthcare. The
audits also reveal low quality of public amenities across Delhi: roughly 30 percent of toilet
complexes in our sample were closed, only 30 percent of toilets had soap provided, despite
statutory requirements, 65 percent of our sample areas did not have any formal garbage point
(dhalao) and overflowing garbage dumps were a consistent problem (in 69 percent of dhalaos).
Preliminary findings show that providing information to politicians on the state of public toilets
and garbage disposal in their constituencies led to significant improvements in implementation.
While levels of infrastructure (as measured by number of toilets, garbage points and bins) were
unaffected, compliance with contractual requirements on pricing and facilities (for toilets)
improved and garbage disposal points were less likely to be overflowing and, in high usage
treatment areas, they were also more likely to be cleaned daily. The reduction in average price
charged and improvement in facilities available within toilets is associated with an increase in
toilet usage in treatment neighborhoods where baseline surveys revealed relatively high public
toilet usage and/or high levels of public defecation. Analysis of the newspaper report card
intervention is currently ongoing.

This report is organized in the following manner: Section | discusses the key study question,
Section Il examines the study design, Section 11l provides an overview of the datasets, Section IV
discusses preliminary results; Section V discusses policy implications, and Section VI



summarises the policy dissemination activities undertaken already as well as outlines an elaborate
policy dissemination plan.

l. Study Questions

My father (former Prime Minister Rajiv Gandhi) used to say that only 15 Paisa out
of a Rupee (spent by the government) reaches people. After seeing the situation here
| feel that not even five paisa is reaching the people.
Rahul Gandhi, Party Secretary, Indian National Congress (ruling party in India)

at a rally in 2008 (Gandhi, 2008)

India is the world’s largest democracy and home to roughly one-third of the world’s poor, yet as
the quote suggests, this voting bloc has been largely unable to translate their political weight into
effective service delivery and other economic gains. Why are poor citizens unable to use their
vote to elect politicians who are less corrupt, more competent at delivering services, or both?

The goal of this research is to understand the role of information in improving the governance of
low-income democracies. A growing body of evidence suggests that improving the information
available to voters influences electoral outcomes (see, Pande 2011). However, we know less
about: (a) the types of information that influence voter behavior, (b) whether politician behavior
is influenced by the fact that voters are more informed, and (c) whether and how increases in
electoral accountability influence service delivery.

To this end, this study examines the following questions: 1) whether better electoral outcomes
can be achieved by directly providing voters with information on politicians’ performance and
qualifications, 2) whether anticipation of public disclosure on performance can cause incumbents
to improve their service delivery and performance, and 3) whether governance can be
strengthened by directly providing elected officials with information about the quality of service
and does this, in turn, affect usage of these amenities.

1. Study Design: Surveys and Interventions

Household Surveys

As mentioned in our proposal, an initial household survey was conducted of over 5,000
households in May 2010 based on spatial maps of Delhi, satellite images, Delhi government
listings, site visits and interactions with local NGOs. Based on the UN-Habitat and Indian census
classification', we categorised the surveyed areas into high-slum index and low-slum index areas.

! According to this classification, an area is determined to be a slum if it meets at least five out of nine
criteria closely related to the census definition of slums. These criteria include high density of housing,
poor quality housing structure and material, lack of internal household infrastructure, poor road



Ultimately, around 3,000 households were determined to be high slum index households (in areas
with five or more “slum” characteristics) and around 2,000 were determined to be low slum index
households (in areas with less than five “slum” characteristics). The survey covered local area
development issues, access to rations and other certificates, access to healthcare facilities, access
to educational services, voting record, civic knowledge, political actions, sanitation, access to
water, local transport, access to electricity, crime, and demographics.

This was followed by a second household survey, which covered migration, health, aspirations,
social networks, security, property rights, housing finance and migration, and anthropometrics.
We also sought to obtain information from both women and men in this survey. We experienced
considerable difficulty in tracking down and finding respondents from the first household survey,
particularly those working outside the home. To overcome this challenge, we undertook a series
of innovative approaches—using evening and weekend teams, phone appointments and splitting
the survey into different parts (for alternative household respondents). This extended the period
of survey, but we ended with a complete respondent rate of over 80% (and higher for the parts of
the survey that could be answered by women at home.)

A third survey of 250 heads or members Resident Welfare Associations (RWAS) was also added,
which asked about the problems they faced and how they dealt with them.

Report Cards on Councillor Performance

Context

The first intervention was designed to measure the effect of voter information campaigns on voter
turnout and electoral outcomes. This intervention consisted of publishing report cards on local
Councillors in Hindustan, a leading Hindi language daily. The material for these report cards
came from Right to Information Data procured from the government on Councillor spending,
meeting attendance, and committee membership by our NGO partner Satark Nagrik Sangathan
(SNS, which translates to Society for Citizen’s Vigilance Initiative).

Experimental Design

A. Randomization and Power Calculations

In our original proposal, we had proposed a focus on Ward Councillors, with a random
assignment of 257 wards into one of four categories: a comparison group and three treatment
groups. The first treatment group (T1) was to be informed in May 2010 that report cards on their
performance would be disseminated only in the run-up to the election in 2012. The second and
third treatment group (T2 and T3) were to have report cards published on their performance in
both 2010, at the mid-term of their time in office, and again in the run-up to the elections in 2012,
with T2 wards receiving additional slum-level efforts on voter mobilisation. Treatment categories
were assigned, stratifying for incumbent party and zone (there are twelve geographically

infrastructure, low access to water and water infrastructure, uncovered and unimproved drains, low
coverage of private toilet facilities, high incidence of trash piles, and frequent cohabitation with animals.



contiguous zones in Delhi, each comprising an average of 15 wards). This structure would allow
us to assess whether the knowledge that information on performance would have incentive effects
on politican behavior, and further, whether voter information and mobilization at the mid-term
would lead citizens to increase pressures on local politicians. However, after some initial
discussions with SNS, other NGOs and slum dwellers, and after conducting some piloting, we
realized that it would be extremely difficult to conduct voter mobilization campaigns, especially
in slum areas. Being important political vote banks, the atmosphere is politically charged close to
the elections and, therefore, conducting mobilization campaigns close to the election could have
threatened the security and safety of our surveyors. After careful assessment, we decided to drop
voter mobilization and instead combine the second and third treatment groups.

Upon comparison after allocation to treatments, there was no significant correlation (p<.10)
between treatment status and population, scheduled caste/scheduled tribe population, turnout or
margin of victory in the previous election. Given 257 wards allocated to treatment as above, it
was calculated that there must be a standardized effect of at least .19 across treatment categories
(measuring effect as increase in turnout, decrease in criminal candidate vote share, increase in
development spending by candidates, etc.), which is well within estimates from previous studies
in Delhi (Banerjee, Kumar, Pande and Su 2009) and Uttar Pradesh (Banerjee, Green, Green and
Pande 2009). Utlimately, we decided to drop zones 9 and 10, which contained 17 wards, because
they contained rural areas or areas where few slums were anticipated. Thus, our intended
treatment sample was ultimately composed of 240 wards: 72 control wards, 58 T1 wards (where
report cards were to be published only prior to the election in 2012), and 110 T2 wards (where
report cards were to be published both at the midterm in 2010 and again before the election in
2012).

Furthermore, within a subset of the treatment wards, another randomisation was done at the slum
level within every ward. In half of the randomly selected slums in a ward, each household
received a newspaper delivered at their doorstep; whereas, the other half served as a comparison
group. This will allow us to explore the additional effect of newspaper distribution as compared
to publication alone. In all, 66 slums in 47 treatment wards were randomly selected for
distribution: 22 slums in 17 T1 wards and 44 slums in 30 T2 wards. 2

B. Implementation and analysis

2 In the original randomization, 61 wards were selected as distribution wards. However, the final slum-level
randomization was done on those wards that received treatment. Thus, improperly surveyed wards, wards with
Councillor suspensions/deaths, and wards dropped due to constraints by Hindustan were excluded. Further exclusions
included a replacement ward that actually had no slums and wards with boundary issues. In 2010, we distributed a total
of 62,220 newspapers and in 2012, we distributed a total of 78,212 newspapers. Every household in the slum received
one report card.



In 2010, 109 report cards were published. Two wards were removed from T3: in ward 12, the
Councillor died and in ward 78, the election of the Councillor was held null in void (this ward
was replaced with ward 6 from T1, thereby only reducing the total number of published report
cards in 2010 by 1).

In 2012, 124 report cards were published: six wards were dropped because the Councillor was
suspended or died (including the two mentioned above); seven were dropped because they were
never sampled (in two of these cases another ward was sampled instead); one was dropped
because there were no slums in the ward; and the last 30 were dropped because Hindustan was
only able to publish 124. To compensate for these changes, we will use an intention-to-treat
framework in our analysis so they will not affect the itnernal validity of the study.

To be able to analyse the effect of the campaign on electoral behaviour and electoral outcomes, it
was necessary to obtain a polling-station level dataset and match our sample areas to their
respective polling stations. The data uploaded by the Delhi State Election Commission (DSEC)
was either illegible, incomplete or missing. After repeated requests and meetings with the DSEC,
we were able to obtain a raw dataset of the polling-station level electoral results, which we are
currently in the process of cleaning and organising. Furthermore, to be able to match our
distribution areas to their respective polling stations, we conducted a digital survey in July 2012,
to collect voter id information of the slum-dwellers. However, piloting the digital survey was
difficult, since respondents were not comfortable sharing sensitive voter id information on cell
phones. As an alternative, we switched to conducting paper surveys, which yielded clear positive
returns in terms of data collection (although it added to our monetary and time costs).

We are currently beginning the analysis to determine treatment effects for the intervention. We
will examine treatment effects on electoral outcomes such as voter turnout and incumbent vote

share.

Public Service Delivery Audits

Context

The second intervention was designed to examine the effect of information provision on the
quality of public services, to both Councillors and MLAs. We focused on toilets, garbage and
drains because the household survey found that sewage disposal (which households could have
interpreted to include both toilets and drains) was ranked the “most problematic issue” by almost
a third of slum households, while garbage disposal was the most problematic issue for around 12
percent of the households. Our initial proposal was to audit garbage and education facilities.
However, educational facilities were dropped due to constraints on being able to audit schools
without prior permission, and because slum-dwellers ranked sewage disposal as a greater
problem. Moreover, our original proposal was for one round of report cards. But, considering
that Councillor elections were due in April 2012, we decided to send two rounds of report cards
in order to capture the difference in activism during election sensitive and non-sensitive periods.

Experimental Design




A. Randomization and Power Calculations

Our field experiment asked whether providing report cards on the state of toilets and garbage
dumps in low-income neighbourhoods spurred activism by elected officials. Two sets of elected
officials —ward councillors of the Municipal Corporation of Delhi (MCD) and Members of the
Legislative Assembly (MLASs) of the State Government of Delhi— could potentially take action.
The report cards were based on audits of public toilets and garbage dumps (dhalaos®) conducted
in 317 low-income neighbourhoods, predominantly slum areas, drawn from a random sample of
100 of the 272 electoral districts (wards) of the MCD. These wards, in turn, were situated within
55 legislative jurisdictions of the State Assembly (termed assembly constituencies, from now on
ACs). All ACs were randomized into treatment and control, followed by a balanced
randomization of the wards within an AC. In the event that a ward was split across two ACs, it
was put in the AC with an unbalanced number of wards. Therefore, of the 100 wards, 51 were
randomly assigned to have the MCD Councillor receive a report card and, out of the 55 ACs, 27
were randomly assigned to have the MLA receive a report card on toilet and dhalao conditions in
their assembly constituency (AC).* Because Wards and ACs are not perfectly aligned, this made
for a total of 118 Ward-AC combinations: 30 control, 30 where only the MLA received a report
card, 32 where only the MCD Councillor received a report card, and 26 were both the MLA and
MCD Councillor received report cards.

In total, three rounds of audits were conducted, with report cards based on the first two mailed to
a group of 51 randomly selected ward councillors (out of 100) and 27 randomly selected MLAs
(out of 55). Report cards were sent in August 2011 and February 2012 respectively. The first
summarized the baseline audits (Round 1), conducted between April and June 2011, and the
second compiled Audits (Round 2) conducted between November 2011 and January 2012. The
cover letter in both rounds indicated that audit information might be later made public. The final
audits (Round 3) were conducted straight after the election, between April and June 2012.

Below we describe the information provided in the report cards.

B. Audits and Report Cards

In each ward an average of three low-income neighbourhoods were audited thrice: between April-
June 2011, November-January 2011/2012, and April-June 2012.

® The Master Plan for Delhi defines a dhalao as “a premise used for collection of garbage for its onward
transportation to sanitary landfills” (Chintan Environment Research and Action Group 2004). The City
Development Plan (2007) defines dhalaos as “large masonry dustbins.”

22\Within each AC, we performed a balanced randomization of MCD wards into treatment and control.



All audits covered toilets and dhalaos and the second and third audit also covered drains. For each
facility audited, the auditor was required to survey the entire slum and identify all facilities. To
ensure audits were complete, auditors asked slum-dwellers where they disposed of their trash and
which public toilet they used. The garbage disposal point or public toilet was audited when a
confirmation was received from at least three residents.

During a facility audit the surveyors observed and noted the quality of the public amenities and
interviewed two respondents per garbage/toilet/drainage point to obtain information on frequency
of cleaning and prices. Finally, to obtain data on usage, the surveyor counted the number of
people who used the toilet in a randomly chosen observation time of 15 minutes between 3-5pm.

Audit findings were compiled into report cards, which were designed to give both an immediate
overall status report, color-coded to give a sharp impression of problems, and detailed
information on the condition of each toilet and dhalao surveyed in their constituency—so that a
politician would have the information to act if he or she chose to do so. Figure 1 shows one
summary report card.

The toilet summary included the total number of toilets audited separately by gender, number of
seats, percent broken, and percent dirty. The detailed toilet report included information on
location, status, when last repaired, when last cleaned, average price, frequency of cleaning, and
facilities present (taps, light, soap, bucket, and shower) for each audited toilet. The garbage
summary included the total number of dhalaos, bins and informal piles, the number of these
overflowing with garbage, and the physical structure. The detailed report for dhalaos included the
location, total number of bins, frequency of pickup, whether it was overflowing and whether there
was a proper structure for each dhalao. The detailed report for informal piles included the
location, state of severity, last time cleaned, and date audited. Results were color-coded in terms
of severity: green for “no problem,” yellow for “moderate problem,” and red for ‘“severe
problem.” A map was attached to the report cards for reference, showing the different toilet and
garbage points.

Drains were also audited in the second and third rounds to observe any potential spillover effects
from the intervention (since there was no information on the drains provided to the elected
officials). The drain survey included questions on the size of the drain, the presence of trash in the
drain, the last time the drain was overflowing, the last time the drain was cleared of garbage, the
frequency of cleaning and some additional questions regarding the smaller drains outside people’s
houses.

Additional Activities

Measurement of changes in spatial allocation of public services delivery

We also added a component to the study that looks at changes in the spatial allocation of public
service delivery across the entire term of the Councillor (2007-12). This will potentially enable us
to examine any shifts in the spatial distribution of spending of the Councillor as a result of our



interventions. In particular, since the randomisation of RWAs was within Wards, we can assess
whether providing information to RWA officials led to any shift in spending to areas in these
treated RWA areas related to control RWAs.

SNS has filed Right To Information requests with the Municipal Corporation of Delhi, to access
information on Councillor spending in our sample wards across the electoral term, 2007-12. Due
to the trifurcation of the Municipal Corporation of Delhi into three autonomous city councils
(North, East and South Municipal Corporations) after the elections in April 2012, it is taking
longer for the government to provide the information and we are still waiting for the 2012 data on
Councillor spending. Nonetheless, we have recently finished geo-coding this data using QGIS,
GoogleMaps and Eicher maps. This will enable us to measure the shifts in spatial allocation of
public services delivery, and evaluate the impact of the audits.

1. Datasets

From the interventions and household surveys described above, we are in the process of
constructing the following six datasets:

- Data from extensive household surveys studying the lives of the urban poor

- Preferences of Resident Welfare Associations (RWASs )

- Polling station level electoral outcomes for the city council elections in April 2012

- A detailed list of a Councillor’s spending and his/her participation in City Council
activities

- Asspatial dataset of Councillor spending

- Data from three comprehensive rounds of audits of public services

This rich set of data, ranging from the lives of the urban poor and their voting preferences to the
accountability and activism of politicians provides us with the unique opportunity to study the
individual behaviour of voters and politicians, as well as interactions between them. It enables us
to address research and policy questions relating to the lives of the urban poor, the alignment of
political activity with voter preferences, the impact of voter information campaigns, the
responsiveness of politicians to relevant information provided to them and, in general, the various
channels of interaction between politicians and voters. Below we detail some preliminary
findings from the first household survey and the audits intervention.

V. Results

All data analysis is preliminary and incomplete. The following are some preliminary findings, not
ready for publication:

First Household Survey and RWA Survey
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Access and Quality

A. Basic Infrastructure

In Table 2 we examine slum-dweller access to basic infrastructure and reported quality. We start
with water and sanitation (Panel A). Water falls under the purview of the Jal board — a
corporatized state entity. Legally recognized houses should be connected to piped water. In our
sample, only 14% of households have a tap in their home, which is consistent with the fact that
most slums in Delhi remain illegal settlements. The rest make do either with a public tap
connected to the municipal supply or with a well. 4% report that they have access to neither a
municipal water supply nor a well. Even among those houses with access to a water supply,
guality is low. Almost half the households (42%) state that they faced non-availability of water.

At the time of the first baseline survey, the municipal corporation department held responsibility
for sanitation in slums. We see that 14% of the households report having a toilet inside their
homes, ranging from 6% in the poorest quintile to 30% in the wealthiest quintile. More than half
the households (60%) declare that they have no specific outlet for drainage from their homes, and
that figure is 72% for the poorest households.

About an equal number of households (around 45%) report taking the garbage to a dumpster as
they do dumping it on an open field, though the poor are more likely to dump on open ground and
the rich in a dumpster. When asked about their assessment of service quality of sanitation
facilities, 30% say the cleanliness of the toilet they use is bad, and a whopping 90% of those with
a drain say that it is smelly or overflowing. On the other hand, virtually no one claims that the
nearest dumpster is emptied less than once a month.

Electricity provision has been privatized in Delhi, and essentially everyone claims to have access
to it (Table 2, Panel C).though 62% mention that there were power cuts of 3 hours or more per
day (not a lot by Indian standards) in June. The one serious complaint that we do encounter is
overbilling: 20% say that they received a very high bill. Additionally, 6% of households report
illegal electrical connections, based on what we can infer from their reported means of payment.
This number decreases from 15% to 1% from the poorest to the wealthiest quintiles, respectively.

Most slums have narrow and, typically, non-tarmac roads. As a result motor access is another
area of complaint: 80% say that there is no access to their house by vehicle bigger than a
motorcycle.

B. Human Capital

Education is provided by the city and state governments (both run schools), but there are also
private alternatives. About one in ten children goes to private school: however, the percentage
rises, perhaps unsurprisingly, from 5% among the poorest to 19% among the richest (Panel D).
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Six percent of households whose children go to government school complain about the quality of
teaching, whereas only 1% of households who send their children to private schools complain of
low quality teaching.

Health, like education, is provided both through government clinics and hospitals as well as
private alternatives. Here the pattern of use is very different from education (Panel E): everyone,
rich or poor, primarily uses private facilities. In 70% of cases of minor ailments, respondents
went to private doctors. For major ailments, the rate falls to 57%. Use of government facilities
decreases with wealth for minor ailments, but there is no clear pattern of use for major ailments
among slum-dwellers. This is consistent with the fact that people have a somewhat negative view
of the government health facilities (Das and Sanchez 2003). For both minor and major healthcare,
roughly 60% of the respondents report problems at their nearest government healthcare facility.

C. Law and Order

Three quarters of slum-dwellers report some kind of law and order problem in their area (Panel
F). Of those, 92% cite theft. The next most frequent problems are gambling and alcoholism,
which are each cited in about 70% of cases. While wealthy households report slightly lower
incidence of theft and gambling, mentions of alcoholism, violent crimes (43%), domestic abuse
(53%), and vandalism (8%) all increase with wealth. It is unclear if this increase is due to
underreporting of the problems among poorer quintiles.

Ten percent of slum-dwellers report having sought help from the police. Of those, 34% say that
the police actually took a report and actively investigated, and 37% reported that the problem
improved after going to the police.

D. Transfers

Table 3a — 3f provide information about the three major transfer programs relevant for slum-
dwellers: the public distribution (or “ration”) system; pensions for the elderly, widows, and
disabled; and cash and non-cash transfers for children in school.

There are different categories of ration cards and associated entitlements depending on a
household’s material conditions. Yellow and red cards are for the poorest households categorized
as “Below Poverty Line (BPL)” (see appendix for more details). White cards are for those
“Above Poverty Line (APL).”

Table 3a shows that about 40% of the households have a BPL ration card (red or yellow) and are
eligible for subsidized rations. This is substantially lower than the 57% of household reporting
incomes below the poverty line, but there may be some inaccuracy in our income data. Strikingly,
however, the probability of having access to a BPL card is increasing in wealth over most of the
range. A regression of whether or not you have a BPL card on the asset index with slum fixed
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effects shows that a one standard deviation increase in asset index increases the likelihood of
having a BPL card by a very significant 5.9 percentage points (columns 13 and 14 of Table 4). In
other words, richer people (as measured by private assests) within the same slum are more likely
to have a BPL card, suggesting substantial mis-targeting.

As shown in Panel C of Table 3b, over 95% of cardholders report receiving some rations.
However, the majority (63%) get less than their stipulated allotment at the stipulated price, at
least based on the slum-dwellers’ reports. On average they report receiving 1.9 kilos less rice and
4.8 kilos less wheat than they were supposed to on their most recent visit to the ration shop, but
the shortfall is somewhat less for those entitled to the most (those with red or yellow cards). On
the other hand, these same people pay a higher markup on the (lower) price that they are officially
guaranteed. The average markups are 26% for rice and 15% for wheat, respectively, though the
median markups are much smaller, implying that more than half of those with ration cards get
their rations at close to the official price.

Qualification for pensions relies on multiple criteria: an individual must have the actual condition
(of being over 60 years, widowed, or disabled), have an income less than Rs. 48,400 per year, and
have lived in Delhi for five years or more. An estimate of “potential eligibility” is based on the
answer to the question of whether any household member satisfies the first two conditions, and
the period of living in the current residence of the respondent. This is a proxy for the true criteria,
because in addition to meeting these criteria, people need to go through a certification process to
verify their eligibility. Equally important is that there are a restricted number of pensions
allocated to each area to be distributed by state legislators and ward councilors. Pensions are
therefore potentially rationed, and the politician has a lot of discretion over them.

In Table 3c we see that roughly a quarter of the households in our sample have someone who is
eligible for a pension but Table 3d suggests that only 35% of these households with an eligible
member actually receive a pension. Looking at receipt as percentage of eligibility by pension
type, we see that almost half of all eligible widows receive a pension, but that far fewer eligible
elderly and disabled people do (only 31% and 15%, respectively).

Finally, we turn to scholarships for children. Both the state and city government offer various
schemes to subsidize education for girls, physically handicapped and SC/ST/OBC/minorities
students from underprivileged families. Eligibility criteria for these schemes typically require the
child to be studying in a government or government-aided school and for family income to be
below 100,000 Rs. per year.

Table 3e shows that more than half of the children attending government schools between the
ages of 6 to 14 receive scholarships. However, the proportion that receives non-cash transfers
such as free textbooks, uniforms and stationary is much higher: 93% of government school
children in this age group receive non-cash transfers, mostly in the form of free textbooks (90%)
and uniforms (79%). The proportion of government school beneficiaries does not vary much
across asset quintiles for both cash and non-cash transfers. For example, the proportion of
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scholarship recipients in government schools only moves from 53% in the lowest quintile to 55%
in the uppermost quintile.

Only 6% of private school children receive scholarships, though the proportion diminishes with
wealth from 12% at the bottom asset quintile to 3% of the uppermost quintile. Similarly, while
only 13% of private school children receive any non-cash transfer, a higher proportion of children
in the bottom quintile (26%) benefit in comparison to children in the uppermost quintile (8%).
The proportion of beneficiaries for cash and non-cash transfers reduces sharply with wealth for
private school children in comparison to their government school counterparts, implying that
private schools may more actively target cash and non-cash transfers to students.

Heterogeneity in Provision and Problem Ranking

To what extent do differences in access and quality of public good provision vary within and
across slums in the same ward? Significant heterogeneity along these dimensions would provide
one explanation for the persistence of poor quality of service provision.

To examine this, we turn to regression-based analysis. The results are reported in Table 4. We
estimate a series of regressions where the outcomes are different measures of either service
quality or access to transfers. For each of the seven outcome variables, we use two specifications
— one with just area fixed effects as explanatory variables and the second with area fixed effects
and the household’s asset index. In Panel A, we use slum fixed effects, in Panel B we use ward
fixed effects and in Panel C we report regressions with slum and ward fixed effects (where we
drop one slum fixed effect per ward). We also report the F-test for the joint significance of the
fixed effects. In Panel C, the F-test can be interpreted as being informative of whether,
conditional on ward fixed effects, the slum fixed effects jointly have any explanatory power.

It is striking that the asset index, while generally statistically significant, never explains more than
3% of the variation in access to any of the 7 services we look at. In Panel B, we see that ward
fixed effects explain a substantial part of the variation (generally between 15 and 55 percent), and
Panel C shows that slum fixed effects have significant additional explanatory power for all
services. The proportion of variance explained by ward- and slum-level fixed effects is
particularly high for water, sanitation and garbage removal, all of which have strong local
network aspects: for example about 50% of the variation in access to municipal water and
garbage removal is explained by these fixed effects. Only 15% of the variation in access to
electricity can be explained by local area fixed effects, but there is little variation in electrical
connections to work with given the near-universal supply. Inter-slum differences also explain
25% of the variation in whether potentially eligible pensioners actually receive a pension, and
roughly 20% of the variation in receipt of a ration card or voter registration card. This is striking,
since these transfer entitlements do not have local public good features.

Tables 5a and 5b look at the question of public service quality from a different angle—what
slum-dwellers say are their most important problems, as well as reports from the RWA
leadership. There is again a broad correspondence in the overall ranking of problems. Each
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survey respondent—whether representing a household or an RWA—was asked to identify the
most problematic issue in his or her area. Slum-dwellers identify water as the most problematic
issue, followed by sewage, drainage, and toilets and then garbage removal. Private transfer issues
(rations, in particular) follow next. Interestingly, there is very little difference in problem ranking
across asset quintiles—slum-dwellers within each quintile rank each issue within 2% of its full-
sample ranking. RWAs also overwhelmingly report water and sewage issues as the top two
problems. Neither group considers education or healthcare as key concerns. This may reflect the
fact that most slum-dwellers have opted out of the public health service delivery system (Das and
Sanchez 2003). Nor is crime perceived to be a major problem by slum-dwellers or RWAs,
although issues of law and order appear to concern RWAs more than slum-dwellers.

These analyses show that a lot of the problems faced by slum-dwellers are common to everyone
who lives in the same slum and are not necessarily escaped with increased wealth. This stands in
stark contrast to the results noted above on patterns of variation in private wealth and incomes,
where the majority of the variation was within, rather than between, slums.

We have also examined the geographical alignment of preferences, in terms of the top-ranked
problems. At the slum level , on average 58% of households have the same top problem, and 95%
share at least one issue in their top three problems. When we aggregate over all slums in a ward,
the concordance over the top problem falls to 53% (illustrating the between-slum variation again).
Finally, in 31% of wards for which we have both slum-dweller and RWA data, there is
concordance between the most frequently cited problem among slum-dwellers and that of the
RWAs in the ward.

Why is the Quality of Provision Low?

Slum-dwellers face extensive problems with provision of basic infrastructure and receipt of
private transfers, and have clear opinions over these. To a significant extent slum-dwellers’
problems are aligned with broader local preferences in their community. So why does the
political process not deliver on their problems?

In this section, we explore three possible reasons for this. First, does the elected representative
face constraints in resources or influence in delivering better services?

Second, to the extent that representatives can do better, do they lack political incentives to do so?
This could be for two reasons. It may be that improving public services and transfers is an
unattractive political strategy relative to a clientelistic or vote-buying alternative. Alternatively,
slum-dwellers may be disengaged from the political system, either in terms of voting or through
direct interactions with political representatives?

Finally, is lack of information about their rights a significant problem for slum-dwellers?

The evidence from the survey has little that can be directly applied to the first question, precisely
because it is drawn from the views of slum-dwellers, supplemented by those of RWAs. As
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discussed in Section I1.1 on governance, there are diverse agencies responsible for delivery of
services and transfers. For example, water is a primary responsibility of Delhi’s Jal Board, a
public agency answerable to the state political process; electricity is provided by three privatized
companies, subject to regulatory guidelines (including on access) set by a state-level regulator;
garbage removal and local sanitation are the responsibility of the municipal corporation; schools
are provided by state and municipality; and so on. Yet all of these are subject to control by the
overall political system, at least in principle, either via the electoral and legislative process itself
or the intermediation functions that state and municipal legislators have over delivery to their own
constituencies.

The direct evidence from the surveys questions the responsiveness of the overall political system.
In some areas there may be specific resource constraints—pensions seem to be currently rationed,
for example. However, there is evidence to suggest that resource constraints are not the only
issue, at least in some areas. Rations are, in principle, fully funded, and yet we observe substantial
under-delivery relative to entitlements. At the council level of government, ward councilors
receive a pot of money for their discretionary use: they spent over 90% of this in the 2007/08 and
2008/09, but, as discussed below, there seems to be very little alignment between their spending
(largely on roads) and the most important problems faced by slum-dwellers or RWAs. As seen in
Table 5, while slum-dwellers report the most problematic issues in their areas to be water (44%),
sewage (30%) and garbage (11%), a breakdown of councilor spending shows that a greater part of
their discretionary fund (57%) is spent on roads. While the next biggest expense category
comprises of the provision of drains and roads, this constitutes a far lower proportion of their
funds — 17% only. The next two expense categories do not meet slum-dwellers’ interests either —
provision and repair of lights (8%) and the improvement of parks and provision of gates (7%). At
least in some areas, politicians could do more to respond to the problems if they chose to.

So what about the second question: is effort on providing public services and transfers to slum-
dwellers a good political strategy for politicians? This takes us to the extensive literature on the
drivers of political behavior in India (and other developing countries), and in particular the central
theme that political interactions are primarily embedded in clientelistic relations between
politician and citizen.

The essence of clientelism is the provision of private or local public goods in return for political
loyalty, typically within an unequal power relationship. By one definition, political clientelism
“represents the distribution of resources (or promise of) by political office holders or political
candidates in exchange for political support, primarily — although not exclusively — in the form of
the vote” (Gay 1990). It is argued that this can be a superior political strategy than provision of
general public goods, especially when a politician can more credibility commit to delivery of
such private (or local public goods) and especially where political competition is weak and
information is limited (Keefer and Khemani 2005). The role of poverty is also emphasized by
Wilkinson (2006) who argues that low levels of economic development facilitates clientelism
because the small rewards patrons can offer have greater value, as well as the fact that a relatively
poor electorate, such as slum-dwellers, rarely see the benefits of highly participatory voting.
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Many authors argue that India is, in general, deeply clientelistic, or, as Chandra (2004) puts it,
India is a “patronage democracy.” Three particular aspects of the Indian literature are particularly
relevant to this study.

First, there is work arguing that clientelistic relations are intermediated by local political brokers.
Baken (2003) finds that the most important group of lower-level political brokers connecting the
mass electorate to local (city) leaders is comprised of non-elected popular leaders who generally
operate on a neighborhood level: slum leaders. He argues that they operate between slum-
dwellers and the political apparatus, mediating in nearly all governmental matters such as getting
a license or ration card, obtaining welfare or housing benefits, and dealing with the police in cases
of arrest or fines. Slums and slum-dwellers are usually refused full recognition of legitimacy by
the state and inhabit uncertain legal and physical spaces (Ramanathan 2006). Jha, Rao and
Woolcock (2007) report survey results from Delhi that indicate an extensive intermediation
function of local leaders.

Second, it is often argued that people vote on caste or other identity-based lines, to increase the
probability of getting benefits for their own group — though this depends on calculations on the
size of their voting block (Chandra 2004). However, there is also evidence that such caste-based
voting is a consequence of lack of information over the true qualities of candidates (Banerjee et
al. 2010; Banerjee and Pande 2009).

Third, there is a rather different, and influential, argument of Chatterjee (2004, 2008) that in India
the poor work through formal political channels, whereas the middle class work through civil
society structure to directly access and influence the governmental apparatus.

The data from the surveys provide valuable information on the political behavior of slum-
dwellers — whether they say they vote, what factors shape their voting decision, and whether they
approach politicians directly to solve daily problems.

Table 6 summarizes the results. The Indian voter-registration campaigns show significant success
with 85% registration among slum-dwellers. In contrast to the view that registration in slums is
driven by politicians organizing a local vote bank, the bulk (78%, unreported in tables) of
registration was via a “government campaign” (presumably by the Election Commission) — an
example of part of the Indian state that is effective. Reported turnout in the last councilor election
is also high at 72%. While most studies tend to suggest that self-reported turnout exceeds actual
turnout, it is still interesting that reported turnout rates increase with wealth. To the extent that the
poorest slum-dwellers are often considered the most likely targets of vote-buying and clientelistic
policies, one may have anticipated the opposite. This is, however, consistent with the fact that the
poor are also registered less (though, once again, one might wonder why the politicians are not
out registering these voters).

We explore this further in Panel B where we examine participation in pre-election events. Most
slum-dwellers (66%) state that they did not participate in any pre-election event. The most
common forms of participation are participating in a march (25%) and attending a speech rally
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(27%). Roughly 22% of those who so participate report receiving non-cash transfers. The
incidence of cash transfers as a reward for participation is much lower and does not exceed 5% on
average. Very few slum-dwellers (2%, not reported in tables) participate more actively in pre-
election events, such as by distributing goods or materials or actively campaigning for votes.

