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About the Author

Dr. R. G. Anand is a scholar, researcher, and author with a deep commitment to the study of Indian
democracy, governance, and electoral integrity. With years of academic and professional
engagement, Dr. Anand has established himself as a thought leader in examining how political
processes, institutions, and legal frameworks shape public trust in democratic systems.

Dr. Anand holds advanced qualifications in Political Science and Public Administration, providing
a strong foundation for his research into electoral reforms and governance. He has contributed
to policy think tanks, academic institutions, and civic organisations, where his work has focused
on democratic accountability, election monitoring, and transparency in public institutions. His
writings are marked by rigorous fact-checking, critical analysis, and a clear effort to bridge
scholarship with public debate.

Over the course of his career, Dr. Anand has participated in lectures, policy roundtables, and
public forums in India and abroad, sharing insights on governance, public policy, and citizen
engagement. His research interests extend to electoral law, political accountability, digital
governance, and democratic reform, giving him a multi-disciplinary lens to interpret
contemporary challenges.

In his latest work, Fact-Check on Rahul Gandhi’s Allegations Towards the Election Commission of
India, Dr. Anand provides a systematic, evidence-based analysis of one of the most controversial
debates in recent Indian politics. The book examines Rahul Gandhi’s allegations of “vote chori,”
the Election Commission’s rebuttals, and the broader legal and political implications for India’s
democracy. By grounding the discourse in facts and institutional context, Dr. Anand aims to
separate rhetoric from record, and to encourage informed public debate.

Through this work, Dr. Anand continues his mission of bridging knowledge and civic awareness,
ensuring that questions of electoral integrity are not only documented but also contextualised
for scholars, policymakers, and citizens alike.




Introduction

The Election Commission of India (ECI) is a constitutionally mandated body vested with the
authority to supervise, direct, and control the conduct of elections to Parliament, state
legislatures, and the offices of the President and Vice President. It is meant to function as a non-
partisan guardian of electoral integrity, entrusted under Article 324 of the Constitution with
ensuring free and fair elections—the cornerstone of India’s democratic legitimacy. Over decades,
the ECI has cultivated a reputation for logistical efficiency and relative impartiality, often cited
internationally as a model for conducting elections in a country of over 900 million eligible voters.

Yet, in August 2025, this image was thrust into controversy when Rahul Gandhi, Leader of the
Opposition and a central figure in the Indian National Congress (INC), leveled a series of grave
allegations against the ECI. He accused it of colluding with the ruling Bharatiya Janata Party (BJP)
to perpetrate systematic “vote chori” (vote theft) during the 2024 Lok Sabha elections and
subsequent state polls. His charges encompassed claims of inflated or duplicated voter rolls,
suppression of evidence such as CCTV footage from counting centers, and the withholding of
machine-readable electoral data that could enable independent verification of results.

The accusations gained prominence not only because of their severity but also due to the political
context. The BJP, led by Prime Minister Narendra Modi, secured a third term in 2024, albeit with
a reduced majority. The INC and its opposition allies have since alleged that certain
constituencies—particularly in Karnataka, Maharashtra, and parts of North India—were decided
under questionable circumstances. Gandhi’s claims were amplified through public rallies,
parliamentary interventions, and coordinated protest movements, including nationwide
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“mashal” marches and signature campaigns demanding electoral transparency.

The ECI, for its part, has categorically rejected the allegations, labeling them misleading and
politically motivated. It has challenged Gandhi to submit his evidence under oath as per statutory
requirements, and in several cases has issued point-by-point fact-checks debunking specific
claims—most notably the “double vote” example that Gandhi showcased. Independent election
law experts have also noted that procedural remedies for challenging voter rolls are time-bound,
and many of Gandhi’s complaints relate to contests whose legal challenge windows have closed.

This report aims to disentangle the competing narratives by systematically examining:
1. The precise allegations made by Rahul Gandhi and the INC;

2. The official responses and independent fact-checks issued by the EClI and other
authorities;

The legal and procedural frameworks governing electoral roll integrity; and




4. The broader political implications of such disputes for India’s democratic institutions.

Through a fact-checking lens, the objective is not to adjudicate political rhetoric but to present
verifiable evidence, legal context, and institutional perspectives so that readers can draw
informed conclusions about the credibility and consequences of these claims.

