MARYLAND CASUALTY COMPANY
           :  NUMBER:  484,032, “B”

VERSUS




           :  FIRST JUDICIAL DISTRICT COURT

GUY’S SHREVEPORT ACADEMY OF



COSMETOLOGY, INC., CLAUDE BURCH,

JOHN B. HUSSEY, GERTRUDE M. LEVY,

EMILY WILE HUSSEY, SEISEL WILE 

MAIBACH A/K/A SIESEL WILE MAIBACH,

W1S INVESTMENT CO., INC., GERTRUDE

M. LEVY, EMILY WILE HUSSEY AND

SEISEL WILE MAIBACH A/K/A SIESEL WILE

MAIBACH, D/B/A WILE LEVY, WILE LEVY,

MARK E. GOODSON, MARK E. GOODSON,

P.E., INC., OHIO CASUALTY INSURANCE

COMPANY AND MOISE SINITERE, D/B/A

BROADMOOR DRUG STORE

           :  CADDO PARISH, LOUISIANA 

JUDGMENT ON MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT WITH RESPECT TO CLAIMS AGAINST OHIO CASUALTY, MARK GOODSON AND MARK E. GOODSON P.E., INC.

(FILED BY MARYLAND CASUALTY COMPANY)


Having considered the Motion For Summary Judgment with Respect to Claims Against Ohio Casualty, Mark Goodson and Mark E. Goodson, P. E., Inc., filed October 3, 2008, by Maryland Casualty Company, its exhibits and supporting memoranda, the opposition filed by Ohio Casualty on June 12, 2009, its exhibits and supporting memoranda, applicable law, oral arguments of counsel held June 22, 2009, and for reasons expressed
, the Court concludes that the Motion filed by Maryland Casualty should be denied.  Accordingly:


IT IS ORDERED, ADJUDGED AND DECREED that the Motion For Summary Judgment by Maryland Casualty Company, with Respect to Claims Against Ohio Casualty, Mark Goodson and Mark E. Goodson, P. E., Inc., is denied.  


Signed this 26th day of June, 2009 in Shreveport, Caddo Parish, Louisiana.








______________________________ 








        SCOTT J. CRICHTON

CLERK OF COURT:

PROVIDE NOTICE OF JUDGMENT

IN ACCORDANCE WITH LAW

DISTRIBUTION:

Michael E. Bollman, counsel for Maryland Casualty Company

Gerald M. Johnson, Jr., counsel for Mark E. Goodson and Mark E. Goodson, P.E., Inc.

Richard G. Barham, counsel for Ohio Casualty Insurance Company
�The Court adopts the rationale articulated in support of its decisions to grant the motions for summary judgment filed by Ohio Casualty and Mark E. Goodson/Mark E. Goodson , P.E., Inc., which leads to the obvious conclusion that the motion by Maryland Casualty Company must be dismissed. 





