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1. STATUTES—CONSTRUCTION.—A statute must be considered in its
entirety .and meaning given to all portions.

2. STATUTES—CONSTRUCTION.—Construction which gives consistency
to the various sections is desirable and extrinsic aids which clarify
the object of legislation will be employed to resolve doubts.

3. INJUNCTIONS.—In appellee’s action to enjoin appellant from can-
celling its permit to sell alecoholic beverages at wholesale under the
alleged authority of Act 379 of 1951, for the reason that the stock
of appellee was owned in part at least by non-residents, held that
since the act exempted from its provisions those legally operating
in this state on the effective date of the act, non-resident owner-
ship of its stock constitutes no ground .for revocation of appel-
lee’s permit.

Appeal from Pulaski Chancery Court, First Di-
vision; Frank H. Dodge, Chancellor; affirmed.

ke Murry, Attorney General and Cleveland Hol-
land, Assistant Attorney General, for appellant.

Wood & Smith, for appellee.

Sam Rorex, Special Justice. Appellee is holder of
Permit No. B-32, authorizing it to engage in the business
of selling alcoholic beverages at wholesale in Arkansas.
Such permits are issued on an annual basis expiring
automatically on June 30. Permit No. B-32 was issued
on April 1, 1949, and was renewed annually, the last
‘renewal being July 1, 1951,

On December 3, 1951, appellant, Director of Alco-
holic Beverage Control, notified appellee that its permit
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would be revoked because stockholders of appellee were
non-residents of Arkansas. Appellee brought this suit.
to enjoin the appellant from entering and enforcing the
proposed order, claiming non-residence of stockholders
constitutes no ground for revocation because of an ex-
emption in subsection (4), § 1, Act 379 of the General
Assembly of Arkansas of 1951. The Chancellor granted
appellee’s petition and enjoined the enforcement of the
proposed order. This appeal followed.

The issue is whether the Chancellor correctly inter-
preted Act 379 of 1951, which is copied in the margin
of this opinion.® (Italics supplied).

1 Eliminating formalities, the wording of Act 379 is:

“Section 1. In addition to any restriction or requirement now
imposed by law or by valid regulation promulgated in accordance with
law, the following persons shall not be eligible hereafter to receive,
obtain or be granted any wholesale liquor permit:

“(1) Any individual person who is not a citizen and bona fide
resident of the State of Arkansas and who has not been domiciled in
the State of Arkansas continuously for at least five years next pre-
ceding the date of his application for permit;

“(2) Any corporation, any officer, director, manager or stock-
holder of which would be ineligible as an individual person to obtain
such permit by reason of the foregoing provisions of subsection (1),
or by reason of any other existing restriction or provision of law or
valid regulation promulgated in accordance with law. Any corpora-
tion which shall apply for such permit shall at the time of filing
attach thereto a list of .its stockholders, managers, directors and of-
ficers on such form as may be preseribed by the officer or authority
issuing the permit, verified by the president and secretary and show-
ing the names, addresses and places of residence of all such persons for
the five years next preceding the date of application. When the resi-
dence or address of any such stockholder, manager, director or officer
be changed, the same shall be reported by the corporation to such
officer or -authority within ten days thereafter. No stock in any
corporation holding such permit shall be issued or transferred to any
such ineligible individual, except in the case of transfer by reason of
death of a stockholder, in which event, the transfer by death to any
ineligible individual shall be reported by the corporation to the issuing
officer or authority not later than 60 days after such death, and if
within six months thereafter such stock so transferred by death shall
not have been transferred by bona fide transaction to an individual
otherwise eligible to receive such permit as provided herein, and as
provided by existing law or regulation as aforesaid, the permit of such
corporation shall immediately be revoked and cancelled.

“(3)  Any partnership, any one of whose members or manager
would be ineligible as an individual to obtain such permit by reason of
the provisions of subsection (1) or of any other provisions of law or
valid regulation as aforesaid.

“(4) The provisions of this section shall not apply to any stock
owned in any company legally operating in the State of Arkansas at
the time of the effective date of this Act.

“Section 2. Any such permit that may be issued to any indi-
vidual, partnership or corporation which shall be found thereafter
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No factual issue is presented. It is undisputed that
appellee has non-resident stockholders, and that this is
the sole reason for the threatened revocation. Appellee
was legally operating in Arkansas on the effective date
of Act 379. If Subsection (4), § 1, removes from the ban
of Act 379 a corporation with non-resident stockholders
legally operating on the effective date, the appellee must
prevail.

Appellant argues for reversal of the case that the
. overall purpose of Act 379 was to restrict issuance of
wholesale permits to persons or business organizations
meeting the residence requirements set forth in the Act;.
that while two exceptions appear, exempting certain
classes of existing permits, neither exception applies to
appellee.