Next, we examine what respondents stated were important deciding factors for voting. A number
of authors have documented the widespread targeting of slum-dwellers by political parties on the
eve of the election. Yet, the candidate’s party is among the least-common reasons cited by slum-
dwellers for favoring a particular candidate. What’s more, the likelihood of reporting party as an
important factor in deciding to vote is increasing, not decreasing, across the asset quintiles.
Furthermore, only 1% of slum-dwellers report identity as a reason for voting. While recognizing
the limitations of self-reports, these figures contradict many of the standard theories about the
poor Indian voter.

Overall, slum-dwellers express a strong preference for using their electoral clout to ensure higher
quality service delivery. Moreover, we observe relatively limited participation by the poor in
political party activities prior to elections and very limited reports of direct transfers from parties
in return for political participation.

A second form of engagement of slum-dwellers with politicians involves direct contacts to solve
problems. We have seen that slum-dwellers face a whole array of problems affecting their daily
lives. Do they use politicians to help solve these problems, and is this a successful strategy? And
do they use others — intermediaries such as pradhans or fixers — to connect with the state, as has
been documented in ethnographic and other work in some Indian cities? Tables 7a and 7b provide
a summary of responses for a variety of services.

Only a minority of slum-dwellers seek help from politicians to resolve problems. For individual
areas, the proportion ranges from 1% for access to health schemes, education schemes and issues
of crime, to 5% for electricity, 9% for issues of eviction, more than 10% for problems with ration
cards and sanitation, and 17% for water. This may seem a small number for each area, but 35%
of households had approached a politician over some issue. This is quite a substantial number,
especially given the likelihood that many households may tacitly support or free-ride on action by
others.

For most issues, between two-thirds to three-quarters of meetings were with the MLA, probably
reflecting either knowledge that the issue fell under the domain of the Delhi state government or a
perception that the MLA held more influence than did the ward councilor. Most other meetings
were with the ward councilor, and very few with a member of parliament (representing central
government). The exception is sanitation, where slightly over half approached the ward councilor,
in line with the fact that local sanitation fell under the responsibility of the MCD — though it is
interesting that 48% still approached the MLA. Most slum-dwellers had never contacted any
politician: only 23% had ever approached an MLA, fewer a ward councilor (11%), and merely
2% an MP.



18

There is a clear preference to approaching politicians in groups: for all cases for which we have
information — including ration cards, an essentially individual entitlement — most slum-dwellers
chose not to meet politicians alone. 100% of meetings regarding threats of eviction were
conducted with groups, and for sanitation and water, the rate was more than 90%. These are
mainly local public goods (or local public bads in the case of eviction). The fact that slum-
dwellers mainly saw politicians in groups on issues of crime (89%) suggests that these visits
related to general, rather than individual, crime cases. In fact, 73% of the meetings were
regarding issues of “law and order” rather than harassment, arrest of family, or complaints about
bribes. (A somewhat larger proportion of households go to the police directly, as seen above.)

Did the meetings bring about positive results? This varies by area. If we put aside the health and
education schemes and crime, which were the subject of very few meetings, three things are
worth noting. First, in the vast majority of cases, the politician was accessible. It is rare for a
politician to refuse to see an individual or group from a slum; the highest proportion of refusals is
4% for appeals over law and order. After hearing an appeal, the most common response from
politicians is to say they will help — or ask someone else to help — and then nothing happens.
However, in a substantial minority of cases the situation is reported as improving — from a low
of 17% for problems with ration cards, to 33% for sanitation, 48% for water, and 89% for
(avoiding) eviction. We cannot tell from this kind of data whether the politician was actually
instrumental in effecting change, but nevertheless, these are not bad percentages.

An important element of the account of clientelistic urban structures concerns the role of
intermediaries, including pradhans, fixers, slumlords and others, who form an integral part of the
societal mechanisms linking slum-dwellers to the state, whether to politicians, agencies, or
bureaucrats. The survey only has information on this for two areas, but it is striking how rarely
such intermediaries are named in response to the question, “Who helped you to resolve this
problem?” The most common answer — in around 90% of cases involving ration cards and
water, for example — is no one. Pradhans are the next most common answer, but only in about
5% of cases. NGOs are virtually absent (too small a proportion to report on the table).

Accounts of patronage-based networks flow especially from ethnographic studies in other cities
— particularly Mumbai. It is quite possible that Delhi operates differently, especially because of
the very different land situation. It is also possible that the survey’s respondents were reluctant to
provide answers over such local sociopolitical connections. But if we take the responses of
households at face value, a picture emerges very different from the clientelistic account.
Politicians are generally approachable, and a substantial minority of households approaches them.
Like politicians everywhere they often promise and don’t deliver, but they also sometimes do
deliver, or at least seem to. There is little evidence that households in slums are dependent on
intermediaries to solve the frequent problems they face in their daily lives.

Finally, it is notable that where there was action taken — by elected officials, government agents,
or others — there is very little reporting of bribery. Across all the areas of service delivery and
transfers, only 8% of households reported paying a bribe — in response to the question, “Did you
pay anything above the official price?”” This would, however, exclude payments for provision of
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service (such as water) from an illegal source since households almost certainly (and correctly)
would not see them as bribes.

So what creates the disjunction between a desire to use election to enforce accountability and
slum-dwellers’ ability to do so? This brings us to the possibility that lack of information could be
part of the reason. We return to Panel D1 in Table 6 where we examine the levels of political
knowledge among slum-dwellers. More than half the slum-dwellers report that they rarely or
never discuss politics. Only 28% state that they discuss politics frequently before elections.
Moreover, the incidence of political discussion increases with wealth.

Next, in Panel D2 we turn to political knowledge. Starting with the simplest question, knowledge
of the name of elected representatives, we find that only a third of slum-dwellers know their
representative (MLA or councilor). Only 32% know the councilor has money to spend on local
projects, and only 3% are aware of the rough size of the funds he/she has. Table 3f shows that
only a handful are aware of available assistance such as the private hospital scheme (6%) and the
Economically Weaker Section education scheme (3%), programs which entitle the poor to free
treatment and education at certain private hospitals and schools. It is clear that one immediate
constraint on electoral accountability is the very low level of political knowledge.

Audits Intervention

The audits reveal low quality of public amenities across Delhi. Roughly 36 percent of toilet
complexes in our sample were closed in the baseline. Despite statutory requirements, only 30
percent of the toilets had soap provided, with provision significantly worse in female toilets (50
percent of male toilets, but only 9 percent of female toilets had soap). In general, the quality of
facilities provided was worse in female toilets. With regard to prices charged, the statutory
contract states that the price should not exceed Rs. 1 per visit in slum areas and Rs. 2 in non-slum
areas. However, user surveys showed that at baseline 39 percent of male toilets and 18 percent of
female toilets charged in excess of one rupee. Despite this, usage of public toilets was high (42
percent of all households surveyed, and 62 percent for households living in areas with a high
slum index—see below). Turning to garbage disposal, slums are supposed to have official
garbage disposal points and bins; however in the baseline, over 66 percent of the surveyed
dhalaos did not have any bins and 65 percent of neighbourhoods did not have any dhalaos. About
70 percent of dhalaos were not cleared daily (as required), according to user surveys, and
overflowing garbage dumps were a consistent problem (in 69 percent of dhalaos).

While the low quality of public amenities probably comes as no surprise to anyone who has
visited Delhi slums, we find that report cards spurred some change. The nature of change we
document suggests that elected officials responded by asking contract-holders to better meet the
terms of their contract —while levels of infrastructure (as measured by number of toilets, garbage
points and bins) were unaffected, compliance with contractual requirements on pricing and
facilities (for toilets) improved and garbage disposal points were less likely to be overflowing
and, in high usage treatment areas, they were also more likely to be cleaned daily.
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The reduction in average price charged and improvement in facilities available within toilets is
associated with an increase in toilet usage in treatment neighbourhoods where initial household
surveys revealed relatively high public toilet usage and/or high levels of public defecation.
Similarly, for garbage disposal the increase in regular cleaning is concentrated in slums where
initial household surveys demonstrated relatively high usage of dumpsters. The reduction in
overflowing dhalaos is, however, uniformly distributed across high and low garbage dumpster
usage neighbourhoods.

A. Toilets

Average Impacts

Table 2 examines the impact of treatment (either MLA or ward report card) on public toilet
access, quality and usage. Panel A considers all toilets and Panels B and C disaggregate by male
and female complexes. Column (1) considers total toilet complexes as the outcome variable. At
baseline, the average control slum had 2.76 toilet complexes — or just over one male and one
female complex. We observe an overtime increase in toilet complexes. However, this increase is
absent in treatment areas. In column (2) we see that the overall increase in toilets is not matched
by an increase in seats and the number of seats is similar in treatment and control areas.

To investigate this further, in column (3) we consider the number of open toilets as the dependent
variable and find this is unchanged over time in treatment and control areas. Consistent with this,
in column (4) we see that the number of closed toilets increased over time, but that this increase
was absent in treatment areas. Columns (5) and (6) reproduce these patterns using the fraction of
open and closed toilets as the dependent variables. These results suggest the possibility that the
treatment led to a diversion of effort away from constructing new toilets towards improving the
quality of the existing toilets, with the result that actual access was actually unaltered across
treatment and control (but potentially achieved at lower cost in treatment areas). This pattern is
similar for male and female toilets.

In column (8) we consider the total number of facilities available in the toilet. As mentioned
earlier, the facilities being measured are taps, light, soap and buckets. The average toilet in a
control slum had 1.98 facilities available in the baseline and the post dummy indicates a reduction
of 0.2 (or 10 percent) of these facilities over time. This erosion is only significant in male toilets,
which started with a significantly greater number of facilities than female toilets. By contrast,
there is a significant and quite substantial positive treatment effect on the number of facilities,
which mitigates the negative downward time-trend. Turning to survey reports on cleaning, we do
not observe any change in the fraction of toilets that are regularly cleaned (column 9).

With respect to pricing, we observe an overtime increase in toilet prices, but this effect is absent
in treatment areas (column 10). This is also reflected in a lower proportion of toilets charging
over R. 1 (column 11) in treatment relative to control areas, thereby bringing these areas more in
line with the general contractual price, as compared to the control. This applies to both male and
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female toilets (though the reduction in the average price has the same magnitude for male and
female toilets, it is noisily estimated for male toilets) and is in the context of an actual increase in
prices in the control. These findings are suggestive of a treatment effect that fosters greater
compliance with contracts by operators.

Finally, turning to usage: on average, 14 individuals used the public toilets over a 15 minute
period in the middle of the day, but there are neither significant treatment effects nor underlying
time trends for the overall sample, despite the observed changes in quality and pricing (column
12).

Heterogenous Impacts

Next, we explore heterogeneity in these patterns, using information from our baseline household
survey on reported practices.

We consider heterogeneity along two dimensions as measured in the household survey: whether
the slum was characterized by high levels of reported (1) open defecation and (2) public toilet
use. In each case, we separate slums in which reported intensities were above the median (that is
greater than 17 percent of households for open defection and 29 percent of households for public
toilet usage). These two characteristics are negatively correlated (0.3).

As before, we use the panel of slums to estimate difference-in-difference regressions where we
now include interactions between treatment and slum characteristics. Results are reported in
Table 3.

In terms of fraction of open toilets, we see no evidence of treatment-control differences in any
subgroup (columns 1 and 2). In terms of fraction of usable seats, we see an overall increase in the
treatment areas which reported high toilet usage in the survey. This increase is concentrated in
female toilet complexes.

Turning to facilities, we again find evidence of improvements being concentrated in areas of high
public toilet usage and, in this case, the effects are pronounced for male toilets. There is,
however, no differential impact for the regularity of cleaning of toilets for either group.

Finally, in the case of prices, we see different impacts by type of heterogeneity. High open
defecation treatment areas see a significant decline in price relative to control areas, while this
pattern is reversed in the case of high public toilet usage. We find significant differences in
pricing behaviour for high public toilet usage slums (column 10). The underlying trend (in
control) is for increased average prices. This is offset by negative average treatment effects, but
amplified by positive effects in the high public usage slums. This pattern holds for both male and
female toilets, but the magnitude is substantially larger for female toilets. This is in the context of
initial average pricing being substantially lower for female toilets—consistent with the view that
contractors had greater scope to defend higher prices for female toilets in high public usage areas
without going above contractual levels. Similarly, we find significant differences in pricing
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behaviour for male toilets in high open defecation areas (column 9). However, in this case, there
is no underlying trend (in control) or significant average treatment effect, but a significant trend
of increasing prices in high open defecation areas, which is offset by negative treatment effects in
these slums. Again, this is in the context of initial average pricing being substantially higher for
male toilets.

Finally, we now see effects on usage in both groups. There is a significant relative increase in
observed usage of female toilets in slums with initially high public toilet usage that receive the
treatment—this is in the context of some underlying rise in usage in control slums, but a decline
in treatment slums with low public toilet usage (column 12). This is aligned with the
improvements in quality just noted. Similarly, there is a significant and quite large relative
increase in observed usage of toilets in slums with initially high levels of open defecation that
receive the treatment—this is in the context of a positive trend (in control), which is substantially
reverted by a negative treatment effect and a trend of declining usage in slums with low open
defecation (column 11). The increase seems to be driven entirely by increases in relative usage
for male toilets. These findings are aligned with the improvements in pricing just noted.

B. Dhalaos

Average Impacts

In Table 4 (Panel A) we consider garbage disposal (dhalaos). As with toilets, we observe an
overall expansion in the number of dhalaos and in the number of dhalaos with at least one bin
(columns 1 and 3) across the three rounds, but no variation by treatment status. In contrast to
toilets, we find some improvement in the quality of facilities over time in the control, with a rise
in the proportions of dhalaos that have proper structures and full details (columns 4 and 7). We
find mixed outcomes regarding maintenance over time, with an increase in the fraction of
observed overflowing dhalaos (columns 5), an increase in the fraction of dhalaos with proper
disposing (column 8), and no change in the fraction of dhalaos with regular cleaning (column 6).
While there is no treatment effect on facilities, there is a significant positive impact on the
proportion of overflowing dhalaos, which is lower in treatment than in control slums (column 5).

Heterogenous Impacts

For garbage disposal, we also explore whether there are differential effects for slums in which
households have relatively high usage of dhalaos (again through separating the group with above
median reported usage, which is 29 percent). There is now a significant relative effect on
whether dhalaos are “regularly cleaned” in high public usage slums (Table 4, Panel B, column 6).

Does it matter who is informed?

Next, we examine whether the impact of receiving a report cards differed across ward councillors
and state legislatures. To do so, we estimate regressions of the form given in equation (3) where
we decompose the overall treatment indicator into three indicators: whether the MLA received a
report card, whether the ward councillor received a report card and whether both the MLA and
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ward councillor received the report card. In the case where both MLA and ward councillor
received the report card then all three treatment dummies take a value of one.

Appendix Table 2 reports the results for toilets. The most striking findings are the similarity of
effects across the councillor and MLA and that there is no evidence of an additive impact. That is,
the coefficient on the treatment indicator for both the councillor and MLA receiving a report card
is typically opposite signed to the coefficient on the separate legislator and ward councillor
dummies. Thus, it appears that despite the apparent confusion on paper about division of
responsibilities between these two levels of governance, on the ground the MLA and councillor
seem to have a clear understanding on who is responsible for the activity. The only outcome
where we observe some evidence of differential activity is in the case of toilet cleaning — to the
extent that only councillor report card yield improvements in quality of provision this activity
seems to be under the control of the ward councillor.

Appendix Table 3 considers garbage disposal. Here, we do see a difference in activism by
politician level. The reduction in the proportion of overflowing dhalaos is concentrated in MLA
report card areas (Appendix Table 3, column 5), which is surprising given the division of
responsibilities. This is something we plan to explore in further work.

Are there spillover effects to drains?

Finally, Table 5 reports results for drains—for which no information was provided to politicians.
There were no significant treatment effects, indicating that there were neither positive nor
negative spillovers for this service category.

V. Policy Implications

Baseline Surveys

The substantial concordance of problems within a slum tends to apply to all slums within a ward,
and notably, between the main problems reported by slums and Resident Welfare Associations
within the same ward. This raises an important question: if there is such concordance, why is the
political system not responding and leading to more effective state action?

The survey provides extensive information on the political behavior of slum-dwellers that sheds
light on this question. There is extensive involvement in formal voting, and respondents report
that they vote according to the issues and the quality of politicians, with almost none reporting
voting on identity (caste or religious lines). There is little interaction with politicians to solve
daily problems, but still over 30 percent of households have had some contact with a politician to
deal with issues covered in the survey—most commonly the state-level Member of the
Legislative Assembly, followed by the municipal Ward Councilor. Politicians are accessible and
promise change, but usually nothing happens. Nevertheless, in a significant minority of cases an
improvement is reported. Contradicting some accounts of slum-dwellers being dependent on
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local fixers and leaders, the majority of households report that they seek to solve daily problems
themselves. NGOs are also strikingly absent from the picture.

One potentially promising policy intervention would be an information campaign on the schemes
and funds available to voters, for which we find little current awareness. Under the current rules
in Delhi, both private schools and private hospitals are obliged to serve a certain number of poor
people for free. However, only about 6 percent of slum-dwellers are aware of these schemes.
Over 95% of ration cardholders report receiving some rations; however, the majority (63%) get
less than their stipulated allotment at the stipulated price, at least based on the slum-dwellers’
reports. Similarly, roughly a quarter of the households in our sample have someone who is
eligible for a pension but only 35% of these households with an eligible member actually receive
a pension. What is more, only a third of the slum-dwellers know that municipal councilors are
allocated money to spend on the ward, and only a handful (3 percent) are aware of the
approximate size of the discretionary fund. The urban poor’s lack of awareness of schemes and
funds may explain why they are not putting pressure on politicians to deliver them. By reducing
this gap through information campaigns, voters can be empowered to demand what they are
entitled to and punish those politicians who do not deliver at the polls.

What is more, the similar (and coherent) preferences at both the slum and ward level reveal the
potential for collective action. If residents within a slum (or political jurisdiction) have very
different priorities, then collective action is going to be more difficult to organize (Alesina et al.
1999); however, given that this is not the case, policy interventions that provide constituents with
the tools needed for mobilization have the potential to be very effective in improving public
service delivery. In light of this, we added the intervention with Residential Welfare Associations
(RWAS) that was described above. RWAs were introduced under the Bhagidari scheme by the
state government of Delhi as a formal mechanism for neighborhood associations to be formed and
to interact with state agencies (Government of National Capital Territory of Delhi 2011). RWAs
were predominantly formed outside slum areas; however, our analysis found that in over half the
wards there is a match between the most frequently cited problem among slum-dwellers and that
of RWAs. Treatment RWAs received a mobilization program informing them about MCD
spending in their area and how to engage leaders to provide services. RWAs also received letters
about disaggregated spending in their areas, to get a better idea of where the funds allocated by
the MCD go. Results from this intervention are forthcoming.

In short, there are clearly major areas of weak knowledge concerning personal entitlements, the
names of elected representatives, and the very existence of some schemes. Substantial
opportunities exist for improving public awareness and creating incentives for politicians and
other state actors to improve living conditions in the slums.

Audits Intervention

Our audit results suggest there is a role for increased provision of information on the quality of
local public goods to politicians in improving the quality of service provision (via collective
action or other means). This study found that providing information to politicians on the state of
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public toilets and garbage disposal in their constituencies led to significant improvements in
implementation, especially in the case of toilets. The nature of the change we document suggests
that elected officials responded by asking contract-holders to better meet the terms of their
contract —while levels of infrastructure (as measured by number of toilets, garbage points and
bins) were unaffected, compliance with contractual requirements on pricing and facilities (for
toilets) improved and garbage disposal points were less likely to be overflowing and, in high
usage treatment areas, they were also more likely to be cleaned daily.

It is notable that the effects in the Delhi experiment occurred in the context of services that were
largely managed by private (or NGO) contractors. While the experiment was not designed to
examine the influence of forms of delivery, two features of the results are worth noting. First,
private contracting alone clearly does not solve the underlying problems of delivery—the
descriptive data from the baseline survey reveals typically low levels of service. Second,
politicians are able to exert influence over the behaviour of private contractors, at least on some
activities.

Overall, the findings suggest there is a greater role for information provision in reducing
information asymmetries between politicians and their constituents.

Other Contexts

These results are highly relevant both to the issues of improving public services in urban slums,
and to the broader question of the role of information in providing incentives for politicians to
improve the implementation of public programs.

India is the world’s largest democracy and home to roughly one-third of the world’s poor, yet this
voting bloc has been largely unable to translate their political weight into effective service
delivery and other economic gains. This phenomenon is not unique to India: the quality of social
service delivery remains poor in most low-income democracies (Chaudhury et al., 2006; Banerjee
et al., 2008). Furthermore, and possibly for related reasons, the incidence of corrupt and criminal
politicians remains high in these settings (UNDP, 2002; Banerjee and Pande, 2009; Golden and
Tiwari, 2009). Thus, how to ensure that governments meet the local infrastructure needs of their
constituents is a central challenge across the globe, and of particular urgency for the fast growing
urban slums in emerging economies. A key aspect of meeting the challenge of infrastructure
delivery in slums is implementation of governance mechanisms that enable high-quality
construction and maintenance of public amenities and infrastructure while acknowledging the
limited property rights of most slum dwellers.’

> There is a special problem of property rights with slums that have to do with their ambiguous legal status,
since most slums are on encroached land. This limits slum dwellers’ ability to demand infrastructure in the
capacity of property owners.
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Our newspaper intervention project design is such that it can be implemented in rural and urban
areas, as information delivery via newspaper is relatively inexpensive. Furthermore, scaling up
should prove relatively simple, as local NGOs need not rely on central administration.

VI. Policy-dissemination

The following outlines some of the specific initiatives that have been taken by our research team
to ensure timely and effective dissemination of relevant information:

Interactions with Policy Makers:

- To collect inputs on the design of the study, meetings were conducted with Mr. Harsh
Mander (member of the National Advisory Council), Mr. Anil Kumar Sharma (Deputy
Mayor of Delhi), Mr. Ashwani Kumar (CEO, Delhi Urban Slum Improvement Board),
Ms. Vimla Devi (Councilor) and other Councillors and slum leaders in Delhi. These
meetings were extremely helpful in being able to identify the urban poor, understand the
political structure and activism in slum areas and therefore instrumental in selecting our
sample areas.

- Mr. Martin Hirsch, Former High Commissioner for Active Inclusion Against Poverty and
High Commissioner for Youth in the French government visited our project in 2011. He
was interested in understanding our research questions, study design, implementation
processes as well as the results. Apart from a brief overview, we organized a short field
visit for him. During his last visit to Delhi in October 2012, Mr. Hisrch expressed his
interest to revisit the project. Ms. Diva Dhar, Policy and Training Manager, along with
Mr. Gaurav Chiplunkar, Research Associate at J-PAL South Asia, met him to brief him
on the progress made in the various evaluations since his previous visit. Now that we also
have some preliminary results to share, we propose to engage him in a meaningful policy
discussion on the findings of the study and its application in other locations of his
interest.

- Ms. Diva Dhar has also discussed the project design and methodology with Dr. S. Y.
Quraishi, former Chief Election Commissioner of India and Dr. Harsha De Silva,
Member of Parliament in Sri Lanka during the Governance at the Policy and Impact
conference in Bangkok organized by J-PAL, IPA, Citi Foundation and the Asian
Development Bank (August 2012). Dr. De Silva was especially interested in the details of
the project’s intervention and evaluation design, as he was considering launching an
information-based campaign to involve and update voters in his constituency in Sri
Lanka. We will be sharing our findings with him and possibly work with him in
designing the study.
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- Ateam from 3ie and Global Development Network (GDN) visited the project in 2011 as
well as in June 2012. Detailed discussions were held with regard to the project design,
evaluation strategy and policy influence plan. During their recent visit in July 2012, they
were accompanied by delegates from the Gates Foundation and DFID. Apart from a
detailed discussion on the evaluations and their challenges, we also arranged for a field
visit. Delegates had the opportunity to observe the conditions of the urban poor, as well
as participate in a demonstration of our endline audits survey.

Interactions with NGOs, Civil Society Organisations, Resident Welfare Associations and
Research Partners:

- NGOs such as Hazards Centre, Water Aid, Jagori, Indo-Global Social Service Society
were consulted for their inputs and feedback on the evaluation design and process. We
now propose to engage them in a dialogue over both our methodology and results and
consider the possibility of training them on organising information campaigns and
increase awareness regarding public accountability.

- Two research-oriented NGOs, the ASER Centre (that is concerned with education) and
the Population and Health Foundation of India (PHFI) were interested in the evaluations,
and specifically sought details on the use and benefits of GIS technology in audits of
public services. They participated in a round table conference organised by J-PAL where
Gaurav Chiplunkar made a presentation on the value and application of GIS and digital
data collection along with a short demonstration on using GPS machines and cellphones
to collect data.

- As part of the intervention, we have also worked in close collaboration with our partner,
Satark Nagrik Sangathan, and other NGOs who have been involved in slum mobilization
to build their capacity and understanding of randomized evaluations. We have also met
with the editors and executives at Hindustan to update them on the progress of the
project.

- The team met with the Association for Democratic Reforms (ADR), Transparent Chennai
and Janaagraha (a leading, Bangalore-based, urban NGO) to discuss our study design,
capacity building, implementation plan and challenges, as well as policy impacts since
they were interested in undertaking similar voter information campaigns. We plan to
share our preliminary results with them and assist them in designing and implementing
their projects.

- To facilitate comprehensive dissemination of the findings, the team is currently working
on compiling a report on the findings from our end line round of audits, which will be
disseminated by J-PAL and SNS to other NGOs, civil society groups, government
agencies and policy makers.
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- Policy-oriented students at the Kennedy School of Government, have undertaken policy
analyses on social pensions and sanitation in Delhi, with some of the motivation, design
and data analysis linked to our work. The social pension work is continuing (with one of
the alumni) at the World Bank.

Presentations and interviews:

- The sanitation-related part of the project was showcased at a J-PAL/Gates Foundation
workshop for South Asian water and sanitation practitioners in Dhaka, Bangladesh.

- Ms. Agnes Faivre, a reporter with France-Inter (a leading French radio channel) covered
some of our evaluations as a part of her report on ‘Randomized Controlled Trials.” This
report can be accessed here: http://www.franceinter.fr/emission-la-tete-au-carre-grand-
reportage-l-evaluation-aleatoire.

- J-PAL affiliated professors and staff also presented their work on governance, including
this project, at one-day workshops in program evaluation conducted as part of mid-career
training programs for IAS officers in Phase Il (officers with 7-9 years of experience,
most of whom were district collectors), and Phase IV (officers with 14-16 years of
experience, many of whom were secretaries at the state or federal level and others in rural
development departments). In all, these workshops reached nearly 250 bureaucrats in key
positions to influence policy.

- The design and baseline findings of the on-going Delhi project were presented to the
International Growth Centre, 3ie board and at a Harvard/MIT development seminar in
2011.

- Prof. Rohini Pande presented some preliminary results from the household surveys and
audits at the International Growth Centre conference in Delhi (December 2011).

- Prof. Pande and Ms. Anjali Bhardwaj (head of SNS) also presented the evaluation
objectives, design and preliminary results at the J-PAL/Gates Foundation Urban Services
Initiatives conference in Sri Lanka (July 2012) for researchers and practitioners from
across South Asia.

- Dr. Bibhu Prasad Mohapatra, Director of India Development Foundation, made a
presentation on the study at the 3ie Policy Influence Clinic in Sri Lanka (July 2012).

- Ms. Diva Dhar, discussed the project at a break-out session on Governance at the Policy
and Impact conference in Bangkok organized by J-PAL, IPA, Citi Foundation and the
Asian Development Bank (August 2012). Participants included researchers, government
and non-government practitioners from the region.


http://www.franceinter.fr/emission-la-tete-au-carre-grand-reportage-l-evaluation-aleatoire
http://www.franceinter.fr/emission-la-tete-au-carre-grand-reportage-l-evaluation-aleatoire

29

- The project has made extensive use of innovative mapping techniques and use of
mapping software. Gaurav Chiplunkar, a Research Associate on the project, made a
presentation on Geographic Information Systems (GIS) and its applications in the project
during a round table discussion on Innovative Techniques and Technologies in
Monitoring and Evaluation organized by IDRC and the Centre for Learning on
Evaluation and Results (CLEAR) South Asia. The round table was attended by various
NGOs, civil society groups, donors and research organizations.

- Aditya Balasubramanian, another research associate, presented the study to Mr. C.V.
Krishnan, President, Institute for Financial Management and Research (IFMR).

Plans Moving Forward

Moving forward, we plan to disseminate information through the following three key channels,
namely: civil society organisations and NGOs, development practitioners, government officials
and researchers and media outlets, which play an important role in disseminating information,
raising awareness and promoting the idea of voter information campaigns and accountability of
government agents.

NGOs and Civil Society Organisations

During the course of the study, many NGOs and Civil Society Organisations (CSOs)® have
expressed their keen interest in the study design, methodology and results and we have fostered
our ties with them through frequent meetings, interactions and discussions. They hold the crucial
advantage of having extensive and far-reaching networks and presence in the urban slums and we
feel that it is extremely important to undertake extensive capacity building activities with them.
This is vital in ensuring a sustainable scale up of the intervention (especially the audits of public
services). As a part of the intervention, we have worked closely with Satark Nagrik Sangathan
(SNS), as well as other NGOs who work in the Delhi slums. During the course of the study,
members from these organisations have been trained so as to be able to carry out effective voter
information campaigns in slums. Moreover, we propose to continue to share our experience,
methodology and findings with these organisations so as to enable them to carry out effective
campaigns in mobilising slum-dwellers. Specifically, we have proposed that Ms. Anjali Bhardwaj
(Founder, SNS) conduct a training for other Civil Society organisations, NGOs and other research
organisations to increase their awareness on voter mobilisation campaigns, present our results and
share our methodology on filing RTIs, preparing and disseminating performance report cards as
well as auditing public services.

A first policy dialogue that we hope to initiate over the summer is identifying what forms of pro-
active disclosures should be encouraged and what are the appropriate mechanisms for it. Should

® Some NGOs and CSOs include: Public Health Foundation of India, Hazards Centre, Water Aid, Know Your
Vote India, Jaagori, Jaanagraha, The ASER Centre, Association of Democratic Reforms, Transparent
Chennai, India Global Social Service Society.
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media play an ongoing role, should NGOs be deputed to spread the message or should
government agencies be directly required to make this information publicly available? In March
2013, we had a first meeting on this with our Delhi NGO partner SNS and we intend to continue
these dialogues in the summer. We have also reached out to Yamini Aiyar from the Center for
Policy Research’s (CPR) Accountability Initiative, which “works to promote accountability for
service delivery by developing innovative models for tracking government programs,
disseminating this information to policy makers as well as citizens, and undertaking research on
how to strengthen accountability for improved service delivery in India” and people at the
Kennedy School of Government at Harvard who work on similar initiatives, whom we hope to
engage in this dialogue.

Media outlets

Media houses tend to publish performance report cards on incumbent government officials prior
to elections. However, little critical evaluation has been done to assess the impact of these
campaigns on electoral outcomes and therefore we hope that the dissemination of our results to
media houses would potentially encourage them to undertake more campaigns.

Media houses in fact play a dual role in aiding us in our dissemination strategy. On the one hand,
by providing them with the results, we would hopefully encourage them to carry out more
information campaigns, but on the other hand, the media is a useful source to disseminate
information to the masses. We propose to harness this potential as well and encourage the media
to disseminate our findings to the masses. Hindustan, our media partner in the intervention, has
also been a key stakeholder among other media outlets. It is one of the most widely read
newspaper dailies in the country with a readership of close to 12 million. Hindustan Times, its
sister publication in English, has a readership of over 3.7 million. Hindustan has, in principle,
agreed to publish our results. As reported earlier, journalists (like Ms. Favre, a reporter in the
French media for example) and documentary film makers (like DocuVista from Germany) have
already covered the study during its implementation stage and we propose to liaise with them as
well to disseminate our findings in regional and international media.

Government departments, policy makers and development practitioners

As noted in the preliminary report on the audits, our findings propose to contribute to a growing
literature on the role of information in the political process in low-income settings, where the
institutions for supporting effective political engagement are under developed. Much of that
literature however, focusses on informing citizens/voters on the performance of their politicians.
Little is known about the effects of providing information to politicians on the problems in their
constituencies. We therefore anticipate that the results (especially from the audits of public
services) will be of great interest not only to the Delhi urban context, but also more broadly—
both in the urban development community and in researchers and actors concerned more broadly
with service delivery, and the role of politicians and public information on this. Though one need
not elaborate on the importance and advantages of dissemination of information through this
channel, a significant challenge we anticipate is the natural resistance and delays in working with
the public system and government officials.
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As reported above, during the course of the study, various government departments (eg: Ministry
of Rural Development) and international policy makers (eg: Mr. Martin Hirsch, Former High
Commissioner for Active Inclusion Against Poverty and High Commissioner for Youth in the
French government) have shown interest in our field experience as well as our survey instruments
and findings. Our research team has always shared our experiences, challenges, and
implementation methodology during the course of the project, and we plan to systematically share
our findings with them once these are ready.

Moreover, J-PAL also works with policy makers to scale up and/or replicate effective
evaluations. Every regional J-PAL office also hosts a policy and training team, which specialises
in disseminating information and findings of projects to relevant members of the J-PAL network.
The policy team works with state and central governments to identify suitable locations and
contexts where proven programs could be replicated or scaled up, and actively works with them
through the replication.