Summary of Allegations by Rahul Gandhi and the INC

Rahul Gandhi’s allegations against the Election Commission of India (ECI) are not a single speech’s
worth of grievances, but a sustained campaign that unfolded over several months after the 2024
Lok Sabha elections. His central theme — that the ECI enabled or colluded in “vote chori” — has
been reinforced through specific case studies, data claims, and public mobilization.

A. “Vote Chori” Across Dozens of Seats
e Timeline: August 2025 press conference and social media posts.

o Claim: Gandhi alleged irregularities in at least 48 Lok Sabha constituencies, with patterns
he believes indicate deliberate manipulation. These patterns include late-hour surges in
votes, unexplained discrepancies in electoral rolls, and voter lists containing ineligible or
duplicate names.

Framing: He presented the issue as systemic — not isolated incidents — suggesting
institutional complicity between the ECI and BJP.

B. Duplicate/Fake Entries in Karnataka
o Timeline: Initially raised during the 2024 polls, revived in August 2025.

Claim: In constituencies such as Mahadevapura and Bengaluru Central, Gandhi alleged
tens of thousands of duplicate or fake voters.

Evidence Provided: He cited door-to-door surveys and sample voter roll extracts, claiming
over 100,000 questionable entries in Mahadevapura alone.

Political Context: Karnataka was a high-stakes battleground; BJP’s margins in some urban
seats were narrow, so alleged duplicates could be portrayed as potentially decisive.




C. The “Double Vote” Example — Shakun Rani

Timeline: Publicly showcased in a rally and via Congress communications in August 2025.

Claim: Gandhi presented documents purporting to show that a Bengaluru voter, Shakun
Rani, cast her vote twice in 2024.

Reason for Highlighting: He framed this as a “smoking gun” — tangible proof of systemic
failure in roll maintenance and voting-day safeguards.

Follow-up: The ECl later rebutted this (see Section 3) by confirming Rani did not vote twice
and that the paperwork Gandhi displayed was not an official record.

D. Maharashtra — “One Crore Mystery Voters” & Late-Day Vote Spikes

Timeline: Raised in July—August 2025 following analysis of Maharashtra’s voter rolls and
turnout data.

Claim: Gandhi alleged the existence of approximately one crore “mystery voters” —
entries untraceable or suspicious upon verification — and pointed to a sudden surge in
votes after 5:30 pm on polling day.

Additional Charge: He accused the ECI of planning to “destroy” CCTV footage from strong
rooms and withholding machine-readable electoral roll formats, which he said would
allow independent audit.

Political Context: Maharashtra delivered a mix of BJP and opposition wins in 2024; Gandhi
used state-level anomalies to suggest a broader pattern.

E. Website Downtime & Broader Collusion Accusation

Timeline: Shortly after the Congress publicized its voter roll findings in August 2025.

Claim: Gandhi said certain state election commission websites became inaccessible soon
after the party released alleged anomalies, implying deliberate obstruction.

Language Used: He explicitly called the ECI a “BJP agent” — a framing that elevates his
claims from procedural error to active partisan conspiracy.




F. Bihar — Preemptive Warning About Roll Revision

e Timeline: August 2025, ahead of the Bihar Special Intensive Revision (SIR) scheduled for
later that year.

Claim: Gandhi warned that the same tactics allegedly used in Karnataka and Maharashtra
could be deployed in Bihar during the voter roll revision process, compromising future
elections.

Impact: This shifted the focus from retrospective allegations to preventive political
mobilization.

G. Street-Level Campaign & Public Mobilization
e Timeline: August 2025 onward.

Claim: While not an evidentiary claim per se, the INC used mashal marches, signature
campaigns, and satyagraha-style protests to amplify Gandhi’s accusations and build
public pressure on the ECI.

Political Function: Mobilization kept the story in headlines, forced repeated ECI
responses, and allowed the party to portray itself as defending democracy rather than
merely contesting an electoral loss.

Official Responses & Independent Fact-Checks

The Election Commission of India (ECI) and several state Chief Electoral Officers (CEOs) have
responded directly to Rahul Gandhi’s allegations, often issuing formal clarifications, procedural
explanations, and public fact-checks. Independent media and election law experts have also
weighed in, assessing both the substance of Gandhi’s claims and the legal feasibility of pursuing
them.

