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The question presented in this case is whether the Board of
Li quor License Conm ssioners for Baltinore Cty exceeded its
authority in restricting the hours of I|awful operation of a
| icensee's establishnent. For the reasons set forth below, we hold
that this restriction was beyond the scope of its statutory
authority. W also hold, as a prelimnary matter, that the Board
of Liquor License Conmm ssioners has standing to appeal an adverse

decision by the circuit court.

The appellee, Hollywod Productions, 1Inc. ("licensee")
operates a Class B-D-7 licensed nightclub! on 32nd Street in
Bal ti nore. In the Fall of 1994, the Board of Liquor License
Comm ssi oners ("Liquor Board") received several witten conplaints
fromarea residents concerning the patrons of this establishment.
The focus of the conplaints was the disorderly behavior of
custoners exiting the club in the early Monday norning hours when
the club closed. The residents reported that club patrons were
di sturbing the peace of the nei ghborhood by yelling and scream ng,
poundi ng on vehicl es, honking horns, playing |oud nusic, breaking
bottles, urinating in public, parking illegally, and engaging in

altercations. On nore than one occasion, it appears that police

This nightclub has been known by a variety of nanes.
Throughout the course of these proceedings, it has been referred to
alternatively as the 32nd Street N ghtclub, the New 32nd Street
Ni ghtcl ub, the 32nd Street Plaza, the 32nd Street Phase |11 Lounge,
and the Phase 11 Inn.
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intervention was needed to control the crowd. The parties agree,
however, that none of the objectionable conduct occurred on the
prem ses of the nightclub itself and that these disturbances were
restricted to Monday nornings at approximately 2:00 a. m

In response to the initial community conplaints, the Liquor
Board charged the licensee with violating Rule 3.12 of the Liquor
Board Rules and Regulations and held a hearing to address the
matter on Novenber 3, 1994. Rule 3.12 of the Rules and Regul ati ons
of the Board of Liquor License Comm ssioners for Baltinmore Gty
provi des: "Licensees shall operate their establishnments in such a
manner as to avoid disturbing the peace, safety, health, quiet, and
general welfare of the community.” Upon the conclusion of that
hearing, at which representatives fromthe comunity testified, the
Li quor Board directed the licensee to neet with |ocal police and
residents to ascertain neasures that mght alleviate the problem
and to report the outconme of these neetings to the Board. dub
managenent conplied with this directive and, subsequently, notified
the Board that it had: (1) raised the mninumage for admssion to
25; (2) upgraded the dress code; (3) discontinued |ive exotic dance
performances; (4) adopted a 1:30 a.m closing time; and (5) begun
announcenents encouragi ng peaceful and quiet egress fromthe club.

On Decenber 29, 1994, the Liquor Board held a "conpliance
conference” with club mnagenent and representatives from the
community to assess the progress made toward addressing the

residents' concerns. It was generally agreed that there had been
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sonme i nprovenent. On January 16, 1995, however, the Board received
word from a community association that conditions had again
wor sened and that, on the preceding night, there had been twelve
police squad cars and two police wagons in the area, several
hundred individuals mlling about and di sturbing the peace, and at
| east two arrests. The association sent further reports of
di sruptive conduct to the Board on January 23, 1995, and January
30, 1995, as well as a formal request that the Board prohibit the
ni ghtclub from operating on Sunday eveni ngs.

As a result of these communi cations, the Liquor Board again
charged the licensee with violating Rule 3.12 and scheduled a
hearing for March 9, 1995. At the conclusion of this hearing, the
Board directed the licensee to close the nightclub at 11: 00 p.m on
March 19 and March 26, 1995. 1In its subsequent witten decision
dated April 10, 1995, the Board st ated:

"The Board strongly feels that it is not in
t he best interest of the community to continue

to permt the Sunday evening to early norning
operation [of the nightclub] to remain. Anple

opportunity was provided the Ilicensee to
correct the conplaints to the degree that al
parties could live in peace and harnony. It
is the consensus Opinion of the Board that
this has not occurred and wll not occur
W t hout specific guidance and direction from
t hi s Board.

Therefore, effective immedi ately, the
Board orders the licensee to close this
prem se on Sunday evening at 7:00 p.m The
prem se may operate from 12 noon on Sundays to
7: 00 p.m Sunday eveni ng. At that time the
prem se nust close and cannot re-open unti
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Monday norning at 6:00 a.m" (Emphasis in
original).