In India, J-PAL South Asia has implemented (or is currently implementing) various research
studies in collaboration with the Ministry of Rural Development, Central Pollution Control Board
at the central government level along with the various health and education departments in the
state governments of Bihar, Maharashtra, TamilNadu, Gujarat, Haryana, Rajasthan and West
Bengal. Similarly, other J-PAL regional offices partner extensively with their respective national
and regional governments. This provides us with an extensive network to disseminate
information. Given the preliminary positive impact of auditing public services on service
delivery, we propose to engage with these departments to share our methodology and findings
and to encourage information campaigns in other fields as well. As mentioned previously, we
anticipate that this channel of dissemination is bound to be the most challenging, given the
general Indian administrative setup.

Though we do not have any final results yet, the research team has already initiated a dialogue
with the policy team to identify potential contexts for scale up and replications. However, this
process can only gather speed once we have more results. We propose to eventually work with
the policy team in order to explore our options to replicate awareness campaigns in other states as
well as stress the importance of government accountability.

J-PAL staff and affiliates have an extensive network of professional and personal contacts, in
state and central governments, policy institutions, research and academic organisations and
NGOs. Academic and non-academic platforms are important in being able to project our ideas
and results to policy makers and practitioners. As noted in the previous section, our research team
has already made numerous presentations at various academic as well as non-academic
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conferences, seminars, workshops, trainings and round table discussions and we plan to continue
doing the same. Along with that, our research team has been working closely with the policy and
training team to ensure the timely and effective dissemination of information through any future
roundtables, conferences, trainings and meetings with high-level policymakers, development
practitioners and academics.
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Appendix A: Household Survey Tables

Table 1: Descriptive Statistics

Full Sample By Private Asset Quintile
1 2 3 4 5
Panel A: Identity Group
General 16% 14% 13% 17% 17% 20%
Hindu Scheduled Caste 42% 36% 41% 44% 45% 47%
Hindu Scheduled Tribe 8% 10% 8% 8% 8% 5%
Other Hindu Backwards Caste 14% 14% 16% 15% 12% 12%
Muslim 20% 27% 21% 16% 18% 16%
Panel B: Migration into Slum
Years lived in current residence 17 13 16 18 19 19
Percent who arrived in the slum in the last year 5% 12% 5% 3% 2% 1%
Panel C: Education Status
6-10year olds in school 78% 59% 77% 86% 87% 89%
11-14 year olds in school 77% 56% 71% 80% 85% 91%
Adults with no schooling 48% 62% 52% 49% 41% 37%
Panel D: Asset Ownership
House 85% 61% 81% 93% 96% 98%
v 76% 29% 70% 97% 97% 98%
Mobile Phone 69% 27% 62% 86% 86% 98%
Refrigerator 25% 1% 5% 3% 53% 76%
Radio 16% 4% 8% 11% 17% 43%
Panel E: Employment*
Days worked in a month 24 24 24 24 24 25
Distribution of heads-of-household in the top occupations:
Unemployed 9% 8% 9% 10% 8% 10%
Homemaker 5% 4% 5% 6% 4% 6%
Unskilled Labor 62% 69% 64% 61% 61% 47%
Daily Manual Labor 19% 19% 22% 20% 18% 14%
Petty Trader/Vendor/Hawker 14% 18% 13% 14% 14% 10%
Domestic Worker* 10% 10% 10% 7% 13% 10%
Rickshaw Puller 5% 7% 5% 5% 3% 2%
Skilled Labor 23% 18% 20% 22% 26% 35%
Skilled Craftsman** 7% 6% 6% 6% 7% 8%
Shopkeeper/Salesman 5% 3% 3% 4% 6% 9%
Driver 5% 3% 4% 5% 6% 8%
Construction/Contractor 2% 2% 3% 3% 3% 3%
Panel F: Fraction with Identification
Any card 89% 73% 87% 94% 95% 97%
Ration card 62% 37% 58% 70% 74% 75%
Voter registration 85% 70% 84% 90% 91% 94%
Panel G: Health Status
Visted a clinic for a minor health problem in the last six months 93% 92% 93% 93% 94% 93%
Visted a hospital for a major health problem in the last six months 18% 16% 19% 17% 18% 21%

* Employment statistics are calculated for those who reported themselves heads-of-household
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Table 2: Access to Public Facilities

Full Sample By Private Asset Quintile
1 2 3 4 5

Panel A: Water and Sanitation
Uses indoor household tap 13% 8% 11% 14% 17% 18%
Uses outdoor well 31% 36% 32% 31% 28% 26%
Uses outdoor tap from municipal supply 61% 63% 64% 60% 62% 56%
No access to municipal supply or well 4% 7% 4% 3% 3% 4%
Faced non-availability of water 42% 38% 44% 44% 43% 44%
Uses in-house latrine 14% 6% 10% 12% 18% 30%
Uses public toilet 62% 51% 67% 68% 64% 57%
Uses open land, gutter, or side of road for toilet 40% 56% 40% 38% 35% 27%
Reports cleanliness of toilet is "bad" 30% 36% 32% 30% 30% 24%
Wastewater drain in the floor 13% 7% 10% 15% 14% 19%
No specific outlet for wastewater 60% 72% 61% 61% 54% 47%
Drain has been smelly or overflowing (if they have one) 90% 91% 91% 90% 88% 88%
MCD or private worker removes garbage 8% 4% 5% 9% 12% 11%
Disposes of garbage at a collection point (dumpster) 45% 37% 43% 47% 46% 53%
Dumps garbage in open land 43% 54% 48% 41% 38% 30%
Nearest dumpster emptied less than once a month 2% 1% 2% 2% 1% 2%
Panel B: Roads
Nothing larger than a motorcylce can pass on the road outside 80% 80% 81% 82% 80% 78%
Panel C: Electricity
Has electricity 98% 96% 98% 98% 100% 100%
Reporting an average of at least 3 hours of power cuts per day last June 62% 60% 64% 60% 63% 59%
Reporting "very high bill" as a problem 20% 12% 22% 20% 21% 24%
Has illegal electrical connection (determined from mode of payment) 6% 15% 6% 4% 4% 1%
Panel D: Education
HHs with a child in government school 57% 44% 54% 63% 63% 63%
HHs with a child in private school 11% 5% 10% 10% 12% 19%
HHs with a child in government school who say teaching quality is poor 6% 8% 5% 6% 7% 4%
HHs with child a in private school who say teaching quality is poor 1% 0% 2% 3% 2% 0%
Panel E: Health
Last minor health problem for which HH sought medical attention:

Visited government facilities 30% 31% 31% 30% 29% 25%

Visited private facilities 70% 69% 69% 70% 71% 75%
Last major health problem for which HH sought medical attention:

Visited government facilities 43% 42% 44% 38% 46% 46%

Visited private facilities 57% 58% 56% 62% 54% 54%
Had a problem at the nearest government health center 59% 57% 61% 61% 56% 64%
Had a problem at a government hospital (conditional on having 58% 58% 56% 53% 59% 62%
received care there for the last major health problem)
Panel F: Security
Reporting a problem of law and order 76% 74% 77% 77% 77% 74%
Of those reporting problems of law and order, specific issues reported:

Theft 92% 92% 94% 92% 90% 90%

Gambling 70% 74% 68% 71% 66% 70%

Alcoholism/drunkenness 68% 65% 69% 68% 68% 72%

Assault/violent crime 43% 39% 44% 41% 43% 50%

Domestic violence/abuse 53% 48% 50% 55% 53% 65%

Vandalism/destruction of property 8% 4% 6% 9% 8% 14%

lllegal drugs 5% 5% 4% 5% 5% 5%

Extortion 1% 1% 0% 1% 1% 1%

Blackmail 0% 0% 0% 0% 1% 1%
Went to police for law and order problem 10% 6% 10% 9% 12% 15%
Of those who went to the police, outcomes reported:

The police took a report and actively investigated 34% 35% 28% 28% 40% 41%

The problem improved after going to the police 38% 35% 31% 28% 45% 48%
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Table 3a: Ration Card Access

Full Sample By Private Asset Quintile
1 2 3 4 5

Card Holders

Any Card 62% 37% 58% 70% 74% 75%
Below Poverty Line Card

Red Card 18% 13% 17% 22% 19% 19%
Yellow card 22% 13% 22% 27% 27% 24%
Red or Yellow 40% 26% 38% 48% 46% 43%
Above Poverty Line Card

White-stamped 13% 6% 12% 13% 18% 21%
White 8% 5% 7% 9% 10% 11%

Table 3b: Fulfillment of Ration Card Benefits

By Ration Card type
White

Any Red Yellow  stamped
Panel A: Rice
Percentage of official amount received* 82% 87% 84% 68%
Ratio of price paid to official price* 1.26 1.36 1.25 1.08
Panel B: Wheat
Percentage of official amount received* 82% 87% 84% 73%
Ratio of price paid to official price* 1.15 1.28 1.10 1.02
Panel C: Rice and Wheat Rations

95% 97% 95% 92%
Percentage of card holders who received any ration**
Percentage of card holders who get less than the 63% 56% 62% 76%
official amount of rice or wheat*

*Conditional on receiving some benefit within the last month.

**Ration not limited to rice or wheat but includes any good (i.e. rice, flour, dal, salt, sugar, edible oil, wheat
and kerosene oil) from the ration store.

1)The Red Antyodaya Anna Yojana (AAY) cards are intended to target the poorest of the poor. They cover
destitute households with widows, single and destitute women, disabled, infirmed or aged persons with
no assured means of subsistence.

(2) The Yellow BPL ration cards cover households with annual family income below Rs 24,200.

(3) White-Stamped Cards (Above Poverty Line) are given to families with annual family income above Rs
24,200 and below Rs. 1,00,000.

(4) White Unstamped Cards (Above Poverty Line) are given to families with annual family income above Rs.
1,00,000. These cardholders are not entitled to rations.
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Table 3c: Pension Eligibility

Full Sample By Private Asset Quintile
1 2 3 4 5
Eligible for any pension 23% 21% 25% 23% 23% 24%
Eligible for old age pension 13% 11% 15% 14% 14% 14%
Eligible for widow pension 8% 7% 8% 8% 8% 9%
Eligible for disabled pension 4% 25% 27% 27% 26% 28%
Table 3d: Pension Receipt as a Percent of Eligibility
Full Sample By Private Asset Quintile
1 2 3 4 5
Any pension 35% 31% 33% 40% 40% 34%
Old age pension 31% 33% 28% 33% 33% 25%
Widow pension 47% 32% 46% 51% 52% 55%
Disabled pension 15% 13% 13% 13% 23% 12%

(1) To be eligible for the old age, widow, or disabled pension, an individual must have an income of less than Rs.48,400 per year

and must have lived in Delhi for five years or more. We used years in current residence as a proxy for the Delhi residency
requirement. To qualify for the old age pension, the individual must be over 60 years of age. To qualify for the widow or

disabled pension, the individual must be a widow or disabled, respectively.

Table 3e: Scholarships and Other Non-cash Transfers

All Children By Private Asset Quintile of Household
1 2 3 4 5

Percentage of Children (6-14) in Government Schools:

Receiving a Scholarship 55% 53% 63% 49% 55% 55%

Receiving Textbooks 90% 94% 92% 91% 87% 86%

Receiving Stationary 27% 37% 26% 23% 26% 27%

Receiving a Free Uniform 79% 78% 80% 84% 76% 80%

Receiving any Non-Cash School Transfer 93% 95% 94% 94% 90% 92%
Percentage of Children (6-14) in Private Schools:

Receiving a Scholarship 6% 12% 4% 8% 5% 3%

Receiving Textbooks 11% 21% 15% 15% 7% 7%

Receiving Stationary 3% 9% 9% 5% 0% 1%

Receiving a Free Uniform 10% 21% 13% 14% 6% 7%

Receiving any Non-Cash School Transfer 13% 26% 17% 19% 7% 8%

Table 3f: Awareness and Use of Schemes
Full Sample By Asset Private Quintile
1 2 3 4 5

Awareness of EWS education scheme 3.1% 1.1% 2.9% 2.6% 3.8% 5.9%
Awareness of hospital scheme 5.8% 2.9% 5.2% 5.7% 6.8% 9.8%
Use of EWS education scheme 0.4% 0.3% 0.4% 0.1% 0.4% 0.8%
Use of hospital scheme 1.4% 1.1% 1.7% 0.9% 2.1% 1.4%
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Table 4: Explanatory Power of Slum-Level versus Ward-Level Fixed Effects

Use a municipal water supply Have access to a flush toilet to Have an electrical connection Dispose of trash in adumpster Receive a pension, if eligible

apiped sewer

Has either voter registration
or aration card

Has Red or Yellow ration card

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14)
Panel A: Slum Fixed Effects
Slum Fixed Effects X X X X X X X X X X X X X X
Private Asset index 0.0217*** 0.0361*** 0.00862** 0.00677 0.0241 0.0604*** 0.0590***
(3.94) (7.08) (3.27) (0.90) (1.14) (10.30) (6.41)
N 3330 3304 3349 3322 3271 3244 3371 3344 772 769 3367 3340 3374 3347
R-squared 0.591 0.595 0.313 0.325 0.157 0.158 0.478 0.479 0.249 0.252 0.209 0.236 0.194 0.205
F-test (on Slum FEs only) 30.47 30.51 9.642 10.02 3.868 3.846 19.51 19.31 1.591 1.590 5.628 6.472 5.128 5.427
P-value 0 0 7.8%-168 2.87e-166 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Panel B: Ward Fixed Effects
Ward Fixed Effects X X X X X X X X X X X X X X
Private Asset index 0.0231%** 0.0328*** 0.0157*** 0.0176* 0.0148 0.0658*** 0.0612%**
(4.20) (6.62) (6.05) (2.25) (0.76) (11.75) (6.91)
N 3330 3304 3349 3322 3271 3244 3371 3344 772 769 3367 3340 3374 3347
R-squared 0.545 0.549 0.259 0.269 0.053 0.062 0.364 0.366 0.147 0.148 0.167 0.202 0.146 0.159
F-test (on Ward FEs only) 54.86 54.65 16.13 16.65 2.526 2.890 26.65 26.26 1.755 1.735 9.293 11.51 7.972 8.623
P-value 0 0 2.29-162 3.52e-159 0 0 1.16e-268 3.37e-259 0 0.001 0 0 0 0
Panel C: Slum and Ward FE (with one Slum dropped per ward)
Ward Fixed Effects X X X X X X X X X X X X X X
Slum Fixed Effects X X X X X X X X X X X X X X
Private Asset index 0.0217*** 0.0361*** 0.00862** 0.00677 0.0241 0.0604*** 0.0590%**
(3.94) (7.08) (3.27) (0.90) (1.14) (10.30) (6.41)
N 3330 3304 3349 3322 3271 3244 3371 3344 772 769 3367 3340 3374 3347
R-squared 0.591 0.595 0.313 0.325 0.157 0.158 0.478 0.479 0.249 0.252 0.209 0.236 0.194 0.205
F-test (on remaining slum
FEs only) 30.47 30.51 9.642 10.02 3.868 3.846 19.51 19.31 1.591 1.590 5.628 6.472 5.128 5.427
P-value 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.04 0.035 0 0 0 0




Table 5: Most Problematic Issues in Areas

According to RWA Survey According to HH Survey

Water 31% 44%
Sewage/drainage/toilets 24% 30%
Crime/thefts/security 8% 1%
Electricity 4% 2%
Garbage removal 3% 11%
Education 3% 0%
Health 1% 1%
Ration 1% 7%
Pension 0% 1%
Roads 5% 0%
Parks and greenery 6% 0%
Traffic congestion 5% 0%
Stray dogs 2% 0%
Encroachment 2% 0%
Street lights 0% 0%
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Table 6: Political life of Delhi slum dwellers

Full Sample By Asset Private Quintile
1 2 3 4 5

Panel A: Political Activism by Slum Dwellers
Registered households 85% 70% 84% 90% 91% 94%
Voted in the last municipal election 72% 51% 72% 76% 81% 83%
Panel B: Participation in a Political Party or Candidate's Activities
Attended no event 66% 71% 66% 61% 68% 65%
Attended march or speech rally 33% 28% 34% 39% 31% 35%

Received no incentive* 72% 71% 67% 74% 74% 72%

Received cash incentive* 5% 5% 3% 4% 4% 8%

Received non-cash incentive* 22% 23% 27% 21% 20% 18%
Panel C1: Important Factors when Voting**
Candidate's character only 12% 8% 11% 12% 13% 16%
Issues only 64% 69% 66% 62% 62% 58%
Both candidate's character and issues 21% 18% 20% 23% 21% 24%
Panel C2: Factors in Evaluating Candidates***
Candidate's past government work 49% 46% 54% 50% 50% 46%
Candidate's past non-government work 16% 15% 17% 16% 17% 13%
Candidate's party 40% 36% 34% 40% 45% 46%
Caste or Religion 2% 1% 2% 2% 1% 2%
Panel D1: Discussion of Politics
Discuss politics/political parties' activities rarely or never 61% 69% 64% 60% 57% 49%
Discuss politics frequently around elections 28% 22% 24% 30% 30% 37%
Discuss politics sometimes or often 11% 9% 12% 10% 12% 13%
Panel D2: Political Awareness
Knows name of councillor 28% 18% 25% 30% 33% 36%
Knows name of MLA 35% 24% 39% 39% 37% 40%
Aware that councilor is given funds to spend in the ward 32% 26% 34% 30% 33% 37%
Aware of funds and approximate amounts allocated to councilors 3% 1% 2% 2% 3% 7%

*Conditional on attending march, speech, or rally

**Respondents were prompted to answer whether issues or character were most important when they cast their vote.
***Respondents were prompted to say what they thought about when evaluating candidates.

Table 7a: Approaching Public Officials

Health Education  Eviction/Slum

Ration Cards Scheme Scheme Clearance Sanitation Water Electricity Crime
Approached public official 14% 1% 1% 9% 11% 17% 5% 1%
Contingent upon approching a public official...
Role of Official Approached
Councilor 21% 21% 24% 15% 49% 26% 21% 24%
MLA 76% 59% 67% 75% 48% 69% 77% 71%
MP 3% 11% 9% 10% 2% 4% 2% 5%
Meeting Composition
Alone 33% 47% 46% 0% 5% 2% 17% 11%
Group 67% 53% 54% 100% 95% 98% 82% 89%
Outcome of Meeting
Not in Office 4% 3% 3% 1% 0% 1% 1% 2%
Refused to Speak 2% 0% 3% 1% 2% 0% 4%
Could not/Refused/Did not Help 5% 9% 3% 7% 2% 5% 10% 59%
Said would help but nothing happenned 41% 15% 21% -- 31% 42% 29% -
Told someone to help but nothing happenned 32% 30% 28% - 28% - 31% -
Problem resolved 17% 30% 36% 81% 31% 48% 26% 35%
Other/Don't Know 0% 12% 8% 10% 7% 3% 5% 0%

*For eviction/slum clearance, 79% of problem resolution consisted of the slum not being cleared, and 2% in restitution for slum clearing
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Table 7b: Help from Public Officials or Others

Hospital EWS Education

Ration Cards* Scheme Scheme Water**
Person who helped obtain services
No one 87% 97% 88% 89%
Elected Offical 2% 3% 13% 2%
Pradhan 7% - - 4%
Agent 1% - - 0%
Relative/Neighbor/Friend 3% - - 2%

* Who helped obtain a ration card
**Who helped restore water after it was turned off
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Appendix B: Audits Intervention Tables

TABLE 1—TOP LOCAL AREA DEVELOPMENT ISSUES: ACCESS, USAGE, AND QUALITY

Full Sample High Slum Index Low Slum Index

Percent Percent Percent
@ @ ©)
Panel A. Household Concerns with Sewage and Garbage
Sewage
Most problematic issue in this area 26% 30%*** 19%
Area in which the household has faced problems (last year) 70% T3%*** 65%
Area in which the community has faced problems (last year) 70% T3%*** 63%
Garbage
Most problematic issue in this area 14% 12%*** 17%
Area in which the household has faced problems (last year) 53% 50%0*** 58%
Avrea in which the community has faced problems (last year) 51% 48%*** 55%
Panel B. Access, Useage and Quality
Sewage
Toilets
Uses in-house latrine 36% 14%*** 1%
Uses public toilet 42% 6200*** 10%
Uses open land, gutter, or side of road for toilet 29% 40%*** 12%
Repots cleanliness of public toilet is "bad" 36% 38%p*** 22%
Drains
Open drain near house 75% 78%*** 71%
Wastewater drain in the floor 19% 13%*** 28%
No specific outlet for wastewater 47% 60%0*** 27%
Drain has been smelly or overflowing (if they have one) 90% 90% 89%
Garbage
MCD or private worker removes garbage 16% 8Yp*** 28%
Disposes of garbage at a collection point (dumpster) 38% 450p*** 27%
Dumps garbage in open land 42% 43%* 40%
Nearest dumpster emptied less than once a month 1% 2%p*** 1%

Notes: This table reports findings froma household survey of over 5,000 low income households living in and near slums
in a random sample of 107 wards. Slums areas were identified using a methodology based on the UN-HABITAT and
Indian census definitions of slums. First, using aerial photographs of Delhi from satellite imagery, we compiled a list of
potential slumareas based on housing density and appearance, complemented by Delhi government listings. This was
followed by field visits, in which an area was defined as having a high slumindexif it met at least five out of nine criteria
closely related to the census definition of slums. These criteria included high density of housing, poor quality housing
structure and material, lack of internal household infrastructure, poor road infrastructure, access to water and water
infrastructure, uncovered and unimproved drains, low coverage of private toilet facilities, high incidence of trash piles
and frequent cohabitation with animals. High indexslums are those that meet at least five of these criteria. Low index
slums are those that meet less than five of these criteria. Astericies denote significance for a t-test of the difference in
means between slumand non-slumareas. * p<0.10, ** p<0.05, *** p<0.01.



TABLE 2—DID REPORT CARDS INFLUENCE THE QUALITY OF TOILET PROVISION?

Potential Access Actual Access Quality Price Usage
Total Total Total open Total closed Fract. of Fract. of Fract. of s Fract. of toilets Price of Fra;t. of toilets No. of
. . . . useable  Facilities regularly . charging above Re.
toilets seats toilets toilets - closed toilets toilet people
toilets seats cleaned 1
@ (2 ©)] 4 O] (6) U] (8) 9 (10) (11 (12)
Panel A. Toilets: All

Treatment * Post -0.317** 1161 0.0897 0.604*** 00120  -0.181*** 00197  0.334*** 0.165 0.177* 0.170%* 0.183
(0157)  (1.639)  (0.0751) (0.200) (0.0198) (0.0536) (0.0343)  (0.106) (0.109) (0.0943) (0.0770) (1.850)
Post dummy 0.451%** 1542 0.0282 0.612%** 00118  0.181***  -000976  -0.214** -0.0748 0.203** 0.213%** 0.0141
(0.142)  (1.438)  (0.0590) (0.175) (0.0139) (0.0499) (0.0308)  (0.0798) (0.0840) (0.0829) (0.0657) (1.669)

Contrg!l:;?n”e'” the 2.761 22.99 1775 1.429 0.489 0.291 0.469 1978 0.744 1014 0.284 1438

Observations 951 951 %1 " 538 %1 " 515 951 951 538 a7 " 437 427

Panel B. Toilets: Male

Treatment * Post -0.150%*  0.790 0.0603 0312%** 000343  -0.0942%** 00172  0.444*** 0.136 -0.181 -0.187* 0.106
(0.0712)  (0.785)  (0.0473) (0.102) (0.0120) (0.0278) (0.0200)  (0.143) (0.113) (0.116) (0.101) (1.164)
Post dummy 0.148**  0.338 0.0704%  0.316%** -0.0210%** 00945***  -00261  -0.253** -0.0924 0.256%** 0.246%** -0.683
(0.0632)  (0.694)  (0.0384) (0.0899)  (0.00748)  (0.0261) (0.0171)  (0.108) (0.0870) (0.0889) (0.0870) (1.050)

Comrg;::?n”e'" the 1451 12.38 0.958 0.714 0.256 0.145 0.270 2139 0.740 1323 0433 8.394

Observations 951 951 o1 " 533 %1 " 515 951 951 529 427 427 427

Panel C. Toilets: Female

Treatment * Post -0.191*  0.306 000507  -0.202%** 000253  -0.0872***  0.0193 0.193 0.123 -0.218* 0.179%* 0.0772
(0.0991)  (0.971)  (0.0557) (0.0992)  (0.00810)  (0.0260) (0.0116)  (0.130) (0.106) (0.119) (0.0725) (0.938)

Post dummy 0.303***  1.204 0.0986* 0.296%** 000216  0.0869***  -000454  -0.201 -0.0478 0.186* 0.185%** 0.697
(0.0924)  (0.825)  (0.0517) (0.0854)  (0.00612)  (0.0240) (0.0107)  (0.124) (0.0852) (0.109) (0.0596) (0.868)

Co””g;:‘;?n”e'” the 1310 1061 0.817 0.714 0.233 0.145 0.199 1.806 0.771 0.721 0.136 5.986

Observations 951 951 o1 " 533 %1 " 515 951 951 527 a0 " 422 402

Notes: This table reports OLS estimates for a slum-level panel. All regressions include slumfixed effects and standard errors are clustered at the assembly constituency (AC) level. The

treatment variable takes the value 1 when either a ward councillor or a MLA receives a report card. The post dummy takes a value of 1 if the observation is in the midline or endline and is 0 in
the baseline. * p<0.10, ** p<0.05, *** p<0.01.
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TABLE 3—DID THE EFFECT OF REPORT CARDS ON THE QUALITY OF TOILET PROVISION DIFFER BY SLUM CHARACTERISTICS?

Fract. of open toilets Fract. of usable seats Facilities Fract. reqularly cleaned Price of toilet No. of people
Open def. Pub.toilet Opendef. Pub.toilet Opendef. Pub.toilet Opendef. Pub.toilet Opendef. Pub.toilet Opendef. Pub.toilet
@ (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) 9) (10) (11) (12)
Panel A. Toilets: All
Treatment * Post * High use -0.0440 0.0539 -0.0596 0.112* 0.0780 0.682** -0.125 0.0885 -0.153 0.789*** 8.500* 6.144
(0.0472) (0.0385) (0.0798) (0.0640) (0.344) (0.327) (0.227) (0.159) (0.190) (0.266) (4.374) (4.173)
Treatment * Post 0.0424 -0.00389 0.0736 -0.0131 0.294** -0.194 0.213 0.0795 -0.147 -0.900*** -3.380** -2.734%*
(0.0385) (0.0223) (0.0539) (0.0385) (0.137) (0.261) (0.145) (0.151) (0.1000) (0.296) (1.375) (1.055)
Post * High use -0.0172 -0.00114 0.0245 -0.0572 -0.209 -0.289 -0.0144 0.0309 0.112 -0.199 -7.716* -4.950
(0.0351) (0.0236) (0.0633) (0.0492) (0.287) (0.247) (0.154) (0.140) (0.162) (0.175) (4.121) (3.616)
Post dummy -0.0117 -0.0192 -0.0370 0.00743 -0.152 -0.0288 -0.0921 -0.125 0.167** 0.385** 3.078*** 2.250**
(0.0292) (0.0134) (0.0425) (0.0317) (0.108) (0.179) (0.0906) (0.120) (0.0806) (0.172) (1.145) (0.996)
Control mean in high usage areas , 7 0.830 0.543 0.760 2.248 2.480 0.788 0.780 1121 1.031 17.79 25.80
in the baseline
Observations 705 705 705 705 429 429 349 349 355 355 705 705
Panel B. Toilets: Male
Treatment * Post * High use -0.0381 -0.0154 -0.0548 0.0352 -0.0632 0.813*** -0.133 0.0242 -0.395* 0.711** 6.565*** 1.618
(0.0247) (0.0346) (0.0406) (0.0313) (0.428) (0.298) (0.210) (0.162) (0.198) (0.300) (2.430) (2.530)
Treatment * Post 0.0273 0.0184 0.0588* 0.0147 0.503** -0.152 0.182 0.100 -0.0331 -0.843** -2.893*** -0.801
(0.0177) (0.0258) (0.0329) (0.0235) (0.223) (0.251) (0.137) (0.156) (0.111) (0.343) (0.847) (0.521)
Post * High use 0.00836 0.0192 0.0410 -0.0152 -0.185 -0.319 -0.0252 0.0417 0.416*** -0.149 -5.384** -2.565
(0.0184) (0.0306) (0.0285) (0.0167) (0.337) (0.198) (0.153) (0.137) (0.130) (0.177) (2.300) (2.174)
Post dummy -0.0305** -0.0375* -0.0548** -0.0266 -0.214 -0.0558 -0.0987 -0.146 0.0908 0.412** 1.453** 0.365
(0.0143) (0.0220) (0.0263) (0.0178) (0.190) (0.169) (0.0909) (0.119) (0.0612) (0.202) (0.610) (0.392)
Control mean in high usage areas ) ,qq 0.422 0.310 0.420 2.448 2.703 0.785 0.778 1.258 1.330 10.83 14.49
in the baseline
Observations 705 705 705 705 426 426 349 349 350 350 705 705
Panel C. Toilets: Female
Treatment * Post * High use -0.0145 0.0286 0.00934 0.0623** 0.168 0.350 -0.139 0.0741 0.165 1.237*** 1.935 4.526**
(0.0211) (0.0182) (0.0308) (0.0276) (0.385) (0.347) (0.231) (0.175) (0.238) (0.280) (2.466) (2.142)
Treatment * Post 0.0151 -0.00522 0.0278 -0.000827 0.113 -0.0776 0.178 0.0500 -0.321** -1.316*** -0.488 -1.933**
(0.0145)  (0.00818)  (0.0189) (0.0119) (0.253) (0.242) (0.145) (0.172) (0.132) (0.301) (1.094) (0.778)
Post * High use -0.00991 -0.00109 -0.0218 -0.0375 -0.149 -0.0902 0.0102 0.0253 -0.265 -0.511** -2.332 -2.385
(0.0165) (0.0151) (0.0233) (0.0254) (0.348) (0.267) (0.161) (0.175) (0.214) (0.198) (2.283) (1.956)
Post dummy 0.00313 -0.000962 -0.00409 0.00709 -0.159 -0.161 -0.0833 -0.1000 0.315** 0.625*** 1.625* 1.885**
(0.0114)  (0.00628)  (0.0144) (0.0103) (0.226) (0.148) (0.0950) (0157) 7 (0.123) (0.157) (0.931) (0.789)
Control mean in high usage areas , 7 0.409 0.233 0.340 2,032 2.248 0.794 0.784 0.984 0.731 6.966 1131
in the baseline
Observations 705 705 705 705 424 424 333 333 347 347 705 705

Notes: T his table reports OLS estimates for a slum-level panel. All regressions include slum fixed effects and the standard errors are clustered at the assembly constituency (AC) level. The treatment variable takes the
value 1 when either a ward councillor or a MLA receives a report card. The post dummy takes a value of 1 if the observation is in the midline or endline and is 0 in the baseline. High use is a dummy that takes the value
of 1 if usage is above the median. The median usage of open defecation is 16.67% and the median usage of public toilets is 28.57%. * p<0.10, ** p<0.05, *** p<0.01.



TABLE 4—DID REPORT CARDS INFLUENCE THE QUALITY OF GARBAGE SERVICES?

Total Fraction of dhalaos
Dhalaos With a With .
Dhalaos Bins with at least proper Overflowing Regularly complete W!th prc_)per
. cleaned . disposing
one hin structure details
1) 2 ©) @ 5) (6) 0] (8)
Panel A. Basic Treatment Effects
Treatment * Post -0.0903 -0.0443 -0.0753 -0.251 -0.269** -0.00203 -0.123 -0.0910
(0.0634)  (0.173) (0.0521) (0.210) (0.106) (0.112) (0.108) (0.176)
Post dummy 0.218*** -0.155 0.0915* 0.847*** 0.401*** -0.0612 0.180* 0.337*
(0.0550)  (0.161)  (0.0523) (0.185) (0.0942) (0.111)  (0.0967) (0.178)
Control mean in the 0437 0704 0.155 0.747 0.687 0407 0820 0.220
baseline
Observations 951 951 951 322 322 322 322 322
Panel B. Heterogeneity Analysis
Treatment * Post * High 0.0317 -0.174 -0.0483 -0.398 0.0819 0.977*** -0.222 0.215
(0157)  (0.443) (0.106) (0.388) (0.404) (0232)  (0.164) (0.780)
Treatment * Post -0.0665 -0.0381 -0.0368 -0.0192 -0.308 -0.894***  0.0769 -0.346
(0.0744)  (0.0926) (0.0299) (0.284) (0.371) (0.185) (0.106) (0.734)
Post * High Use 0.172 -0.134 0.114 -0.173 -0.0822 -0.772%** 0.209 -0.0733
(0.129)  (0.324) (0.0934) (0.229) (0.394) (0.136) (0.128) (0.770)
Post dummy 0.125* -0.0417 0.0208 1.000%** 0.500 0.625***  1.60e-15 0.500
(0.0699)  (0.0648) (0.0209)  (0.000000103) (0.361) (0.0903)  (3.16e-08) (0.722)
Control mean in high
usage areas in the 0.649 1.027 0.216 0.614 0.640 0.430 0.789 0.158
baseline
Observations 705 705 705 242 242 242 242 242

Notes: This table reports OLS estimates for a slum-level panel. All regressions include slumfixed effects and standard errors are
clustered at the assembly constituency (AC) level. The treatment variable takes the value 1 when either a ward councillor ora MLA
receives a report card. The post dummy takes a value of 1 if the observation is in the midline or endline and is 0 in the baseline. In
Panel B, we examine variation by usage of dhalao as reported in the household survey. High use is a dummy that takes the value of
1if dhalao usage is above the median (29.17%). * p<0.10, ** p<0.05, *** p<0.01.
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TABLE 5—DID REPORT CARDS HAVE SPILLOVER EFFECTS ON THE QUALITY
OF DRAIN PROVISION?
Fract. of drains Fract. of drains with  Frequency

clogged proper disposing  of cleaning
@) @ (©)
Panel A. Basic Treatment Effects
Treatment -0.0750 0.146 -8.467
(0.130) (0.154) (7.205)
Post dummy 0.0750 -0.200 1.667
(0.0924) (0.146) (4.796)
Control mean in the baseline 0.375 0.250 51.67
Observations 132 132 95
Panel B. Heterogeneity Analysis
Treatment * Post * High access -0.102 -0.259 -13.71
(0.249) (0.303) (12.61)
Treatment * Post 0.0417 0.250 -3.750
(0.155) (0.282) (8.544)
Post * High access 0.352* 0.159 15.89*
(0.183) (0.288) (8.444)
Post dummy -0.125 -0.250 -7.000
(0.110) (0.272) (5.837)
Control mean in high _access areas in 0.409 0.0909 48.79
the baseline
Observations 104 104 77

Notes: This table reports the results for a slum-level OLS panel. All regressions include
slumfixed effects and standard errors are clustered by assembly constituencies (ACs).
There were only two rounds of drain audits: Audits Round 2, therefore, serves as the drain
baseline and Audits Round 3 serves as the drain endline. The treatment variable takes the
value 1 when either a ward councillor or a MLA receives a report card. The post dummy
takes a value of 1 if the observation is in the endline (Round 3) and is 0 in the baseline
(Round 2). In Panel B, we examine variation by the access to a drain, as reported in the
household survey. High access is a dummy that takes the value of 1in slums where the
average number of people reporting that there is a drain nearby is above the median
(86.67%). * p<0.10, ** p<0.05, *** p<0.01.



