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Sylvia Hill-Gilchrist, appellant, appeals pro se from the dismissal in the Circuit Court

for Baltimore City of her petition for judicial review of the decision of the Maryland Public

School Labor Relations Board dismissing as untimely her July 9, 2013, charge against the

Baltimore City Board of School Commissioners and the Maryland Public School Labor

Relations Board, appellees.  After reviewing the relevant facts and law, we shall affirm the

dismissal.  

FACTS

In September 2009, appellant was working as a principal in the Baltimore City Public

School system.  Appellant has been a Baltimore City Public Schools employee for over 21

years, 13 years as a teacher and eight years as an administrator.  In August 2010, appellant

was reassigned from her principal position to work as an administrator with the Baltimore

City Combined Charity Campaign.  In April 2011, she was informed by letter that her

reassignment would end in June.  By letter dated August 23, 2011, but postmarked

September 2, 2011, she was told to report to the Home and Hospital Program on August 22,

for the 2011-2012 school year, and she was notified that her salary would be reduced from

a principal’s salary to a teacher’s salary.  

  Appellant contacted her professional union, the Baltimore City Public School

Administrators and Supervisors Association (the “PSASA”) and asked that they file a

grievance on her behalf.  Believing that they had not, on September 6, 2011, she filed a

complaint (the “2011 complaint”) with the Public School Labor Relations Board (the



“Board”) against PSASA.   She alleged that PSASA had failed to 1) enforce the1

Memorandum of Understanding (“MOU) between PSASA and Baltimore City Board of

School Commissioners (“BCBSC”), and 2) file a grievance on her behalf regarding her

reassignment and reduced salary.  On September 22, 2011, the Board issued a letter advising

her that they had unanimously ruled that it did “not have statutory jurisdiction over this type

of personal grievance” and dismissed her complaint.  She did not appeal that decision.  

On July 9, 2013, appellant filed another complaint (the “2013 complaint”) with the

Board against PSASA and BCBSC, arguing that they violated Md. Code Ann., Educ. Art.

§§ 6-407(b) and 6-409 by failing to follow the process set forth in Article 10 of the MOU. 

She alleged the facts occurring at the beginning of the 2011-2012 school year when she was

notified of her reassignment to a teaching position.  On August 9, 2013, the Board dismissed

  In fact, on October 10, 2011, PSASA did file a grievance on appellant’s behalf with1

the Baltimore City Board of School Commissioners (“BCBSC”), arguing that her

reassignment and salary adjustment violated PSASA’s Memorandum of Understanding

(“MOU”) and Md. Code Ann., Edu. Art § 6-201.  After hearing testimony and receiving

evidence, the hearing examiner recommended that the decision of the Baltimore City Public

Schools to reassign appellant to a teaching position for the 2011-2012 school year was based

on the needs of the school system and did not violate Edu. Art. § 6-201, but the salary

adjustment violated PSASA’s MOU, so appellant should be compensated as a principal for

the 2011-2012 school year.  On June 12, 2012, the BCBSC adopted the hearing examiner’s

recommendation.  Appellant then filed a pro se appeal to the Maryland State Board of

Education (the “State Board”), which affirmed the BCBSC’s decision and dismissed her

appeal.  Appellant sought judicial review of the decision in the Circuit Court for Baltimore

City, which also affirmed the State Board’s ruling and dismissed her appeal.  On July 5,

2013, appellant filed a motion for reconsideration, which the Circuit Court denied three

weeks later.  Appellant appealed the denial to this Court, which we dismissed on

September 18, 2014.  
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the complaint because it was untimely filed.  Ten days later, appellant appealed the dismissal

to the Circuit Court for Baltimore City, which affirmed the decision of the Board.  

DISCUSSION

Appellant raises several arguments on appeal, some of them substantive, some of them

relating to other actions.   The argument that we are called to answer, however, is limited: 2

    Appellant raises the following seven questions on appeal:2

(1) Whether the trial judge Pamela White erred in her June 25, 2013 order

when she found that the December 17, 2012 Opinion of the Maryland

State Board of Education was supported by substantial evidence and no

error of law or procedure had occurred?

(2) Whether Title 6, Subtitle 4 and 5 of the Education Article are applicable

to this case?

