
  ELECTION RESULTS FOR STATE ELECTION       ANDOVER MA11/02/ 2010

PREC 1 PREC 2 PREC 3 PREC 4 PREC 5 PREC 6 PREC 7 PREC 8 PREC 9 TOTALS
GOVERNOR & LT. GOVERNOR
PATRICK & MURRAY 765 606 751 543 602 576 661 739 650 5893
BAKER & Tisei 699 791 795 807 868 893 877 938 872 7540
Cahill & Loscocco 64 92 96 63 49 54 73 67 64 622
Stein & Purcell 13 22 12 7 6 13 11 19 19 122
  Blanks 9 3 12 9 8 6 13 13 6 79
  Misc. Others 2 0 0 1 3 0 0 1 0 7
  Totals 1552 1514 1666 1430 1536 1542 1635 1777 1611 14263
ATTORNEY GENERAL
  MARTHA COAKLEY 944 822 991 727 775 802 856 969 883 7769
  JAMES MCKENNA 586 661 650 673 732 715 742 776 700 6235
  Blanks 20 30 25 29 29 24 37 32 28 254
  Misc. Others 2 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 5
  Totals 1552 1514 1666 1430 1536 1542 1635 1777 1611 14263
SECRETARY OF STATE
  WILLIAM FRANCIS GALVIN 936 809 953 751 775 792 826 922 859 7623
  WILLIAM C. CAMPBELL 531 623 614 611 680 671 714 761 655 5860
  JAMES D. HENDERSON 27 34 35 17 21 31 30 24 31 250
  Blanks 56 48 64 49 59 47 65 70 66 524
  Misc. Others 2 0 0 2 1 1 0 0 0 6
  Totals 1552 1514 1666 1430 1536 1542 1635 1777 1611 14263
TREASURER
  STEVEN GROSSMAN 819 651 795 603 643 631 690 755 726 6313
  KARYN E. POLITO 685 799 796 777 836 856 881 940 818 7388
  Blanks 48 63 75 50 56 55 64 82 67 560
  Misc. Others 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 2
  Totals 1552 1514 1666 1430 1536 1542 1635 1777 1611 14263
AUDITOR
 SUZANNE M. BUMP 668 528 666 458 502 499 562 581 544 5008
 MARY Z. CONNAUGHTON 733 806 818 821 883 889 898 1003 875 7726
 NATHANIEL A. FORTUNE 47 67 56 48 44 44 54 63 73 496
 Blanks 102 113 126 102 105 109 121 130 117 1025
 Misc. Others 2 0 0 1 2 1 0 0 2 8
 Totals 1552 1514 1666 1430 1536 1542 1635 1777 1611 14263
REP. IN CONGRESS - 5TH DISTRICT
  NICOLA S. TSONGAS 888 740 866 658 736 711 809 901 805 7114
  JONATHAN A. GOLNIK 618 713 742 729 762 787 779 825 759 6714
  DALE E. BROWN 13 19 20 11 11 19 15 17 13 138
  ROBERT M. CLARK 8 10 7 5 2 4 5 6 6 53
  Blanks 22 32 31 26 23 21 27 28 27 237
  Misc. Others 3 0 0 1 2 0 0 0 1 7
  Totals 1552 1514 1666 1430 1536 1542 1635 1777 1611 14263
COUNCILLOR - 5TH DISTRICT
  MARY-ELLEN MANNING 980 889 1009 815 875 863 911 1006 930 8278
  Blanks 569 618 645 592 638 649 716 739 675 5841
  Misc. Others 3 7 12 23 23 30 8 32 6 144
  Totals 1552 1514 1666 1430 1536 1542 1635 1777 1611 14263
SENATOR. IN GENERAL COURT - 2ND ESSEX & MIDDLESEX DISTRICT 
  BARRY R. FINEGOLD 819 703 834 623 712 689 749 832 734 6695
  JAMISON TOMASEK 625 690 715 707 753 757 784 832 736 6599
  JODI B. OBERTI 62 82 80 64 37 57 64 67 94 607
  Blanks 44 39 35 33 33 38 38 46 46 352
  Misc. Others 2 0 2 3 1 1 0 0 1 10
  Totals 1552 1514 1666 1430 1536 1542 1635 1777 1611 14263