APPENDIX TABLE 1—RANDOMIZATION CHECK

Treatment Mean of Control P-value of joint Councillor MLA Report  Councillor and MLA Mean of P-value of joint
Group significance test ~ Report Card Card Report Card Control Group significance test
@) (2 ©) (4) (5) (6) U] (8) (9) (10)
Panel A. Toilets
Total toilets -0.431 2.761 317 0.370 -0.572 -0.341 0.144 2.871 308 0.671
(0.477) 467y " (0.594) (0.688) (0.832) (0570 "
Total seats -2.112 22.99 317" 0.647 1.834 -1.229 -11.41 23.92 308 " 0.207
(4.582) @22 7 (7.050) (7.279) (9.691) (5.084) "

Total open toilets -0.303 1.775 317" 0.333 -0.261 -0.106 -0.352 1.806 308 " 0.332
(0.310) (0.297) (0.398) (0.476) (0.584) (0.350)

Total closed toilets 0.259 1.429 "174 " 0.596 -0.00857 -0.0527 0.714 1535 169 7 0.742
(0.486) (0.429) (0.518) (0.523) (0.825) (0.436)

Fract. of open toilets -0.139 0.489 317" 0.124 -0.123 -0.0934 0.0624 0474 308" 0.278
(0.0889) (0.0888) (0.0690) (0.0988) (0.0996) (0.0816)

Fract. of closed toilets 0.0195 0.291 174" 0.833 -0.0272 0.00371 0.0177 0316 "69" 0.964
(0.0924) (0.0895) (0.0971) (0.100) (0.129) (0.0906)

Fract. of useable seats -0.136 0.469 3177 0.0613 -0.0960 -0.121 0.100 0449 308" 0.308
(0.0709) (0.0720) (0.0523) (0.0831) (0.0957) (0.0680)

Facilities -0.303 1.978 "174 " 0.236 0.0956 -0.389 -0.225 1954  "169 " 0.143
(0.252) (0.237) (0.334) (0.321) (0.485) (0.261)

Fract. of toilets cleaned regulary -0.109 0.744 VTR 0.227 -0.267 -0.115 0.170 0819  M39" 00829
(0.0887) (0.0722) (0.111) (0.0848) (0.154) (0.0582)

Price of toilet 0.0366 1.014 fa1" 0.732 0.217 -0.0845 -0.222 1040 136" 0.140
(0.106) (0.0861) (0.118) (0.119) (0.270) (0.0704)

Fract. of toilets charging above Re. 1 0.0311 0.284 F144 " 0.634 0.0868 -0.0289 -0.0173 0290 397 0732
(0.0648) (0.0406) (0.0971) (0.0815) (0.159) (0.0421)

No. of people -2.897 14.38 317" 0.302 -2.056 -0.445 -4.303 1435 308" 0.127
(2.780) (2.740) (3.448) (4.095) (4.746) (3.105)

Notes: Each row is the regression results of the characteristics in the title column. Columns (1)-(4) report results for "Any Treatment," which is defined where either a ward councilor or a MLA receives a
report card and columns (5)-(10) report results for councillor-specific and MLA-specific report cards. Columns (4) and (10) report the p-values of the joint significance of the treatment variables.
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APPENDIX TABLE 1 CONT'D—RANDOMIZATION CHECK

Treatment Mean of Control FT'VE_iIfJe of joint Councillor MLA Report  Councillor and MLA Mean of P--vglye of joint
Group significance test  Report Card Card Report Card Control Group significance test
1) (2) 3) (4) (5) (6) () (8) (9) (10)
Panel B. Garbage
Total dhalaos 0.0349 0.437 317 0.624 0.113 0.0106 -0.0793 0.419 308 0.746
(0.0708) (0.0550) " (0.106) (0.106) (0.155) (0.0685) "
Total bins -0.111 0.704 317" 0.651 0.105 -0.00677 -0.216 0.597 308" 0951
(0.243) ©217) " (0.314) (0.303) (0.448) (0214 *
Total dhalaos with at least one bin 0.00361 0.155 317" 0.945 0.0788 0.0310 -0.137 0.129 3087 0634
(0.0518) (0.0443) (0.0803) (0.0759) (0.108) (0.0445)
Fract. of dhalaos with a proper structure 0.0479 0.747 108 " 0.782 0.139 0.0425 -0.355 0783 103" 0231
(0.172) (0.156) (0.192) (0.180) (0.253) (0.148)
Fract. of overflowing dhalaos 0.0422 0.687 "08 " 0.738 0.00546 0.0744 0.0618 0658  "03" 0.643
(0.125) (0.0957) (0.133) (0.161) (0.154) (0.106)
Fract. of dhalaos cleaned regularly -0.127 0.407 108 " 0.260 " -0.0635 -0.150 0.0349 0408 03" 0598
(0.111) (0.102) (0.133) (0.143) (0.169) (0.118)
Fract. of dhalaos with complete details -0.118 0.820 108 " 0.260 -0.154 -0.00776 0.107 0775 03" 0.638
(0.104) (0.0778) (0.140) (0.149) (0.192) (0.0980)
Fract. of dhalaos with proper disposing 0.141 0.220 108 " 0.120 0.247 0.161 -0.264 0175 03"  0.0679
(0.0890) (0.0796) (0.0929) (0.0955) (0.126) (0.0695)
Panel C. Drains
Fract. of drains clogged 0.125 0.375 66 0.414 0.360 0.291 -0.608 0.265 64 0.113
(0.151) 0119 " (0.171) (0.165) (0.257) (0.0978) "
" Fract. of drains with proper disposing -0.152 0.250 66 0.278 -0.232 -0.155 0.170 0.294 64 " 0.445
(0.138) (0.132) (0.149) (0.173) (0.185) (0.145)
r Frequency of cleaning 4675 51.67 60 " 0.126 6.896 5.833 -6.470 5010 "s58 " 0.246
(2.976) (2.879) (3.301) (4.981) (5.669) (3.730)
Panel D. Slum characteristics in household survey
Open defecation (High use dummy) 0.00160 0.475 235 0.987 0.0261 -0.0727 0.0666 0.491 227 0.814
(0.0989) (0.0897) " (0.112) (0.118) (0.175) (0.0894) "
Usage of public toilets (High use dummy) -0.108 0.574 235" 0.217 -0.152 -0.0476 0.0398 0.585 27" 0.297
(0.0866) (0.0s04) " (0.0906) (0.116) (0.147) (0.0830) "
Usage of dhalao (High use dummy) 0.125 0.410 235 " 0.165 0.0827 0.133 -0.118 0.434 2277 0631
(0.0886) (00823 " (0.0936) (0.103) (0.146) (0.0794) "
Access to drain (High access dummy) -0.147 0.607 235" 0.0406 -0.156 -0.100 -0.00471 0.623 21" 0.0519
(0.0699) (0.0572) (0.0685) (0.105) (0.132) (0.0615)

Notes: Each row is the regression results of the characteristics in the title column. Columns (1)-(4) report results for "Any Treatment," which is defined where either a ward councilor or a MLA receives a
report card and columns (5)-(10) report results for councillor-specific and MLA-specific report cards. Columns (4) and (10) report the p-values of the joint significance of the treatment variables.
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APPENDIX TABLE 2—DID THE EFFECT OF REPORT CARDS ON THE QUALITY OF TOILET PROVISION DIFFER BY LEVEL OF POLITICIAN?

Potential Access Actual Access Quality Price Usage
_ Total  Total open Total Fract. of Fract. of Fract. of o Fract. of toilets Price of Fract. of leets No. of
Total toilets seats toilets closed open toilets closed useable  Facilities regularly toilet charging people
toilets toilets seats cleaned above Re. 1
@) (2 ) 4 ©) (6) () 8 9) (10) (11) (12)
Panel A. Toilets: All
Councilor Report Card * Post -0.166 0.664 0.0844 -0.440 0.0171 -0.176** 0.0569 0.282** 0.304* -0.105 -0.0997 0.147
(0.218) (2.523) (0.0881) (0.312) (0.0229) (0.0714) (0.0522) (0.137) (0.161) (0.105) (0.0848) (2.281)
MLA Report Card * Post -0.242 2.343 0.150 -0.531** 0.0332 -0.167** 0.0328  0.487*** 0.111 -0.101 -0.141 0.400
(0.169) (2326)  (0.110) (0.217) (0.0238) (0.0636) (0.0365)  (0.134) (0.104) (0.118) (0.0890) (2.033)
Councilor * MLA * Post 0.0141 -3.405 -0.155 0.244 -0.0399 0.151* -0.0998 -0.370 -0.117 -0.176 -0.0308 -0.0401
(0.257) (2.958) (0.161) (0.387) (0.0411) (0.0813) (0.0664) (0.231) (0.237) (0.238) (0.167) (2.661)
Post dummy 0.387** 1.492 -2.60e-16  0.558*** -0.0216 0.176*** -0.0187  -0.282*** -0.126 0.196* 0.203*** -0.290
(0.149) (1.559) (0.0599) (0.207) (0.0132) (0.0617) (0.0302) (0.0974) (0.0888) (0.0972) (0.0716) (1.785)
Control mean in the baseline 2.871 23.92 1.806 1535 0.474 0.316 0.449 1.954 0.819 1.040 0.290 14.35
Observations 924 924 w4 " s 924 " 500 924 521 412 " 420 412 924
Panel B. Toilets: Male
Councilor Report Card * Post -0.0560 0.766 0.0806 -0.238 0.0105 -0.0933** 0.0392 0.495** 0.315* -0.0385 -0.0768 0.0778
(0.101) (1.355)  (0.0639)  (0.156) (0.0151) (0.0369) (0.0310)  (0.202) (0.162) (0.127) (0.114) (1417)
MLA Report Card * Post -0.111 1.506 0.0906 -0.273** 0.00173 -0.0864** 0.0159  0.539*** 0.0497 -0.108 -0.147 0.121
(0.0766) (1.006) (0.0620) (0.112) (0.0161) (0.0334) (0.0220) (0.160) (0.103) (0.137) (0.121) (1.211)
Councilor * MLA * Post -0.0627 -2.412 -0.156* 0.136 -0.0177 0.0795* -0.0602 -0.380 -0.0786 -0.250 -0.0541 0.0599
(0.118) (1.491) (0.0841) (0.194) (0.0254) (0.0418) (0.0387) (0.286) (0.215) (0.266) (0.216) (1.650)
Post dummy 0.121* 0.234 -0.0806*  0.291***  -0,0200**  0.0922*** -0.0266  -0.355*** -0.147 0.228** 0.215** -0.766
(0.0669) (0.776) (0.0463) (0.107) (0.00890) (0.0326) (0.0179) (0.107) (0.0912) (0.0922) (0.0928) (1.125)
Control mean in the baseline 1.500 12.92 0.968 0.767 0.242 0.158 0.255 2.163 0.814 1.357 0.436 8.306
Observations 924 924 4 " s 24 " 500 924 512 412 " 410 412 924

Notes: This table reports OLS estimates for a slum-level panel. All regressions include slum fixed effects and standard errors are clustered at the assembly constituency (AC) level. The effect
of a politician-specific treatment is examined and the Councillor/MLA treatment dummy take the value 1 when the Councillor/MLA receives a report card. The post dummy takes a value of 1
if the observation is in the midline or endline and is 0 in the baseline. * p<0.10, ** p<0.05, *** p<0.01.
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APPENDIX TABLE 2 CONT'D—DID THE EFFECT OF REPORT CARDS ON THE QUALITY OF TOILET PROVISION DIFFER BY POLITICIAN?

Potential Access Actual Access Quality Price Usage
_ Total  Total open Total Fract. of Fract. of Fract. of . Fract. of toilets Price of Fract. of F0|Iets No. of
Total toilets seats toilets closed open toilets closed useable  Facilities regularly toilet charging people
toilets toilets seats cleaned above Re. 1
@ (2 ©) &) ©) (6) 0] (8) 9 (10) (11) (12)
Panel C. Toilets: Female

Councilor Report Card * Post -0.110 -0.102 0.00377 -0.202 0.00658 -0.0829** 0.0304 0.0349 0.262 -0.203 -0.128 0.0696
(0.131) (1.309) (0.0569) (0.156) (0.00899) (0.0347) (0.0214) (0.131) (0.162) (0.132) (0.0837) (1.079)

MLA Report Card * Post -0.131 0.837 0.0594 -0.258** 0.00650 -0.0802** 0.0296* 0.316** 0.0607 -0.155 -0.182** 0.279
(0.115) (1471)  (0.0844)  (0.106)  (0.00957)  (0.0306) (0.0156)  (0.142) (0.0980) (0.136) (0.0690) (1.220)
Councilor * MLA * Post -0.0102 -1.225 -0.0858 0.109 -0.00754 0.0717* -0.0670** -0.209 -0.0852 -0.0382 0.0492 -0.100
(0.145) (1.708) (0.0883) (0.194) (0.0149) (0.0399) (0.0278) (0.269) (0.225) (0.233) (0.138) (1.378)

Post dummy 0.266** 1.258 0.0806 0.267** -0.00156 0.0835*** -0.00476 -0.200 -0.0929 0.199 0.190*** 0.476
(0.0999)  (0.901)  (0.0545)  (0.100)  (0.00577)  (0.0294) (0.0118)  (0.124) (0.0900) (0.127) (0.0604) (0.961)

Control mean in the baseline 1371 11 0.839 0.767 0.232 0.158 0.195 1.736 0.827 0.720 0.141 6.048

Observations 924 924 o4 " 521 924 7 500 924 511 390 " 406 390 924

Notes: This table reports OLS estimates for a slum-level panel. All regressions include slum fixed effects and standard errors are clustered at the assembly constituency (AC) level. The effect
of a politician-specific treatment is examined and the Councillor/MLA treatment dummy take the value 1 when the Councillor/MLA receives a report card. The post dummy takes a value of 1
if the observation is in the midline or endline and is 0 in the baseline. * p<0.10, ** p<0.05, *** p<0.01.
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APPENDIX TABLE 3—DID THE EFFECT OF REPORT CARDS ON THE QUALITY OF GARBAGE SERVICES DIFFER BY LEVEL OF POLITICIAN?

Total Fraction of dhalaos
Dhalaos with at ~ With a proper Regularly With complete With proper

Dhalaos Bins . Overflowing . . .
least one bin structure cleaned details disposing

@) &) ) @ ©) (6) () ©)
Councilor Report Card * Post -0.0720 -0.133 -0.0809* -0.162 -0.0487 -0.0272 0.0140 -0.187
(0.0667) (0.204) (0.0478) (0.281) (0.1049) (0.123) (0.132) (0.151)
MLA Report Card * Post -0.0194 0.147 -0.0134 -0.115 -0.302** 0.158 -0.0808 0.0551
(0.0869) (0.209) (0.0518) (0.252) (0.132) (0.133) (0.119) (0.192)

Councilor * MLA * Post 0.0379 0.247 0.104 0.237 0.0354 0.0179 -0.0771 " 0.122
(0.0960) (0.285) (0.0627) (0.348) (0.136) (0.175) (0.160) (0.192)
Post dummy 0.169***  -0.282** 0.0484 0.705*** 0.350*** -0.154 0.124 0.295*
(0.0556) (0.136) (0.0426) (0.223) (0.104) (0.118) (0.103) (0.168)

Control mean in the baseline 0.419 0.597 0.129 0.783 0.658 0.408 0.775 0.175

Observations 924 924 924 307 307 307 307 307

Notes: This table reports OLS estimates for a slum-level panel. All regressions include slum fixed effects and standard errors are clustered at the assembly
constituency (AC) level. The effect of a politician-specific treatment is examined and the Councillor/MLA treatment dummy takes the value of 1 when the
Councillor/MLA receives a report card. The post dummy takes a value of 1 if the observation is in the midline or endline and is 0 in the baseline. * p<0.10, ** p<0.05,
*Kxx

p<0.01.



APPENDIX TABLE 4— HOW WERE REPORTED PROBLEMS AFFECTED BY USAGE?

Panel A. Toilets

An area in which

The most the HH has the .
roblematic faced community
Fraction of HH that report sewage as: p . has faced
issue in the problems over
problems over
area the last year
the last year
@ () ©)
Above median open defecation 0.032 0.017 0.018
(0.033) (0.034) (0.035)
Constant 0.249*** 0.680*** 0.670***
(0.019) (0.025) (0.026)
Above median usage of public toilets 0.110*** 0.066* 0.072**
(0.031) (0.034) (0.036)
Constant 0.209*** 0.655*** 0.643***
(0.028) (0.030) (0.032)
Observations 235 235 235
Panel B. Garbage
An area in which
the
The most the HH has .
roblematic faced community
Fraction of HH that report garbage as: p . has faced
issue in the problems over
problems over
area the last year
the last year
@) (2) ©)
Above median usage of dhalaos -0.033 -0.071* -0.068*
(0.023) (0.038) (0.035)
Constant 0.146*** 0.585*** 0.555***
(0.022) (0.029) (0.028)
Observations 235 235 235
Panel C. Drains
An area in which
the
The most the HH has .
roblematic faced community
Fraction of HH that report sewage as: p . has faced
issue in the problems over
problems over
area the last year
the last year
@ (2) ©)
Above median access to drains 0.036 0.075** 0.071**
(0.034) (0.033) (0.032)
Constant 0.246*** 0.651%** 0.644***
(0.025) (0.027) (0.028)
Observations 235 235 235

Notes: This table reports OLS estimates for a slum-level cross section. Standard errors
are clustered at the assembly constituency (AC) level. The above median variables are
dummies that take the value of 1 if the access/usage in those slums is above the median.
The median usage of open defecation is 16.67%, the median usage of public toilets is
28.57%, the median usage of dhalaos is 29.17%, and the median drain access (people
reporting that there is a drain nearby) is 86.67%. * p<0.10, ** p<0.05, *** p<0.01.



APPENDIX TABLE 4—ROBUSTNESS CHECKS FOR TOILETS

Fract. of open toilets Fract. of usable seats Facilities Fract. reqularly cleaned Price of toilet No. of people
Open def.  Pub.toilet Opendef. Pub.toilet Opendef. Pub.toilet Opendef. Pub.toilet Opendef. Pub.toilet Opendef. Pub. toilet
@) @ ©)] @ (O] © @ @®) © (10) (11) (12)
Panel A. Toilets: All
Treatment * Post * High use  -0.0630 0.0601 -0.118 0.0734 -0.0239 0.588 -0.133 0.109 -0.229 0.764* 8.794* 6.955
(0.0555) (0.0511) (0.0843) (0.0875) (0.360) (0.374) (0.229) (0.211) (0.199) (0.413) (5.081) (6.349)
Treatment * POSU™ SUM g yaa1 000287 0.0362¢** 00174 0130 00700 000741  -000780 00959%** 000713  -0316 -0.444

characteristics
(0.00867) (0.0107) (0.0127) (0.0180) (0.0618) (0.0674) (0.0445) (0.0604) (0.0317) (0.0642) (1.027) (1.392)

Treatment * Post 000915 000860  -0.0966  -0.0878 -0.452 -0.554 0.169 0110  -0.713*** -0.834***  -1653 -0.721
(0.0402)  (0.0466)  (0.0880)  (0.0952)  (0.360) (0.360) (0.229) (0.231) (0.164) (0.228) (5.131) (5.884)

High use * Post 00235  -00082 00622 -0.0198 -0.126 00824  -0.0207 0.0120 0117 -0.321 -8.652* -6.569
(0.0348)  (0.0328)  (0.0604)  (0.0607)  (0.304) (0.235) (0.157) (0.190) (0.162) (0.268) 4.802) (5.698)

Slumcharacteristics * Post ~ 0.00429 000321  -0.0256**  -00169  -0.113**  -0111**  0.0104 000722  -0.00901  0.0470 0.637 0.734
(0.00404)  (0.00738)  (0.0106)  (0.0155)  (0.0552)  (0.0479)  (0.0388)  (0.0513)  (0.0303)  (0.0563)  (0.976) (1.321)

Post dummy -0.0326 -0.0330 0.0880 0.0804 0.500 0493 -0.154 -0.154 0.220 0.197 -0.0269 -0.911

(00341)  (0.0394)  (0.0864)  (0.0919)  (0.305) (0.310) (0.201) (0.210) (0.146) (0.128) (4.969) (5.688)

Control mean in high usage
areas in the baseline
Observations 705 705 705 705 429 429 349 349 355 355 705 705
Notes: This table reports OLS estimates for a slum-level panel. All regressions include slum fixed effects and the standard errors are clustered at the assembly constituency (AC) level. The treatment variable
takes the value of 1 when either a Ward Councillor or a M LA receives a report card. The post dummy takes a value of 1 if the observation is in the midline or endline and is 0 in the baseline. High use is a
dummy that takes the value of 1 if usage is above the median. The median usage of open defecation is 16.67% and the median usage of public toilets is 28.57%. The slum characteristics are the number of slum
criteria observed by the auditor in the slum (out of nine). These nine criteria are closely related to the census definition of slums and include high density of housing, poor quality housing structure and
material, lack of internal household infrastructure, poor road infrastructure, access to water and water infrastructure, uncovered and unimproved drains, low coverage of private toilet facilities, high incidence of
trash piles and frequent cohabitation with animals. * p<0.10, ** p<0.05, *** p<0.01.

0.557 0.830 0.543 0.760 2.248 2.480 0.788 0.780 1121 1.031 17.79 25.80
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APPENDIX TABLE 4 CONT'D—ROBUSTNESS CHECKS FOR TOILETS

Fract. of open toilets Fract. of usable seats Facilities Fract. reqularly cleaned Price of toilet No. of people
Open def. Pub.toilet Opendef. Pub.toilet Opendef. Pub.toilet Opendef. Pub.toilet Opendef. Pub.toilet Opendef. Pub.toilet
1) (2 3 (4) ©) (6) 0] (8 9 (10) (11) (12)
Panel B. Toilets: Male
Treatment * Post * High use -0.0272 0.0107 -0.0723 0.0362 -0.203 0.676* -0.127 0.0996 -0.495** 0.540 7.989%** 3.016
(0.0208)  (0.0282)  (0.0455)  (0.0418) (0.427) (0.373) (0.210) (0.207) (0.217) (0.480) (2.865) (3.727)
* *
Treatment * POSL* Slum o e o017 00103  -0.000695 0.169*** 00888 00120 -00265  0134*** 00505 -0.961* -0.698

characteristics
(0.01012) (0.00831) (0.00775)  (0.00957) (0.0479) (0.0677) (0.0450) (0.0605) (0.0448) (0.0831) (0.541) (0.744)

Treatment * Post 0.0699 0.0687 0.0113 0.0180 -0.463 -0.593* 0.253 0202  -0.825%** -1000%** 1778 2.295
(0.0557)  (0.0538)  (0.0506)  (0.0539)  (0.347) (0.337) (0.236) (0.241) (0.260) (0.336) (2.543) (2.982)

High use * Post -000819  -0.00570  0.0495%  -00187  -00905  -00944  -00362 0000327  0445*** 0117  -6.764**  -4.655
(00189)  (0.0201)  (0.0264)  (0.0247)  (0.339) (0.228) (0.157) (0.186) (0.136) (0.339) (2.703) (3.344)

Slum characteristics * Post ~ 0.0113 00113  -000573 000159  -0.127*** -0.121***  0.0182 0.0158 00553  -0.0125 0.938* 0.947
(0.00922)  (0.00740)  (0.00552)  (0.00823)  (0.0364)  (0.0420)  (0.0389)  (0.0513)  (0.0407)  (0.0765)  (0.488) (0.697)

Post dummy 00853  -00861  -00268  -00334  0520%*  (512** -0.206 -0.209 0.419* 0.462* -3.122 3714

(00541)  (0.0516)  (0.0478)  (0.0508)  (0.243) (0.245) (0.207) (0.215) (0.243) (0.250) (2.388) (2.812)

Control mean in high usage

) _ 0.286 0422 0.310 0.420 2448 2.703 0.785 0.778 1.258 1330 1083 14.49
areas in the baseline
Observations 705 705 705 705 426 426 349 349 350 350 705 705
Panel C. Toilets: Female
Treatment * Post * High use  -0.0230 0.0311 200124 0.0480 0.168 0.434 20,150 0.0886 00580  1237*** 0805 3.940
(0.0234)  (0.0264)  (0.0323)  (0.0368)  (0.416) (0.403) (0.234) (0.214) (0.248) (0.384) (2.763) (2.954)
Treatment* Post* Slum 5 yy053 0000678  0.0131%* 000639 0.0211 -0.0103 00116  -0.00286  0117***  -0,0283 0.645 0.255

characteristics
(0.00322) (0.00487) (0.00595) (0.00694) (0.0862) (0.0807) (0.0544) (0.0686) (0.0402) (0.0563) (0.630) (0.750)

Treatment * Post 000294  -0.00287  -00336  -0.0283 00225 -0.0892 0.110 00552  -1.003*** -1.133***  -3431 -3.015
(00152)  (0.0181)  (0.0231)  (0.0241)  (0.380) (0.387) (0.299) (0.297) (0.206) (0.247) (3.229) (3.497)

High use * Post 00101 000102  -0.00913 " -0.0241 -0.125 -0.0123 0.0107 0.0394 0261  -0.668***  -1.889 -1.914
(00174  (0.0192)  (0.0245)  (0.0241)  (0.379) (0.257) (0.163) (0.201) (0.213) (0.190) (2.490) (2.687)

Slum characteristics * Post ~ 0.000150  -0.000958  -0.00860  -0.00610  -0.0423  -00500  -0.00138  -0.00637  -0.0101 0.0717 -0.302 -0.213
(0.00230)  (0.00323)  (0.00573)  (0.00410)  (0.0799)  (0.0617)  (0.0503)  (0.0587)  (0.0407)  (0.0470)  (0.600) 0.722)

Post dummy 000239 000316  0.0378* 0.0334 0.0921 0.0887 -0.0749 -0.0720 0.377* 0.300* 3.095 2.802

(00136)  (0.0160)  (0.0220)  (0.0201)  (0.336) (0.360) (0.285) (0.291) (0.196) (0.173) (3.185) (3.435)

Control mean in high usage
areas in the baseline
Observations 705 705 705 705 424 424 333 333 347 347 705 705

0.271 0.409 0.233 0.340 2.032 2.248 0.794 0.784 0.984 0.731 6.966 1131

Notes: This table reports OLS estimates for a slum-level panel. All regressions include slum fixed effects and the standard errors are clustered at the assembly constituency (AC) level. The treatment variable
takes the value of 1 when either a Ward Councillor or a M LA receives a report card. The post dummy takes a value of 1 if the observation is in the midline or endline and is 0 in the baseline. High use is a
dummy that takes the value of 1 if usage is above the median. The median usage of open defecation is 16.67% and the median usage of public toilets is 28.57%. The slum characteristics are the number of slum
criteria observed by the auditor in the slum (out of nine). These nine criteria are closely related to the census definition of slums and include high density of housing, poor quality housing structure and
material, lack of internal household infrastructure, poor road infrastructure, access to water and water infrastructure, uncovered and unimproved drains, low coverage of private toilet facilities, high incidence of
trash piles and frequent cohabitation with animals. * p<0.10, ** p<0.05, *** p<0.01.



APPENDIX TABLE 5—ROBUSTNESS CHECKS FOR GARBAGE

Total Fraction of dhalaos
. Dhalaos with at Wwith a Overflowin  Regularly With complete With proper
Dhalaos Bins . proper . . .
least one bin g cleaned details disposing
structure
)] (2 (O] @ ) (6) (7 @
Treatment * Post * High use 0.0464 -0.136 -0.0260 -0.331 0.188 0.717%** -0.262 0.0775
(0.153) (0.469) (0.0985) (0.438) (0.422) (0.263) (0.195) (0.808)
Treatment * Post * Slum characteristics -0.0118 -0.0488 -0.0246 0.0496 0.0448 -0.153*** -0.0236 -0.111
(0.0274) (0.109) (0.0200) (0.102) (0.0539) (0.0423) (0.0425) (0.0911)
Treatment * Post -0.00739 0.201 0.0848 -0.377 -0.684 0.276 0.257 0.441
(0.148) (0.530) (0.113) (0.832) (0.556) (0.416) (0.325) (1.022)
High use * Post 0.150 -0.138 0.0997 -0.234 -0.191 -0.520%** 0.247 0.0482
(0.125) (0.347) (0.0841) (0.301) (0.415) (0.162) (0.180) (0.800)
Slum characteristics * Post 0.0224 0.00356 0.0143 -0.0300 -0.0540 0.125%** 0.0190 0.0604
(0.0246) (0.102) (0.0203) (0.0863) (0.0484) (0.0363) (0.0377) (0.0766)
Post dummy 0.0140 -0.0593 -0.0503 1.240* 0.932* -0.374 -0.152 0.0171
(0.136) (0.495) (0.112) (0.690) (0.531) (0.304) (0.301) (0.950)
Control mean '”g;'g;iszage areasinthe  gpq 1.027 0216 0.614 0.640 0430 0.789 0.158
Observations 705 705 705 242 242 242 242 242

Notes: This table reports OLS estimates for a slum-level panel. All regressions include slum fixed effects and the standard errors are clustered at the
assembly constituency (AC) level. The treatment variable takes the value of 1 when either a ward councillor or a MLA receives a report card. The post
dummy takes a value of 1 if the observation is in the midline or endline and is 0 in the baseline. High use is a dummy that takes the value of 1 if dhalao
usage is above the median (29.17%). The slum characteristics variable is the number of slum criteria observed by the auditor in the slum (out of nine).
These nine criteria are closely related to the Census definition of slums and include high density of housing, poor quality housing structure and material,
lack of internal household infrastructure, poor road infrastructure, access to water and water infrastructure, uncovered and unimproved drains, low
coverage of private toilet facilities, high incidence of trash piles and frequent cohabitation with animals. * p<0.10, ** p<0.05, *** p<0.01.
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Executive summary
Does poor information explain the low quality of public service provision in low-income
democracies? Are poor citizens constrained by a lack of information from using their vote to elect
politicians who are less corrupt, more competent at delivering services, or both? And are elected
politicians constrained from exercising their oversight, and often executive, powers to improve
the quality of public amenities due to a similar lack of information? This report examines field
experiments Delhi, India that attempt to answer these questions.

In this report, we report on a multi-year report card intervention in Delhi which sought to improve
public service delivery in slums and help slum-dwellers to be better at holding politicians
electorally accountable. Our experiment was designed to examine the impact of different types of
interventions aimed at municipal ward councillors. Midterm and pre-election newspaper report
cards provided voters with information on councillor spending decisions and committee
attendance. Councillors knew up to two years in advance that report cards would be released. We
find that councillors react by directing more spending towards slum relevant categories — toilets,
drains and removal of debris. These increases appear to have come at the expense of spending on
roads, “materials” and trucking. Parties, in turn, reacted favourably -- councillors that received
report cards were more likely to get party tickets to re-stand for election. This, in turn, translates
into a higher winning margin for these councillors.

Our second set of report cards provided information on toilet and garbage conditions in slums.
These were only given to the ward councillor and not to slum dwellers. The extent of councillor
activism is more muted, which we argue reflects the fact that service delivery has been largely
privatized and the councillors have only indirect control over the providers. The report cards
increased churning — more toilets were closed and opened such that the total number of available
toilets remained largely unchanged. There are no significant impacts on toilet infrastructure and
prices charged.

Taken together, these results suggest that there is a greater role for information provision in
reducing information asymmetries between politicians and their constituents and improving
public service delivery.

This report is organized in the following manner: Section | discusses the key study question,
Section Il gives an overview of the context in which this study took place, Section Ill examines
the study design, Section IV discusses project implementation, Section V provides an overview of
the datasets, Section V1 discusses preliminary results; Section VI discusses policy implications,
and Section VIII summarises the policy dissemination activities undertaken already as well as
outlines an elaborate policy dissemination plan.



l. Study Questions

My father (former Prime Minister Rajiv Gandhi) used to say that only 15 Paisa out of a
Rupee (spent by the government) reaches people. After seeing the situation here | feel that
not even five paisa is reaching the people.
Rahul Gandhi, Party Secretary, Indian National Congress (ruling party in India)
at a rally in 2008 (Gandhi, 2008)

India is the world’s largest democracy and home to roughly one-third of the world’s poor, yet as
the quote suggests, this voting bloc has been largely unable to translate their political weight into
effective service delivery and other economic gains. This phenomenon is not unique to India: the
quality of social service delivery remains poor in most low-income democracies (Chaudhury et
al., 2006; Banerjee et al., 2008). Furthermore, and possibly for related reasons, the incidence of
corrupt and criminal politicians remains high in these settings (UNDP, 2002; Banerjee and Pande,
2009; Golden and Tiwari, 2009). Thus, how to ensure that governments meet the local
infrastructure needs of their constituents is a central challenge across the globe. Why are poor
citizens unable to use their vote to elect politicians who are less corrupt, more competent at
delivering services, or both?