Opi nion of the Board of Liquor License Comm ssioners for Baltinore
City (April 10, 1995).

The |icensee sought judicial review of the Board' s decision in
the Crcuit Court for Baltinmore City. The circuit court reversed
on the ground that the restriction of the nightclub's hours of
operation exceeded the scope of the Board's statutory authority,
and the Liquor Board noted an appeal of this adverse ruling to the
Court of Special Appeals. Prior to consideration by the
i nternedi ate appel l ate court, however, this Court issued a wit of
certiorari on its own notion and ordered that the case be docketed

for its consideration.

.

As a prelimnary matter, we nust address whether the Liquor
Board has standing to appeal the adverse ruling of the circuit
court. The licensee asserts that, pursuant to the decision of this
Court in Liquor License Board v. Leone, 249 Ml. 263, 239 A 2d 82
(1968), the Board has no right to appeal the reversal of its
decision by the circuit court. In Leone, we did in fact hold that
appeal s by a liquor board were not permtted by law. Leone, 249
M. at 267-69, 271, 239 A 2d at 85-86, 87. Subsequent devel opnents
in both statutory and case | aw, however, underm ne Leone's present

applicability.
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At the tinme that Leone was decided, 8 175(f) of the Al coholic
Beverages Act severely limted the opportunity for appeal of
circuit court rulings. The decision of a court reviewing a |iquor
board action was final under that provision; further appeal was
permtted only to resolve inconsistencies anong the circuits. See
Maryl and Code (1957, 1968 Repl. Vol.), Article 2B 8 175(f). 1In the
Leone court's view, this manifest legislative intent to limt
appel |l ate review supported a narrow interpretation of the |iquor
board's particular right to appeal. See Leone, 249 Md. at 267-69,
239 A 2d at 85-86. The Court reasoned that if the General Assenbly
had envi si oned appeals by the liquor board, it would have expressly
conferred this right by statute. Leone, 249 Md. at 269, 239 A 2d
at 86. It is significant, therefore, that in 1992 the |egislature
anended 8 175 to provide that "any party of record to an appeal of
a decision of a local licensing board to the circuit court may
appeal the decision of the circuit court: (1) To the Court of
Speci al Appeals; or (ii) By certiorari, to the Court of Appeals.”
Chapter 510 of the Acts of 1992 (codified as Ml. Code (1957, 1996
Repl. Vol.), Art. 2B, § 16-101(f)).?2 Therefore, the current

version of the statute broadly confers the right of appeal to any

2Since the tine that the Liquor Board inposed the sanction at
issue in the instant case, the CGeneral Assenbly has anmended certain
provisions of Article 2B. Because the relevant portions of those
provi sions remai n substantively unchanged, we will cite Article 2B
as it is now codified. Hence, unless otherw se indicated, all
subsequent statutory references are to Maryland Code (1957, 1996
Repl. Vol.), Article 2B.
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"party of record.” The reasoning upon which this Court partly
based its decision in Leone is thus no | onger viable.

Per haps even nore inportantly, the comon | aw under pi nni ngs of
Leone have evolved and are now of nore limted application. In
reaching its decision, the Leone court referenced the principle set
forth in Zoning Appeals Board v. MKinney, 174 Ml. 551, 564, 199 A
540, 546 (1938), that adm nistrative agencies exercising a quasi-
judicial function nmay not appeal circuit court reversals of their
deci sions, absent specific statutory authority. It is significant
that the role of the agency at issue in MKinney, the Board of
Zoni ng Appeals, was "nerely to find facts, to apply to those facts
rules of |aw prescribed by the Legislature, and to announce the
result.” MKinney, 174 Md. at 560-61, 199 A at 544. The agency
was not engaged in policy making or other executive functions and
served only a non-adversarial, judicial role. 1d. Judge Ofut, on
behal f of the Court, thus |ikened the agency to a justice of the
peace and held that it had no right to appeal circuit court
j udgment s. McKi nney, 174 Ml. at 562, 199 A at 545. Al t hough
McKi nney was a significant factor in Leone, we have since limted

t he McKi nney doctrine.?3

3This principle has also been referred to as the MKi nney-Peco
doctrine in light of Md. Pharmacy Board v. Peco, 234 M. 200, 198
A.2d 273 (1964) in which we held that the Board of Pharmacy | acked
standing to appeal. 234 Md. at 202, 198 A 2d at 273 (noting that
the "Board's function in acting upon an application for permt
under the statute is quasi-judicial and not adversary").
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I n Consuner Protection v. Consuner Pub., 304 Md. 731, 746, 501

