
IN THE SUPERIOR COURT OF BAKER COUNTY
 
STATE OF GEORGIA
 

TIM WILLIAMSON Contestant 

Vs. Case No. 2012V-039 

DANA MEADE and the BAKER 
COUNTY BOARD OF ELECTIONS 
and REGISTRATION Defendant 

ORDER ON CONTESTANT'S PETITION TO CONTEST PRIMARY RUN-OFF 
ELECTION 

This matter arises out ofa PrlmarY Run-off Election for SheriffofBaker 
County, Georgia. The certified election results (Pltf's 1) show that the incumbent 
Sheriff, Defendant herein, prevailed in that race by a margin of 39 votes over Tim 
Williamson, Contestant herein. 

The results are contested citing numerous irregularities, and the Court, in 
consideration of all the evidence and testimony presented at the bench trial ofthese 
issues fmds as follows: 

1. Witness Michael Spalding affirmatively testified that he was given $20.00 
by someone (Vicky (Andreia) Stubbs) at a "tractor place' on Hwy. 200, that his 
vote was to be for Sheriff Meade, and that "she voted for him". 

2. Witness Varrie Dawson affrrmatively testified that she was paid $20.00 
plus 3 halfpints of Seagram's gin, to vote from Joanelle (Jeanette) Jackson, a 
person also identified as being a 'helper" to voting for Johnny Jackson. In Pltfs. 5 
Jeannette Jackson is identified as one ofthe " Persons Providing Assistance Voting" 
for Johnnie Jackson, and the given reason was ''vision'', with no relationship being 
identified. However, the Secretary of State's records reflect, in the Cumulative 



Absentee Ballot Report (pltfs. 1), that "Jeanette Jackson" was registered in the . 
Elmodel Precinct, and that "Johnnie Lee Jackson" was registered in the Newton 
Precinct, and there being no indication of any familial relation contemplate by law, 
thus voiding her assistance under a.C.G.A. § 21-2-409(b)(2)(A) or (B). 

3. Katie Mae Nelson affirmatively testified that 'Neet' AKA Lettie or Aletha 
Mackie, had twenty or so absentee ballot applications that she had to give to Van 
Irvin, and that anybody that voted for SheriffMeade got "$20.00, a half-gallon(sic) 
of liquor, and two beers'. 'He (Van Irvin) gave Johnnie Lee Smith, (her live-in 
boyfriend), $20.00.1 

4. Donna Sue Pool affIrmatively testified that Van Irvin (who later testified) 
told her that he was giving out liquor, not SheriffMeade. Further, SheriffMeade 
gave her $25.00 when asked 'Can I do anything else for you?", and she replied "I 
could use some gas and cigarettes." 

5. Van Irvin, a Baker Commissioner, and, thereby one who has direct 
authority over the budget ofthe Sheriffs Department, affirmatively testified that he 
knows 'Neet' AKA Lettie or Ale·thaMackie, Katie Mae Nelson, and Johnnie Lee 
Smith, and that they had visited his tractor repair facility on Hwy. 200, but that he 
had not given anyone any money or liquor. 

6. Eight (8) electors were reported to be assisted by Andrea Stubbs, who, 
unable to qualify to assist an elector under a.C.G.A § 21-2-409, as she was not 
identified as a qualified family member, nor was she identified as a " ...residentof 
the precinct in which the elector requiring assistance is attempting to vote..." 
a.C.G.A.21-2-409(b)(2)(A). 

7. The evidence shows that four (4) of the Absentee Applications (Pltfs. 
#8,9,10, & 12) have different addresses for electors than that shown on the Georgia 
Secretary of State Voter Registration System Cumulative Absentee Ballot Report 
(Pltfs.4). 

8. The evidence shows that four (4) of the Absentee Ballot envelopes 

lIt should be noted that many of the witnesses attested to what "everyone knew", or that 
"he (Ingram or Meade) was paying everybody", but the Court has disregarded this hearsay and 
otherwise unreliable testimony in reaching the decision rendered herein, and relied only on the 
credible testimony and evidence before the Court. 



returned to the Voter Registrar (Pltfs. 13, 14,15,& 16) had incomplete oaths in that 
they failed to designate the disability of the elector which would authorize a person 
to assist the elector. 

9. Fourteen (14) of the ABSENTEEIPROVISIONAL/CHALLENGED 
BALLOT STUB(s)", (Pltfs. 7), cause the greatest concern for the Court, in that 
they clearly appear to be altered in such a way as to totally obliterate a possibly 
intended vote for the Contestant, and testimony indicates that they were "re-voted" 
for the Incumbent (Defendant)(Testimony ofMelissa "Missy" Watson, Baker 
County Election Supervisor and RegistrarO. It is only speculation as to for whom. 
the votes were intended originally, or as cast by the Voter Registrar after 
invalidating the ballots in question, but they are surely sufficient in number to cast 
the results of the election in doubt. 

It is well recognized that "Election returns carry a presumption of validity 
[cits] ... The burden ofestablishing an irregularity or illegality sufficient to change 
or place in doubt the [election] result ... is on the party contesting the election. [cits] 
... The contestant must show that a sufficient number ofelectors voted illegally or 
were irregularly recorded in the contest being challenged to change or cast doubt on 
the election [dts]." Walls v. Garrett, 47 Ga. 640, 646,277 S.E.2d 903 (1981). 

Wherefore, the Court finds that irregularities in voting for Sheriffwere 
sufficient to cast doubt on the election result, and election thus should be voided; 
some ofvoters receiving assistance were not given required oaths, poll managers 
failed to verify in writing the claimed disabilities, and, in accordance with the 
discrepancies found above, a new election must be held. 

It may be argued that the fourteen (14) voided ballots may not be enough, 
mathematically, to reverse the decision of the voters, it is certainly enough 
evidence to cause th~ result of the election to be placed in doubt. Whether those 
ballots cause a swing of fourteen (14) votes or twenty-eight (28) votes is a matter 
for the electorate ofBaker County to determine in a new election. 

CleaFly, the evidence shows that there are sufficient irregularities in the election 
process for Sheriff ofBaker County to warrant the Court to declare the runoff 
election invalid and to order a new election under the provisions ofO.C.G.A. §21
2-522 for that office, in that the proc~ss is so defective so as to place in doubt the 
result of the entire run-off election fpr such office, and the Court, accordingly, 
declares that a new run-off electfRR1 lJetween the same parties as in the August 21, 

: ~ 



2012 runoff, be held on November 6, 2012. 

So ordered, this the 15th day of October, 2012 

i<~Q_ 
~~~ 

Senior Judge, Sitting by Designation 