The goal of this research is to understand the role of information in improving the governance of
low-income democracies. A growing body of evidence suggests that improving the information
available to voters influences electoral outcomes (see Pande 2011). However, we know less
about: (a) the types of information that influence voter behavior, (b) whether politician behavior
is influenced by the fact that voters are more informed, and (c) whether and how increases in
electoral accountability influence service delivery.

To this end, this study examines the following questions: 1) whether better electoral outcomes
can be achieved by directly providing voters with information, either on politician responsibilities
or on actual politician performance and qualifications, 2) whether anticipation of and actual
public disclosures on responsibilities and/or performance can cause incumbents to improve their
service delivery and performance and change decisions on whether to stand for re-election, and 3)
whether governance can be strengthened by directly providing elected officials with information
about the quality of service and does this, in turn, affect usage of these amenities.

To address the first two questions, we provided report cards on councillor or village leader
performance which were collated using objective information on politician performance obtained
under the Right to Information (RTI) Act (2005). The aim was two-fold. First, by informing
Councillors in advance that they would receive newspaper report cards, we aim to incentivize
Councillors to improve their performance. Second, by increasing awareness among voters living
in slums about local development issues through midterm and pre-election report cards, we aim to
give voters the opportunity to press for improvements and then judge candidates on any changes



at the end of the term. To address the last question of whether governance can be strengthened by
directly providing elected officials with information, we conducted a second intervention. Based
upon our findings from household surveys that sanitation and garbage services rank amongst
slum-dwellers’ top local development area issues, we conducted audits of toilet and garbage
dumps in low-income neighbourhoods, predominantly slum areas, drawn from a random sample
of 108 of the 272 electoral districts (wards) of the MCD. The results of these audits were then
compiled into a report card and, following a randomized control framework, sent to randomly
selected ward councillors of the MCD and Members of the Legislative Assembly (MLAS) of the
State Government of Delhi.

1. Context
The political-institutional structure of Delhi

Due to its unique position as a city, state and capital of the country, Delhi is characterized by
multiple layers of formal governance, blurring the division of legislative and executive
responsibilities, including those related to sanitation. Our study is focused on two key players: the
Municipal Corporation of Delhi (MCD) and the Delhi state government.*

The MCD is the municipal body that covers the majority of Delhi’s population. Councillors are
elected from 272 electoral wards, having an average 2007 population of 50,000 per ward, and the
councillors elect a mayor for a one-year term. MCD elections are held every five years, most
recently in April 2012. These elections were the focus of the newspaper intervention.? In recent
years the state government has acquired greater control over the MCD. This includes the right to
select the MCD Commissioner, who was previously appointed by the central government, and a
voice in the allocation of funds (Women in Cities International 2011).

The Delhi state government, or Government of the National Capital Territory, covers a
coterminous area with the city of Delhi. It is headed by a Chief Minister and comprises 70
members of the legislative assembly (MLAS) who are elected every five years. The most recent
election was in 2008.°

Local elections are vigorously contested and slum dwellers claim that politician performance is
the main criterion for their vote (as opposed to, say, caste identity) and many go to local
politicians to solve their daily problems (Banerjee, Pande, and Walton 2012).

! The MCD is one of three municipal forms of government within Delhi. The other two are the New Delhi
Municipal Corporation of Delhi (NDMC) and the Delhi Cantonment, responsible for specific geographic
areaa within Delhi.

19 The elections returned the incumbent Bharatiya Janata Party (BJP). This marks the third consecutive

MCD election in which the BJP has won.

1 This election was won by the incumbent India National Congress (INC) Party. Thus, the two levels of
government relevant to both slum- and other city-dwellers are run by competing parties.



Slums

Our study focuses on whether and how politicians are held accountable by citizens in low-income
neighbourhoods of Delhi, predominantly in slum areas. The housing of Delhi’s 18 million
residents falls into multiple settlement types (Government of India 2011). Of these, “Jhuggi-
Jhopri” colonies (from now on, JJ colonies) and slum-designated areas are home to the majority
of the “slum” population (Women in Cities International 2011). Slum-designated areas were
designated as slums under the Slum Areas Improvement and Clearance Act of 1956; while JJ
colonies (where JJ refers to the temporary nature of housing materials) are unauthorized
settlements of encroachers and illegal squatters.* Differences in which neighbourhood and land
ownership characteristics are used to define a slum have implied significant variation in slum
population estimates, which range from 16 percent to 52 percent of the total population (Banerji
2009).

Policy Levers Available for Improvement of Public Services in Slums

There are two main instruments available to Councillors and MLAs to affect public good
provision in the slums: the first being through direct control over the services themselves, and the
second through discretionary spending.

1. Public Good Provision

Provision and maintenance of public toilets, garbage removal and cleaning of drains are local
government activities in India. In the case of Delhi, much of this is undertaken in the form of
management or concession contracts with private or non-government organizations. The typical
public toilet contract sets the maximum user price, states which facilities should be available, and
requires regular cleaning of the toilets. Contracts are awarded separately for each toilet facility for
a period of 20-30 years with a clause that should “unsatisfactory” conditions fail to be improved
within 15 days after notice is given, the contract may be rescinded. Garbage contracts stipulate
that operators provide two bins, one for non-biodegradable and one for recyclable/bio-degradable
waste, segregate the waste, and collect it daily (IL & FS Ecosmart Limited 2007). The typical
garbage contract is awarded at the zonal level for a period of 9 years and includes a performance
evaluation mechanism.

The lines of responsibility between the state government and MCD for sanitation issues in slums
have blurred in recent years. Prior to 2010, the MCD was responsible for public toilets, drains
connected to roads, and garbage removal, while the state government was responsible for piped
water supply and piped sewage disposal in the city, through the state-level public corporation, the
Delhi Jal Board. However, responsibilities related to public toilets and drains became unclear in
“slum” areas with the July 2010 formation of the Delhi Urban Shelter Improvement Board
(DUSIB). The Slum & JJ Department of the MCD was transferred to DUSIB, which is

® The majority of slum-designated areas lie within the walled areas of the Old City. In addition to slum-
designated areas and JJ clusters, the full list of settlement types also includes: unauthorized colonies,
resettlement colonies, rural villages, regularized-unauthorized colonies, urban villages, and planned
colonies. Resettlement colonies consist of relocated JJ cluster households. Other settlements with slum
areas include unauthorized colonies and regularized-unauthorized colonies and urban villages (Banerji
2009).



“responsible for notifying certain areas as slums,” “looking after the Jhuggi Jhopri squatter
settlements,” and “providing civic amenities for the Environmental Improvement and their
Resettlement” (DUSIB 2013). Interviews with two MCD Councillors and the CEO of DUSIB
confirm that garbage services indisputably remain within the jurisdiction of the MCD. However,
the responsibility for drains and toilet services remain contentious.”

2. Spending

Both state and city legislators receive a significant annual discretionary fund to be used to repair
infrastructure problems in their jurisdiction. In our study, we focus on the Councillors’
discretionary spending fund, which we include in our newspaper report cards. Rs. 71 lakhs in
2007-08, Rs. 2 crore in 2008-09, Rs. 50 lakhs in 2009-10 and Rs. 50 lakhs in 2010-11 was
provided to each Councillor to carry out development works in the ward.” Councillors spent over
90% of this in the 2007/08 and 2008/09, our baseline years, but, there seems to be very little
alignment between their spending (largely on roads) and the most important problems faced by
slum-dwellers. As discussed in greater detail below, while slum-dwellers report the most
problematic issues in their areas to be water, sewage and garbage, a breakdown of Councillor
spending shows that the greater part of their discretionary fund (57%) is spent on roads. While the
next biggest expense category comprises the provision of drains and toilets, this constitutes a far
lower proportion of their funds — only 17%. The next two expense categories do not obviously
meet slum-dwellers’ interests either — provision and repair of lights (8%) and the improvement of
parks and provision of gates (7%). At least in some areas, politicians could do more to respond to
the problems if they chose to. The following quotation from the Delhi Human Development
Report illustrates:

“The role of councilors in policymaking is minimal and entails ‘getting things done’
through their interface with citizens on the one hand, and the executive wing of the
MCD, on the other. The councilors enjoy a greater status, as they control the
constituency funds and this enables them to decide which works will be undertaken
and where. The councilors also exercise some power over officials: directing them,
causing transfers to be effected, and reporting accounts of corrupt practices or of
insensitivity towards citizen demands.” (DHDR 2006, Singh 2010)

1 DUSIB has taken over the acquisition of land for resettlement, which was previously the responsibility of
the Delhi Development Authority, as well as the relocation and site services, which previously fell under
the Slum Wing of the MCD (Women in Cities International 2011). Responsibilities also include the
provision of basic services to resettlement colonies.

Y In our interviews, the CEO of DUSIB indicated that DUSIB is responsible for providing basic services to
JJ colonies, including drains, but that they are not responsible for, nor do they have the available manpower
for the maintenance of drains, and that issues over the delineation of responsibilities between the MCD and
DUSIB in this area are a source of frustration. One councillor indicated that the MCD’s responsibilities
extend to the cleaning of drains as well.

" Laks and crores are Indian units of account: 1 lakh = 100,000; I crore = 100 lakhs.



Baseline Survey Findings on Delhi Slums

Survey Instruments

1. Household survey

An initial household survey was conducted of over 5,000 households in May 2010 based on
spatial maps of Delhi, satellite images, Delhi government listings, site visits and interactions with
local NGOs. Based on the UN-Habitat and Indian census classification®, we categorised the
surveyed areas into high-slum index and low-slum index areas. Ultimately, around 3,000
households were determined to be high slum index households (in areas with five or more “slum”
characteristics) and around 2,000 were determined to be low slum index households (in areas
with less than five “slum” characteristics). The survey was typically carried out with the
household head (in 51% of the cases) or, in the case where the household head was unavailable or
away on two consecutive visits made to the household, with his or her spouse (49% of the cases)
or other household member. If a household proved unwilling or unavailable after multiple visits,
another was selected using the same method.

The survey collected extensive data on slum-dwellers’ access, usage and difficulties with respect
to social services (such as health facilities, sanitation, schools, water, electricity and law and
order) and transfers (such as subsidized food rations and pensions) as well as their knowledge of
the local government system, interactions with public officials and politicians, and political
preferences and participation. This was followed by a second household survey, which covered
migration, health, aspirations, social networks, security, property rights, housing finance and
migration, and anthropometrics. We also sought to obtain information from both women and men
in this survey.

A third survey of 250 heads or members Resident Welfare Associations (RWAS) was also added,
which asked about the problems they faced and how they dealt with them.

2. Audits Survey

Our audit report card intervention was based on audits of public toilets and garbage dumps
(dhalaos®) conducted in 312 low-income neighbourhoods, predominantly slum areas, drawn from
a random sample of 108 of the 272 electoral districts (wards) of the MCD. These wards, in turn,
were situated within 56 legislative jurisdictions of the State Assembly (termed assembly
constituencies, from now on ACs). In each ward an average of three low-income neighbourhoods

& According to this classification, an area is determined to be a slum if it meets at least five out of nine
criteria closely related to the census definition of slums. These criteria include high density of housing,
poor quality housing structure and material, lack of internal household infrastructure, poor road
infrastructure, low access to water and water infrastructure, uncovered and unimproved drains, low
coverage of private toilet facilities, high incidence of trash piles, and frequent cohabitation with animals.
® The Master Plan for Delhi defines a dhalao as “a premise used for collection of garbage for its onward
transportation to sanitary landfills” (Chintan Environment Research and Action Group 2004). The City
Development Plan (2007) defines dhalaos as “large masonry dustbins.”



were audited thrice: between April-June 2011, November-January 2011/2012, and April-June
2012.

All audits covered toilets and dhalaos and the second and third audit also covered drains. For each
facility audited, the auditor was required to survey the entire slum and identify all facilities. To
ensure audits were complete, auditors asked slum-dwellers where they disposed of their trash and
which public toilet they used. The garbage disposal point or public toilet was audited when a
confirmation was received from at least three residents.

During a facility audit the surveyors observed and noted the quality of the public amenities and
interviewed two respondents per garbage/toilet/drainage point to obtain information on the
frequency of cleaning and prices. Finally, to obtain data on usage, the surveyor counted the
number of people who used the toilet in a randomly chosen observation time of 15 minutes
between 3-5pm.

Drains were also audited in the second and third rounds to observe any potential spillover effects
from the intervention (since there was no information on the drains provided to the elected
officials). The drain survey included questions on the size of the drain, the presence of trash in the
drain, the last time the drain was overflowing, the last time the drain was cleared of garbage, the
frequency of cleaning and some additional questions regarding the smaller drains outside people’s
houses.

Conditions in Delhi’s slums: Baseline Findings

1. Household Surveys

Our baseline survey reveals that almost three-quarters of high slum index households reported
problems with sewage disposal in the preceding year, both for themselves and for their local
community, and about half reported problems with garbage (Table 2). Sewage disposal (that may
include toilets or drains) was ranked the “most problematic issue” by roughly a third of high slum
index households, while garbage was given the top-rank by 12 percent (Table 2). Only water had
a higher frequency of ranking. Households from the low slum index sample (those with fewer
than five slum characteristics) reported problems with sewage disposal at only a moderately
lower frequency than high slum index households, but had higher reports of garbage issues (Table
2). Appendix B provides a more detailed discussion of our Household and RWA survey results.
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2. Baseline Audits

The baseline audits of public toilets and garbage dumps further reveal the low quality of public
amenities across Delhi. Roughly 36 percent of toilet complexes in our sample were closed.
Despite statutory requirements, only 30 percent of the toilets had soap provided with provision
significantly worse in female toilets (50 percent of male toilets, but only 9 percent of female
toilets had soap). In general, the quality of facilities provided was worse in female toilets. With
regard to prices charged, the statutory contract states that the price should not exceed Rs. 1 per
visit in slum areas and Rs. 2 in non-slum areas. However, user surveys showed that at baseline 39
percent of male toilets and 18 percent of female toilets charged in excess of one rupee. Despite
this, usage of public toilets was high (42 percent of all households surveyed, and 62 percent for
households living in areas with a high slum index—Table 2). Turning to garbage disposal, slums
are supposed to have official garbage disposal points and bins; however in the baseline, over 66
percent of the surveyed dhalaos did not have any bins and 65 percent of neighbourhoods did not
have any dhalaos. About 70 percent of dhalaos were not cleared daily (as required), according to
user surveys, and overflowing garbage dumps were a consistent problem (in 69 percent of
dhalaos).

In short, while sewage and garbage are clearly priority areas for slum-dwellers, politicians are
failing to deliver on these services, despite having multiple levers through which to effect change.
Our interventions aimed to generate activism in these areas and in these areas.

1. Study Design: Surveys and Interventions

Two potentially distinct pathways for changes in public goods provision exist: pure incentives for
politicians to change performance due to expected reward or punishment in electoral contests, and
direct citizen and civil society pressure for specific projects (that could again potentially be
enforced via their ability to not re-elect the incumbent if s/he doesn’t deliver desired outcomes).
Both pathways to changes in provision require that voters and civil society groups possess timely,




accurate and interpretable information on politician responsibilities and past performance; that
these groups are willing and able to act on this information; and that politicians believe that these
groups are willing and able to act on this information. In addition, politicians also need
information on both voter preferences and the quality of current public good provision so that
they can respond to issues that matter to voters.

This study examines whether changing information available to citizens and politicians influences
outcomes by improving delivery of public services that are of high priority to slum dwellers,
namely sewage management and garbage removal, by tapping into these pathways for change. As
discussed above, in our study, politicians had multiple instruments for improving services: 1)
local area development funds and 2) direct control over the services themselves, or indirect
influence over the contractors providing the services. The evaluation attempts to move both of
these levers, following the principles of a randomized control trial.

Newspaper Intervention

This intervention was designed to utilize both pathways for change—to measure both the
incentive effect of monitoring on Councillors’ performance and the effect of voter information
campaigns on voter turnout and electoral outcomes. This intervention consisted of publishing
report cards on local Councillors in Hindustan, a leading Hindi language daily. The material for
these report cards came from use of the Right to Information Act to obtain data from the MCD on
Councillor spending, meeting attendance, and committee membership by our NGO partner Satark
Nagrik Sangathan (SNS, which translates to Society for Citizen’s Vigilance Initiative).

To distinguish between the incentive and selection effects we created multiple treatment arms.
We randomly assigned 240 wards into one of three categories: a control group and two treatment
groups. Councillors in the first treatment group (T1) were informed in May 2010 that report cards
on their performance would be disseminated only in the run-up to the election in April 2012.
Councillors in the second treatment group (T2) had report cards published on their performance
in both 2010, at the mid-term of their time in office, and again in the run-up to the elections in
2012. Treatment categories were assigned, stratifying for incumbent party and zone (there are
twelve geographically contiguous zones in Delhi, each comprising an average of 15 wards). No
report cards were distributed in control wards. This structure allows us to assess whether the
knowledge that information on performance is being made available to voters has incentive
effects on politician behavior, and further, whether voter information at the mid-term leads
citizens to increase pressures on local politicians. Our treatment sample was ultimately composed
of 72 control wards, 58 T1 wards, and 110 T2 wards.

Figure 1 is an example of a report card on 3 politicians, as published in the Hindustan. It includes
the politicians’ photo, patterns of spending from their discretionary funds, which committees they
were on, and committee attendance.

Furthermore, within a subset of the treatment wards, another randomisation was done at the slum
level within every ward. In half of the randomly selected slums in a ward, each household
received a newspaper delivered at their doorstep; whereas, the other half served as a comparison
group with no newspaper distribution. This allows us to explore the additional effect of



newspaper distribution as compared to publication alone. In all, 66 slums in 47 treatment wards
were randomly selected for distribution: 22 slums in 17 T1 wards and 44 slums in 30 T2 wards. *°

%n the original randomization, 61 wards were selected as distribution wards. However, the final slum-
level randomization was done on those wards that received treatment. Thus, improperly surveyed wards,
wards with Councillor suspensions/deaths, and wards dropped due to constraints by Hindustan were
excluded. Further exclusions included a replacement ward that actually had no slums and wards with
boundary issues. In 2010, we distributed a total of 62,220 newspapers and in 2012, we distributed a total of
78,212 newspapers. Every household in the slum received one report card.
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Figure 1: Sample report card on Councillor performance published by Hindustan




Audits Intervention

The second intervention was designed to examine the effect of information provision on the
quality of public services, to both Councillors and MLAs. This intervention follows the incentive
pathway for change, albeit from a different angle than the newspaper report card intervention.
Where the newspaper report card intervention directly introduced a monitoring mechanism, the
audits intervention tests whether the expected reward or punishment at the polls serves as a strong
enough mechanism, and it is instead the case that politicians are facing an information gap
resulting in sub-standard services.

We focused on toilets, garbage and drains because the household survey found that sewage
disposal (which households could have interpreted to include both toilets and drains) was ranked
the “most problematic issue” by almost a third of slum households, while garbage disposal was
the most problematic issue for around 12 percent of the households. Our initial proposal was to
audit garbage and education facilities. However, educational facilities were dropped due to
constraints on being able to audit schools without prior permission, and because slum-dwellers
ranked sewage disposal as a greater problem.

For this intervention, report cards were mailed to politicians (both Councillors and Members of
the Legislative Assembly (MLASs)) based on audits of public toilets and garbage dumps
(dhalaos™) conducted in 312 low-income neighbourhoods, predominantly slum areas, drawn from
a random sample of 108 of the 272 electoral districts (wards) of the MCD. These wards, in turn,
were situated within 56 legislative jurisdictions of the State Assembly (termed assembly
constituencies, from now on ACs). All ACs were randomized into treatment and control,
followed by a balanced randomization of the wards within an AC. In the event that a ward was
split across two ACs, it was put in the AC with an unbalanced number of wards. Therefore, of
the 108 wards, 51 were randomly assigned to have the MCD Councillor receive a report card and,
out of the 56 ACs, 27 were randomly assigned to have the MLA receive a report card on toilet
and dhalao conditions in their assembly constituency (AC).'? Because Wards and ACs are not
perfectly aligned, this made for a total of 134 Ward-AC combinations: 33 control, 36 where only
the MLA received a report card, 33 where only the MCD Councillor received a report card, and
32 were both the MLA and MCD Councillor received report cards. In total, three rounds of audits
were conducted, with report cards based on the first two mailed to a group of 51 randomly
selected ward councillors (out of 108) and 27 randomly selected MLAs (out of 56).

In each ward an average of three low-income neighbourhoods were audited thrice: between April-
June 2011, November-January 2011/2012, and April-June 2012.

All audits covered toilets and dhalaos and the second and third audit also covered drains. For each
facility audited, the auditor was required to survey the entire slum and identify all facilities. To
ensure audits were complete, auditors asked slum-dwellers where they disposed of their trash and

11 The Master Plan for Delhi defines a dhalao as “a premise used for collection of garbage for its onward
transportation to sanitary landfills” (Chintan Environment Research and Action Group 2004). The City
Development Plan (2007) defines dhalaos as “large masonary dustbins.”

22\Within each AC, we performed a balanced randomization of MCD wards into treatment and control.



which public toilet they used. The garbage disposal point or public toilet was audited when a
confirmation was received from at least three residents.

During a facility audit the surveyors observed and noted the quality of the public amenities and
interviewed two respondents per garbage/toilet/drainage point to obtain information on frequency
of cleaning and prices. Finally, to obtain data on usage, the surveyor counted the number of
people who used the toilet in a randomly chosen observation time of 15 minutes between 3-5pm.

Audit findings were compiled into report cards, which were designed to give both an immediate
overall status report, color-coded to give a sharp impression of problems, and detailed
information on the condition of each toilet and dhalao surveyed in their constituency—so that a
politician would have the information to act if he or she chose to do so. Figure 2 shows one
summary report card.

The toilet summary included the total number of toilets audited separately by gender, number of
seats, percent broken, and percent dirty. The detailed toilet report included information on
location, status, when last repaired, when last cleaned, average price, frequency of cleaning, and
facilities present (taps, light, soap, bucket, and shower) for each audited toilet. The garbage
summary included the total number of dhalaos, bins and informal piles, the number of these
overflowing with garbage, and the physical structure. The detailed report for dhalaos included the
location, total number of bins, frequency of pickup, whether it was overflowing and whether there
was a proper structure for each dhalao. The detailed report for informal piles included the
location, state of severity, last time cleaned, and date audited. Results were color-coded in terms
of severity: green for “no problem,” yellow for “moderate problem,” and red for “severe
problem.” A map was attached to the report cards for reference, showing the different toilet and
garbage points.

Drains were also audited in the second and third rounds to observe any potential spillover effects
from the intervention (since there was no information on the drains provided to the elected
officials). The drain survey included questions on the size of the drain, the presence of trash in the
drain, the last time the drain was overflowing, the last time the drain was cleared of garbage, the
frequency of cleaning and some additional questions regarding the smaller drains outside people’s
houses.
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Bringing both categories of intervention together, the chart below breaks down our wards by treatment.

Treatment Number of Wards
Pure Control 42
Only Audits Treatment 31
Only Newspaper Treatment 83
Newspaper & Distribution Treatment 35
Audits & Newspaper Treatment (Includes 50
Distribution Wards)

Additional Activities
Measurement of changes in spatial allocation of public services delivery and RWA endline

We also added a component to the study that looks at changes in the spatial allocation of public service
delivery across the entire term of the Councillor (2007-12). This will potentially enable us to examine any
shifts in the spatial distribution of spending of the Councillor as a result of our interventions.

We also completed a small RWA intervention. RWAs were introduced under the Bhagidari scheme by the
state government of Delhi as a formal mechanism for neighborhood associations to be formed and to
interact with state agencies (Government of National Capital Territory of Delhi 2011). RWAs were
predominantly formed outside slum areas; however, our analysis found that in over half the wards there is
a match between the most frequently cited problem among slum-dwellers and that of RWAs (see
Appendix B). Therefore, one further promising pathway for change may be mobilizing RWAs. To this
aim, we created an RWA intervention. Treatment RWAs received a mobilization program informing them
about MCD spending in their area and how to engage leaders to provide services. RWAs also received
letters about disaggregated spending in their areas, to get a better idea of where the funds allocated by the
MCD go. We have also recently completed an RWA endline, which included questions on access to local
officials and MCD spending, which will allow us to analyze the treatment impacts of the RWA
intevention. What is more, using the spatiall data, since the randomisation of RWAs was within wards,
we can assess whether providing information to RWA officials led to any shift in spending to areas in
these treated RWA areas related to control RWAs. Results are forthcoming.

V. Program Implementation

The interventions were carried out between 2010 and 2012. The first baseline survey was conducted in
May 2010, which was then followed by a second baseline survey. We experienced considerable difficulty
in tracking down and finding respondents from the first household survey, particularly those working
outside the home. To overcome this challenge, we undertook a series of innovative approaches—using
evening and weekend teams, phone appointments and splitting the survey into different parts (for
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alternative household respondents). This extended the period of survey, but we ended with a complete
respondent rate of over 80% (and higher for the parts of the survey that could be answered by women at
home.)

For the newspaper intervention, we had originally planned to randomly assign 257 wards into one of four
categories: a comparison group, the two treatment groups previously mentioned, and a third treatment
group, which was to have report cards published Councillor performance in both 2010 and 2012 and to
include additional slum-level efforts on voter mobilisation. However, after discussions with SNS, other
NGOs and slum dwellers, and after conducting some piloting, we realized that it would be extremely
difficult to conduct voter mobilization campaigns, especially in slum areas. Being important political vote
banks, the atmosphere is politically charged close to the elections and conducting mobilization campaigns
in this period could have threatened the security and safety of our surveyors. This would also have made
replicability problematic. After careful assessment, we decided to drop voter mobilization and instead
combine the second and third treatment groups. For quite different reasons, we also decided to drop
zones 9 and 10, which contained 17 wards, because they contained rural areas or areas with few slums.
Thus, our intended treatment sample was ultimately composed of 240 wards.

In 2010, 109 report cards were published. Two wards were removed from T2: in ward 12, the Councillor
died and in ward 78, the election of the Councillor was held to be null and void (this ward was replaced
with ward 6 from T1, thereby only reducing the total number of published report cards in 2010 by 1). In
2012, 124 report cards were published: six wards were dropped because the Councillor was suspended or
died (including the two mentioned above); seven were dropped because they were never sampled (in two
of these cases another ward was sampled instead); one was dropped because there were no slums in the
ward; and the last 30 were dropped because Hindustan was only able to publish 124 report cards. To
compensate for these changes, we use an intention-to-treat framework in our analysis so as not to affect
the internal validity of the study.

For the audits intervention, our original plan was to send one round of report cards. But, considering that
Councillor elections were due in April 2012, we decided to send two rounds of report cards in order to
capture the difference in activism during election sensitive and non-sensitive periods. Report cards were
sent in August 2011 and February 2012 respectively. The first summarized the baseline audits (Round 1),
conducted between April and June 2011, and the second compiled audits conducted between November
2011 and January 2012 (Round 2). The cover letter in both rounds indicated that audit information might
be later made public. The final audits (Round 3) were conducted straight after the election, between April
and June 2012.

To be able to analyse the effect of the campaign on electoral behaviour and electoral outcomes, it was
necessary to obtain a polling-station level dataset and match our sample areas to their respective polling
stations. The data uploaded by the Delhi State Election Commission (DSEC) was either illegible,
incomplete or missing. After repeated requests and meetings with the DSEC, we were able to obtain a raw
dataset of the polling-station level electoral results, which we are currently in the process of cleaning and
organising. Furthermore, to be able to match our distribution areas to their respective polling stations, we
conducted a digital survey in July 2012, to collect voter id information of the slum-dwellers. However,
piloting the digital survey was difficult, since respondents were not comfortable sharing sensitive voter id
information on cell phones. As an alternative, we switched to conducting paper surveys, which yielded
clear positive returns in terms of data collection (although it added to our monetary and time costs).
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Undertaking a cost-benefit analysis is especially difficult with respect to quantification of economic
benefits, given the complex causal chain from service quality, to usage, to health status, and economic
gains. Even a formal cost-effectiveness analysis will be hard to undertake given both the information
demands on this causal chain, and the lack of information on alternative treatments. However, we do
assess the more focused question of the cost and feasibility of replicating the approach to providing
information on service quality, and to consider alternatives. A preliminary assessment follows for both
the interventions: For the first intervention, we published a total of 109 report cards in 2010 and 124
report cards in 2012. The primary costs were incurred in filing Right to Information (RTI) requests and
hiring data entry operators to clean the data and prepare the report cards. Filing an RTI costs Rs. 10 per
application and hiring a data entry operator (in Delhi) costs $140/month, making it a fairly low cost affair.
Moreover, during the previous election (in April 2012), we observed that apart from Hindustan (our
media partner), other media houses (Hindustan Times, Times of India etc.) also published report cards on
Councillor performance in March 2012, suggesting cost is not a barrier to this approach, and there is
potentially easy replication once the information is obtained and compiled. (The impact of the evaluation
is of course a separate issue.)

For the audits of public services, in each round, we audited a total of 312 slums (in 108 wards), covering
(on an average) a total of 819 toilets and urinals, 196 dhalaos, 5250 informal points per round. With a
team of 27 auditors we were able to complete one round in three months, costing us approximately
$15,500 per round. However, the digital data collection techniques (using cellphones, GPS machines etc)
along with the spread of slums across Delhi made it an intensive activity in terms of training,
implementing and monitoring. Our intuition therefore, is that the insight of this experiment can be better
replicated by other, more cost-effective mechanisms, which we will further explore while engaging with
NGOs and government departments in the follow up policy discussion.

V. Datasets

From the interventions and household surveys described above, we have nearly completed the following
six datasets:

- Data from extensive household surveys studying the lives of the urban poor

- Preferences of Resident Welfare Associations (RWASs )

- Polling station level electoral outcomes for the city council elections in April 2012

- A detailed list of a Councillor’s spending and his/her participation in City Council activities
- Aspatial dataset of Councillor spending

- Data from three comprehensive rounds of audits of public services

This rich set of data, ranging from the lives of the urban poor and their voting preferences to the
accountability and activism of politicians provides us with the unique opportunity to study the individual
behaviour of voters and politicians, as well as interactions between them. It enables us to address research
and policy questions relating to the lives of the urban poor, the alignment of political activity with voter
preferences, the impact of voter information campaigns, the responsiveness of politicians to relevant
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information provided to them and, in general, the various channels of interaction between politicians and
voters. Below we detail some preliminary findings from the first household survey and the audits
intervention.

VI. Results

As the above description outlines, we implemented a large intervention with multiple moving parts. We
report here our initial results, though analysis remains ongoing. We report results in the following
categories:

A. Incentive Effects: Both our newspaper and audit card interventions could have had incentive
effects.

a. Newspaper: In 2010, a set of councillors received letters that their performance would be
reported on prior to the 2012 election. By examining changes in the 2010 and 2012 report
card data we can examine whether the intervention caused politicians to change spending
decisions and/or committee attendance.

b. Audits: The first set of audit report cards were delivered in 2011. By examining outcomes
between baseline and endline we can ask whether politicians were incentivized by better
information. Note that a key difference between audit information and newspapers is that
only in the latter was it made clear that voters would receive information on performance.

B. Selection Effects

a. Party: Party decisions on which candidates to field were made close to elections — on
average, less than one month before the election. This, in part, reflects the late
announcement of which wards would be reserved for women. Reservation had a
particularly big impact on this election as the number of wards reserved increased from
33 to 50 percent. We examine whether parties favored candidates who were reported on
and whether this led to changes in the electoral fortunes of incumbents

b. Voters: A second channel is voters reacting to changed performance of incumbents
(incentive effect) and better information on candidates. To provide evidence on the pure
information channel we examine impact of a within ward intervention where a random
sample of slums received report cards. This analysis is still ongoing.

Below we therefore report results on the incentive effects and the selection effects as
mediated by the parties. We anticipate updating our findings with results on the within-ward
distribution in the next 2 weeks.

Incentive Effects

Newspaper Intervention

To examine the incentive effect of report cards on Councillor performance we look at the treatment effect
of informing the Councillor that he/she would receive a report card in the Hindustan on both spending
and non-spending decisions (Table 3). Councillors were mailed a letter informing them that they would
have a report card published in the Hindustan in May 2010. We can therefore examine changes in
spending decisions between the first newspaper report card, which contained data from 2007-2009, prior
to the politicians gaining any knowledge of publication and the second, which contained data from 2009-
2011, a period in which Councillors could have adjusted their behavior. Councillors were mailed a letter
informing them that they would have a report card published in the Hindustan in May 2010. We divide
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spending categories into those more or less relevant for slum dwellers. In Panel A we consider outcomes
that are more slum relevant as identified by slum dweller preferences. The largest spending category here
is drains and toilets and we see increased spending in this category. Spending on drains and toilets, an
area slum dwellers had identified as a priority, increases by almost 50 percent (over a control mean of 28
percent). While drain spending may occur outside slums as well, toilet spending is largely concentrated in
slums. This is a key aspect that slum dwellers care about.

Waste from construction, or malba, materials are often concentrated near slums. This was particularly true
in the run up to the Commonwealth games in 2010 and we see evidence of increased malba removal in
treatment wards. The main reduction in spending comes from roads (noisily estimated but large) and
supply of materials and trucking.

In Panel C we consider the main form of non-spending activism, which is committee attendance and
observe no change.