A. Demand for Evidence Under Oath

Response: In early August 2025, the ECI challenged Gandhi to submit his allegations in
writing and under oath, as per Rule 20(3)(b) of the Registration of Electors Rules, 1960.

Reasoning: The rule requires that objections to entries in the electoral roll be backed by
a sworn affidavit, specifying the facts in detail.




e Observation: The ECI noted that Gandhi had not yet provided formal documentation
meeting this standard, despite making repeated public accusations.

B. Procedural Time Limits on Roll Challenges

o Expert Analysis: Election law specialists have pointed out that challenges to voter rolls are
subject to strict timelines:

o Before final publication of the roll — objections under Rule 20 can be entertained.

o After final publication — remedies are limited to election petitions under the
Representation of the People Act, 1951, filed within 45 days of result declaration.

e Impact: Many of Gandhi’s allegations concern the 2024 polls, where the legal window for
petitions had already closed by the time he escalated his charges in mid-2025.

C. Karnataka Duplicate/Fake Entry Allegations

e Response from ECI/State CEO: The Karnataka CEQ’s office stated that alleged duplicates
flagged by Congress were already under routine revision processes, and that no evidence
showed these entries had resulted in multiple voting.

¢ Independent Check: Some media investigations found duplicate entries existed in both

BJP- and Congress-leaning constituencies, undercutting the narrative that the problem
was one-sided.

D. The “Double Vote” Case — Shakun Rani
e ECI Fact-Check: The Commission established that:
o Shakun Rani was registered only once in Bengaluru Central.
o She had not voted twice.

o The document Gandhi displayed was not an official EC record and contained

inaccuracies.

e Conclusion: The ECI labeled this example “misleading” and warned against spreading
unverified information.




E. Maharashtra “One Crore Mystery Voters” & Late-Day Vote Spikes

Response: The Maharashtra CEQ’s office and ECI said:

o Voter roll changes were part of standard continuous updating, in line with law.

Turnout surges after 5:30 pm are not unusual because queues at closing time are
allowed to vote, and votes are recorded when processed, not when voters joined
the line.

ECI on CCTV: Denied any intent to destroy footage; stated it is preserved per protocol for
a legally defined retention period.

Machine-Readable Roll Data: The ECI argued it is not legally obliged to release data in
that format, and that doing so could raise privacy concerns.

F. Website Downtime Allegation

Response: The ECI did not directly attribute downtime to external causes but maintained
that its web infrastructure undergoes regular maintenance. No evidence was offered to
substantiate the claim that downtime coincided deliberately with Congress’s data release.

G. Bihar Roll Revision — Preemptive Claim

ECI Position: The Commission stated that Bihar’s upcoming Special Intensive Revision
would follow the same transparent procedures as elsewhere, and encouraged all
stakeholders, including political parties, to monitor and submit objections in the
prescribed manner during the revision period.

H. Labeling Allegations “Misleading”

Public Messaging: The ECI used its official social media handles to label Gandhi’s posts
and protest claims as “incorrect” and “misleading.”

Bihar Example: In response to opposition claims about ongoing voter fraud in Bihar, the
ECI published a fact-sheet explaining the revision process and data transparency
measures.




In effect, the ECI’s strategy has been to demand formal evidence, rebut specific case studies, and
frame Gandhi’s campaign as political theatre rather than a substantiated legal challenge. At the

same time, independent observers note that while some anomalies in voter rolls are inevitable

in a system of India’s scale, proving intentional fraud — especially after statutory deadlines — is

legally difficult.

Legal & Constitutional Horizons

A) Constitutional mandate (Article 324)

I"

What it says: Article 324 vests the “superintendence, direction and control” of elections

in the Election Commission of India (ECI).

How courts read it: In the landmark Mohinder Singh Gill v. CEC (1978), the Supreme Court
held that Article 324 confers plenary powers on the ECI to ensure free and fair polls—
powers that fill gaps where statute is silent, so long as they don’t contravene existing law.
Indian KanoonShankar IAS Parliament

B) Statutory framework for electoral rolls (RPA 1950 + Registration of Electors Rules, 1960)

Roll preparation & maintenance: The Representation of the People Act, 1950 is
implemented through the Registration of Electors Rules, 1960 (RER 1960), which
prescribe the forms, procedures, and timelines for inclusion, deletion, correction and
transposition of entries. India CodeCEO Andaman