REP. IN GENERAL COURT - 17TH ESSEX DISTRICT
  PAUL ADAMS  - - - 793 776 816 892 857  - - -  - - - 830 4964
  PATRICIA A. COMMANE - - - 653 812 555 582 608  - - -  - - - 687 3897
  Blanks  - - - 68 77 57 61 77  - - -  - - - 94 434
  Misc. Others  - - - 0 1 2 1 0  - - -  - - - 0 4
  Totals  - - - 1514 1666 1430 1536 1542  - - -  - - - 1611 9299
REP. IN GENERAL COURT  - 18th ESSEX DISTRICT
  BARBARA A. L'ITALIEN 865  - - -  - - -  - - -  - - -  - - - 737 869  - - - 2471
  JAMES J. LYONS, JR. 646  - - -  - - -  - - -  - - -  - - - 852 871  - - - 2369
  Blanks 39  - - -  - - -  - - -  - - -  - - - 46 36  - - - 121
  Misc. Others 2  - - -  - - -  - - -  - - -  - - - 0 1  - - - 3
  Totals 1552  - - -  - - -   - - -  - - -  - - - 1635 1777  - - - 4964
DISTRICT ATTORNEY - EASTERN DISTRICT
  JONATHAN W. BLODGETT 1008 908 1011 848 872 891 938 1025 938 8439
  Blanks 541 598 654 561 648 626 693 733 668 5722
  Misc. Others 3 8 1 21 16 25 4 19 5 102
  Total 1552 1514 1666 1430 1536 1542 1635 1777 1611 14263
SHERIFF - ESSEX COUNTY
  FRANK G. COUSINS, JR. 825 876 924 883 928 948 955 1061 925 8325
  DAMIAN M. ANKETELL 494 414 450 330 369 344 395 423 390 3609
  KEVIN J. LEACH 85 92 110 89 99 97 102 105 109 888
  Blanks 147 132 182 125 139 153 182 187 187 1434
  Misc. Others 1 0 0 3 1 0 1 1 0 7
  Total 1552 1514 1666 1430 1536 1542 1635 1777 1611 14263
QUESTION 1
YES 780 823 907 823 869 876 916 1006 895 7895
NO 742 650 729 577 644 628 692 733 687 6082
BLANKS 30 41 30 30 23 38 27 38 29 286
TOTALS 1552 1514 1666 1430 1536 1542 1635 1777 1611 14263
QUESTION 2
YES 614 685 748 770 802 697 760 815 699 6590
NO 852 729 821 600 643 755 773 854 811 6838
BLANKS 86 100 97 60 91 90 102 108 101 835
TOTALS 1552 1514 1666 1430 1536 1542 1635 1777 1611 14263
QUESTION 3
YES 647 724 730 725 754 772 779 864 768 6763
NO 885 766 914 687 760 754 836 891 823 7316
BLANKS 20 24 22 18 22 16 20 22 20 184
TOTALS 1552 1514 1666 1430 1536 1542 1635 1777 1611 14263

QUESTION 1:  LAW PROPOSED BY INITIATIVE PETITION
Do you approve of a law summarized below, on which no vote was taken by the Senate or the House of Representatives before 
May 4, 2010?
SUMMARY

This proposed law would remove the Massachusetts sales tax on alcoholic beverages and alcohol, where the 
sale of such beverages and alcohol or their importation into the state is already subject to a separate excise tax under state law. 
The proposed law would take effect on January 1, 2011.
A YES VOTE would remove the state sales tax on alcoholic beverages and alcohol where their sale or importation into the state 
is subject to an excise tax under state law. 
A NO VOTE would make no change in the state sales tax on alcoholic beverages and alcohol.



