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SUPREME COURT OF LQOUI SI ANA
No. 00-C- 2595
ROBERT WELDON RUSSEL, 111
VERSUS

REGE E GOLDSBY AND JOHN DAHVER

VI CTORY, J. (dissenting)

The evidence in this case is overwhel mng that Dr.
Gol dsby did not “actually reside” in Amte for the year
preceding his qualification to run for mayor of the city as
required by La. R S. 33:384. Although Dr. CGoldsby has |isted
property he owns on Division Street as his muni ci pal
resi dence, his caretaker who lives on the property did not see
himthere for at |least nine nonths prior to the tinme for
qualification of candidates for mayor. Dr. Col dsby has
acknow edged that he did not spend the night there for several
months prior to qualifying. Mreover, his wife has never
spent one night at the Division Street property, but |ives
with Dr. CGol dsby on Gol dsby Lane outside the city limts of
Amte in a large residence for which the couple nmaintains
homeowners’ insurance. 1In ny view, based on the evidence
adduced at the trial of this matter, the trial judge
mani festly erred in concluding that the D vision Street
property constituted an “actual residence” of Dr. Gol dshy
within the municipality of Amte for the year inmediately
preceding his qualification to run for office. Any
presunptions regarding his “actual residence” were overcone

by the evidence. Accordingly, | respectfully dissent.


Cathy Lemann



