


INTRODUCTION

At issue in this case is the scope of “permission” under the omnibus clause
of Allsta;e Insurance Company’s automobile liability policy.

Reversal is required because the Courts below erred in finding that a
negligent driver, Allan Warner, did not have “permission” to operate a borrowed
vehicle; accordingly, two passengers injured as a result of Warner’s negligence,
Appellants Eric Mitchell and Candace Slade, could not recover from Allstate’s

automobile liability insurance policy insuring the vehicle.



STATEMENT CONCERNING ORAL ARGUMENT
Pursuant to Rule 76.12(4)(c)(ii) of the Kentucky Rules of Civil Procedure, the
Appellants, Eric Mitchell and Candace Slade, by counsel, respectfully request the
opportunity to present an oral argument on behalf of their position. The issues
involved can be clearly explained and the error of the courts below can be

demonstrated if Appellants are allowed oral argument.
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