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It’s one of the most basic assumptions of local democracy: the people elected to represent a 
community must actually live in that community. They should drive the same streets, rely on the 
same city services, and pay the same local taxes. It’s a simple, common-sense rule that ensures 
representatives are directly invested in the well-being of their constituents. 

 
But what happens when the lines on a map get blurry, and an administrative quirk in a voter 
database creates a situation that challenges this fundamental principle? Sometimes, the simplest 
questions—like "Where does my city councilmember live?"—can have surprisingly complex 
answers. 

 
An analysis of public records for Harrah, Oklahoma's Ward 3 councilmember, William C. Lisby III, 
reveals a significant discrepancy between his official address on file and the legal residency 
requirements for his office. This isn't just a simple clerical error; it raises important questions 
about governance, verification, and the integrity of local representation. 

 
Takeaway 1: The Address on File is Not in the City He Represents 
The core finding from public records is unambiguous. The councilmember's official voter 
registration address—the legal domicile used for qualification purposes—is 921 HUNTERS 
HOLW, CHOCTAW, OK 73020. 

 
Parcel mapping and official ZIP code data confirm this address is located squarely within the City 
of Choctaw, not the City of Harrah. According to parcel maps, the City of Harrah corporate limits 
do not extend westward into the Hunters Hollow subdivision, where the address is located. This 
location places the councilmember's legal residence outside not only Harrah's city limits but also 
outside the Harrah Public Schools district (it is zoned for Choctaw-Nicoma Park Schools) and 
Harrah's taxation boundaries. This creates a direct conflict: he is the elected councilmember for 
Ward 3 in Harrah, yet his legal residence for voting and holding office is documented as being 
outside Harrah's city limits entirely. 

 
Takeaway 2: A Database Quirk Creates a "Residency Illusion" 
So, how could this happen? The most counter-intuitive part of the story lies in how the official 
Oklahoma Voter Warehouse database is structured. Despite his Choctaw address, the system 
lists his municipality as "City of Harrah – At Large." This is not a legal validation of his residency 
but an administrative artifact. 

 
The explanation is technical but critical. His voting precinct, Precinct 550376, is 
geographically large and covers parts of the City of Harrah, parts of the City of Choctaw, and 
unincorporated areas of the county. Because the precinct contains some Harrah voters, the 
state's system applies a general "Harrah" tag to it. This tag can be misleadingly associated with 
every voter in that precinct, regardless of their actual home address. 

 
Crucially, this database tag does not mean the individual receives a Harrah municipal ballot or is 
legally considered a resident of Harrah. It is a byproduct of how the system sorts voters for 
elections, not a determination of legal domicile. 
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Takeaway 3: The Law is Clear and Leaves No Wiggle Room 
While the database issue may be confusing, the law is not. The Harrah City Charter lays out strict 
and non-negotiable residency requirements for anyone holding a council seat. To qualify and 
serve, a person must: 

• Be a resident of the City of Harrah for at least one year. 
• Be a resident of their specific ward for at least six months. 
• Remain a resident of that ward throughout their entire term. 

The City Charter contains a powerful and automatic enforcement clause that underscores the 
seriousness of this rule. 
“A councilmember who ceases to be a resident of the ward in which he was elected shall cease 
to be a councilmember.” 

 
The charter's language is absolute; legal analysis indicates this is a mandatory requirement, 
not a discretionary one. Under Oklahoma law, all of these requirements are tied to a person's 
legal domicile—their official, registered residence for voting and qualification purposes. 

 
Takeaway 4: This Isn't Just About One Person—It's About Public Trust 
This discrepancy is bigger than a single address or a single council seat. It points to broader 
questions about the systems that safeguard our local government. It prompts the community to 
ask: 

 
• Candidate Verification: Was there a lapse in the city's process for verifying candidate 
residency when they originally filed for office? The system should have checks in place to ensure 
all candidates meet the charter's clear requirements. 

 
• Charter Compliance: It raises the question of whether the charter's mandatory, 
non-discretionary rule that a non-resident "shall cease to be a councilmember" is being enforced. 

 
• Public Trust: The foundation of local representation is undermined when an official does not 
live among the people they represent. A representative should share the same community 
interests, services, and tax burdens as their constituents to govern effectively and maintain public 
trust. 

 
Conclusion: A System of Checks and Balances 
While this situation may have started with a confusing "residency illusion" created by a database 
quirk, the legal requirements for holding office in Harrah are unambiguous. An administrative 
artifact cannot override the clear language of the City Charter and state law. This discrepancy 
puts the onus on local officials—from the City Clerk to the City Attorney—to verify the facts and 
enforce the clear language of their own charter. It serves as a critical reminder that the bedrock of 
local democracy isn't just about votes, but about addresses, and the administrative diligence 
required to protect it. 
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