Objections need affidavits: When a person (or a party) alleges that particular entries are
wrong—e.g., duplicates or ineligible voters—the RER requires formal objections
supported by a sworn statement (affidavit) before the Electoral Registration Officer (this
is the basis on which CEOs have asked for under-oath submissions from Rahul Gandhi).
India CodeThe Times of India

C) Post-election remedies and deadlines (RPA 1951)

Challenging a declared result: Once results are notified, disputes move to the
Representation of the People Act, 1951. Under Section 81, an election petition to the
relevant High Court must be filed within 45 days from the date of election of the returned
candidate. Missing this limitation period generally forecloses a merits review of alleged
irregularities in that election. Indian KanoonSupreme Today
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https://www.shankariasparliament.com/mainstorming/defining-the-extent-and-nature-of-ecis-powers?utm_source=chatgpt.com
https://upload.indiacode.nic.in/showfile?actid=AC_CEN_3_20_00016_195043_1517807321506&filename=1._registration_of_electors_rules%2C_1960_pages_1_to_52.pdf&type=rule&utm_source=chatgpt.com
https://www.ceoandaman.nic.in/election/HANDBOOKS/MANUAL%20ON%20ELECTORAL%20ROLLS%202024.pdf?utm_source=chatgpt.com
https://upload.indiacode.nic.in/showfile?actid=AC_CEN_3_20_00016_195043_1517807321506&filename=registration+of+electors+rules%2C+1960.pdf&type=rule&utm_source=chatgpt.com
https://timesofindia.indiatimes.com/city/bengaluru/election-commission-asks-rahul-gandhi-for-signed-oath-proof-of-vote-fraud-claims/articleshow/123171116.cms?utm_source=chatgpt.com
https://indiankanoon.org/doc/124681654/?utm_source=chatgpt.com
https://supremetoday.ai/issue/45-days-election-petition-limitation?utm_source=chatgpt.com

D) Administration, records & CCTV/webcast footage

Strong-room & storage protocols: ECI circulars/handbooks lay down procedures for safe
storage of EVMs/VVPATs and election papers (e.g., sealing, 24x7 security, candidate
access, CCTV where provided). CEO Madhya Pradesh

Retention window debate (2025): In July—August 2025, civil-society groups and MPs
highlighted/alleged an ECI instruction to destroy CCTV/webcast footage after ~45 days
post-results; a Parliamentary question has sought details of any such revision. These are
contested assertions under public scrutiny; they are not, themselves, a judicial finding.
For your report, present this as an ongoing policy dispute rather than an established legal
rule. ADRCJPDigital Sansad

E) Data format & “machine-readable” rolls

What the law requires: The RER 1960 and ECI manuals specify prescribed forms and
processes for rolls (house-wise ordering, numbering, claims/objections). There is no
explicit statutory mandate to release rolls in a particular machine-readable schema
beyond the forms/outputs the rules prescribe—this is where ECI often cites
privacy/operational concerns. (You can note the rules/manually codified processes, and
the absence of a legal clause compelling specific CSV/API-style disclosure.) S3WaaSCEO
Andaman

F) Special revisions and preventive oversight

Revisions in practice: The ECI can conduct continuous updating and Special/Intensive
Revisions (e.g., the 2025 Bihar SIR) with booth-level verification, party agents’
participation, and digital systems (ERONET/ECINET) for transparency. These are the
moments to file specific, affidavit-backed objections to alleged duplicates or ineligible
entries. The Times of IndiaElection Commission of India

What this means for the fact-check

1.

2.

Threshold for proof is legal, not rhetorical. Allegations about fake/duplicate voters must
be itemized and sworn, naming roll parts and serials, to trigger formal inquiry under the
RER. Public speeches don’t substitute for that procedure. The Times of India

Timing matters. Once results stand and the 45-day window passes, the forum shifts from
administrative correction to a time-barred election dispute—limiting avenues for
retrospective relief. Indian Kanoon
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3. ECI powers are broad, but bounded. Article 324 lets the ECI act to keep elections free and

fair where law is silent, but it cannot override statutory prescriptions—this balance is
central when evaluating calls for extraordinary disclosures or actions. Indian Kanoon

CCTV/data retention is a live policy fight. Treat it as in dispute: activists and MPs question
shortened retention; the Government/ECI are being pressed to clarify. Until clear official
rules or a court ruling surfaces, present both sides and the status. ADRDigital Sansad

Political Context & Reactions

A) BJP’s Counter-Narrative

Dismissal of Allegations: The BJP has consistently labeled Gandhi’s claims as “bogus,”
“fake,” and “misleading.” Party spokespersons argue that such accusations are aimed at
undermining the credibility of constitutional institutions when electoral outcomes don’t
favor the opposition.