A.2d 48, 56 (1985), we recognized that the functions of certain
agencies are so aligned with interpreting and enforcing the State's
policies that the rationale of the MKinney doctrine sinply does
not apply. In holding that the Consuner Protection D vision my
seek appellate review of an adverse circuit court ruling, Judge
El dridge, witing for the Court, observed:

"The Consuner Protection Division exercises a

broad range of functions including rule

maki ng, investigating and prosecuting all eged

violators of the statute, and hol ding cease

and desist order hearings. *** Wth its many

different functions, its nandate to protect

consuners and its role as a representative of

the interests of the State, the Division is

not the type of agency to which the rationale

of McKi nney applies."
Id. Therefore, we consider characteristics such as the authority
to adopt rules, investigate conplaints, prosecute violators, and
i ssue orders in furtherance of the public interest in determning
whet her the MKinney limtation on the right to appeal 1is
applicable to an agency. Since adopting these criteria, we have
found the MKinney doctrine inapplicable to such agencies as the
Maryl and Raci ng Conm ssi on, see Maryland Racing Comin v. Castrenze,
335 M. 284, 295, 643 A 2d 412, 417 (1994); the Real Estate
Comm ssion, see Real Estate Commin v. Johnson, 320 Md. 91, 97, 576
A.2d 760, 763 (1990); and the Departnent of Human Resources, see

Departnent v. Bo Peep, 317 Md. 573, 585-86, 565 A . 2d 1015, 1020-21
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(1989), <cert. denied, Cassilly v. Maryland Dep't of Human
Resources, 494 U. S. 1067, 110 S.Ct. 1784, 108 L.Ed.2d 786 (1990).
In each case, we were satisfied that the agency possessed
characteristics sufficiently simlar to those referenced in
Consuner Protection that MKinney did not apply.* W now reach the
sanme conclusion here with regard to the Liquor Board.
Li ke the Consuner Protection Division, the Liquor Board has

rul e making, investigatory, and prosecutorial authority. See 88
16-301(a) (conferring power to adopt rules and regul ations) and 10-
403(a) (providing authority to revoke or suspend |icenses after
noti ce and hearing). Furthernore, the Maryland |egislature has
decl ar ed:

"(a) Regulation necessary. -- (1) It is the

policy of the State of Maryland that it is

necessary to regulate and control -

al coholic beverages ... to obtain respect and

obedience to law and to foster and pronote

t enper ance.

(2) It is the legislative intent that that

policy will be carried out in the best public

interest by enmpowering the Conptroller of the

Treasury, the various |ocal boards of |icense

comm ssioners and |iquor control boards, al
enforcenment officers and the judges of the

‘'t should be noted that the legislature has expressly
rejected McKinney with respect to those agencies subject to the
contested case provisions of the Adm nistrative Procedure Act (APA)
by anmending Ml. Code (1984, 1995 Repl. Vol.), State Governnent
Art., 8 10-223(b)(2) to expressly permt agency appeal of circuit
court judgnents. Wiile we nention this anendnent to denonstrate
| egi slative disfavor of the MKinney doctrine, it is not necessary
for us to determ ne whether the Liquor Board is subject to those
portions of the APA and we do not reach that question.
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various courts of this State with sufficient

authority to admnister and enforce the

provisions of this article.

(3) The restrictions, regulations, provisions

and penalties contained in this article are

for the protection, health, welfare and safety

of people of this State."
§ 1-101. This statute reflects a legislative intent that the
various liquor boards represent the interests of the public and the
State in carrying out their duties. |In this respect as well, the
Li quor Board resenbles the Consunmer Protection Division. These
simlarities, coupled with the statutory changes providing for an
expanded right of appeal, |lead us to the conclusion that the Liquor
Board has standing to appeal an adverse decision by the circuit

court. Since Leone is inconsistent with this conclusion, it is

overr ul ed.