In Table 4 we ask whether the spending impacts translated into observable differences as seen in the audit
data. The decline in informal garbage piles is consistent with greater spending on removal of waste
(malba). On toilets and drains we, however, do not see any discernable change.

Audits Intervention
In Table 5 we examine the impact of the audit intervention.

The basic treatment effect we find is a significant and large increase in the number of closed toilets—an
increase of 24 percent over a baseline control average of 0.951 closed toilets (Table 5). It appears that the
report cards spurred both closures and openings such that the total number of open toilets (Column 3),
however, remains largely unaffected. We observe an (insignificant) increase in overall toilets (Column 1)
in treatment areas. In other words, politicians appear to be simultaneously building and closing toilets,
leaving both access and usage (Column 6) essentially unchanged. We do not observe any change in
quality or price or (Columns 4 and 5); nor do we see evidence of a differential treatment effect based on
baseline slum characteristics such as high open defecation or public toilet usage (Appendix Table 3). We
observe no average treatment impacts on the quality of garbage services (Table 5), nor do we see spill-
overs into drain provision, a service for which no information was provided on the report card.

In ongoing work we are investigating whether the impacts differed by politician status. The basic
treatment effects appear to be driven entirely by the MLAs. Appendix Table 1 shows that slums where
MLASs receive an audits report card see a 27% increase in to number of closed toilets. Again, the number
of open toilets remains largely unaffected (Column 3). Councillors receiving audits report cards actually
have a negative impact on the overall sample of formal sites. However, when we consider report card
quality (Appendix Tables 2), we find some evidence that while the MLAs affect toilet access (through
building and closing toilets), Councillors affect toilet quality, as measured by our within toilet
infrastructure index. In Appendix Table 2 we divide the slums into those that lie in “bad” or “good”
wards. A “bad” ward is one with at least 1 severe AC summary statistic reported in the baseline report
card. Summary statistics include the fraction of open toilets, fraction of dirty seats (male & female),
fraction of broken seats (male & female), and number of facilities. Fraction of open toilets was color-
coded as red (severe) in the baseline report card if it was below 0.5, the fractions of broken and dirty seats
were coded red if they were above 0.4, and the number of facilities was coded red if the total number of
facilities per toilet was between 0-1. The sample for Appendix Table 2 is restricted to slums that lie in
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ACs or wards, respectively, that have toilets in the baseline. We find that the total number of closed
toilets is increasing in slums that actually lie in “good” wards. The effect is driven by MLA report cards,
consistent with our findings in Appendix Table 1. Interestingly, we now find evidence of toilet quality
improvement in “bad” ACs/wards. This effect is driven entirely by the Councillors. On average, the MCD
audit report card treatment increases the average within toilet infrastructure index for those slums that lie
in “bad” wards by 0.59 points (over a control mean of -0.02).

In other words, MLAs appear to be acting on access, where Councillors appear to be acting on quality in
response to the information provided by the audit report cards.

Selection Effects: Party Decision-making

In Table 6 we examine how the newspaper intervention impacted the incumbents’ decision to re-run.
Roughly 30% of the incumbents in control wards re-ran for election. This relatively low effect is largely
explained by reservation — some 46% of the incumbents in our sample are made ineligible by reservation.
Column (5) shows that treatment increased likelihood that the incumbent was given a ticket by the party
and that this effect is entirely driven by an increase of 18 percentage points (on a base of 1.4 percent) in
the likelihood that an incumbent re-runs in a different ward if they are ineligible to re-run in their own
ward due to reservation status. These results may suggest that any publicity is good publicity—simply
having a report card published on you makes it easier for you to get on the ticket. In ongoing work we
explore whether this effect was more pronounced for better performing incumbents.

Table 7 shows that the newspaper intervention increased the winner margin by over 30 percent where the
incumbent is eligible to re-run (off a base of 11 percentage points) (Table 7).

Selection Effects: Voter Behavior

In ongoing work we examine whether and how slum dwellers reacted to this information when making
their voting decisions.

Can these interventions be replicated?

There is widespread evidence that even though slum-dwellers are a politically active group and elected
officials are keen to garner the votes of slum-dwellers at election times, the current quality of provision
and the functioning of governance mechanisms are poor. While every city is different, Delhi’s slums
broadly include a typical mix of long-term residents, migratory labour, unskilled/low-skilled labour and
those employed in the informal sector. Specifically with respect to India, the UNDP and Government of
India’s Urban Poverty Report — 2009 states that urban slums in India are uniformly characterized by high
population density, lack of civic amenities like clean drinking water and access to sanitation and health
services. Relative to other cities Delhi is unusual in that it has a State Government that is only responsible
to the city itself. It is not unusual in having both municipal Ward Councillors, and State legislators with
(often overlapping) responsibilities for service provision. This suggests that the results are likely to be
reflective of the slums in other contexts as well, though in drawing lessons elsewhere attention would
have to be paid to the legal and policy basis for specific categories of service delivery. During the course
of the study, various organisations from across India (research, non-government, civil society) have
approached us to understand our design, methodology and results. This indicates the similarity of contexts
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and problems across different urban slums, and given the similar administrative setup across India, we
believe our results are likely to apply in other Indian cities.

Our findings contribute to the broader literature on the role of information in the political process in low-
income settings, where institutions for supporting effective political engagement, such as the media and
public auditing systems, are often relatively underdeveloped. Much of that literature, however, focuses on
informing voters/citizens about the performance of their legislators as well as about their entitlements.
Several of these studies find that informing voters about the performance of their legislators has
substantial effects on their voting behaviour. We find that politicians respond to provision of information
on service quality in their constituencies in a context of competitive elections; and that this is driven,
perhaps, more by reducing information asymmetries than by incentivizing through monitoring. This
result is applicable to other areas of competitive local elections where issues of local public goods are
salient. It will be important to undertake further research in other contexts to explore this.

VII.  Policy Implications

Overall, this study point to the fact that an incumbent’s decision to re-run and his or her performance are
sensitive to information provision. India has already implemented a strong Right to Information Act;
however, there has been less emphasis on pro-active disclosures. A first policy dialogue that we hope to
initiate is identifying what forms of pro-active disclosures should be encouraged and what are the
appropriate mechanisms for it. Should media play an ongoing role, should NGOs be deputed to take the
message to villages or should government agencies be directly required to make this information publicly
available? In March 2013 we had a first meeting on this with our Delhi NGO partner SNS and we intend
to continue these dialogues.

Our results show that publishing report cards in the newspaper has positive incentive effects for the
politicians, so the key is to move towards potentially publishing mid-term report cards. We are currently
talking with our partner, Satark Nagrik Sangathan (SNS) on how our findings will affect the next round of
report cards that they intend to publish prior to the upcoming Delhi elections. We are also talking with the
Hindustan, who had previous expressed interest in publishing our results and hope to make a presentation
to them soon.

Our audits results show that providing information on public facilities has had limited impact. Our audit
results suggest there is a role for increased provision of information on the quality of local public goods to
politicians in improving the quality of service provision (via collective action or other means). It is
notable that the effects we did see, in terms of number of closed toilets and improvements to the within
toilet infrastructure index, occurred in the context of services that were largely managed by private (or
NGO) contractors. While the experiment was not designed to examine the influence of forms of delivery,
two features of the results are worth noting. First, private contracting alone clearly does not solve the
underlying problems of delivery—the descriptive data from the baseline survey reveals typically low
levels of service. Second, politicians appear to have only limited influence over the behaviour of private
contractors, at least on some activities. Again, how should public service audits be designed and who
should implement them need further discussion.

Overall, the findings suggest there is a greater role for information provision in reducing information
asymmetries between politicians and their constituents. In terms of policy outreach we see the next steps



23

as relating to a series of policy dialogues with both beneficiaries and groups involved in information
collection and dissemination to identify the right model for delivery.

VIIl. Policy Dissemination Strategy

Lastly, we have identified three key channels to ensure the effective and timely dissemination of our
evaluation results, namely: a) civil society organisations and NGOs, b) media outlets and c) development
practitioners, government officials and researchers, which play an important role in disseminating
information, raising awareness and promoting the idea of voter information campaigns and accountability
of government agents.

NGOs and Civil Society Organisations

During the course of the study, many NGOs and Civil Society Organisations (CSOs)* have expressed
their keen interest in the study design, methodology and results and we have fostered our ties with them
through frequent meetings, interactions and discussions. They hold the crucial advantage of having
extensive and far-reaching networks and presence in the urban slums and we feel that it is extremely
important to undertake extensive capacity building activities with them. This is vital in ensuring a
sustainable scale up of the intervention (especially the audits of public services). As a part of the
intervention, we have worked closely with Satark Nagrik Sangathan (SNS), as well as other NGOs who
work in the Delhi slums. During the course of the study, members from these organisations have been
trained so as to be able to carry out effective voter information campaigns in slums. Moreover, we
propose to continue to share our experience, methodology and findings with these organisations so as to
enable them to carry out effective campaigns in mobilising slum-dwellers. Specifically, we have proposed
that Ms. Anjali Bhardwaj (Founder, SNS) conduct a training for other Civil Society organisations, NGOs
and other research organisations to increase their awareness on voter mobilisation campaigns, present our
results and share our methodology on filing RTIs, preparing and disseminating performance report cards
as well as auditing public services.

A first policy dialogue that we hope to initiate is identifying what forms of pro-active disclosures should
be encouraged and what are the appropriate mechanisms for it. Should media play an ongoing role, should
NGOs be deputed to spread the message or should government agencies be directly required to make this
information publicly available? In March 2013, we had a first meeting on this with our Delhi NGO
partner SNS and we intend to continue these dialogues in the summer. We have also reached out to
Yamini Aiyar from the Center for Policy Research’s (CPR) Accountability Initiative, which “works to
promote accountability for service delivery by developing innovative models for tracking government
programs, disseminating this information to policy makers as well as citizens, and undertaking research
on how to strengthen accountability for improved service delivery in India” and people at the Kennedy
School of Government at Harvard who work on similar initiatives, whom we hope to engage in this
dialogue.

3 Some NGOs and CSOs include: Public Health Foundation of India, Hazards Centre, Water Aid, Know Your Vote
India, Jaagori, Jaanagraha, The ASER Centre, Association of Democratic Reforms, Transparent Chennai, India
Global Social Service Society.



24

As mentioned above, we are currently talking with our partner, Satark Nagrik Sangathan (SNS) on how
our findings will affect the next round of report cards that they intend to publish prior to the upcoming
Delhi elections. We are also in discussion with the Accountability Initiative of the Centre for Policy
Research, that is concerned with research and outreach on the accountability of the state to claims by
citizens and civil society.

Media outlets

Media houses tend to publish performance report cards on incumbent government officials prior to
elections. However, little critical evaluation has been done to assess the impact of these campaigns on
electoral outcomes and therefore we hope that the dissemination of our results to media houses would
potentially encourage them to undertake more campaigns.

Media houses in fact play a dual role in aiding us in our dissemination strategy. On the one hand, by
providing them with the results, we would hopefully encourage them to carry out more information
campaigns, but on the other hand, the media is a useful source to disseminate information to the masses.
We propose to harness this potential as well and encourage the media to disseminate our findings to the
masses. Hindustan, our media partner in the intervention, has also been a key stakeholder among other
media outlets. It is one of the most widely read newspaper dailies in the country with a readership of close
to 12 million. Hindustan Times, its sister publication in English, has a readership of over 3.7 million.
Hindustan has, in principle, agreed to publish our results. As reported earlier, journalists (like Ms. Favre,
a reporter in the French media, for example) and documentary film makers (like DocuVista from
Germany) have already covered the study during its implementation stage, and we propose to liaise with
them as well to disseminate our findings in regional and international media.

We are also talking with the Hindustan, who had previous expressed interest in publishing our results and
hope to make a presentation to them soon.

Government departments, policy makers and development practitioners

As noted in the preliminary report on the audits, our findings propose to contribute to a growing literature
on the role of information in the political process in low-income settings, where the institutions for
supporting effective political engagement are under developed. Much of that literature however, focusses
on informing citizens/voters on the performance of their politicians. Little is known about the effects of
providing information to politicians on the problems in their constituencies. We therefore anticipate that
the results (especially from the audits of public services) will be of great interest not only to the Delhi
urban context, but also more broadly—both in the urban development community and in researchers and
actors concerned more broadly with service delivery, and the role of politicians and public information on
this. Though one need not elaborate on the importance and advantages of dissemination of information
through this channel, a significant challenge we anticipate is the natural resistance and delays in working
with the public system and government officials.

As reported below, during the course of the study, various government departments (eg: Ministry of Rural
Development) and international policy makers (eg: Mr. Martin Hirsch, Former High Commissioner for
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Active Inclusion Against Poverty and High Commissioner for Youth in the French government) have
shown interest in our field experience as well as our survey instruments and findings. Our research team
has always shared our experiences, challenges, and implementation methodology during the course of the
project, and we plan to systematically share our findings with them once these are ready.

Moreover, J-PAL also works with policy makers to scale up and/or replicate effective evaluations. Every
regional J-PAL office also hosts a policy and training team, which specialises in disseminating
information and findings of projects to relevant members of the J-PAL network. The policy team works
with state and central governments to identify suitable locations and contexts where proven programs
could be replicated or scaled up, and actively works with them through the replication.

In India, J-PAL South Asia has implemented (or is currently implementing) various research studies in
collaboration with the Ministry of Rural Development, Central Pollution Control Board at the central
government level along with the various health and education departments in the state governments of
Bihar, Maharashtra, TamilNadu, Gujarat, Haryana, Rajasthan and West Bengal. Similarly, other J-PAL
regional offices partner extensively with their respective national and regional governments. This
provides us with an extensive network to disseminate information. Given the preliminary positive impact
of auditing public services on service delivery, we propose to engage with these departments to share our
methodology and findings and to encourage information campaigns in other fields as well. We anticipate
that this channel of dissemination is bound to be the most challenging, given the general Indian
administrative setup.

Though we are just finalizing results, the research team has already initiated a dialogue with the policy
team to identify potential contexts for scale up and replications. However, this process can only gather
speed once our results are completely finalized. We propose to eventually work with the policy team in
order to explore our options to replicate awareness campaigns in other states as well as stress the
importance of government accountability.

J-PAL staff and affiliates have an extensive network of professional and personal contacts, in state and
central governments, policy institutions, research and academic organisations and NGOs. Academic and
non-academic platforms are important in being able to project our ideas and results to policy makers and
practitioners. As noted in the previous section, our research team has already made numerous
presentations at various academic as well as non-academic conferences, seminars, workshops, trainings
and round table discussions and we plan to continue doing the same. Along with that, our research team
has been working closely with the policy and training team to ensure the timely and effective
dissemination of information through any future roundtables, conferences, trainings and meetings with
high-level policymakers, development practitioners and academics.

Past Initiatives and Interactions

Finally, we would like to mention some specific interactions and steps taken by the research team to
ensure the timely and effective dissemination of relevant information via policy dialogues, presentations,
seminars, knowledge workshops etc.
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Interactions with Policy Makers

- Tocollect inputs on the design of the study, meetings were conducted with Mr. Harsh Mander
(member of the National Advisory Council), Mr. Anil Kumar Sharma (Deputy Mayor of Delhi),
Mr. Ashwani Kumar (CEO, Delhi Urban Slum Improvement Board), Ms. Vimla Devi (Councilor)
and other Councillors and slum leaders in Delhi. These meetings were extremely helpful in being
able to identify the urban poor, understand the political structure and activism in slum areas and
therefore instrumental in selecting our sample areas.

- Mr. Martin Hirsch, Former High Commissioner for Active Inclusion Against Poverty and High
Commissioner for Youth in the French government visited our project in 2011. He was interested
in understanding our research questions, study design, implementation processes as well as the
results. Apart from a brief overview, we organized a short field visit for him. During his last visit
to Delhi in October 2012, Mr. Hisrch expressed his interest to revisit the project. Ms. Diva Dhar,
Policy and Training Manager, along with Mr. Gaurav Chiplunkar, Research Associate at J-PAL
South Asia, met him to brief him on the progress made in the various evaluations since his
previous visit. Now that we also have some preliminary results to share, we propose to engage
him in a meaningful policy discussion on the findings of the study and its application in other
locations of his interest.

- Ms. Diva Dhar has also discussed the project design and methodology with Dr. S. Y. Quraishi,
former Chief Election Commissioner of India and Dr. Harsha De Silva, Member of Parliament in
Sri Lanka during the Governance at the Policy and Impact conference in Bangkok organized by J-
PAL, IPA, Citi Foundation and the Asian Development Bank (August 2012). Dr. De Silva was
especially interested in the details of the project’s intervention and evaluation design, as he was
considering launching an information-based campaign to involve and update voters in his
constituency in Sri Lanka. We will be sharing our findings with him and possibly work with him
in designing the study.

- Ateam from 3ie and Global Development Network (GDN) visited the project in 2011 as well as
in June 2012. Detailed discussions were held with regard to the project design, evaluation strategy
and policy influence plan. During their recent visit in July 2012, they were accompanied by
delegates from the Gates Foundation and DFID. Apart from a detailed discussion on the
evaluations and their challenges, we also arranged for a field visit. Delegates had the opportunity
to observe the conditions of the urban poor, as well as participate in a demonstration of our
endline audits survey.

Interactions with NGOs, Civil Society Organisations, Resident Welfare Associations and Research
Partners

- NGOs such as Hazards Centre, Water Aid, Jagori, Indo-Global Social Service Society were
consulted for their inputs and feedback on the evaluation design and process. We now propose to
engage them in a dialogue over both our methodology and results and consider the possibility of
training them on organising information campaigns and increase awareness regarding public
accountability.
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- Two research-oriented NGOs, the ASER Centre (that is concerned with education) and the
Population and Health Foundation of India (PHFI) were interested in the evaluations, and
specifically sought details on the use and benefits of GIS technology in audits of public services.
They participated in a round table conference organised by J-PAL where Gaurav Chiplunkar
made a presentation on the value and application of GIS and digital data collection along with a
short demonstration on using GPS machines and cellphones to collect data.

- As part of the intervention, we have also worked in close collaboration with our partner, Satark
Nagrik Sangathan, and other NGOs who have been involved in slum mobilization to build their
capacity and understanding of randomized evaluations. We have also met with the editors and
executives at Hindustan to update them on the progress of the project.

- The team met with the Association for Democratic Reforms (ADR), Transparent Chennai and
Janaagraha (a leading, Bangalore-based, urban NGO) to discuss our study design, capacity
building, implementation plan and challenges, as well as policy impacts since they were
interested in undertaking similar voter information campaigns. We plan to share our preliminary
results with them and assist them in designing and implementing their projects.

- To facilitate comprehensive dissemination of the findings, the team is currently working on
compiling a report on the findings from our end line round of audits, which will be disseminated
by J-PAL and SNS to other NGOs, civil society groups, government agencies and policy makers.

- Policy-oriented students at the Kennedy School of Government, have undertaken policy analyses
on social pensions and sanitation in Delhi, with some of the motivation, design and data analysis
linked to our work. The social pension work is continuing (with one of the alumni) at the World
Bank.

Presentations and interviews

- The sanitation-related part of the project was showcased at a J-PAL/Gates Foundation workshop
for South Asian water and sanitation practitioners in Dhaka, Bangladesh.

- Ms. Agnes Faivre, a reporter with France-Inter (a leading French radio channel) covered some of
our evaluations as a part of her report on ‘Randomized Controlled Trials.” This report can be
accessed here: http://www.franceinter.fr/emission-la-tete-au-carre-grand-reportage-l-evaluation-
aleatoire.

- J-PAL affiliated professors and staff also presented their work on governance, including this
project, at one-day workshops in program evaluation conducted as part of mid-career training
programs for 1AS officers in Phase 111 (officers with 7-9 years of experience, most of whom were
district collectors), and Phase IV (officers with 14-16 years of experience, many of whom were
secretaries at the state or federal level and others in rural development departments). In all, these
workshops reached nearly 250 bureaucrats in key positions to influence policy.

- The design and baseline findings of the on-going Delhi project were presented to the International
Growth Centre, 3ie board and at a Harvard/MIT development seminar in 2011.


http://www.franceinter.fr/emission-la-tete-au-carre-grand-reportage-l-evaluation-aleatoire
http://www.franceinter.fr/emission-la-tete-au-carre-grand-reportage-l-evaluation-aleatoire
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Prof. Rohini Pande presented some preliminary results from the household surveys and audits at
the International Growth Centre conference in Delhi (December 2011).

Prof. Pande and Ms. Anjali Bhardwaj (head of SNS) also presented the evaluation objectives,
design and preliminary results at the J-PAL/Gates Foundation Urban Services Initiatives
conference in Sri Lanka (July 2012) for researchers and practitioners from across South Asia.

Dr. Bibhu Prasad Mohapatra, Director of India Development Foundation, made a presentation on
the study at the 3ie Policy Influence Clinic in Sri Lanka (July 2012).

Ms. Diva Dhar, discussed the project at a break-out session on Governance at the Policy and
Impact conference in Bangkok organized by J-PAL, IPA, Citi Foundation and the Asian
Development Bank (August 2012). Participants included researchers, government and non-
government practitioners from the region.

The project has made extensive use of innovative mapping techniques and use of mapping
software. Gaurav Chiplunkar, a Research Associate on the project, made a presentation on
Geographic Information Systems (GIS) and its applications in the project during a round table
discussion on Innovative Techniques and Technologies in Monitoring and Evaluation organized
by IDRC and the Centre for Learning on Evaluation and Results (CLEAR) South Asia. The round
table was attended by various NGOs, civil society groups, donors and research organizations.

Aditya Balasubramanian, another research associate, presented the study to Mr. C.V. Krishnan,
President, Institute for Financial Management and Research (IFMR).

Prof. Pande presented the preliminary audits results at the Barcelona Summer Forum during a
keynote address on development the governance process in June 2013.

Prof. Pande will also be teaching a session on Perception and Performance related to these studies
during an international workshop on government performance management in New Delhi in July

2013, which is coordinated by the Performance Management Division of the Cabinet Secretariat,

Government of India.

In June 2013, Prof. Pande discussed the preliminary results during a keynote address on
development and the governance process at the Barcelona Summer Forum.
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Appendix A: Tables

TABLE 1— TRANSFERS, POLITICAL ENGAGEMENT AND POLITICAL AWARENESS AMONG
DELHI'S SLUM-DWELLERS

Full ~ Lowest Asset Highest Asset

Sample Quintile Quintile
Panel A: Property Rights
Own house 85% 71% 98%
Able to sell house 54% 39% 54%
Access to indoor piped water (key indicator of legal settlement) 25% 8% 19%
Panel B: Agency Measures
Knows name of councillor 28% 18% 36%
Knows name of MLA 35% 24% 40%
Aware that councilor is given funds to spend in the ward 32% 26% 37%
Aware of funds and approximate amounts allocated to councilors 3% 1% 7%
Panel C: Clientelism, Transfers and Participation
Ration Card Holder 62% 37% 75%
Receiving Pension (% of eligible) 35% 31% 34%
Child Receiving a Scholarship
in Government Schools 55% 53% 55%
in Private Schools 6% 12% 3%
Fraction Attended a March/Rally 33% 28% 65%
Fraction Received Incentive
Cash 5% 5% 8%
Non-cash 22% 23% 18%

Notes: This table reports findings from a household survey of over 5,000 low income households living in and near slums in a random sample of 107 wards.
Astericies denote significance for a t-test of the difference in means between low and high asset quintile areas. * p<0.10, ** p<0.05, *** p<0.01.
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TABLE 2—TOP LOCAL AREA DEVELOPMENT ISSUES & HEALTH INDICATORS
Full Sample High Slum Index Low Slum Index

Percent Percent Percent
(1 (2) (3)
Panel A. Household Concerns with Sewage and Garbage
Sewage
Most problematic issue in this arca 26% 30%*** 19%
Area in which the household has faced problems (last year) 70% T3%*** 65%
Area in which the community has faced problems (last year) 70% T3%*** 63%
Garbage
Most problematic issue in this area 14% 12%%** 17%
Area in which the household has faced problems (last year) 53% 50%*** 58%
Area in which the community has faced problems (last year) 51% 4850 ** 55%
Panel B. Access, Useage and Quality
Sewage
Toilets
Uses in-house latrine 36% 14%%+* 71%
Uses public toilet 42% 62%*** 10%
Uses open land, gutter, or side of road for toilet 29% 40%*** 12%
Repots cleanliness of public toilet is "bad" 36% 3RYp*** 22%
Drains
Open drain near house 75% T8O T1%
Wastewater drain in the floor 19% 13%p*+* 28%
No specific outlet for wastewater 47% 60%*** 27%
Drain has been smelly or overflowing (if they have one) 90% 90% 89%
Garbage
MCD or private worker removes garbage 16% 8%p*** 28%
Disposes of garbage at a collection point (dumpster) 38% 4550 ** 27%
Dumps garbage in open land 42% 43%* 40%
Nearest dumpster emptied at least once per week 44% 47%*** 39%
Panel C. Health Indicators
Mosquito-borne illness experienced in family
Malaria 12% 13%p*+* 10%
Dengue 16% 16% 17%
Respondent experienced a fever in the last year 72% 5%k ** 68%

Notes: This table reports findings from a household survey of over 5,000 low income houscholds living in and near slums in a random sample of 107 wards.
Slums areas were identified using a methodology based on the UN-HABITAT and Indian census definitions of slums. First, using aerial photographs of Delhi
from satellite imagery, we compiled a list of potential slum areas based on housing density and appearance, complemented by Delhi government listings. This
was followed by field visits, in which an area was defined as having a high slum index if it met at least five out of nine criteria closely related to the census
definition of slums. These criteria included high density of housing, poor quality housing structure and material, lack of internal household infrastructure,
poor road infrastructure, access to water and water infrastructure, uncovered and unimproved drains, low coverage of private toilet facilities, high incidence of
trash piles and frequent cohabitation with animals. High index slums are those that meet at least five of these criteria. Low index slums are those that meet

less than five of these criteria. Astericies denote significance for a t-test of the difference in means between slum and non-slum areas. * p<0.10, ** p<0.05,
*** p<0.01.



TABLE 3—THE INCENTIVE EFFECT OF NEWSPAPER REPORT CARDS

Laneld: T TABLE 4—THE INCENTIVE EFFECT OF NEWSPAPER REPORT CARDS ON PUBLIC SERVICE PROVISION
F Total Total Open Total Closed Within Toilet ‘ . Index of Fraction of dhalaos Fraction of d.rains hools
. . . Infrastructure  Toilet Price  formal garbage dhalao Informal . Regularly with proper
Toilets Toilets Toilets Index sites infrastructure  Piles Overflowing cleaned clogged disposing (12)
I— posing <=1
Any (1) @) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) ©) (10) an (12) 0.00923
Panel A: Basic Newspaper Treatment Effects. (0.0215)
Newspap -0.00717
Any Newspaper Treatment -0.807 -0.361 -0.446 0.134 0.0262 0.0688 0.0569 0.251* 0.165%* 0.0603 -0.0640 -0.00117 (0.0263)
(0.568) (0.373) (0.293) (0.0975) (0.104) (0.0801) (0.0814) (0.142) (0.0782) (0.0583) (0.122) (0.0730) 0.0183
Mean 3.180 1.854 1.326 -0.0494 1.203 -0.0653 -0.204 0.199 0.750 0.375 0.550 0.275 (0.0225)
Observations 932 932 932 414 430 932 378 795 328 328 132 132 -0.0264
Panel B: Including an interaction for ineligibility. (0.0194)
Any Newspaper Treatment  0.0556 0.212 0.157 0.137 -0.0964 0.162* 0.0285 0.166 0.229%* 0.0583 -0.0830 -0.0299 0.0416
(0.606)  (0.363) (0.379) (0.0886) (0.129) (0.0847) (0.115) (0.140) (0.108) (0.0791) (0.155) 0.0752) 470
_ Pan Newspaper * Ineligible -2.832 -1.924 -0.908 -0.197 0.269 -0.318 0.0766 -0.349 -0.146 0.0745 -0.0131 0.152
(1.784)  (1.200) (0.780) (0.263) (0.210) (0.228) (0.159) 0.351) (0.149) 0.118) (0.245) (0.169)
F Ineligible 1.843 1.332 0.511 -0.103 -0.312%* 0.162 -0.0516 0.0411 0.151 0.0731 -0.211 0.0353 neous
Any N (1.572) (1.034) (0.700) (0.148) (0.131) (0.187) (0.130) (0.284) (0.110) (0.110) (0.157) (0.0763) 0.102%**
Mean 2.727 1.527 1.200 -0.00285 1.313 -0.0505 -0.215 0.257 0.789 0.368 0.500 0.250 (0.0202)
Newspapi Observations 929 929 929 414 430 929 376 792 328 328 132 132 -0.0269
Notes: This table reports OLS estimates for a slum-level combined cross section. Regressions include ward fixed effects and standard errors are clustered by ward. Any Newspaper Treatment is a dummy (%%4223%)
that takes the value of 1 if the Councilor of that ward had a reportcard published on them in the Hindustan and is 0 otherwise. Ineligible is a dummy that takes the value of | if the Councilor was not © 6256)
eligible Ec:hlj'?-run in their ward due to St.lflﬁges in the retfill\f’ahtion status.:gfg.’l(), Fx Q}<9J()i, Fkok piU.L,q}J, o . i il o i —0.-00631
(0.0282) 0.0193) 0.0170) (0.0189) (0.110) 00999) 7 (3.40e-19) ) (0.00338) (0.00457) (0.00968) (0.00670)
Mean 0 0 0.0655 0.0548 0.494 0.492 0 0 0.0101 0.0106 0.0294 0.0148
Observations 470 470 470 470 470 470 470 470 470 470 470 470
Panel C: The Incentive Effects of Newspapers on Councillors Attendance
Total Committee Attendance
Assembly Attendance No. Committees (Frac.) Avg. Committee Attendance Slums Committee
Any Newspaper Treatment * Post -0.00290 -0.0000653 -0.0152 0.0149 0.00162 0.0335 0.109 0.00731 0.0106 -0.00432
(0.0183) (0.0206) (0.148) (0.189) (0.0250) (0.0267) (0.253) (0.314) (0.0489) (0.0578)
Newspaper Treatment * Ineligible * Post -0.00946 -0.0908 -0.0909 0.333 0.0423
(0.0421) (0.306) (0.0569) (0.539) (0.106)
Ineligilbe * Post -0.00338 0.0223 0.0582 0.0906 -0.0329
(0.0322) (0.256) (0.0469) (0.309) (0.0914)
Post -0.0434%x* -0.0422%* -0.380%** -0.388%*  -0.0703%%* -0.0919%x* 0.165 0.132 -0, 171%%* -0.159%%*
(0.0151) (0.0184) (0.128) (0.168) (0.0210) (0.0222) (0.159) (0.215) (0.0422) (0.0498)
Mean 0.813 0.808 2.324 2.377 0.692 0.702 1.207 1.291 0.171 0.159
Observations 1196 1196 1200 1200 1191 1191 1198 1198 1200 1200

Notes: Panels A and B of this table report results for a ward level panel with two periods. The first period is from April 2007- March 2009 (the period covered in the first newspaper report card prior to Councillor being informed that
they would receive 2012 newspaper report cards) and second covers April 2009-March 2011 (this is the "post" period, or period after Councillors had been informed). Panel C is similarly a ward level panel, however for the non-
spending data we have yearly data available. Thus, the "pre" period here contains observations from 2007-2009, while the "post" period includes observations for 2009-2011. Regressions include ward fixed effects and standard
errors are clustered by ward. Any Newspaper Treatment is a dummy that takes the value of 1 if the Councilor of that ward had a reportcard published on them in the Hindustan and is 0 otherwise. Ineligible is a dummy that takes the
value of 1 if the Councilor was not eligible to re-run in their ward due to changes in the reservation status.* p<0.10, ** p<0.05, *** p<0.01.
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TABLE 5—DID AUDIT REPORT CARDS INFLUENCE THE QUALITY OF PUBLIC SERVICES?