Framing: BJP leaders have portrayed the Congress campaign as an attempt to pre-empt
accountability for its own electoral underperformance, suggesting that the “vote theft”
rhetoric is political theatre rather than evidence-based grievance.

Statements: BJP national leadership accused Gandhi of “habitually questioning the
mandate of the people” and “eroding public trust in democracy.”

B) State-Level Political Responses

Maharashtra: Deputy CM Devendra Fadnavis mocked Gandhi’s allegations as akin to a
Bollywood script written by Salim-Javed, implying that the claims were exaggerated for
dramatic effect.

Madhya Pradesh: BJP state leaders rejected the charges outright, while some Congress
figures stood by Gandhi’s statements, emphasizing his role as a “watchdog” for
democratic processes.

Karnataka: State-level BJP leaders said the Congress’s duplicate voter claims were an “old,
recycled talking point” disproven during 2024 poll preparations.

C) Congress Mobilization Strategy

Protest Formats:



https://indiankanoon.org/doc/1831036/?utm_source=chatgpt.com
https://adrindia.org/content/the-erased-record-a-constitutional-challenge-to-the-election-commissions-45-day-data-destruction-mandate?utm_source=chatgpt.com
https://sansad.in/getFile/loksabhaquestions/annex/185/AU2203_LXtpCo.pdf?source=pqals&utm_source=chatgpt.com

Mashal (torch) marches in multiple state capitals.

Signature campaigns targeting millions of citizens to “demand electoral
transparency.”

o Public satyagrahas in Delhi and district headquarters across several states.

Purpose: These were designed to keep the allegations in public discourse, frame the party

as defending democratic norms, and create sustained pressure on the ECI to release voter
roll data and counting records.

Outcome: Generated strong visual coverage on television and social media, helping
Gandhi’s message reach beyond formal press briefings.

D) Law Enforcement & Public Order Impact

Detentions: During an August 2025 protest in Delhi, approximately 300 opposition
leaders and activists were detained, including several senior Congress MPs.

Official Justification: Police cited violations of Section 144 orders and the need to maintain
public order; the opposition claimed it was an attempt to suppress dissent.

Media Coverage: Images of Gandhi being briefly stopped by police during the protest
became a rallying symbol for his supporters.

E) Public & Media Discourse

Mainstream Media: Coverage was polarized — some outlets framed Gandhi’s campaign
as an important challenge to electoral transparency, while others emphasized the lack of
legal filings and concrete evidence.

Social Media: Hashtags like #VoteChori, #SaveDemocracy, and #ECBias trended
periodically, indicating significant engagement but also partisan clustering of audiences.

Fact-Checking Platforms: Independent fact-checkers noted that while minor errors in rolls
are common in any large electoral system, proving deliberate bias or fraud requires
forensic evidence not presented in Gandhi’s public briefings.




Synthesis & Concluding Remarks

A) Overall Assessment

The allegations made by Rahul Gandhi represent one of the most sustained and high-profile
challenges to the Election Commission of India’s impartiality in recent decades. His “vote chori”
narrative is politically potent, tapping into wider concerns about electoral transparency, but when
examined against available evidence and procedural law, significant gaps emerge.

While voter roll inaccuracies are an acknowledged administrative challenge in India, the scale and
intent alleged by Gandhi have not been substantiated through sworn complaints, formal
objections, or election petitions within the statutory timelines. This absence of formal legal
action weakens the enforceability of his claims, even if they resonate politically.

B) Key Points of Agreement & Dispute
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C) Legal Realities

Procedural Deadlines: Most of Gandhi’s retrospective allegations fall outside the
statutory windows for challenge (Rule 20 for rolls, Section 81 RPA 1951 for petitions).

Burden of Proof: Indian election law requires detailed, affidavit-backed submissions
naming specific entries — broad statistical claims or press conferences do not meet this
threshold.

ECI’s Constitutional Leeway: Article 324 grants the ECI broad discretion to act where law
is silent, but not to contravene existing statutes; compelling it to release new data formats
or alter retention policies would require legal or policy change.

