Demographic Composition

N A - 1 9 7 Predominantly Rural
Population Registered Voters Rank by Voters

742,122 402,718 214
Polling Stations Polling Booths Candidates
q m e r 295 893 11
Votes Polled Turnout Rank by Turnout
132,344 32.9% 251
S h q h d q d kOi’ - I I Winner Winner Party Win Category
Meer Amir Ali Khan Magsi PPPP One Way Race
1. VOTERS, POLLING STATIONS AND CANDIDATES: GENDER AND DEMOGRAPHIC DYNAMIC
2. CONSTITUENCY GENDER GAP, 3. URBAN/RURAL DISTRIBUTION OF 4. DISTRIBUTION OF VOTERS
1. REGISTERED VOTERS & GENDER GAP OVERALL & LEGAL THRESHOLD REGISTERED VOTERS (BY PS TYPE)
« Gender Gap A% 9
S <« Overall Average sl 62.4%
R R 10% Legal Threshold
@ 28.7%
E\ 27.9% .
K 9.7% / 20-4% 17.1%
. 1.1% / I I I
MALE FEMALE GENDER
GAP Lowest  This Constituency  Highest URBAN RURAL MALE FEMALE COMBINED
POLLING STATIONS AND BOOTHS (As PER THE POLLING SCHEME) CANDIDATES BY GENDER AND AFFILIATION
5. NUMBER OF POLLING STATIONS 6. NUMBER OF POLLING BOOTHS (BY 7. CANDIDATES BY GENDER 8. NUMBER OF CANDIDATES
(BY TYPE) GENDER) (BY PARTY AFFILIATION AND GENDER)
179 o H Male H Female
489 5 5
404
58 58
1 1 1
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- [] °
MALE FEMALE COMBINED MALE BOOTHS FEMALE BOOTHS MALE FEMALE PARTY IND

2. VOTES POLLED AND TURNOUT: GENDER AND DEMOGRAPHIC DYNAMIC

2.1. OVERALL TRENDS

9. VOTES POLLED: TOTAL, 10. GENDER SHARE IN VOTES 11. TURNOUT: OVERALL, & 12. VALID VOTES POLLED
GENDERWISE & GENDER GAP POLLED GENDERWISE (BY GENDER OF CANDIDATES)
MALE, 58.0% MALE, 121,468

MALE I 76,770 MALE _34.7%

FEMALE I 55,574 FEMALE I 30.6%

GENDER GENDER
CAP M 21,196 GAP M 22
OVERALL NN 132,344 OVERALL I 32.9%
FEMALE, 42.0% FEMALE, 3,404
13. VOTES POLLED IN URBAN AND RURAL AREAS 14. TURNOUT URBAN AND RURAL AREAS
(BY POLLING STATION TYPE) (BY POLLING STATION TYPE)
o Male PS H Female PS B Combined PS Overall o Male PS B Female PS B Combined PS Overall
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2.2. POLLING STATION-LEVEL TRENDS
17. DISTRIBUTION OF POLLING 18. NUMBER OF PS IN HIGHEST AND
L, LA AL D % WL T STATIONS LOWEST TURNOUT CATEGORY
(BY POLLING STATION TYPE AND GENDER) (BY POLLING STATION TYPE AND GENDER)
(BY TURNOUT CATEGORY & TYPE) (BY TYPE OF PS AND DEMOGRAPHIC CATEGORY)
m MALE PS mFEMALE PS m COMBINED PS mMALE PS mFEMALE PS m COMBINED PS - = — Male Female ® More than 90% m Up to 10%
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3. TRENDS IN PARTY VOTE AND SEATS