[T,

The second issue is whether the Liquor Board exceeded its
authority in restricting the hours of |awful operation of the
| i censee' s nightcl ub. Al t hough this sanction is not expressly
aut hori zed by statute, the Liquor Board contends that it falls
within the scope of the Board' s general regulatory authority.
Specifically, the Liquor Board argues that its broad rule nmaking
authority justifies its restricting the hours of operation by a
| icensee. Because the restriction purportedly pronotes the welfare

and safety of the comunity, the Liquor Board asserts that it
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furthers the stated policy goals of Article 2B. This position
ignores the fact, however, that regardless of any rule nmaking
authority that the Liquor Board m ght enjoy, it may not inpose a
sanction that exceeds the confines of its expressly or inpliedly
del egat ed powers. Even in cases where we have recogni zed broad
del egations of authority, we have enphasi zed that agency rules and
regul ations nust conformto the | anguage and spirit of the statute
under which the agency acts. See, e.g., Fogle v. H & G Restaurant,
337 M. 441, 453, 654 A 2d 449, 455 (1995). As we observed in
Sull'ivan v. Bd. of License Coormirs, 293 Ml. 113, 124, 442 A 2d 558,
564 (1982), "the power ... to nmake rules is not the power to nake
| aws. "

"[1]n determ ning whether a[n] ... admnistrative agency is
authorized to act in a particular manner, the statutes, |egislative
background and policies pertinent to that agency are controlling."

Lussier v. Ml. Racing Conmin, M. , , A2d

(1996) (Slip Op. No. 96, 1994 Termat 6). Were the |egislature has
properly and broadly del egated regulatory authority to an agency,
we have quite liberally construed the scope of the agency's inplied
powers to act in that area. See, e.g., Christ v. Departnment, 335
Md. 427, 440, 644 A 2d 34, 40 (1994) (holding that a Departnment of
Natural Resources (DNR) regulation inposing a mninum age
requi rement for operating personal watercraft was a proper exercise

of the DNR s statutory authority to adopt regul ations "governing
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t he operations” of water vessels); MCullough v. Wttner, 314 M.
602, 612, 552 A 2d 881, 886 (1989)(holding that the Inmate
Gri evance Conmm ssion had authority to nake nonetary awards to an
inmate as long as funds are appropriated or otherw se properly
avail abl e, despite the fact that this particular renedy was not
statutorily prescribed). Notwi t hstanding this general trend,
however, an agency may not take action "which is inconsistent or

out of harnony with, or which alters, adds to, extends or enlarges,

subverts, i npairs, l[imts, or restricts the act bei ng
adm ni stered.” Insurance Coomir v. Bankers, 326 Ml. 617, 624, 606
A.2d 1072, 1075 (1992). A determnation of the scope of an

agency's powers, therefore, turns on the General Assenbly's intent
in enpowering the agency and the statutory schenme under which the
agency acts. In this case, such considerations preclude a finding
that the Liquor Board had inplied authority to restrict the
i censee's hours of Sunday operation.

This Court has previously explained that "[i]n any particular
area of l|egislative concern, whether there should be a broad
general del egation of regulatory authority to admnistrators, or a
nmore specific delegation, is a choice for the General Assenbly."”
Christ, 335 MI. at 439, 644 A 2d at 39. ““In the field of
regulatory law, nore attention has perhaps been given by
| egislatures to the control and managenent of the |iquor business

than of any other traffic....'" Dundal k Liquor Co. v. Tawes, 201
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M. 58, 65, 92 A 2d 560, 563 (1952)(citation omtted)(quoting
MIler v. State, 174 M. 362, 371, 198 A. 710, 715 (1938)). The
Maryl and General Assenbly, under Article 2B, indeed regul ates the
sale and distribution of alcoholic beverages wth uncommon
preci si on:

"The provisions of Art. 2B cover a nyriad of
subjects. They include the typical controls
on the sale and consunption of alcoholic
beverages, such as the types of places which
may be |icensed, the types of beverages which
may be sold, the hours of sale, the license
fees, etc. The subjects covered in Art. 2B
also include regulations concerning the
prem ses, the conduct of |icensees, ownership
of establishnments, nenbership requirenents for
association or club licensees, etc. For
exanples, Art. 2B contains provisions dealing
wth the nature of kitchen equipnent and
kitchen facilities for the preparation of food
on the premses of Ilicensees, the size of
di ning roons, sanitary and health conditions
relating to the preparation of neals, the
m ni mum nunber of roons to qualify for a hotel
i cense, |andscaping and gardens for certain
types of licensees, the clothing to be worn by
enpl oyees of a |licensee, the nunber of stories
and elevators in a building to qualify for a
hotel license, the size of parking facilities,
restrictions on nusic, requirenments concerning
curtains on wi ndows, the noise | evel of nusic,
citizenship requirenents for |icensees, the
nunber of boat slips for a yacht club to
qualify for a license, the nunber of tennis
courts and the size of the swinmmng pool to
qualify for a country <club Ilicense, and
specific nmenbership requirenents for arned
forces veterans clubs, fraternal clubs, etc.,
to be eligible for Ilicenses.™ (Gtations
omtted).