D) Political Impact

Even without legal traction, Gandhi’s campaign has had measurable political effects:

1.

Media Cycle Control: By pairing accusations with protests, he kept the ECI-BJP relationship
in headlines.

Base Mobilization: The “vote chori” slogan energized Congress cadres and aligned
opposition groups.

Public Discourse Shift: Put electoral transparency and voter roll integrity into mainstream
debate, regardless of judicial follow-up.

E) Unresolved Questions

1.

Independent Audit: Could an impartial third-party audit of voter rolls and CCTV logs, with
cross-party oversight, verify or refute the scale of irregularities alleged?

Data Transparency: Should rules be amended to mandate public release of machine-
readable voter rolls, balancing privacy with auditability?

Retention Policies: Should CCTV/webcast footage from counting and storage facilities be
preserved longer to enable retrospective verification?

Systemic Reforms: How can processes for objections and petitions be made more

accessible, timely, and resistant to abuse by either side?




F) Closing Note

Rahul Gandhi’s allegations highlight a recurring tension in Indian democracy: the balance
between electoral trust and institutional accountability. The ECl’s procedural correctness does
not automatically shield it from public skepticism, while political claims untethered from formal
proof risk eroding faith in democratic processes without yielding corrective action. For any
meaningful resolution, future disputes will need to shift from rallies to affidavits, and from
political theatre to documented evidence — ensuring that public confidence rests not just on
belief, but on verifiable fact.

Recommendations

A) Strengthen Electoral Roll Verification
1. Mandatory Third-Party Audits

o Implementindependent audits of voter rolls before and after elections, conducted
by accredited neutral bodies with representation from multiple political parties.

o Use statistical sampling and door-to-door verification in sensitive constituencies.
2. Cross-State Duplicate Detection

o Expand ERONET capabilities to systematically detect duplicates across state
boundaries, not just within a state’s database.

B) Improve Transparency & Data Access
1. Machine-Readable Voter Rolls

Amend the Registration of Electors Rules, 1960 to require public release of voter
lists in secure, anonymized machine-readable formats.

Apply privacy safeguards (e.g., masking full dates of birth, truncating addresses)
to protect individual data while enabling independent verification.

2. Open-Data Dashboard

o Create an ECI dashboard showing real-time updates during continuous roll
revision, including number of additions, deletions, and corrections by
constituency.




C) Enhance Evidence Retention

1. Longer CCTV/Webcast Storage

o Extend the retention period for polling station CCTV and strong-room footage from
45 days to at least 6 months.

Store the footage in a tamper-evident, redundant system accessible to recognized
political parties upon request.

2. Digital Chain-of-Custody Logs

o Require all storage and counting centers to maintain automated logs of entry/exit
and footage retrieval, reducing scope for disputes over evidence handling.

D) Procedural Reforms for Objections & Petitions
1. Simplified Affidavit Process

o Create online affidavit submission portals linked to voter roll search tools,
allowing parties and citizens to flag suspected duplicates or ineligible entries
without complex paperwork.

2. Election Petition Reform

o Consider extending the 45-day petition deadline for voter roll-related disputes,
given that such irregularities may surface only after post-election analysis.

E) Political Accountability & Dialogue
1. Cross-Party Electoral Integrity Committee

o Form a standing parliamentary or multi-party committee to review electoral
process concerns quarterly, ensuring that grievances are formally tabled before
they escalate into media-only disputes.

2. Fact-Check Partnership Model

o Encourage collaboration between ECI, civil society, and independent fact-checking
organizations to issue joint statements on disputed electoral claims within a set
timeframe.




F) Civic Engagement
1. Public Voter Roll Verification Drives

o Launch public awareness campaigns urging voters to check and update their own
electoral details, reducing passive errors in rolls.

2. School & College Programs on Electoral Literacy

o Integrate voter roll checking into civic education curricula, creating a habit of
electoral participation and oversight from an early age.

Conclusion

These recommendations aim to bridge the gap between the procedural rigor the ECI claims and
the perception of bias or opacity voiced by opposition leaders. By pairing technical transparency
measures with political dialogue frameworks, the system can better withstand partisan
challenges while bolstering citizen confidence in India’s electoral process.
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. Times of India — UP CEO Rejects Rahul’s Voter List Anomalies Claim (state-level rejection
of duplicate voter allegations).