The exceptions appear as the final sentence of § 3,
under which persons, firms or corporations who con-
tinuously held permits for a period of ten years prior to
the effective date of the Act are exempted from all re-
quirements contained therein., The second exception, the
one directly involved here, appears as Subsection (4)
of section 1. It exempts from the provisions of Section 1.
‘‘stock owned in any company legally operating in the
State of Arkansas at the time of the effective date of
this Aet.”’

These exceptions were added by amendment to the
bill which eventually became Act 379. The amendment
creating the exception set forth in § 3 was first adopted,,
and the amendment appearing as Subsection (4) at a
later date.

" ineligible as provided herein, or as otherwise provided by law or
regulation, shall be forthwith cancelled and revoked, and if any such
individual, partnership or corporation shall not comply fully with the
provisions hereof, any such permit theretofore issued shall be can-
celled and revoked. ’

“Section 3. This Aect shall be cumulative to existing restrictions
and requirements -governing the issuance of wholesale liquor permits
and repeal only such laws or parts of laws now in effect with which
this Act expressly confliets. Further providing that the provisions
of this Act shall not apply to any person, firm, or corporation which
for a period of at least ten years prior to the effective date of this
Act has continuously been the holder of a wholesale liquor permit
issued by this State.”

-
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Subsection (4), says the appellant, must be given a
restricted meaning, and only relieves companies legally
operating on the effective date of Act 379 of the necessity
of reporting within ten days thereafter the ownership
of stock and the residence of their personnel. Under this
interpretation, legally operating companies would be en-
titled to remain in business during the interim between
the effective date of Act 379 and the time that another
permit would become necessary on July 1, 1951. The
appellant argues that only in this way can Subsection
(4) and § 3 be read together consistently—that any other .
interpretation simply exempts companies legally oper-
ating at the effective date of the Act from any of the
restrictions supplied by Act 379, a result which is ob-
viously at variance with the ten year qualification of
section 3.

Both parties recognize and cite the well established
rules for construction of statutes and the standards em-
ployed to ascertain the intention of the legislature. A
statute must be analyzed in its entirety and meaning
given to all portions. Construction which gives cen-
sistency to the various sections is desirable. Extrinsic
aids which clarify the objective of legislation will be
employed to resolve doubts. Among such aids is the
legislative history of enactments, including the order
and content of any amendments.

Appellant’s argument fails to take into account the
limitation of Subsection (4) to stock, and to stock alone.
Subsection (4) unmistakably provides that § 1 shall not
apply to any stock owned in any company legally oper-
ating in Arkansas at the time of the effective date of the
Act. The language of the Subsection shows a clear in-
tention to remove, as a ground for revocation, non-resi-
dent ownership of stock in a legally operating company,
but it is likewise apparent that § 1 still supplies numerous
restrictions as to the eligibility of this class of permit
holder, and as to these restrictions no exemption is pres-
ent. The officers, directors and managers of such busi-
ness concerns must be bona fide residents of Arkansas
and must have been domiciled in the state continuously
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for at least 5 years next preceding the date of the appli-

cation for permit. As to companies legally operating at

the time Act 379 became effective, § 1 must be read as

though the word ““Stock’’ or ‘‘Stockholder’’ was deleted

each time it appears.

Another reason for not limiting the application of
Subsection (4) to existing permits may be ascertained
from a consideration of parts of § 2 and Subsection (2)
of section 1.

These sections require information on residence of
personnel and stockholders to be supplied in an applica-
tion and also require revocation if there is a failure to
come within the residence requirements thereafter. No
necessity appears for reporting this information im-
mediately upon the effective date of Act 379. The legis-
lature did not think the matter demanded immediate
attention for it did not declare an emergency to exist and
the Act did not become effective until 90 days after
adjournment of the session.. Existing permits in legally
operating companies would continue until a new applica-
tion was filed, irrespective of Subsection (4). Since this
situation obtains, Subsection (4) was not designed simply
as a temporary savings clause for existing permits. These
would have been allowed to expire in any event, because
the information bearing on eligibility was not demanded
until the next application for permit.

Act 379, as orviginally drawn, would have eliminated
all wholesale permit holders with non-resident stock-
holders or principal- personnel. The proviso added as a
part of § 3 was to preserve the rights of companies which
had continuously operated for ten years previously.
They were relieved from compliance e toto.

It is likewise reasonable to assume that the General
Assembly was reluctant to penalize legally operating
concerns by imposing the penalty of revocation because
non-residents owned stock, under the new Act, although
they refrained from extending the same consideration
to officers, directors and managers. An intention to
impose such a penalty will not be implied.
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We conclude that Subsection (4) modifies § 1 of Act
379 to the extent that non-resident ownership of stock
presents no ground for revocation of a permit held by a
company legally operating in Arkansas on the effective
date of Act 379. The appellee comes within the ex-
emption. .

The decree is affirmed.

The Chief Justice not participating.

Justices McFappry, MLwee and Warp dissent.