'g zL?allDi. Price Index of Index of Fraction of dhalaos Fraction of dr'c.uns

Within Toilet total formal dhalao Regularl Index of with
Total toilets Total Closed Total open  Infrastructure  Price of toilet . . Overflowing SUATY I formal clogged  proper

sites infrastructure cleaned . ; )

Index Piles disposing
() @) 3 @ ) (6) (N ®) ® (10) (11) (12)
Panel A: Any Audits Treatment

Any Audits Treatment * Post 0.138 0.225%* -0.0868 -0.0409 -0.0408 -0.0573 0.0105 0.00120 0.0454  0.0929  0.129 0.182
(0.138) (0.104) (0.132) (0.159) (0.123) (0.0499) (0.130) (0.121) (0.123)  (0.0883) (0.144)  (0.183)
Post dummy 0.108 -0.0554 0.164 -0.0480 0.123 0.0746 0.327%** 0.194* -0.0919  -0.277*#* -0.0750  -0.225
(0.126) (0.0848) (0.120) (0.130) (0.0886) (0.0466) (0.114) (0.111) (0.116)  (0.104)  (0.130)  (0.156)

Control mean in the baseline 2.622 0.951 1.671 -0.0361 0.820 -0.0653 -0.204 0.750 0.375 0.199 0.550 0.275

Observations 932 932 932 399 412 932 328 328 328 795 132 132

Panel B: Slums in Red Wards (at least 1 severe ward-level summary statistic)

Any Audits Treatment * Post 0.292 0.163 0.129 0.278 0.0359
(0.233) (0.187) (0.191) (0.286) (0.268)
Post dummy 0.00932 -0.0681 0.0774 -0.241 0.0794
(0.169) (0.128) (0.140) (0.245) (0.238)
Control mean in the baseline 2.556 1.556 1 -0.0185 0.823

Observations 281 281 281 111 115

Panel C: Slums in Non-Red Wards (no severe ward-level summary statistics)

Any Audits Treatment * Post 0.222 0.392* -0.170 -0.202 -0.0755
(0.275) (0.213) (0.219) (0.164) (0.129)

Post dummy 0.0813 -0.0965 0.178 0.0640 0.146
(0.244) (0.183) (0.212) (0.133) (0.0890)

Control mean in the baseline 4.562 1.125 3.438 -0.0439 0.818

Observations 435 435 435 288 297

Notes: This table reports OLS estimates for a slum-level panel. All regressions include ward fixed effects and standard errors are clustered at the assembly constituency (AC) level. The treatment
variable takes the value 1 when either a ward councillor or a MLA receives a report card. The post dummy takes a value of 1 if the observation is in the midline or endline and is 0 in the baseline. The
Within Toilet Infrastructure Index is the slum-level average of an index created at the toilet-level, which averages the z-scores for the number of usable seats, the number of facilities available and a
dummy for whether the toilet is regularly cleaned. The sample for the within toilet infrastructure index and price is restricted to slums with an open toilet in the baseline. Regressions in Columns (1)-
(3) control for the number of toilets in the baseline. The index of total formal sites is an index comprised of the average z-scores for the number of dhalaos with no bins, the number of dhalaos with
bins, and the total number of bins. The index of dhalao infrastructure is the average of a dhalao level index comprised of the average z-scores for the number of details, a dummy for having a proper
structure, and a dummy for proper disposal. The index of informal piles is an index comprised of the average z-scores for the number of informal piles, the number of piles that are severely
overflowing, and the number of piles that were last cleaned over a week ago. The sample for (7)-(9) is restricted to those slums with at least 1 dhalao in the baseline. Panels B and C are restricted to
slums that lie in wards with at least 1 toilet in the baseline. Panel A is restricted to "red" wards-- wards with at least 1 severe ward-level summary statistic reported in the baseline report card. Summary
statistics include the fraction of open toilets, fraction of dirty seats (male & female), fraction of broken seats (male & female), and number of facilities. Fraction of open toilets was color-coded as red
(severe) in the baseline report card if it was below 0.5, the fractions of broken and dirty seats were coded red if they were above 0.4, and the number of facilities was coded red if the total number of
facilities per toilet was between 0-1. Panel B is restricted to "non-red" wards--those with no severe ward-level summary statistics in the baseline. * p<0.10, ** p<0.05, *** p<0.01.
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TABLE 6—THE EFFECT OF NEWSPAPER PUBLICATION & DISTRIBUTION ON CANDIDATE STANDING

Incumbent Re-  Incumbent Re-runs Incumbent Runs in Incumbent's An Outside ) Numl?er of
Runs in the Same Ward  a Different Ward Relative Runs Incumbent Runs in Candlqates
the Ward Running
(1) (2) 3) “4) (5) (6) (7) (3) 9) (10) (11 (12)
Any Newspaper RC Treatment 0.07 0.082 0.087 0.095 -0.017 -0.014 0.006  0.005 0.039 0.036 -0.772  -0.625
[0.086] [0.085] [0.085] [0.084] [0.027] [0.024] [0.018] [0.018] [0.033] [0.034] [0.747] [0.766]
Newspaper RC * Ineligilble 0.085  0.077 -0.09 -0.097 0.176*%** (0.174*** _0.094 -0.101 -0.004 0 1.151 1.004
[0.109] [0.108] [0.097] [0.096] [0.059] [0.059] [0.110] [0.109] [0.051] [0.051] [1.174] [1.213]
Councillor Audits RC Treatment 0.106 0.079 0.027 -0.009 -0.029 1.332
[0.102] [0.103] [0.037] [0.021] [0.040] [0.947]
Councillor Audits RC *Ineligible -0.038 -0.038 0 -0.106 0.029 -1.13
[0.131] [0.114] [0.077] [0.114] [0.056] [1.629]
Ineligible 0.467%%*: -0.457*** (0. 444%** () 433***  _0.024 -0.024 ).263***(0.204***  _0.034  -0.042 -2.286*** -1.972*%

[0.080] [0.085] [0.080] [0.082] [0.028] [0.031] [0.089] [0.093] [0.029] [0.033] [0.872] [1.019]

Observations 240 240 240 240 240 240 240 240 240 240 240 240
Mean of Control 0.478  0.441 0.457 0.441 0.0217 0 0 0 0.0217  0.0294  10.41 9.882

Notes: This table reports OLS estimates for a ward-level cross section. Estimates include strata FE (zone-party) and use robust standard errors. Any Newspaper
RC Treatment is a dummy that takes the value of 1 if the Councilor of that ward had a reportcard published on them in the Hindustan and is 0 otherwise.
Councillor Audits RC Treatment is a dummy that takes the value of 1 if the Councillor received a report card on the status of toilet and garbage services in their

ward. Ineligible is a dummy that takes the value of 1 if the Councilor was not eligible to re-run in their ward due to changes in the reservation status. * p<0.10, **
p<0.05, *** p<0.01.




TABLE 7— THE EFFECT OF NEWSPAPER PUBLICATION & DISTRIBUTION ON ELECTORAL RESULTS

Any Previous  Incumbent Party Winner Marein Incumbent Vote  Voter Turnout
Incumbent Wins Wins & Share (%)

(1) (2) 3) “) (5) (6) (7) (8) ) (10)
Any Newspaper RC Treatment 0.027 0.035 -0.01 0 0.036*%* 0.039** 0.038 0.042 -0.008 -0.009
[0.080] [0.080] [0.088] [0.088] [0.017] [0.017] [0.034] [0.034] [0.009] [0.009]

Newspaper RC * Ineligilble 0.031 0.024  -0.03 -0.041 -0.061* -0.064* -0.03 -0.034 -0.001 0.001
[0.098] [0.098] [0.149] [0.150] [0.036] [0.035] [0.041] [0.041] [0.015] [0.015]
Councillor Audits RC Treatment 0.077 0.106 0.026 0.042 -0.007
[0.100] [0.106] [0.021] [0.045] [0.010]

Councillor Audits RC *Ineligible -0.037 -0.037 -0.026 -0.027 0.022
[0.111] [0.165] [0.040] [0.049] [0.016]
Ineligible 0.290** -0.280*** (0.088 0.097  0.024 0.031 -0.164**%0.157** -0.013 -0.019
[0.076] [0.080] [0.118] [0.129] [0.030] [0.027] [0.033] [0.033] [0.012] [0.013]

Observations 240 240 240 240 240 240 240 240 240 240
Mean of Control 0.283 0.265 0.5 0.441 0.107 0.0918 0.16 0.155 0.554 0.551

Notes: This table reports OLS estimates for a ward-level cross section. Estimates include strata FE (zone-party) and use robust
standard errors. Any Newspaper RC Treatment is a dummy that takes the value of 1 if the Councilor of that ward had a
reportcard published on them in the Hindustan and is 0 otherwise. Councillor Audits RC Treatment is a dummy that takes the

value of 1 if the Councillor received a report card on the status of toilet and garbage services in their ward. Ineligible is a

dummy that takes the value of 1 if the Councilor was not eligible to re-run in their ward due to changes in the reservation status.

* p<0.10, ** p<0.05, *** p<0.01.



APPENDIX TABLE 1—DID THE EFFECT OF REPORT CARDS ON THE QUALITY OF TOILET PROVISION DIFFER BY LEVEL OF POLITICIAN?

Access Quality Price Fraction of dhalaos Fraction of drains

o Index of total Index of dhalao R with
Total toilets Closed toilets Total open . Within tculf: t Price of toilet  formal sites  infrastructure  Qverflowing Regularly cleaned Imflcx of clogged  proper

infrastructure index Informal . .

X disposing
Piles
D B 3 @ 5 © @ ® © am _ an (1
Panel A: Specific Audits Treatment

Councilor Audits Report Card * Post 0.0543 0.101 -0.0469 -0.0201 -0.0621 -0.112% 0.119 -0.0333 0.0854 0.0498 0.175 0.125
(0.165) (0.138) (0.124) (0.175) (0.159) (0.0602) (0.129) (0.139) (0.149) (0.0968) (0.169)  (0.209)

MLA Audits Report Card * Post 0.298 0.255% 0.0435 -0.0491 -0.0800 0.00227 -0.0488 -0.0499 0.0696 0.0764  0.108 0.292
(0.199) (0.140) (0.174) (0.183) (0.139) (0.0591) (0.201) (0.146) (0.144) (0.106)  (0.162) (0.218)

Councilor * MLA * Post -0.360 -0.0362 -0.324 0.0227 0.161 0.0257 -0.0958 0.166 -0.169 0.0396 -0.208 -0.283
(0.268) (0.238) (0.214) (0.237) (0.257) (0.0851) (0.229) (0.181) (0.175) (0.123)  (0.318)  (0.250)
Post dummy 0.127 -0.0519 0.179 -0.0484 0.123 0.0815* (.324%%% 0.192% -0.0909 -0.279%*%* .0.0750 -0.225
(0.126) (0.0860) (0.119) (0.130) (0.0895) (0.0456) (0.114) (0.111) (0.116) (0.103)  (0.132)  (0.158)

Panel B: Specific Audits Treatment Interacted with Newspaper Report Card Treatment

Councilor Audits Report Card * Post 0.423 0.399 0.0237 -0.126 -0.0490 -0.0311 -0.0648 0.117 0.141 -0.119  0.158 0.225
(0.325) (0.272) (0.169) (0.138) (0.118) (0.0987) (0.183) (0.155) (0.196) (0.130)  (0.190)  (0.160)

MLA Audits Report Card * Post 0.298 0.255* 0.0435 -0.0491 -0.0800 0.00227 -0.0488 -0.0499 0.0696 0.0764 0.108 0.292
(0.199) (0.140) (0.175) (0.183) (0.139) (0.0591) (0.202) (0.147) (0.144) 0.107)  (0.164)  (0.220)
Councilor * MLA * Post -0.728* -0.512* -0.216 0.162 0.284 -0.121 0.00623 0.0749 -0.307 0.353*  0.0940 -0.435%
(0.372) (0.291) (0.244) (0.238) (0.215) (0.111) (0.295) (0.226) (0.265) (0.205) (0.314) (0.213)

Councilor * Newspaper RC* Post -0.508%* -0.406 -0.102 0.182 -0.0267 -0.110 0.284 -0.231 -0.0804 0.240  0.0238 -0.143
(0.292) (0.250) (0.128) (0.158) (0.177) (0.109) (0.233) (0.153) (0.225) (0.175) (0.214)  (0.169)

Councilor * MLA * Newspaper RC * Post 0.503 0.687** -0.183 -0.234 -0.199 0.213 -0.147 0.133 0.208 -0.468** -0.810* 0.286
(0.350) (0.302) (0.212) (0.266) (0.311) (0.135) (0.313) (0.247) (0.280) 0.228)  (0.419) (0.222)

Post dummy 0.127 -0.0519 0.179 -0.0484 0.123 0.0815* (.324%%* 0.192%* -0.0909 -0.279%*%* .0.0750 -0.225
(0.126) (0.0861) (0.119) (0.130) (0.0897) (0.0457) (0.114) (0.112) ©.117) 0.103)  (0.133)  (0.160)

Notes: This table reports OLS estimates for a slum-level panel. All regressions include ward fixed effects and standard errors are clustered at the assembly constituency (AC) level. The effect of a politician-specific

treatment is examined and the Councillor/MLA treatment dummy take the value 1 when the Councillor/MLA receives an audits report card. The newspaper report card dummy takes the value of | if a report card was
published on the Councilor in the Hindustan. The post dummy takes a value of | if the observation is in the midline or endline and is 0 in the baseline. The Within Toilet Infrastructure Index is the slum-level average of an
index created at the toilet-level, which averages the z-scores for the number of usable seats, the number of facilities available and a dummy for whether the toilet is regularly cleaned. The sample for the within toilet
infrastructure index and price is restricted to slums with an open toilet in the baseline. Regressions in Columns (1)-(3) control for the number of toilets in the baseline. The index of total formal sites is an index comprised of
the average z-scores for the number of dhalaos with no bins, the number of dhalaos with bins, and the total number of bins. The index of dhalao infrastructure is the average of a dhalao level index comprised of the average z-
scores for the number of details, a dummy for having a proper structure, and a dummy for proper disposal. The index of informal piles is an index comprised of the average z-scores for the number of informal piles, the
number of piles that are severely overflowing, and the number of piles that were last cleaned over a week ago. The sample for (7)-(9) is restricted to those slums with at least 1 dhalao in the baseline. * p<0.10, ** p<(0.05,

**% p<0.01.



APPENDIX TABLE 2—DIFFERENTIAL EFFECTS BY POLITICIAN LEVEL AND SEVERITY

Quality Price
Total toilets ~ Total Closed  Total open  Within Toilet Price of toilet
(1) (2) (3) 4) (5)
Panel A: Slums in Red Wards (at least 1 severe ward-level summary statistic)
Councilor Audits Report Card * Post 0.271 0.268 0.00331 0.586* 0.0478
-0.367 -0.302 -0.161 -0.288 -0.321
MLA Audits Report Card * Post 0.387 0.0448 0.342 0.188 -0.0598
-0.289 -0.191 -0.252 -0.348 -0.296
Councilor * MLA * Post -0.557 -0.0593 -0.498 -0.47 0.27
-0.587 -0.47 -0.424 -0.392 -0.39
Post dummy 0.0177 -0.0786 0.0963 -0.253 0.0727
-0.165 -0.132 -0.13 -0.255 -0.244
Control mean in the baseline 2.556 1.556 | -0.0185 0.823
Observations 281 281 281 111 115
Panel B: Slums in Non-Red Wards (no severe ward-level summary statistics)
Councilor Audits Report Card * Post 0.112 0.153 -0.0406 -0.233 -0.0921
-0.278 0.2 -0.239 -0.184 -0.163
MLA Audits Report Card * Post 0.495 0.591%* -0.0957 -0.194 -0.0834
-0.419 -0.296 -0.269 -0.188 0.15
Councilor * MLA * Post -0.561 -0.357 -0.203 0.242 0.119
-0.468 -0.355 -0.294 -0.246 -0.288
Post dummy 0.102 -0.0816 0.183 0.064 0.146
-0.25 -0.184 0214 -0.136 -0.0894
Control mean in the baseline 4562 1.125 3438 -0.0439 0.818
Observations 435 435 435 288 297

Notes: This table reports OLS estimates for a slum-level panel. All regressions include ward fixed effects and
standard errors are clustered at the assembly constituency (AC) level. The treatment variable takes the value 1 when
either a ward councillor or a MLA receives a report card. The post dummy takes a value of 1 if the observation is in
the midline or endline and is 0 in the baseline. The Within Toilet Infrastructure Index is the slum-level average of an
index created at the toilet-level, which averages the z-scores for the number of usable seats, the number of facilities
available and a dummy for whether the toilet is regularly cleaned. The sample for the within toilet infrastructure
index and price is restricted to slums with an open toilet in the baseline. Regressions in Columns (1)-(3) control for
the number of toilets in the baseline. The sample is restricted to slums that lie in wards with at least 1 toilet in the
baseline. Panel A is restricted to "red" wards-- wards with at least 1 severe ward-level summary statistic reported in
the baseline report card. Summary statistics include the fraction of open toilets, fraction of dirty seats (male &
female), fraction of broken seats (male & female), and number of facilities. Fraction of open toilets was color-coded
as red (severe) in the baseline report card if it was below 0.5, the fractions of broken and dirty seats were coded red
if they were above 0.4, and the number of facilities was coded red if the total number of facilities per toilet was
between 0-1. Panel B is restricted to "non-red" wards--those with no severe ward-level summary statistics in the
baseline. * p<0.10, ** p<0.05, *** p<0.01.



APPENDIX TABLE 3—DID THE EFFECT OF REPORT CARDS ON THE QUALITY OF TOILET PROVISION DIFFER BY SLUM CHARACTERISTICS?

OPEN DEFECATION PUBLIC TOILET USAGE
Total Toilets  Total Open Total Closed \i\hthm Toilet Price Total Toilets Total Open Total Closed Within Toilet Price
nfra. Index Infra. Index
(1) (2) (3) 4) (5) 6) (7) &) ©) (10)
Panel A. Toilets: All
Any Audits Treatment * Post *
High use 0.381 0.344 0.0372 0.0953 0.0547 0.359 -0.0758 0.435 -0.355 0.160
(0.668) (0.690) (0.407) (0.176) (0.252) (0.711) (0.564) (0.431) (0.406) (0.385)
Any Audits Treatment * Post -0.0392 -0.260 0.220 -0.0423 -0.0443 -0.229 -0.299 0.0694 " 0283 -0.183
(0.422) (0.378) (0.234) (0.129) (0.161) (0.316) (0.254) (0.210) (0.406) (0.421)
Panel B. Toilets: Male
Any Audits Treatment * Post *
High use 0.236 0.211 0.0246 0.101 -0.143 0.204 -0.00814 0.213 -0.0694 0.110
(0.342) (0.339) (0.222) (0.147) (0.318) (0.368) (0.303) 0.217) (0.246) (0.276)
Any Audits Treatment * Post -0.00731 -0.119 0.112 -0.124 0.0249 -0.0952 -0.132 0.0365 -0.0112 -0.154
(0.217) (0.189) (0.123) (0.144)  (0.265) (0.177) (0.147) (0.106) (0.199)  (0.326)
Panel C. Toilets: Female
Any Audits Treatment * Post *
High use 0.215 0.205 0.0107 -0.238* -0.0783 0.127 -0.0954 0.223 -0.0820 0.281
(0.361) (0.372) (0.186) (0.120)  (0.208) (0.354) (0.270) (0.215) (0.238)  (0.673)
Any Audits Treatment * Post -0.0507 -0.159 0.109 -0.0137 -0.0880 -0.109 -0.142 0.0329 -0.0528 -0.375
(0.229) (0.208) (0.112) (0.123) (0.105) (0.163) (0.123) (0.105) (0.211) (0.681)

Notes:This table reports OLS estimates for a slum-level panel. All regressions include ward fixed effects and the standard errors are clustered at the assembly constituency
(AC) level. The treatment variable takes the value 1 when either a ward councillor or a MLA receives a report card. The post dummy takes a value of 1 if the observation is in
the midline or endline and is 0 in the baseline. The Within Toilet Infrastructure Index is the slum-level average of an index created at the toilet-level, which averages the z-
scores for the number of usable seats, the number of facilities available and a dummy for whether the toilet is regularly cleaned. High use is a dummy that takes the value of 1 if
usage is above the median. The median usage of open defecation is 16.67% and the median usage of public toilets is 29.17%. Columns (1)-(3) and (6)-(8) include a control for
the number toilets in the baseline. * p<0.10, ** p<0.05, *** p<0.01.
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APPENDIX TABLE 4— DID THE EFFECT OF REPORT CARDS ON THE QUALITY OF GARBAGE AND DRAIN PROVISION DIFFER
BY SLUM CHARACTERISTICS?

Index of Fraction of dhalaos Fraction of drains
Index of total ;
formal sites dhalao Overflowing Regularly Index of clogged with proper
infrastructure cleaned Informal Piles disposing
&) (2) 3) ) (5) (6) (7)
Any Audits Treatment * Post *
High use 0.102 -0.00906 0.126 -0.286 0.0628 0.157 0208
(0.135) (0.300) (0.197) (0.236) (0.150) (0.239) (0.319)
Any Audits Treatment * Post -0.143%* -0.120 -0.112 0.167 0.177 0.0631 0.286
(0.0646) (0.250) (0.169) (0.267) (0.166) (0.184) (0.357)
Post * High Use 0.212%* 0.0283 ¥ .0.0526 0.173 0.113 0.150 0.106
(0.0927) (0.244) (0.169) (0.199) (0.178) (0.201) (0.298)
Post dummy -0.00102 0.408** 0.286* -0.163 -0.381* -0.118 -0.268
(0.0397) (0.178) (0.160) (0.227) (0.209) (0.142) (0.329)

Notes: This table reports OLS estimates for a slum-level panel. All regressions include ward fixed effects and standard errors are clustered at
the assembly constituency (AC) level. The treatment variable takes the value 1 when either a ward councillor or a MLA receives a report card.
The post dummy takes a value of 1 if the observation is in the midline or endline and is 0 in the baseline. The high use variable is a dummy for
being above the median dhalao usage of 66.67% for dhalaos and a dummy for being access to drains (a dummy that takes the value of 1 in
slums where the average number of people reporting that there is a drain nearby is above the median of 86.67%). The index of total formal sites
1s an index comprised of the average z-scores for the number of dhalaos with no bins, the number of dhalaos with bins, and the total number of
bins. The index of dhalao infrastructure is the average of a dhalao level index comprised of the average z-scores for the number of details, a
dummy for having a proper structure, and a dummy for proper disposal. The index of informal piles is an index comprised of the average z-
scores for the number of informal piles, the number of piles that are severely overflowing, and the number of piles that were last cleaned over a
week ago. * p<0.10, ** p<0.05, *** p<0.01.



APPENDIX TABLE 5— THE EFFECT OF NEWSPAPER PUBLICATION ON THE VOTE SHARE OF MINOR PARTIES
Vote Share of non-

Vote Share of non-

Independent Vote Share Congress./BJ P/BSP Congress/BJP candidates
candidates
0 Q) B) @ B) ©)
Any Newspaper RC Treatment 0 0 -0.004 -0.006 0.005 0.001
[0.010] [0.009] [0.013] [0.013] [0.022] [0.022]
Newspaper RC * Ineligilble 0.007 0.008 0.013 0.016 -0.015 -0.011
[0.014] [0.014] [0.019] [0.020] [0.034] [0.034]
Councillor Audits RC Treatment -0.007 -0.016 -0.031
[0.010] [0.014] [0.022]
Councillor Audits RC *Ineligible 0.004 0.021 0.029
[0.015] [0.021] [0.037]
Ineligible -0.005 -0.006 -0.011 -0.017 0.02 0.012
[0.012] [0.014] [0.016] [0.018] [0.028] [0.030]
Observations 240 240 240 240 240 240
Mean of Control 0.0353 0.038 0.0774 0.087 0.175 0.185

Notes: This table reports OLS estimates for a ward-level cross section. Estimates include strata FE (zone-party) and use robust
standard errors. Any Newspaper RC Treatment is a dummy that takes the value of 1 if the Councilor of that ward had a
reportcard published on them in the Hindustan and is 0 otherwise. Councillor Audits RC Treatment is a dummy that takes the
value of 1 if the Councillor received a report card on the status of toilet and garbage services in their ward. Ineligible is a
dummy that takes the value of 1 if the Councilor was not eligible to re-run in their ward due to changes in the reservation status.
* p<0.10, ** p<0.05, *** p<0.01.



Appendix B: Detailed Household Survey Results

Access and Quality

A. Basic Infrastructure

In Table 2 we examine slum-dweller access to basic infrastructure and reported quality. We start
with water and sanitation (Panel A). Water falls under the purview of the Jal board — a
corporatized state entity. Legally recognized houses should be connected to piped water. In our
sample, only 14% of households have a tap in their home, which is consistent with the fact that
most slums in Delhi remain illegal settlements. The rest make do either with a public tap
connected to the municipal supply or with a well. 4% report that they have access to neither a
municipal water supply nor a well. Even among those houses with access to a water supply,
quality is low. Almost half the households (42%) state that they faced non-availability of water.

At the time of the first baseline survey, the municipal corporation department held responsibility
for sanitation in slums. We see that 14% of the households report having a toilet inside their
homes, ranging from 6% in the poorest quintile to 30% in the wealthiest quintile. More than half
the households (60%) declare that they have no specific outlet for drainage from their homes, and
that figure is 72% for the poorest households.

About an equal number of households (around 45%) report taking the garbage to a dumpster as
they do dumping it on an open field, though the poor are more likely to dump on open ground and
the rich in a dumpster. When asked about their assessment of service quality of sanitation
facilities, 30% say the cleanliness of the toilet they use is bad, and a whopping 90% of those with
a drain say that it is smelly or overflowing. On the other hand, virtually no one claims that the
nearest dumpster is emptied less than once a month.

Electricity provision has been privatized in Delhi, and essentially everyone claims to have access
to it (Table 2, Panel C).though 62% mention that there were power cuts of 3 hours or more per
day (not a lot by Indian standards) in June. The one serious complaint that we do encounter is
overbilling: 20% say that they received a very high bill. Additionally, 6% of households report
illegal electrical connections, based on what we can infer from their reported means of payment.
This number decreases from 15% to 1% from the poorest to the wealthiest quintiles, respectively.

Most slums have narrow and, typically, non-tarmac roads. As a result motor access is another

area of complaint: 80% say that there is no access to their house by vehicle bigger than a
motorcycle.

B. Human Capital
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Education is provided by the city and state governments (both run schools), but there are also
private alternatives. About one in ten children goes to private school: however, the percentage
rises, perhaps unsurprisingly, from 5% among the poorest to 19% among the richest (Panel D).
Six percent of households whose children go to government school complain about the quality of
teaching, whereas only 1% of households who send their children to private schools complain of
low quality teaching.

Health, like education, is provided both through government clinics and hospitals as well as
private alternatives. Here the pattern of use is very different from education (Panel E): everyone,
rich or poor, primarily uses private facilities. In 70% of cases of minor ailments, respondents
went to private doctors. For major ailments, the rate falls to 57%. Use of government facilities
decreases with wealth for minor ailments, but there is no clear pattern of use for major ailments
among slum-dwellers. This is consistent with the fact that people have a somewhat negative view
of the government health facilities (Das and Sanchez 2003). For both minor and major healthcare,
roughly 60% of the respondents report problems at their nearest government healthcare facility.

C. Law and Order

Three quarters of slum-dwellers report some kind of law and order problem in their area (Panel
F). Of those, 92% cite theft. The next most frequent problems are gambling and alcoholism,
which are each cited in about 70% of cases. While wealthy households report slightly lower
incidence of theft and gambling, mentions of alcoholism, violent crimes (43%), domestic abuse
(53%), and vandalism (8%) all increase with wealth. It is unclear if this increase is due to
underreporting of the problems among poorer quintiles.

Ten percent of slum-dwellers report having sought help from the police. Of those, 34% say that
the police actually took a report and actively investigated, and 37% reported that the problem
improved after going to the police.

D. Transfers

Table 3a — 3f provide information about the three major transfer programs relevant for slum-
dwellers: the public distribution (or “ration”) system; pensions for the elderly, widows, and
disabled; and cash and non-cash transfers for children in school.

There are different categories of ration cards and associated entitlements depending on a
household’s material conditions. Yellow and red cards are for the poorest households categorized
as “Below Poverty Line (BPL)” (see appendix for more details). White cards are for those
“Above Poverty Line (APL).”

Table 3a shows that about 40% of the households have a BPL ration card (red or yellow) and are
eligible for subsidized rations. This is substantially lower than the 57% of household reporting
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incomes below the poverty line, but there may be some inaccuracy in our income data. Strikingly,
however, the probability of having access to a BPL card is increasing in wealth over most of the
range. A regression of whether or not you have a BPL card on the asset index with slum fixed
effects shows that a one standard deviation increase in asset index increases the likelihood of
having a BPL card by a very significant 5.9 percentage points (columns 13 and 14 of Table 4). In
other words, richer people (as measured by private assests) within the same slum are more likely
to have a BPL card, suggesting substantial mis-targeting.

As shown in Panel C of Table 3b, over 95% of cardholders report receiving some rations.
However, the majority (63%) get less than their stipulated allotment at the stipulated price, at
least based on the slum-dwellers’ reports. On average they report receiving 1.9 kilos less rice and
4.8 kilos less wheat than they were supposed to on their most recent visit to the ration shop, but
the shortfall is somewhat less for those entitled to the most (those with red or yellow cards). On
the other hand, these same people pay a higher markup on the (lower) price that they are officially
guaranteed. The average markups are 26% for rice and 15% for wheat, respectively, though the
median markups are much smaller, implying that more than half of those with ration cards get
their rations at close to the official price.

Qualification for pensions relies on multiple criteria: an individual must have the actual condition
(of being over 60 years, widowed, or disabled), have an income less than Rs. 48,400 per year, and
have lived in Delhi for five years or more. An estimate of “potential eligibility” is based on the
answer to the question of whether any household member satisfies the first two conditions, and
the period of living in the current residence of the respondent. This is a proxy for the true criteria,
because in addition to meeting these criteria, people need to go through a certification process to
verify their eligibility. Equally important is that there are a restricted number of pensions
allocated to each area to be distributed by state legislators and ward councilors. Pensions are
therefore potentially rationed, and the politician has a lot of discretion over them.

In Table 3c we see that roughly a quarter of the households in our sample have someone who is
eligible for a pension but Table 3d suggests that only 35% of these households with an eligible
member actually receive a pension. Looking at receipt as percentage of eligibility by pension
type, we see that almost half of all eligible widows receive a pension, but that far fewer eligible
elderly and disabled people do (only 31% and 15%, respectively).

Finally, we turn to scholarships for children. Both the state and city government offer various
schemes to subsidize education for girls, physically handicapped and SC/ST/OBC/minorities
students from underprivileged families. Eligibility criteria for these schemes typically require the
child to be studying in a government or government-aided school and for family income to be
below 100,000 Rs. per year.

Table 3e shows that more than half of the children attending government schools between the
ages of 6 to 14 receive scholarships. However, the proportion that receives non-cash transfers
such as free textbooks, uniforms and stationary is much higher: 93% of government school
children in this age group receive non-cash transfers, mostly in the form of free textbooks (90%)
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and uniforms (79%). The proportion of government school beneficiaries does not vary much
across asset quintiles for both cash and non-cash transfers. For example, the proportion of
scholarship recipients in government schools only moves from 53% in the lowest quintile to 55%
in the uppermost quintile.

Only 6% of private school children receive scholarships, though the proportion diminishes with
wealth from 12% at the bottom asset quintile to 3% of the uppermost quintile. Similarly, while
only 13% of private school children receive any non-cash transfer, a higher proportion of children
in the bottom quintile (26%) benefit in comparison to children in the uppermost quintile (8%).
The proportion of beneficiaries for cash and non-cash transfers reduces sharply with wealth for
private school children in comparison to their government school counterparts, implying that
private schools may more actively target cash and non-cash transfers to students.

Heterogeneity in Provision and Problem Ranking

To what extent do differences in access and quality of public good provision vary within and
across slums in the same ward? Significant heterogeneity along these dimensions would provide
one explanation for the persistence of poor quality of service provision.

To examine this, we turn to regression-based analysis. The results are reported in Table 4. We
estimate a series of regressions where the outcomes are different measures of either service
quality or access to transfers. For each of the seven outcome variables, we use two specifications
— one with just area fixed effects as explanatory variables and the second with area fixed effects
and the household’s asset index. In Panel A, we use slum fixed effects, in Panel B we use ward
fixed effects and in Panel C we report regressions with slum and ward fixed effects (where we
drop one slum fixed effect per ward). We also report the F-test for the joint significance of the
fixed effects. In Panel C, the F-test can be interpreted as being informative of whether,
conditional on ward fixed effects, the slum fixed effects jointly have any explanatory power.

It is striking that the asset index, while generally statistically significant, never explains more than
3% of the variation in access to any of the 7 services we look at. In Panel B, we see that ward
fixed effects explain a substantial part of the variation (generally between 15 and 55 percent), and
Panel C shows that slum fixed effects have significant additional explanatory power for all
services. The proportion of variance explained by ward- and slum-level fixed effects is
particularly high for water, sanitation and garbage removal, all of which have strong local
network aspects: for example about 50% of the variation in access to municipal water and
garbage removal is explained by these fixed effects. Only 15% of the variation in access to
electricity can be explained by local area fixed effects, but there is little variation in electrical
connections to work with given the near-universal supply. Inter-slum differences also explain
25% of the variation in whether potentially eligible pensioners actually receive a pension, and
roughly 20% of the variation in receipt of a ration card or voter registration card. This is striking,
since these transfer entitlements do not have local public good features.
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Tables 5a and 5b look at the question of public service quality from a different angle—what
slum-dwellers say are their most important problems, as well as reports from the RWA
leadership. There is again a broad correspondence in the overall ranking of problems. Each
survey respondent—whether representing a household or an RWA—was asked to identify the
most problematic issue in his or her area. Slum-dwellers identify water as the most problematic
issue, followed by sewage, drainage, and toilets and then garbage removal. Private transfer issues
(rations, in particular) follow next. Interestingly, there is very little difference in problem ranking
across asset quintiles—slum-dwellers within each quintile rank each issue within 2% of its full-
sample ranking. RWAs also overwhelmingly report water and sewage issues as the top two
problems. Neither group considers education or healthcare as key concerns. This may reflect the
fact that most slum-dwellers have opted out of the public health service delivery system (Das and
Sanchez 2003). Nor is crime perceived to be a major problem by slum-dwellers or RWAs,
although issues of law and order appear to concern RWAs more than slum-dwellers.

These analyses show that a lot of the problems faced by slum-dwellers are common to everyone
who lives in the same slum and are not necessarily escaped with increased wealth. This stands in
stark contrast to the results noted above on patterns of variation in private wealth and incomes,
where the majority of the variation was within, rather than between, slums.

We have also examined the geographical alignment of preferences, in terms of the top-ranked
problems. At the slum level , on average 58% of households have the same top problem, and 95%
share at least one issue in their top three problems. When we aggregate over all slums in a ward,
the concordance over the top problem falls to 53% (illustrating the between-slum variation again).
Finally, in 31% of wards for which we have both slum-dweller and RWA data, there is
concordance between the most frequently cited problem among slum-dwellers and that of the
RWAs in the ward.

Why is the Quality of Provision Low?

Slum-dwellers face extensive problems with provision of basic infrastructure and receipt of
private transfers, and have clear opinions over these. To a significant extent slum-dwellers’
problems are aligned with broader local preferences in their community. So why does the
political process not deliver on their problems?

In this section, we explore three possible reasons for this. First, does the elected representative
face constraints in resources or influence in delivering better services?