Coalition v. Annapolis Lodge, 333 Md. 359, 371-72, 635 A 2d 412,

418 (1994). Rather than providing broad general guidelines, the
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Ceneral Assenbly has chosen to closely control by statute even the
nore detailed aspects of the alcoholic beverages industry. This
close regulation is perhaps partly due to the fact that, unlike
other regulated areas, there is not a single agency that
adm ni sters the al coholic beverages | aw, but rather nunerous | ocal
boards that are charged with its enforcenent. Regardless of the
reason for its enactnent, the result of such a conprehensive
statutory schenme is that the authority of the admnistering
agencies necessarily is nore circunscribed than the typical
adm ni strative body. The Liquor Board thus differs fundanentally
from those agencies to which the |egislature nore generously
del egates the particulars of a regulatory schene.

The | ess exacting |legislative treatnent of the horse racing
i ndustry, as conpared to the liquor industry, distinguishes our
recent decision in Lussier v. M. Racing Conmn, supra. In
Lussier, we examned the authority of the Miryland Racing
Commi ssion to inpose a $5,000 fine on a racehorse owner for
violation of the Commssion's racing regulations. Lussier, M.
at __ ,  A2dat __ (Slip Q. at 1). The owner challenged the
fine on the ground that the Racing Comm ssion |acked specific
statutory authorization to i npose nonetary penalties. Lussier,
M. at _ , _  A2d at ___ (Slip Op. at 4). In rejecting the
owner's argunment, we noted that the Racing Comm ssion has broad

authority to regulate racing, and we determned that the
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| egislature intended regulation to extend to owners, trainers,
j ockeys, and simlar individuals, even though the statutes are
silent in this regard. Lussier, M. at _ , A 2d at
(Slip Op. at 17-19). W stated that "[i]t is inconceivable that
the General Assenbly intended to grant broad authority to the
Conmm ssion to regulate the conduct of these individuals, but did
not intend that the Conm ssion be able to enforce its regul ations
by sanctions."™ Lussier, = M. at __,  A2dat ___ (Slip Op.
at 23). Under this general blanket of authority, we held that the
Racing Comm ssion has the inplied power to inpose fines on
wrongdoers w t hout running afoul of the purpose, |anguage or spirit
of the statute under which it acts. Lussier, __ M. at __ |,
A2d at _ (Slip Op. at 7-11).

The Ceneral Assenbly has not taken the sanme approach, however,
toward regul ati ng the hours of establishnents operated by al coholic
beverages licensees. 1In fact Article 2B contains a section devoted
entirely to the hours and days during which al coholic beverages may
be sold in the various jurisdictions. The provisions in this
section establish hours of sale for several different classes of
Baltinmore Gty |licensees. See, e.g., 8 11-302(b)(2)(C ass B beer
and light wine license); 8 11-303(d)(2)(Cass D beer, wne and

liquor license); 8 11-503(a)(anmusenent license). Wth regard to
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Class B-D-7 licensees in particular, 8 8-203(d)(3)° provides that
the "[l]icensees may sell all alcoholic beverages at retail at the
place in the |icense described, for consunption on the prem ses and
el sewhere, from6 a.m to 2 a.m on the follow ng day, 7 days per
week." It is significant that, at the time that the sanction was
inposed on the licensee in this case, none of the provisions
related to Baltinore Gty contained an express or inplied grant of
authority to the Baltinore Gty Liquor Board to restrict or nodify
the | egislative designated hours.
The Baltinore Cty provisions should be contrasted to 8§ 11-

517(i), providing that:

"In the 24th al coholic beverages district of

Prince George's County as described in 8§ 9-

217(1) of this article, notw thstandi ng any

other provision of this article, the Board of

Li cense Conm ssioners may change the closing

hour and reduce the hours of sale of any

| i censee, under any class of alcoholic

beverages |icense:

(i) On receipt of a bona fide conplaint
concerning the licensed prem ses; and

(i1i) After a hearing on the conplaint."”
(Enphasi s added).