(3) Whether the trial judge erred when she refused to address and did not

consider the issue of appropriate pay to be given to the Appellant?

(4) Whether the trial court erred in its opinion and order docketed June 25,

2013 when it stated that the Appellant, Sylvia Hill Gilchrist, used the

wrong procedure to reach the Maryland State Board of Education and

the Baltimore City Circuit Court and said that the proper venue and

procedure was for her to file a complaint with the Executive Director

of the Public School Labor Relations Board within sixty days after she

knew or reasonably should have known of the statutory violation

alleged?

(5) Whether the Public School Labor Relations Board had the authority to

hear and to decide controversies and disputes relating to transfer and

assignment procedures as of September 2011?

(6) Whether the trial court erred when it did not use its equitable power to

return then Appellant to the status and position that she was in before

her transfer and reassignment?
(continued...)
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whether the Board erred in dismissing her 2013 complaint as untimely filed.  She argues that

the Board was required to inform her when it dismissed her 2011 complaint that she had the

right to appeal, and that the Board’s failure to so inform her should excuse the late filing of

her 2013 complaint.  Appellant cites Code of Maryland Regulations (“COMAR”)

08.01.04.08 in support of her argument.  

“When reviewing the decision of an administrative agency” an appellate court reviews

“the agency’s decision directly, not the decision of the circuit court.”  Comptroller of the

Treasury v. Science Applications International Corp., 405 Md. 185, 192 (2008) (citations

omitted).  We will uphold an administrative agency’s decision “when it is supported by

substantial evidence appearing in the record and it is not erroneous as a matter of law.”  Id.

(citations omitted).  “Substantial evidence” is evidence that a reasonable mind might accept

as adequate to support a conclusion.  Umerley v. People’s Counsel for Baltimore County, 108

Md. App. 497, 504 (1996).  In sum, we first decide whether the agency applied the correct

principles of law, then whether the agency’s factual findings are supported by substantial

evidence, after which we examine the application of the law to the facts, asking whether “a

reasoning mind could reasonably have reached the conclusion reached by the [agency],

consistent with a proper application of the [controlling legal principles].”  Id. (quotation

marks and citation omitted).  

(...continued)2

(7) Whether the amount to be paid to Mrs. Gilchrist was correct? 
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The complaint appellant filed with the Board in July 2013, relates to her reassignment

to a teacher-level position and salary in 2011.  The Board’s regulations provide that a charge

“must be filed with the Executive Director of the PSLRB within 60 days after the charging

party knew, or reasonably should have known, of the statutory violation alleged.”  COMAR

14.34.02.01B.  Because appellant filed her claim nearly two years after the events giving rise

to it, the Board properly dismissed her 2013 complaint as untimely filed.  

Appellant responds that the Board should have overlooked the untimeliness of her

2013 complaint because the Board failed to inform her when it dismissed her 2011 complaint

that she had a right to appeal.  Appellant cites COMAR 08.01.04.08 in support of her

argument.  Appellant’s argument is unpersuasive.  First, COMAR 08.01.04.08 governs

decisions by the Department of Natural Resources, not the Public School Relations Board. 

Appellant cites no support and we are aware of none that requires the Board to inform parties

of their right to seek judicial review of its decisions.  See COMAR 14.34.01-.02 (setting forth

the regulations of the Public School Labor Relations Board).  Second, we are aware of no

legal reasoning that excuses the untimeliness of a complaint because an agency had failed

to inform the losing party of an earlier complaint of their right to appeal.  We are persuaded

that the Board’s decision to dismiss appellant’s 2013 complaint as untimely is not erroneous

as a matter of law and is founded upon substantial evidence.  Accordingly, we shall affirm

the Board’s decision.  See S.B. v. Anne Arundel County Dept. Of Social Services, 195 Md.

App. 287, 307-11 (2010)(finding that a late filing beyond the thirty-day period for judicial
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review cannot be sustained) and Tretick v. Layman. 95 Md. App. 62, 68 (1993) (recognizing

that the rules of procedure apply equally to pro se litigants).  

JUDGMENT AFFIRMED.

COSTS TO BE PAID BY APPELLANT.
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