Economic Times — Congress to Hold Mashal Marches, Meets, Signature Campaign
Against Vote Theft (details of protest strategy).

Reuters — Rahul Gandhi Among Opposition Leaders Detained During Protest Against
India’s Election Commission (protest and detention coverage).




B) Election Commission Responses

1. India Today — Rahul Gandhi vs Election Commission: Politically Loud, Legally Hollow
(analysis of procedural timelines and affidavit requirements).

2. India Today — Incorrect, Misleading: Poll Panel Fact-Checks Opposition Alleging Vote
Fraud (Bihar roll revision clarification).

3. Times of India — BJP Alleges Congress Undermining Constitutional Bodies (BJP framing of
the issue).

C) Legal & Procedural Framework
1. Representation of the People Act, 1950 — Sections on roll preparation and maintenance.
2. Representation of the People Act, 1951 — Section 81 (election petitions).
3. Registration of Electors Rules, 1960 — Rule 20(3)(b) (affidavit-backed objections).

Supreme Court of India — Mohinder Singh Gill v. Chief Election Commissioner, (1978) 1
SCC 405 (interpretation of Article 324).

ECI Handbooks & Circulars — Guidelines on CCTV/webcast usage, strong-room security,

and retention periods.

D) Media & Independent Fact-Checks

1. Moneycontrol — How BJP, EC Fact-Check Rahul Gandhi’s Vote Theft Allegations in
Karnataka & Maharashtra.

2. Independent fact-check portals (e.g., Alt News, BOOM) — Analyses of roll errors and

context for late-day voting spikes.




Timeline & Comparative Perspective

A) Chronology of Key Events

Date Event

May-June 2024 Lok Sabha elections held; BJP returns to power with reduced majority. Opposition
flags concerns over certain close constituencies.

June-July 2024 Initial murmurs from INC on irregularities in Karnataka’s voter rolls;
Mahadevapura/Bengaluru Central cited.

Late 2024 Allegations in Maharashtra emerge informally via Congress leaders; “mystery
voters” narrative starts.

July 2025 Rahul Gandhi escalates “vote chori” charge; highlights “one crore mystery voters”
in Maharashtra; questions late-day vote spikes and potential CCTV footage
destruction.

Early August 2025  ECI issues public rebuttals; demands affidavit-backed evidence under Rule
20(3)(b).

Aug 8-9, 2025 Gandhi presents “double vote” example (Shakun Rani) at rally; ECI fact-checks and
calls it misleading.

Aug 10, 2025 Congress announces mashal marches, signature drives; protests begin in multiple
cities.

Aug 11, 2025 Major protest in Delhi; ~300 opposition leaders detained; Gandhi briefly stopped
by police.

Aug 12-13, 2025 BJP and state leaders (Maharashtra, MP) dismiss allegations as “theatrics” or
“scripted drama.”

Mid-August 2025 ECI labels Gandhi’s posts “incorrect/misleading” on social media; clarifies Bihar
voter roll revision protocols.

B) Comparative Perspective — Handling Electoral Roll Disputes in Other Democracies
1. United States

Voter rolls maintained at state level; cross-checks via Electronic Registration Information
Center (ERIC).

Public can file objections, but rules vary widely; some states provide bulk machine-
readable voter roll data, others restrict heavily.

¢ Litigation is common — allegations often pursued in court rather than only in media.
2. United Kingdom

e Electoral rolls maintained by local authorities; duplicates/ineligibles challenged via annual
canvass or individual claims.




Public access to full rolls is restricted; “open registers” omit some data for privacy.

Allegations of irregularities require sworn affidavits and can be escalated via election
courts.

3. Australia

Rolls managed centrally by the Australian Electoral Commission (AEC).

Duplicate detection automated; continuous update with input from multiple agencies (tax
office, driver licensing).

Allegations generally addressed promptly in administrative processes; strong emphasis on
transparency reports post-election.

C) Lessons for India

Structured Independent Audits: Australia’s and Canada’s model of publishing post-
election roll integrity reports could bolster ECI credibility.

Clear Data Access Policy: The US’s varied but codified data access laws could inspire India

to explicitly define what “public voter roll data” means in the digital era.

Legal Pathways over Media Battles: UK and Australia show the value of established, time-
bound legal pathways that are actually used — avoiding drawn-out public disputes
without formal filings.