Second, to the extent that representatives can do better, do they lack political incentives to do so?
This could be for two reasons. It may be that improving public services and transfers is an
unattractive political strategy relative to a clientelistic or vote-buying alternative. Alternatively,
slum-dwellers may be disengaged from the political system, either in terms of voting or through
direct interactions with political representatives?

Finally, is lack of information about their rights a significant problem for slum-dwellers?
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The evidence from the survey has little that can be directly applied to the first question, precisely
because it is drawn from the views of slum-dwellers, supplemented by those of RWAs. As
discussed in Section 1.1 on governance, there are diverse agencies responsible for delivery of
services and transfers. For example, water is a primary responsibility of Delhi’s Jal Board, a
public agency answerable to the state political process; electricity is provided by three privatized
companies, subject to regulatory guidelines (including on access) set by a state-level regulator;
garbage removal and local sanitation are the responsibility of the municipal corporation; schools
are provided by state and municipality; and so on. Yet all of these are subject to control by the
overall political system, at least in principle, either via the electoral and legislative process itself
or the intermediation functions that state and municipal legislators have over delivery to their own
constituencies.

The direct evidence from the surveys questions the responsiveness of the overall political system.
In some areas there may be specific resource constraints—pensions seem to be currently rationed,
for example. However, there is evidence to suggest that resource constraints are not the only
issue, at least in some areas. Rations are, in principle, fully funded, and yet we observe substantial
under-delivery relative to entitlements. At the council level of government, ward councilors
receive a pot of money for their discretionary use: they spent over 90% of this in the 2007/08 and
2008/09, but, as discussed below, there seems to be very little alignment between their spending
(largely on roads) and the most important problems faced by slum-dwellers or RWAs. As seen in
Table 5, while slum-dwellers report the most problematic issues in their areas to be water (44%),
sewage (30%) and garbage (11%), a breakdown of councilor spending shows that a greater part of
their discretionary fund (57%) is spent on roads. While the next biggest expense category
comprises of the provision of drains and roads, this constitutes a far lower proportion of their
funds — 17% only. The next two expense categories do not meet slum-dwellers’ interests either —
provision and repair of lights (8%) and the improvement of parks and provision of gates (7%). At
least in some areas, politicians could do more to respond to the problems if they chose to.

So what about the second question: is effort on providing public services and transfers to slum-
dwellers a good political strategy for politicians? This takes us to the extensive literature on the
drivers of political behavior in India (and other developing countries), and in particular the central
theme that political interactions are primarily embedded in clientelistic relations between
politician and citizen.

The essence of clientelism is the provision of private or local public goods in return for political
loyalty, typically within an unequal power relationship. By one definition, political clientelism
“represents the distribution of resources (or promise of) by political office holders or political
candidates in exchange for political support, primarily — although not exclusively — in the form of
the vote” (Gay 1990). It is argued that this can be a superior political strategy than provision of
general public goods, especially when a politician can more credibility commit to delivery of
such private (or local public goods) and especially where political competition is weak and
information is limited (Keefer and Khemani 2005). The role of poverty is also emphasized by
Wilkinson (2006) who argues that low levels of economic development facilitates clientelism
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because the small rewards patrons can offer have greater value, as well as the fact that a relatively
poor electorate, such as slum-dwellers, rarely see the benefits of highly participatory voting.

Many authors argue that India is, in general, deeply clientelistic, or, as Chandra (2004) puts it,
India is a “patronage democracy.” Three particular aspects of the Indian literature are particularly
relevant to this study.

First, there is work arguing that clientelistic relations are intermediated by local political brokers.
Baken (2003) finds that the most important group of lower-level political brokers connecting the
mass electorate to local (city) leaders is comprised of non-elected popular leaders who generally
operate on a neighborhood level: slum leaders. He argues that they operate between slum-
dwellers and the political apparatus, mediating in nearly all governmental matters such as getting
a license or ration card, obtaining welfare or housing benefits, and dealing with the police in cases
of arrest or fines. Slums and slum-dwellers are usually refused full recognition of legitimacy by
the state and inhabit uncertain legal and physical spaces (Ramanathan 2006). Jha, Rao and
Woolcock (2007) report survey results from Delhi that indicate an extensive intermediation
function of local leaders.

Second, it is often argued that people vote on caste or other identity-based lines, to increase the
probability of getting benefits for their own group — though this depends on calculations on the
size of their voting block (Chandra 2004). However, there is also evidence that such caste-based
voting is a consequence of lack of information over the true qualities of candidates (Banerjee et
al. 2010; Banerjee and Pande 2009).

Third, there is a rather different, and influential, argument of Chatterjee (2004, 2008) that in India
the poor work through formal political channels, whereas the middle class work through civil
society structure to directly access and influence the governmental apparatus.

The data from the surveys provide valuable information on the political behavior of slum-
dwellers — whether they say they vote, what factors shape their voting decision, and whether they
approach politicians directly to solve daily problems.

Table 6 summarizes the results. The Indian voter-registration campaigns show significant success
with 85% registration among slum-dwellers. In contrast to the view that registration in slums is
driven by politicians organizing a local vote bank, the bulk (78%, unreported in tables) of
registration was via a “government campaign” (presumably by the Election Commission) — an
example of part of the Indian state that is effective. Reported turnout in the last councilor election
is also high at 72%. While most studies tend to suggest that self-reported turnout exceeds actual
turnout, it is still interesting that reported turnout rates increase with wealth. To the extent that the
poorest slum-dwellers are often considered the most likely targets of vote-buying and clientelistic
policies, one may have anticipated the opposite. This is, however, consistent with the fact that the
poor are also registered less (though, once again, one might wonder why the politicians are not
out registering these voters).
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We explore this further in Panel B where we examine participation in pre-election events. Most
slum-dwellers (66%) state that they did not participate in any pre-election event. The most
common forms of participation are participating in a march (25%) and attending a speech rally
(27%). Roughly 22% of those who so participate report receiving non-cash transfers. The
incidence of cash transfers as a reward for participation is much lower and does not exceed 5% on
average. Very few slum-dwellers (2%, not reported in tables) participate more actively in pre-
election events, such as by distributing goods or materials or actively campaigning for votes.

Next, we examine what respondents stated were important deciding factors for voting. A number
of authors have documented the widespread targeting of slum-dwellers by political parties on the
eve of the election. Yet, the candidate’s party is among the least-common reasons cited by slum-
dwellers for favoring a particular candidate. What’s more, the likelihood of reporting party as an
important factor in deciding to vote is increasing, not decreasing, across the asset quintiles.
Furthermore, only 1% of slum-dwellers report identity as a reason for voting. While recognizing
the limitations of self-reports, these figures contradict many of the standard theories about the
poor Indian voter.

Overall, slum-dwellers express a strong preference for using their electoral clout to ensure higher
quality service delivery. Moreover, we observe relatively limited participation by the poor in
political party activities prior to elections and very limited reports of direct transfers from parties
in return for political participation.

A second form of engagement of slum-dwellers with politicians involves direct contacts to solve
problems. We have seen that slum-dwellers face a whole array of problems affecting their daily
lives. Do they use politicians to help solve these problems, and is this a successful strategy? And
do they use others — intermediaries such as pradhans or fixers — to connect with the state, as has
been documented in ethnographic and other work in some Indian cities? Tables 7a and 7b provide
a summary of responses for a variety of services.

Only a minority of slum-dwellers seek help from politicians to resolve problems. For individual
areas, the proportion ranges from 1% for access to health schemes, education schemes and issues
of crime, to 5% for electricity, 9% for issues of eviction, more than 10% for problems with ration
cards and sanitation, and 17% for water. This may seem a small number for each area, but 35%
of households had approached a politician over some issue. This is quite a substantial number,
especially given the likelihood that many households may tacitly support or free-ride on action by
others.

For most issues, between two-thirds to three-quarters of meetings were with the MLA, probably
reflecting either knowledge that the issue fell under the domain of the Delhi state government or a
perception that the MLA held more influence than did the ward councilor. Most other meetings
were with the ward councilor, and very few with a member of parliament (representing central
government). The exception is sanitation, where slightly over half approached the ward councilor,
in line with the fact that local sanitation fell under the responsibility of the MCD — though it is
interesting that 48% still approached the MLA. Most slum-dwellers had never contacted any
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politician: only 23% had ever approached an MLA, fewer a ward councilor (11%), and merely
2% an MP.

There is a clear preference to approaching politicians in groups: for all cases for which we have
information — including ration cards, an essentially individual entitlement — most slum-dwellers
chose not to meet politicians alone. 100% of meetings regarding threats of eviction were
conducted with groups, and for sanitation and water, the rate was more than 90%. These are
mainly local public goods (or local public bads in the case of eviction). The fact that slum-
dwellers mainly saw politicians in groups on issues of crime (89%) suggests that these visits
related to general, rather than individual, crime cases. In fact, 73% of the meetings were
regarding issues of “law and order” rather than harassment, arrest of family, or complaints about
bribes. (A somewhat larger proportion of households go to the police directly, as seen above.)

Did the meetings bring about positive results? This varies by area. If we put aside the health and
education schemes and crime, which were the subject of very few meetings, three things are
worth noting. First, in the vast majority of cases, the politician was accessible. It is rare for a
politician to refuse to see an individual or group from a slum; the highest proportion of refusals is
4% for appeals over law and order. After hearing an appeal, the most common response from
politicians is to say they will help — or ask someone else to help — and then nothing happens.
However, in a substantial minority of cases the situation is reported as improving — from a low
of 17% for problems with ration cards, to 33% for sanitation, 48% for water, and 89% for
(avoiding) eviction. We cannot tell from this kind of data whether the politician was actually
instrumental in effecting change, but nevertheless, these are not bad percentages.

An important element of the account of clientelistic urban structures concerns the role of
intermediaries, including pradhans, fixers, slumlords and others, who form an integral part of the
societal mechanisms linking slum-dwellers to the state, whether to politicians, agencies, or
bureaucrats. The survey only has information on this for two areas, but it is striking how rarely
such intermediaries are named in response to the question, “Who helped you to resolve this
problem?” The most common answer — in around 90% of cases involving ration cards and
water, for example — is no one. Pradhans are the next most common answer, but only in about
5% of cases. NGOs are virtually absent (too small a proportion to report on the table).

Accounts of patronage-based networks flow especially from ethnographic studies in other cities
— particularly Mumbai. It is quite possible that Delhi operates differently, especially because of
the very different land situation. It is also possible that the survey’s respondents were reluctant to
provide answers over such local sociopolitical connections. But if we take the responses of
households at face value, a picture emerges very different from the clientelistic account.
Politicians are generally approachable, and a substantial minority of households approaches them.
Like politicians everywhere they often promise and don’t deliver, but they also sometimes do
deliver, or at least seem to. There is little evidence that households in slums are dependent on
intermediaries to solve the frequent problems they face in their daily lives.
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Finally, it is notable that where there was action taken — by elected officials, government agents,
or others — there is very little reporting of bribery. Across all the areas of service delivery and
transfers, only 8% of households reported paying a bribe — in response to the question, “Did you
pay anything above the official price?” This would, however, exclude payments for provision of
service (such as water) from an illegal source since households almost certainly (and correctly)
would not see them as bribes.

So what creates the disjunction between a desire to use election to enforce accountability and
slum-dwellers’ ability to do so? This brings us to the possibility that lack of information could be
part of the reason. We return to Panel D1 in Table 6 where we examine the levels of political
knowledge among slum-dwellers. More than half the slum-dwellers report that they rarely or
never discuss politics. Only 28% state that they discuss politics frequently before elections.
Moreover, the incidence of political discussion increases with wealth.

Next, in Panel D2 we turn to political knowledge. Starting with the simplest question, knowledge
of the name of elected representatives, we find that only a third of slum-dwellers know their
representative (MLA or councilor). Only 32% know the councilor has money to spend on local
projects, and only 3% are aware of the rough size of the funds he/she has. Table 3f shows that
only a handful are aware of available assistance such as the private hospital scheme (6%) and the
Economically Weaker Section education scheme (3%), programs which entitle the poor to free
treatment and education at certain private hospitals and schools. It is clear that one immediate
constraint on electoral accountability is the very low level of political knowledge.

Policy Implications

The substantial concordance of problems within a slum tends to apply to all slums within a ward,
and notably, between the main problems reported by slums and Resident Welfare Associations
within the same ward. This raises an important question: if there is such concordance, why is the
political system not responding and leading to more effective state action?

The survey provides extensive information on the political behavior of slum-dwellers that sheds
light on this question. There is extensive involvement in formal voting, and respondents report
that they vote according to the issues and the quality of politicians, with almost none reporting
voting on identity (caste or religious lines). There is little interaction with politicians to solve
daily problems, but still over 30 percent of households have had some contact with a politician to
deal with issues covered in the survey—most commonly the state-level Member of the
Legislative Assembly, followed by the municipal Ward Councilor. Politicians are accessible and
promise change, but usually nothing happens. Nevertheless, in a significant minority of cases an
improvement is reported. Contradicting some accounts of slum-dwellers being dependent on
local fixers and leaders, the majority of households report that they seek to solve daily problems
themselves. NGOs are also strikingly absent from the picture.

One potentially promising policy intervention would be an information campaign on the schemes
and funds available to voters, for which we find little current awareness. Under the current rules
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in Delhi, both private schools and private hospitals are obliged to serve a certain number of poor
people for free. However, only about 6 percent of slum-dwellers are aware of these schemes.
Over 95% of ration cardholders report receiving some rations; however, the majority (63%) get
less than their stipulated allotment at the stipulated price, at least based on the slum-dwellers’
reports. Similarly, roughly a quarter of the households in our sample have someone who is
eligible for a pension but only 35% of these households with an eligible member actually receive
a pension. What is more, only a third of the slum-dwellers know that municipal councilors are
allocated money to spend on the ward, and only a handful (3 percent) are aware of the
approximate size of the discretionary fund. The urban poor’s lack of awareness of schemes and
funds may explain why they are not putting pressure on politicians to deliver them. By reducing
this gap through information campaigns, voters can be empowered to demand what they are
entitled to and punish those politicians who do not deliver at the polls.

What is more, the similar (and coherent) preferences at both the slum and ward level reveal the
potential for collective action. If residents within a slum (or political jurisdiction) have very
different priorities, then collective action is going to be more difficult to organize (Alesina et al.
1999); however, given that this is not the case, policy interventions that provide constituents with
the tools needed for mobilization have the potential to be very effective in improving public
service delivery. This was the motivation behind our RWA intervention, the results of which are
forthcoming.

In short, there are clearly major areas of weak knowledge concerning personal entitlements, the
names of elected representatives, and the very existence of some schemes. Substantial
opportunities exist for improving public awareness and creating incentives for politicians and
other state actors to improve living conditions in the slums.
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Table 1: Descriptive Statistics

Full Sample By Private Asset Quintile
1 2 3 4 5
Panel A: Identity Group
General 16% 14% 13% 17% 17% 20%
Hindu Scheduled Caste 42% 36% 41% 44% 45% 47%
Hindu Scheduled Tribe 8% 10% 8% 8% 8% 5%
Other Hindu Backwards Caste 14% 14% 16% 15% 12% 12%
Muslim 20% 27% 21% 16% 18% 16%
Panel B: Migration into Slum
Years lived in current residence 17 13 16 18 19 19
Percent who arrived in the slum in the last year 5% 12% 5% 3% 2% 1%
Panel C: Education Status
6-10year olds in school 78% 59% 77% 86% 87% 89%
11-14 year olds in school 77% 56% 71% 80% 85% 91%
Adults with no schooling 48% 62% 52% 49% 41% 37%
Panel D: Asset Ownership
House 85% 61% 81% 93% 96% 98%
v 76% 29% 70% 97% 97% 98%
Mobile Phone 69% 27% 62% 86% 86% 98%
Refrigerator 25% 1% 5% 3% 53% 76%
Radio 16% 4% 8% 11% 17% 48%
Panel E: Employment*
Days worked in a month 24 24 24 24 24 25
Distribution of heads-of-household in the top occupations:
Unemployed 9% 8% 9% 10% 8% 10%
Homemaker 5% 4% 5% 6% 4% 6%
Unskilled Labor 62% 69% 64% 61% 61% 47%
Daily Manual Labor 19% 19% 22% 20% 18% 14%
Petty Trader/Vendor/Hawker 14% 18% 13% 14% 14% 10%
Domestic Worker* 10% 10% 10% 7% 13% 10%
Rickshaw Puller 5% 7% 5% 5% 3% 2%
Skilled Labor 23% 18% 20% 22% 26% 35%
Skilled Craftsman** 7% 6% 6% 6% 7% 8%
Shopkeeper/Salesman 5% 3% 3% 4% 6% 9%
Driver 5% 3% 4% 5% 6% 8%
Construction/Contractor 2% 2% 3% 3% 3% 3%
Panel F: Fraction with Identification
Any card 89% 73% 87% 94% 95% 97%
Ration card 62% 37% 58% 70% 74% 75%
Voter registration 85% 70% 84% 90% 91% 94%
Panel G: Health Status
Visted a clinic for a minor health problem in the last six months 93% 92% 93% 93% 94% 93%
Visted a hospital for a major health problem in the last six months 18% 16% 19% 17% 18% 21%

* Employment statistics are calculated for those who reported themselves heads-of-household
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Table 2: Access to Public Facilities

Full Sample By Private Asset Quintile
1 2 3 4 5

Panel A: Water and Sanitation
Uses indoor household tap 13% 8% 11% 14% 17% 18%
Uses outdoor well 31% 36% 32% 31% 28% 26%
Uses outdoor tap from municipal supply 61% 63% 64% 60% 62% 56%
No access to municipal supply or well 4% 7% 4% 3% 3% 4%
Faced non-availability of water 42% 38% 44% 44% 43% 44%
Uses in-house latrine 14% 6% 10% 12% 18% 30%
Uses public toilet 62% 51% 67% 68% 64% 57%
Uses open land, gutter, or side of road for toilet 40% 56% 40% 38% 35% 27%
Reports cleanliness of toilet is "bad" 30% 36% 32% 30% 30% 24%
Wastewater drain in the floor 13% 7% 10% 15% 14% 19%
No specific outlet for wastewater 60% 72% 61% 61% 54% 47%
Drain has been smelly or overflowing (if they have one) 90% 91% 91% 90% 88% 88%
MCD or private worker removes garbage 8% 4% 5% 9% 12% 11%
Disposes of garbage at a collection point (dumpster) 45% 37% 43% 47% 46% 53%
Dumps garbage in open land 43% 54% 48% 41% 38% 30%
Nearest dumpster emptied less than once a month 2% 1% 2% 2% 1% 2%
Panel B: Roads
Nothing larger than a motorcylce can pass on the road outside 80% 80% 81% 82% 80% 78%
Panel C: Electricity
Has electricity 98% 96% 98% 98% 100% 100%
Reporting an average of at least 3 hours of power cuts per day last June 62% 60% 64% 60% 63% 59%
Reporting "very high bill" as a problem 20% 12% 22% 20% 21% 24%
Has illegal electrical connection (determined from mode of payment) 6% 15% 6% 4% 4% 1%
Panel D: Education
HHs with a child in government school 57% 44% 54% 63% 63% 63%
HHs with a child in private school 11% 5% 10% 10% 12% 19%
HHs with a child in government school who say teaching quality is poor 6% 8% 5% 6% 7% 4%
HHs with child a in private school who say teaching quality is poor 1% 0% 2% 3% 2% 0%
Panel E: Health
Last minor health problem for which HH sought medical attention:

Visited government facilities 30% 31% 31% 30% 29% 25%

Visited private facilities 70% 69% 69% 70% 71% 75%
Last major health problem for which HH sought medical attention:

Visited government facilities 43% 42% 44% 38% 46% 46%

Visited private facilities 57% 58% 56% 62% 54% 54%
Had a problem at the nearest government health center 59% 57% 61% 61% 56% 64%
Had a problem at a government hospital (conditional on having 58% 58% 56% 53% 59% 62%
received care there for the last major health problem)
Panel F: Security
Reporting a problem of law and order 76% 74% 77% 77% 77% 74%
Of those reporting problems of law and order, specific issues reported:

Theft 92% 92% 94% 92% 90% 90%

Gambling 70% 74% 68% 71% 66% 70%

Alcoholism/drunkenness 68% 65% 69% 68% 68% 72%

Assault/violent crime 43% 39% 44% 41% 43% 50%

Domestic violence/abuse 53% 48% 50% 55% 53% 65%

Vandalism/destruction of property 8% 4% 6% 9% 8% 14%

lllegal drugs 5% 5% 4% 5% 5% 5%

Extortion 1% 1% 0% 1% 1% 1%

Blackmail 0% 0% 0% 0% 1% 1%
Went to police for law and order problem 10% 6% 10% 9% 12% 15%
Of those who went to the police, outcomes reported:

The police took a report and actively investigated 34% 35% 28% 28% 40% 41%

The problem improved after going to the police 38% 35% 31% 28% 45% 48%
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Table 3a: Ration Card Access

Full Sample By Private Asset Quintile
1 2 3 4 5

Card Holders

Any Card 62% 37% 58% 70% 74% 75%
Below Poverty Line Card

Red Card 18% 13% 17% 22% 19% 19%
Yellow card 22% 13% 22% 27% 27% 24%
Red or Yellow 40% 26% 38% 48% 46% 43%
Above Poverty Line Card

White-stamped 13% 6% 12% 13% 18% 21%
White 8% 5% 7% 9% 10% 11%

Table 3b: Fulfillment of Ration Card Benefits

By Ration Card type
White

Any Red Yellow  stamped
Panel A: Rice
Percentage of official amount received* 82% 87% 84% 68%
Ratio of price paid to official price* 1.26 1.36 1.25 1.08
Panel B: Wheat
Percentage of official amount received* 82% 87% 84% 73%
Ratio of price paid to official price* 1.15 1.28 1.10 1.02
Panel C: Rice and Wheat Rations

95% 97% 95% 92%
Percentage of card holders who received any ration**
Percentage of card holders who get less than the 63% 56% 62% 76%
official amount of rice or wheat*

*Conditional on receiving some benefit within the last month.

**Ration not limited to rice or wheat but includes any good (i.e. rice, flour, dal, salt, sugar, edible oil, wheat
and kerosene oil) from the ration store.

1)The Red Antyodaya Anna Yojana (AAY) cards are intended to target the poorest of the poor. They cover
destitute households with widows, single and destitute women, disabled, infirmed or aged persons with
no assured means of subsistence.

(2) The Yellow BPL ration cards cover households with annual family income below Rs 24,200.

(3) White-Stamped Cards (Above Poverty Line) are given to families with annual family income above Rs
24,200 and below Rs. 1,00,000.

(4) White Unstamped Cards (Above Poverty Line) are given to families with annual family income above Rs.
1,00,000. These cardholders are not entitled to rations.
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Table 3c: Pension Eligibility

Full Sample By Private Asset Quintile
1 2 3 4 5
Eligible for any pension 23% 21% 25% 23% 23% 24%
Eligible for old age pension 13% 11% 15% 14% 14% 14%
Eligible for widow pension 8% 7% 8% 8% 8% 9%
Eligible for disabled pension 4% 25% 27% 27% 26% 28%

Table 3d: Pension Receipt as a Percent of Eligibility

Full Sample By Private Asset Quintile
1 2 3 4 5
Any pension 35% 31% 33% 40% 40% 34%
Old age pension 31% 33% 28% 33% 33% 25%
Widow pension 47% 32% 46% 51% 52% 55%
Disabled pension 15% 13% 13% 13% 23% 12%

(1) To be eligible for the old age, widow, or disabled pension, an individual must have an income of less than Rs.48,400 per year
and must have lived in Delhi for five years or more. We used years in current residence as a proxy for the Delhi residency
requirement. To qualify for the old age pension, the individual must be over 60 years of age. To qualify for the widow or
disabled pension, the individual must be a widow or disabled, respectively.

Table 3e: Scholarships and Other Non-cash Transfers

All Children By Private Asset Quintile of Household
1 2 3 4 5

Percentage of Children (6-14) in Government Schools:

Receiving a Scholarship 55% 53% 63% 49% 55% 55%

Receiving Textbooks 90% 94% 92% 91% 87% 86%

Receiving Stationary 27% 37% 26% 23% 26% 27%

Receiving a Free Uniform 79% 78% 80% 84% 76% 80%

Receiving any Non-Cash School Transfer 93% 95% 94% 94% 90% 92%
Percentage of Children (6-14) in Private Schools:

Receiving a Scholarship 6% 12% 4% 8% 5% 3%

Receiving Textbooks 11% 21% 15% 15% 7% 7%

Receiving Stationary 3% 9% 9% 5% 0% 1%

Receiving a Free Uniform 10% 21% 13% 14% 6% 7%

Receiving any Non-Cash School Transfer 13% 26% 17% 19% 7% 8%

Table 3f: Awareness and Use of Schemes
Full Sample By Asset Private Quintile
1 2 3 4 5
Awareness of EWS education scheme 3.1% 1.1% 2.9% 2.6% 3.8% 5.9%
Awareness of hospital scheme 5.8% 2.9% 5.2% 5.7% 6.8% 9.8%
Use of EWS education scheme 0.4% 0.3% 0.4% 0.1% 0.4% 0.8%
Use of hospital scheme 1.4% 1.1% 1.7% 0.9% 2.1% 1.4%
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Table 4: Explanatory Power of Slum-Level versus Ward-Level Fixed Effects

Use a municipal water supply Have access to a flush toilet to Have an electrical connection Dispose of trash in adumpster Receive a pension, if eligible

apiped sewer

Has either voter registration
or aration card

Has Red or Yellow ration card

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14)
Panel A: Slum Fixed Effects
Slum Fixed Effects X X X X X X X X X X b X X b
Private Asset index 0.0217*** 0.0361*** 0.00862** 0.00677 0.0241 0.0604*** 0.0590%**
(3.94) (7.08) (3.27) (0.90) (1.14) (10.30) (6.41)
N 3330 3304 3349 3322 3271 3244 3371 3344 772 769 3367 3340 3374 3347
R-squared 0.591 0.595 0.313 0.325 0.157 0.158 0.478 0.479 0.249 0.252 0.209 0.236 0.194 0.205
F-test (on Slum FEs only) 30.47 30.51 9.642 10.02 3.868 3.846 19.51 19.31 1.591 1.590 5.628 6.472 5.128 5.427
P-value 0 0 7.8%-168 2.87e-166 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Panel B: Ward Fixed Effects
Ward Fixed Effects X X X X X X X X X X X X X X
Private Asset index 0.0231%** 0.0328*** 0.0157*** 0.0176* 0.0148 0.0658*** 0.0612%**
(4.20) (6.62) (6.05) (2.25) (0.76) (11.75) (6.91)
N 3330 3304 3349 3322 3271 3244 3371 3344 772 769 3367 3340 3374 3347
R-squared 0.545 0.549 0.259 0.269 0.053 0.062 0.364 0.366 0.147 0.148 0.167 0.202 0.146 0.159
F-test (on Ward FEs only) 54.86 54.65 16.13 16.65 2.526 2.890 26.65 26.26 1.755 1.735 9.293 11.51 7.972 8.623
P-value 0 0 2.29e-162 3.52e-159 0 0 1.16e-268 3.37e-259 0 0.001 0 0 0 0
Panel C: Slum and Ward FE (with one Slum dropped per ward)
Ward Fixed Effects X X X X X X X X X X X X X X
Slum Fixed Effects X X X X X X X X X X X X X X
Private Asset index 0.0217*** 0.0361%** 0.00862** 0.00677 0.0241 0.0604*** 0.0590***
(3.94) (7.08) (3.27) (0.90) (1.14) (10.30) (6.41)
N 3330 3304 3349 3322 3271 3244 3371 3344 772 769 3367 3340 3374 3347
R-squared 0.591 0.595 0.313 0.325 0.157 0.158 0.478 0.479 0.249 0.252 0.209 0.236 0.194 0.205
F-test (on remaining slum
FEs only) 30.47 30.51 9.642 10.02 3.868 3.846 19.51 19.31 1.591 1.590 5.628 6.472 5.128 5.427
P-value 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.04 0.035 0 0 0 0




Table 5: Most Problematic Issues in Areas

According to RWA Survey According to HH Survey

Water 31% 44%
Sewage/drainage/toilets 24% 30%
Crime/thefts/security 8% 1%
Electricity 4% 2%
Garbage removal 3% 11%
Education 3% 0%
Health 1% 1%
Ration 1% 7%
Pension 0% 1%
Roads 5% 0%
Parks and greenery 6% 0%
Traffic congestion 5% 0%
Stray dogs 2% 0%
Encroachment 2% 0%
Street lights 0% 0%
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Table 6: Political life of Delhi slum dwellers

Full Sample By Asset Private Quintile
1 2 3 4 5

Panel A: Political Activism by Slum Dwellers
Registered households 85% 70% 84% 90% 91% 94%
Voted in the last municipal election 72% 51% 72% 76% 81% 83%
Panel B: Participation in a Political Party or Candidate's Activities
Attended no event 66% 71% 66% 61% 68% 65%
Attended march or speech rally 33% 28% 34% 39% 31% 35%

Received no incentive* 72% 71% 67% 74% 74% 72%

Received cash incentive* 5% 5% 3% 4% 4% 8%

Received non-cash incentive* 22% 23% 27% 21% 20% 18%
Panel C1: Important Factors when Voting**
Candidate's character only 12% 8% 11% 12% 13% 16%
Issues only 64% 69% 66% 62% 62% 58%
Both candidate's character and issues 21% 18% 20% 23% 21% 24%
Panel C2: Factors in Evaluating Candidates***
Candidate's past government work 49% 46% 54% 50% 50% 46%
Candidate's past non-government work 16% 15% 17% 16% 17% 13%
Candidate's party 40% 36% 34% 40% 45% 46%
Caste or Religion 2% 1% 2% 2% 1% 2%
Panel D1: Discussion of Politics
Discuss politics/political parties' activities rarely or never 61% 69% 64% 60% 57% 49%
Discuss politics frequently around elections 28% 22% 24% 30% 30% 37%
Discuss politics sometimes or often 11% 9% 12% 10% 12% 13%
Panel D2: Political Awareness
Knows name of councillor 28% 18% 25% 30% 33% 36%
Knows name of MLA 35% 24% 39% 39% 37% 40%
Aware that councilor is given funds to spend in the ward 32% 26% 34% 30% 33% 37%
Aware of funds and approximate amounts allocated to councilors 3% 1% 2% 2% 3% 7%

*Conditional on attending march, speech, or rally
**Respondents were prompted to answer whether issues or character were most important when they cast their vote.
***Respondents were prompted to say what they thought about when evaluating candidates.

Table 7a: Approaching Public Officials

Health Education  Eviction/Slum

Ration Cards Scheme Scheme Clearance Sanitation Water Electricity Crime
Approached public official 14% 1% 1% 9% 11% 17% 5% 1%
Contingent upon approching a public official...
Role of Official Approached
Councilor 21% 21% 24% 15% 49% 26% 21% 24%
MLA 76% 59% 67% 75% 48% 69% 77% 71%
MP 3% 11% 9% 10% 2% 4% 2% 5%
Meeting Composition
Alone 33% 47% 46% 0% 5% 2% 17% 11%
Group 67% 53% 54% 100% 95% 98% 82% 89%
Outcome of Meeting
Not in Office 4% 3% 3% 1% 0% 1% 1% 2%
Refused to Speak 2% 0% 3% 1% 2% 0% 4%
Could not/Refused/Did not Help 5% 9% 3% 7% 2% 5% 10% 59%
Said would help but nothing happenned 41% 15% 21% -- 31% 42% 29% -
Told someone to help but nothing happenned 32% 30% 28% -- 28% -- 31% -
Problem resolved 17% 30% 36% 81% 31% 48% 26% 35%
Other/Don't Know 0% 12% 8% 10% 7% 3% 5% 0%

*For eviction/slum clearance, 79% of problem resolution consisted of the slum not being cleared, and 2% in restitution for slum clearing
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Table 7b: Help from Public Officials or Others

Hospital EWS Education

Ration Cards* Scheme Scheme Water**
Person who helped obtain services
No one 87% 97% 88% 89%
Elected Offical 2% 3% 13% 2%
Pradhan 7% - - 4%
Agent 1% - - 0%
Relative/Neighbor/Friend 3% - - 2%

* Who helped obtain a ration card
**Who helped restore water after it was turned off
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Summary of activities since the last report

Since the last milestone (Milestone 6, dated March 15, 2013), the following activities have taken
place:

Data Cleaning and Analysis

Over the past several months we have done extensive data cleaning, which has lead to some
significant revisions in our results. We have focused our efforts on integrating the audit and
newspaper treatment results in order to examine what we see as two pathways for change in
public goods provision: pure incentives for politicians to change performance due to expected
reward or punishment in electoral contests, and direct citizen and civil society pressure for
specific projects. We have attached the Milestone 7 deliverable (the updated Milestone 6
Deliverable--Final Report with preliminary data) with these new results.

The extent of Councillor activism is more muted than what we had been finding previously. The
report cards increased churning — more toilets were closed and opened such that the total number
of available toilets remained largely unchanged. There are no significant impacts on toilet
infrastructure and prices charged. Given the revised results and the weak impacts of public
service audits, we decided it made little sense to conduct final revisits; instead we used
budgetary resources for additional cleaning of the data and other aspects of wrapping up the
field work.

RWA Endline

In accordance with Milesone 7, we have successfully completed an RWA endline survey of the
751 RWA s in our sample with a 95% completion rate. The main reasons that the remaining 36
RWASs could not be contacted were: 1) no contact could be established/the RWA could not be
located; 2) two IDs were assigned to the same RWA,; 3) the RWA was not active/not a true
RWA,; and 4) refused. Data entry of this survey has been completed and the data has been
cleaned.

While our recent efforts on analysis have focused on the audits and newspaper intervention we
intend to analyze the RWA data shortly and this will be included in the Final Impact Evaluation
Assessment.

Final Report with preliminary data

Please find attached the updated Final Report with preliminary data.
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