QUESTION 2:  LAW PROPOSED BY INITIATIVE PETITION
Do you approve of a law summarized below, on which no vote was taken by the Senate or the House of Representatives before 
May 4, 2010?
SUMMARY

This proposed law would repeal an existing state law that allows a qualified organization wishing to build 
government-subsidized housing that includes low- or moderate-income units to apply for a single comprehensive permit from a 
city or town’s zoning board of appeals (ZBA), instead of separate permits from each local agency or official having jurisdiction
over any aspect of the proposed housing. The repeal would take effect on January 1, 2011, but would not stop or otherwise 
affect any proposed housing that had already received both a comprehensive permit and a building permit for at least one unit.

Under the existing law, the ZBA holds a public hearing on the application and considers the recommendations 
of local agencies and officials. The ZBA may grant a comprehensive permit that may include conditions or requirements 
concerning the height, site plan, size, shape, or building materials of the housing. Persons aggrieved by the ZBA’s decision to 
grant a permit may appeal it to a court. If the ZBA denies the permit or grants it with conditions or requirements that make the
housing uneconomic to build or to operate, the applicant may appeal to the state Housing Appeals Committee (HAC).

After a hearing, if the HAC rules that the ZBA’s denial of a comprehensive permit was unreasonable and not 
consistent with local needs, the HAC orders the ZBA to issue the permit. If the HAC rules that the ZBA’s decision issuing a 
comprehensive permit with conditions or requirements made the housing uneconomic to build or operate and was not 
consistent with local needs, the HAC orders the ZBA to modify or remove any such condition or requirement so as to make the 
proposal no longer uneconomic. The HAC cannot order the ZBA to issue any permit that would allow the housing to fall below 
minimum safety standards or site plan requirements. If the HAC rules that the ZBA’s action was consistent with local needs, the 
HAC must uphold it even if it made the housing uneconomic. The HAC’s decision is subject to review in the courts.

A condition or requirement makes housing “uneconomic” if it would prevent a public agency or non-profit 
organization from building or operating the housing except at a financial loss, or it would prevent a limited dividend 
organization from building or operating the housing without a reasonable return on its investment.

A ZBA’s decision is “consistent with local needs” if it applies requirements that are reasonable in view of the 
regional need for low- and moderate-income housing and the number of low-income persons in the city or town, as well as the 
need to protect health and safety, promote better site and building design, and preserve open space, if those requirements are 
applied as equally as possible to both subsidized and unsubsidized housing. Requirements are considered “consistent with local 
needs” if more than 10% of the city or town’s housing units are low- or moderate-income units or if such units are on sites 
making up at least 1.5% of the total private land zoned for residential, commercial, or industrial use in the city or town. 
Requirements are also considered “consistent with local needs” if the application would result, in any one calendar year, in 
beginning construction of low- or moderate-income housing on sites making up more than 0.3% of the total private land zoned 
for residential, commercial, or industrial use in the city or town, or on ten acres, whichever is larger.
The proposed law states that if any of its parts were declared invalid, the other parts would stay in effect.
A YES VOTE would repeal the state law allowing the issuance of a single comprehensive permit to build housing that includes 
low- or moderate-income units.
A NO VOTE would make no change in the state law allowing issuance of such a comprehensive permit.

QUESTION 3:  LAW PROPOSED BY INITIATIVE PETITION
Do you approve of a law summarized below, on which no vote was taken by the Senate or the House of Representatives before 
May 4, 2010?
SUMMARY

This proposed law would reduce the state sales and use tax rates (which were 6.25% as of September 2009) to 
3% as of January 1, 2011. It would make the same reduction in the rate used to determine the amount to be deposited with the 
state Commissioner of Revenue by non-resident building contractors as security for the payment of sales and use tax on 
tangible personal property used in carrying out their contracts. 

The proposed law provides that if the 3% rates would not produce enough revenues to satisfy any lawful 
pledge of sales and use tax revenues in connection with any bond, note, or other contractual obligation, then the rates would
instead be reduced to the lowest level allowed by law.

The proposed law would not affect the collection of moneys due the Commonwealth for sales, storage, use or 
other consumption of tangible personal property or services occurring before January 1, 2011.
The proposed law states that if any of its parts were declared invalid, the other parts would stay in effect.
A YES VOTE would reduce the state sales and use tax rates to 3%.
A NO VOTE would make no change in the state sales and use tax rates.
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