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INTRODUCTION
This is a civil action concerning a claim by the Appellant that he was terminated
by his employer in violation of public policy. Specifically, the Appellant’s claim is that
his employer fired him solely because he exercised his constitutional right to bear arms in

self defense by keeping a firearm in his personally-owned vehicle.

STATEMENT CONCERNING ORAL ARGUMENT

The Appellant requests oral argument in this appeal. The issues presented require
statutory interpretation and analysis of related case law that do not appear to have been
directly applied to the facts associated with this case. The appeal also raises fundamental
issues of constitutional law, particularly those concerning the General Assembly’s
authority to limit the exercise of a fundamental right, and its authority in delegating any

such authority to another entity to limit that fundamental right.







