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Part 1. 
District of Columbia V. Heller 
Citation 554 U.S. 570 (2008)
[bookmark: _GoBack]Brief fact Summary: The District of Columbia has prohibited custody of firearms and has also forbidden any person from carrying a firearm or any other lethal weapon that is not licensed by the authorized agencies within its boundaries. It has also directed that any firearms that will be kept within its boundaries to be disassembled or kept with its trigger locked. However, these laws appears to be violating those of Mr. Heller’s second amendment right to “keep and bear Arms.” The Supreme Court happens not to have taken a Second Amendment case and is yet to decide whether the Second Amendment confers a right to bear arms (Heller, 2008). The federal and state governments have for the last 69 years or so passed several laws controlling and restricting gun ownership.  
Procedure: In 1976, the District of Columbia enacted three of the strictest laws that were geared towards controlling firearm ownership. In 2003, Mr. Heller and some other five plaintiffs filled a case against District of Columbia in the US District Court.  It alleged that the citizens were deprived of their right to own a firearm by having the District of Columbia not respecting the second amendment right to “keep and bear arms.” The second amendment was found not to give an individual a right to gun ownership except where the person in question was a member of an organized militia (Heller, 2008). The court dismissed the case since it lacked grounds. However, Heller and the rest of the plaintiffs went ahead and appealed to the District of Columbia Circuit of Appeals. 
The Primary issue: Does the second amendment allow any person who is not a member of a state controlled militia group a right to “keep and bear arms?”
Synopsis of Rule of Law Prior to the Case:  In common, the rules that are agreed or set by the administrators of a state or any other region that runs the area are supposed to be given the desired deference and consideration. This is referred to as the Chevron doctrine, based on a prior case. In this case, D.C had not given compelling reasons for its rule change.
Decision: The Supreme Court did not give a ruling concerning ownership of firearms. It left those who were advocating for firearms ownership and their counterparts waiting for the court to come up with its findings and conclusion.
 Summary of Decision: The Supreme Court did not give a ruling concerning the case. It left the gun advocates and opponents waiting in anticipation for the Court’s findings. In my opinion, weapons should be allowed to be in the safe hands of those who are controlled by the government and they serve all the citizens without looking at political affiliations. 
Part 2. 
Does the NRA want the U.S. Supreme Court to affirm or overrule the Court of Appeals for the D.C. Circuit's opinion? Why?
The NRA wants the U.S. Supreme court to affirm the Court of Appeals for the D.C. Circuit’s opinion. The National Rifle Association (NRA) argues that D.C’s understanding of the Second Amendment will only bring about disarming of the citizens of the US and hence render the second amendment meaningless. D.C’s interpretation of the Second Amendment will only allow people who are organized into a militia to be the only ones who are eligible to owning a gun (Heller, 2008). Those citizens of the US who will not be in a militia group will not be bestowed to owning an arm.  However, the militia has to be government-controlled.
NRA asserts that if D.C’s interpretation is followed, it will allow the government will be wholly be in control of who has the right to own arms and who does not have. However, this will have both negative and positive effects. It will allow the government to keep in control who owns a firearm and who does not, thus enhancing safety of the citizens. However, it will also give a room for emerging of an oppressive government that will only allow those who support it to own an arm; which will be indeed very dangerous. The NRA argues that this will result into something that will be against the Second Amendment. 
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