By including this |anguage, the General Assenbly has expressly

granted the Prince CGeorge's County Liquor Board the power to nodify

°Section 8-203 is not included in the Hours and Days For Sal e
title of Article 2B, but rather appears in the title that
establishes local licenses. The class B-D-7 license is unique to
Baltinore Gty and is subject to all other provisions of Article 2B
that pertain to Baltinore City and that are not inconsistent with
that section. 8§ 8-203(d)(6).
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t he hours of sale and has established the procedural prerequisites
for so doing. A simlar provision is conspicuously absent fromthe
sections that govern Baltinore GCity. It seens reasonable to
conclude that if the legislature had intended the Baltinore Gty
Li quor Board to have this authority, it would have i ncorporated
| anguage to that effect in the appropriate provisions.?®

Article 2B also sets forth with particularity the potenti al
penalties that may result froma |icensee's nonconpliance with the
restrictions and requirements of the article. 1In general, there
appear to be three sanctions to which the General Assenbly intends
the liquor boards to resort in the appropriate circunstance:
monetary fines, |license suspension, and |license revocation. Al
| i quor boards have the authority, pursuant to 8 10-401, to revoke
or suspend a license upon the occurrence of certain enunerated
events. In addition, Article 2B prescribes various nonetary
penalties that nmay be inposed. For exanple, where a violation
constitutes cause for |license suspension, the Baltinmore Gty |iquor
board may fine a licensee not nore than $500 for a first offense
and $1, 000 for any subsequent offense, while the Carroll County and

Caroline County liquor boards may inpose fines not in excess of

6Subsequent to the comrencenent of this action, the General
Assenbly nodified 88 11-301, 11-302, 11-303, and 11-305 to permt
the Baltinore City Board of License Conm ssioners to restrict, by
regul ation, the hours and days for the sale and consunption of
al cohol. This revision may ultimately be applied to resolve the
di spute between the parties in this case. W neverthel ess proceed
under the law applicable at the tine the restrictions in the
i nstant case were inposed.
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$2,000 and $2,500, respectively. 8 16-507(d), (h), (9).
Furthernore, while in Carroll County, the inposition of a fine is
an alternative to |license suspension under this provision, Caroline
County authorities may inpose a fine in conjunction with |icense
suspension. 8 16-507(h),(g). There are also specific enforcenent
tools available to different jurisdictions under Article 2B. For
exanpl e, the liquor boards in certain counties and Baltinore City
have the power to issue sumonses for witnesses to testify at
aut hori zed hearings and inquiries, see 8 16-410; while in Calvert
County, the liquor board nust inspect |icensed premses every three
nont hs, see § 16-402.

As these provisions illustrate, Article 2B precisely
establ i shes the sanctions available to a |iquor board in responding
to a licensee's m sconduct. Such an el aborate statutory schene
suggests a specific, rather than broad, delegation of authority to
the liquor boards and contradicts the notion that restrictions,
penal ties, and sanctions may be fashioned on an ad hoc basis. An
exception, of course, exists where the |icensee consents and agrees
to a reasonable restriction, as discussed in the decision of this
Court in License Comm ssioners v. Fells Point Cafe, Inc., M.

., A2d _ (1996)(Slip Op. No. 128, 1995 Term. In the
i nstant case, however, there was no agreenent between the parties.
In sum the statutory schene under which the Liquor Board acts

l[imts its authority to nodify a licensee's hours of operation
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The legislature has specifically designated the hours during which
al coholic beverages may be sold and did not confer wupon the
Baltimore Gty Liquor Board the power to deviate from those
provi si ons. Furthernore, the GCeneral Assenbly's detailed
regul ati on of the al coholic beverages industry suggests that where
it intends a liquor board to have a particular enforcenent
mechanismat its disposal, it expressly provides for it by statute.
Accordingly, we find the Liquor Board lacking in explicit or
inplicit authority to sanction the licensee by restricting its
hours of operation.’

JUDGMVENT OF THE G RCU T COURT

FOR BALTIMORE CITY AFFI RVED.
COSTS TO BE PAI D BY APPELLANT.

"¢ need not consider whether the circuit court was correct in
relying on the fact that the conduct conplained of did not occur on
the licensee's prem ses.



