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BEFORE: M NTQON, SCHRODER, AND TAYLOR, JUDGES.

SCHRODER, JUDGE: Fadi Mhammad was charged with carrying a
conceal ed deadly weapon' for carrying a firearmin the consol e of
his car. The district court ruled that the gl ove conpart nent

exception of KRS 527.020(5) (now subsection 8) included consoles

1 KRS 527.020(1), a O ass A m sdeneanor.



and the circuit court affirnmed. On discretionary review, we
reverse? because we opine the statute is clear and unanbi guous,
and refers to “glove conpartnents” only.

The facts for an understanding of this case are
sinple. On January 1, 2002, Fadi Mbhanmad was involved in a
traffic stop when a | oaded 9 nm handgun was | ocated in the
vehicle’ s center console. Mhammad was charged under KRS
527.020(1) with carrying a conceal ed weapon. At trial,
Mohammad’ s defense was that “the gl ove conpartnent exception” of
KRS 527.020(5) includes the center console. The district court
agreed, holding that the glove conpartnent is a “conpartnent”
and since no one puts gloves in a glove conpartnent anynore, the
word gl ove shoul d be ignored and now any conpartnent, including
the center console, satisfies the glove conpartnent exception.
The circuit court agreed and we granted discretionary revi ew.

Statutory construction is a matter of |aw which

requires a de novo standard of review Lexington-Fayette U ban

County Health Dept. v. Lloyd, Ky. App., 115 S . W3d 343, 347

(2003). KRS 527.020(1) provides “A person is guilty of carrying
a conceal ed weapon when he carries concealed a firearmor other
deadl y weapon on or about his person.” The so-called “glove
conpartment exception” is now contained in KRS 527.020(8) which

i ncludes the follow ng | anguage fromthe fornmer KRS 527.020(5):

2 W are not remanding because the district court dismissed the charge at
trial and doubl e jeopardy would apply.
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“A firearmor other deadly weapon shall not be deemed conceal ed
on or about the person if it is located in a glove conpartnent,
regularly installed in a notor vehicle by its manufacturer
regardl ess of whether said conpartnent is | ocked, unlocked, or
does not have a | ocking nmechanism?”

Courts have a few basic rules to follow in
interpreting statutes. The General Assenbly provided no

definition of “glove conpartnent,” so we use the plain, common,

or everyday neaning. Gateway Construction Co. v. Wall baum Ky.,

356 S.W2d 247 (1962). KRS 446.080(4) provides: “All words and
phrases shall be construed according to the conmon and approved
usage of | anguage, but technical words and phrases, and such
others as may have acquired a peculiar and appropriate neani ng
in the law, shall be construed according to such neaning.”

The everyday neani ng of “glove conpartnent” is the
factory-installed conpartnent in the dash on the passenger’s
side of the vehicle. W all agree that if Mhanmad s gun was
found in that conmpartnent, he would have a defense to the charge
of carrying a conceal ed weapon. The |ower courts’
interpretation of the old KRS 527.020(5) dropped the word
“gl ove” because we no |onger store gloves therein, and read the
exception to enconpass any factory-installed conpartnent.
Mohanmad’ s argunent is simlar but would not require us to drop

the word “glove” from“glove conmpartnment.” Thus, we could
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interpret “glove conpartnment” to be any factory-installed
conpartnent that one could put gloves in, which includes the
center consol e.

Before we get into the legislative intent, we nust
ascertain if the statute is anbiguous or susceptible to nore
t han one neani ng because the | egislative intent nust be
determi ned fromthe | anguage of the statute itself if possible.

Lexi ngt on- Fayette Urban County Health Dept. v. Lloyd, Ky. App.,

115 S.W3d 343, 347 (2003). Only where the I anguage is of
doubt ful neani ng or where an adherence to the letter of it would
| ead to absurdity can we consi der extraneous evi dence of

legislative intent. Overnite Transportation Co. v. Gaddis, Ky.

App., 793 S.W2d 129, 131 (1990); Newport Benevol ent Buria

Assn. v. Cay, 170 Ky. 633, 186 S.W 658 (1916); Gieb v.

Nati onal Bank of Kentucky's Receiver, 252 Ky. 753, 68 S.w2d 21

(1933).

We do not believe the “glove conpartnent” exception is
anbi guous, vague, or difficult to understand. The statute
speaks for itself and we are required to foll ow the | anguage of
the statute rather than speculate as to what nay have been

i ntended but not expressed. AK Steel Corporation v.

Commonweal th, Ky. App., 87 S.W3d 15, 17 (2002). Therefore, we

believe the lower court erred inits interpretation of “glove

conpartnment” to include the center console.



The interpretation of the former KRS 527.020(5) by the

Jefferson Circuit Court to include center consoles is hereby

rever sed.
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