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Demographic Composition

Predominantly Rural

Population Registered Voters Rank by Voters
828,189 357,834 237
Py Polling Stations Polling Booths Candidates
Killa Abdullah-cum- E
Votes Polled Turnout Rank by Turnout
203,278 56.8% 33
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1. VOTERS, POLLING STATIONS AND CANDIDATES: GENDER AND DEMOGRAPHIC DYNAMIC

1. REGISTERED VOTERS & GENDER GAP 4 (SR DILLEG (DA

3. URBAN/RURAL DISTRIBUTION OF 4. DISTRIBUTION OF VOTERS

OVERALL & LEGAL THRESHOLD REGISTERED VOTERS (BY PS TYPE)
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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)
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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, 201,874
MALE o MALE  o0.0%

FEMALE | o Not Given in Form 47

FEMALE 0.0%

GENDER GENDER .
GAP o GAP 0.0%
56.8%
OVERALL NN >03,278 OVERALL I
FEMALE, 0
13. VOTES POLLED IN URBAN AND RURAL AREAS 14. TURNOUT URBAN AND RURAL AREAS
(BY POLLING STATION TYPE) (BY POLLING STATION TYPE)
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2.2. POLLING STATION-LEVEL TRENDS
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15. VOTES POLLED 16. TURNOUT 7. DIS UTION OF PO G 18. NUMBER OF PS IN HIGHEST AND

(BY POLLING STATION TYPE AND GENDER) (BY POLLING STATION TYPE AND GENDER)

STATIONS
(BY TURNOUT CATEGORY & TYPE)

LOWEST TURNOUT CATEGORY
(BY TYPE OF PS AND DEMOGRAPHIC CATEGORY)
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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)
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3.2.  POLLING STATION-LEVEL TRENDS

23. LEADING PARTIES/CANDIDATES BY 24. PERCENT SHARE OF LEADING 25. POLLING STATIONS CATEGORIZED 26. POLLING STATIONS WON BY
VOTES POLLED PARTIES/CANDIDATES I.’;Y WINNING MARGIN CATEGORY PARTIES/CANDIDATES AND WINNING
(BY TYPE OF PS) (BY TYPE OF PS) MARGIN CATEGORY
B Male ®Female  ®Combined 26 m Up to 10% W 11% to 30%
:‘E = Other(s) W 31% to 50% More than 50%
< &
= 2 17.5% 35
5 2 =ANP 30
” 26
* ) g <}
§ 5 . ) S,.j § =JUIP
T o o oL I Iy o
o - c N o e e ° e e e e 9
A 18l 3 8 30308388838
1l 1 l w22 Fo2o: o2 il g | | |
I I > 5 5 A ¥ h 5 R~ & ¢ |
PKMAP  JUIP ANP OTHER(S) MALE FEMALE COMBINED = PKMAP  JUIP ANP OTHER(S)

4. MARGIN OF VICTORY (MOV), 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
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4.2. LEVEL OF REPRESENTATION, POSTAL BALLOTS & INVALID VOTES: CONSTITUENCY LEVEL TRENDS

30. POSTAL BALLOTS, INVALID VOTES AND MARGIN 31. LEVEL OF REPRESENTATION: DISTRIBUTION OF 32. LEVEL OF REPRESENTATION: WINNER’S VOTES AS
OF VICTORY REGISTERED VOTERS PERCENT OF POLLED & REGISTERED VOTES
8,940 Others' 33.2%
’ Vote,
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4.3. FORM 45TO FORM 49: COMPARATIVE VOTES POLLED AND CANDIDATE VOTES

33. VOTES POLLED AT POLLING 34. VOTES POLLED AND POSTAL BALLOTS:
35. PARTY/CANDIDATE RESULT TRACKER *
STATIONS: FORM 47 VS FORM 48 FORM 48 VS FORM 49
B FORM 47 mForm48 HmForm 48 mForm 49 EForm 45 MForm 47 M Form 48: Polled Form 48: Postal M Form 48:Total EmForm 49
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TOTAL VOTE I >02,320 I 202,576
’ VOTE
POLLED  MENNNE 201468 poiLe, N 03,78 PKMAP JuIP ANP OTHER(S)

*FORM 45 OF 46 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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