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PER CURIAM
Ramiro Gonzalez, Jr. appeals from the June 14, 2018 order denying, after

an evidentiary hearing, his application to renew his gun carry permit pursuant to

N.J.S.A. 2C:58-4. We affirm.



Gonzalez initially received a gun carry permit in 2016, without objection
from the Cumberland County Prosecutor's Office. He submitted his two-year
renewal application to the Chief of Police of the City of Vineland. After an
investigation and review of his application, the police chief approved the
renewal application and forwarded it to the court for review. The prosecutor,
however, objected to Gonzalez's renewal application.

After hearing testimony from Gonzalez and reviewing the documents
provided in support of his renewal, the trial court denied his renewal application.
The trial court found that Gonzalez failed to establish a "justifiable need" as
required by statute and our Supreme Court. In re Preis, 118 N.J. 564 (1990).
The trial court acknowledged its mistake in initially granting the permit.

On appeal, Gonzalez argues that the trial court erred by not finding a
justifiable need to carry a gun. He also argues for the first time on appeal that
the N.J.S.A. 2C:58-4 requirement of justifiable need is unconstitutional.
Defendant's constitutional arguments are without sufficient merit to require
discussion in a written opinion. R. 2:11-3(e)(1)(E). The justifiable need
requirement in N.J.S.A. 2C:58-4(c) and (d) has been found constitutional in

Drake v. Filko, 724 F.3d 426 (3d Cir. 2013), and in our decision In re Wheeler,
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433 N.J. Super. 560, 590622 (App. Div. 2013). We find no basis in the record
to depart from that well-reasoned precedent.

Gonzalez's primary argument focuses on how his qualifications and
experience in performing statutorily authorized duties, coupled with the known
threats of his security work, are sufficient to establish a justifiable need to carry
a handgun. Gonzalez is thirty-four years old and employed as the Director of
Operations and in-house Firearms Instructor for RST Security & Investigations,
LLC located in Vineland, New Jersey. The company is owned by two retired
state troopers and employs twenty to twenty-five people.

According to the letter from his employer attached to his renewal
application, Gonzalez is certified under the Security Officer Registration Act,
N.J.S.A. 45:19A-1 to -12, as an armed security officer. In his capacity as a
security officer, he performs statutorily authorized duties under circumstances
that present a substantial threat of serious bodily harm to himself and others
under his protection. The employer provided evidence of specific work
incidents involving a threat.

The court denied Gonzalez's renewal application for a permit to carry a
handgun because he had not demonstrated the justifiable need that is required

under N.J.S.A. 2C:58-4 and discussed by our Supreme Court in Preis. The court
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found Gonzalez to be a "model citizen" and "found his testimony to be credible
and candid." Not only had Gonzalez "established proficiency with weapons,
self-defense, defense of others and property, but [he] is uniquely qualified to
teach those who teach others such tactics."

In its opinion, the court focused on the fact that Gonzalez is employed by
an agency that, under the Private Detective Act of 1939, N.J.S.A. 45:19-8 to -
42, 1s "authorized to protect persons or property." Citing to our Supreme Court's
holding in Preis, the court noted that the Legislature has not carved out an
exemption from the strict gun carry provisions for those who are employed by
private-detective agencies or private-security agencies. "Only employees of
armored-car companies are singled out for special treatment." Preis, 118 N.J. at
569.

The court stated that the "applicant's employer provides services to a
number of different entities, some of which would meet the standard set forth
by the Preis Court, and some that would not." Renewing the gun carry permit
would result in a "generalized issuance of a permit without demonstrable need
to carry guns for self-protection from dangers to either self or to others."

We apply a de novo standard of review when reviewing conclusions of

law. In re Sportsman's Rendezvous Retail Firearms Dealer's License, 374 N.J.
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Super. 565, 575 (App. Div. 2005). We "should accept a trial court's findings of

fact that are supported by substantial credible evidence." In re Return of

Weapons to J.W.D., 149 N.J. 108, 116 (1997).

We understand the potential employment ramifications for Gonzalez in
the denial of his application, especially in light of its initial approval. However,
if the court makes a mistaken decision in initially granting a permit, it should
not add to the error by its repetition at the time of renewal. After our de novo
legal review, we affirm substantially for the reasons expressed in the trial court's
comprehensive written opinion attached to its order.

Affirmed.
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