3.1. OVERALL TRENDS

22. PERCENT SHARE OF LEADING

19. LEADING PARTIES/CANDIDATES 20. PERCENT SHARE OF LEADING 21. LEADING PARTIES/CANDIDATES PARTIES/CANDIDATES IN VOTES

BY VOTES POLLED PARTIES/CANDIDATES BY VOTES POLLED POLLED
(AS PERCENT OF VOTES POLLED) (BY URBAN & RURAL AREAS)
(BY URBAN AND RURAL AREAS)
o ® Urban H Rural EPPPP mJUIP ®mTLP Other(s)
3 PPPP, S E‘\
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PPPP JUIP TLP OTHER(S) PPPP Julp TLP OTHER(S) URBAN RURAL
3.2. POLLING STATION-LEVEL TRENDS
26. POLLING STATIONS WON BY
23. LEADING PARTIES/CANDIDATES BY  24. PERCENT SHARE OF LEADING 25. POLLING STATIONS CATEGORIZED 6. PO GS ONS WO
VOTES POLLED PARTIES/CANDIDATES BY WINNING MARGIN CATEGORY PARTIES/CANDIDATES AND WINNING
(BY TYPE OF PS) (BY TYPE OF PS) MARGIN CATEGORY
W Male M Female B Combined H Up to 10% W 11% to 30%
o& w Other(s) M 31% to 50% More than 50%
f’g 151
uTLP
- L y =JUIP 58
SR 8.2 2.2 - 2 2 2 28 ¢ 3 2 28 8 g 19 o 14
PPPP Juip TLP OTHER(S) MALE FEMALE COMBINED 2 PPPP JUIP TLP OTHER(S)
4. MARGIN OF VICTORY (MOYV), INVALID & POSTAL BALLOTS, COMPARATIVE VOTES POLLED AND RESULTS
4.1. INVALID VOTES: POLLING STATION LEVEL TRENDS
27. INVALID VOTES AND MOV: NUMBER AND 28. NUMBER OF POLLING STATIONS WHERE INVALID 29. WINNERS OF POLLING STATIONS WHERE INVALID
COMPARATIVE STATUS OF POLLING STATIONS VOTES EXCEED MOV VOTES EXCEED MOV
BELOW MOV 285 9 5
EQUAL o 4
EXCEEDING
MOV 10
NO VOTE I 1
POLLED 1
(] (0]
NA o - .
MALE FEMALE COMBINED PPPP JUIP TLP OTHER(S)
4.2. LEVEL OF REPRESENTATION, POSTAL BALLOTS & INVALID VOTES: CONSTITUENCY LEVEL TRENDS
30. POSTAL BALLOTS, INVALID VOTES AND MARGIN OF 31. LEVEL OF REPRESENTATION: DISTRIBUTION OF 32. LEVEL OF REPRESENTATION: WINNER'S VOTES AS
VICTORY REGISTERED VOTERS PERCENT OF POLLED & REGISTERED VOTES
63,931 Others' 66.6%
Vote, 44,214
Did Not
Vote,
270,374

21.9%

7,472
[ ] ° Winners'
Vote,
MARGIN OF INVALID VOTES POSTAL 88,130
VICTORY BALLOTS ’

Percent of Votes Polled  Percent of Registered Voters

4.3. FORM 45 TO FORM 49: COMPARATIVE VOTES POLLED AND CANDIDATE VOTES

33. VOTES POLLED AT POLLING STATIONS:  34. VOTES POLLED AND POSTAL BALLOTS:

35. PARTY/CANDIDATE RESULT TRACKER *
FORM 47 VS FORM 48 FORM 48 VS FORM 49
B FORM 47 ®Form 48 HForm 48 mForm 49 HForm 45 HForm 47 MForm 48: Polled = Form 48: Postal ®Form 48: Total ®Form 49
N O O o O
I 24,57> VALID I 24,572 o2 28
VALID VOTES ' I @® 0 ® 0
N 124,872 VOTES 124,872
n O O a O
/' INVALID W 7,472 Hh22 =22
EXCLUDED 7,472 » FIF < O ~N N ~N O~ i - =
INVALID VOTES 1 7,472 VOTES W 7,472 NN A AN 2LE 28 ;33’23 23
o IIIOII mmmomm \D@O\OO
TOTAL - o - . H mm - .
] I 32,
TOTAL VOTE 132,344 VOTE 132,344 PPPP Julp TLP OTHER(S)
POLLED I 132,344 POLLED I 132,344

*FORM 45 OF 1 POLLING STATIONS WERE NOT PUBLISHED/COMPLETE/READABLE WHEN THE FORMS WERE
DOWNLOADED FROM THE ECP'S WEBSITE ON MARCH 05, 2024 AND ARE NOT ACCOUNTED FOR IN THE SUM.
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