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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the District of Maryland grants Prince George’s County’s motion
for summary judgment in Chinette Y. Pinkney’s Title VII race-retaliation case. The court concludes
that Pinkney did not present evidence that the relevant hiring decisionmakers knew of her protected
activity when they selected another candidate for a Fire Inspector position. The court alternatively
holds that Pinkney offered no evidence that the County’s stated reason for selecting the other
candidate was pretextual.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Pinkney presented sufficient evidence that the County’s failure to select her for the Fire
Inspector 3H position was causally connected to protected Title VII activity.

2. Whether Pinkney presented sufficient evidence that the County’s stated legitimate reason for selecting
Smith was a pretext for retaliation.

3. Whether the County was entitled to summary judgment on Pinkney’s Title VII race-retaliation claim.

HOLDINGS

1. A plaintiff cannot establish a causal connection between protected activity and an adverse employment
action without evidence that the relevant employer decisionmakers knew of the protected activity before
taking the action. Temporal proximity alone is insufficient when employer knowledge is not shown.

2. Pinkney’s testimony that she told the EEO officer she believed the harassment was because she was
Black created a genuine factual dispute as to whether she complained of race-based discrimination and
engaged in protected Title VII activity.

3. Even assuming Pinkney could establish a prima facie retaliation case, she was not entitled to proceed
because she produced no evidence that the County’s stated reason for selecting Smith—his extensive
prior service and experience as a Battalion Chief—was pretextual.

4. The County was entitled to summary judgment on Pinkney’s sole Title VII race-retaliation claim.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Summary judgment must be granted “against a party who fails to make a showing sufficient to establish the
existence of an element essential to that party’s case, and on which that party will bear the burden of proof at
trial.”” (Analysis, § II)

“The Court cannot weigh evidence or make credibility determinations. Anderson, 477 U.S. at 255
(“Credibility determinations, the weighing of the evidence, and the drawing of legitimate inferences from the
facts are jury functions, not those of a judge, whether he is ruling on a motion for summary judgment or for a
directed verdict.”).” (Analysis, § II)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Pinkney, a Black employee who had worked for the Prince George’s County Fire/EMS Department since 2000,
filed an informal EEO complaint in November 2021 alleging harassment and bullying and testified that she told
the EEO investigator she believed the conduct was because she was Black. Around the same time, she applied
for a civilian Fire Inspector 3H position. Human Resources Manager Yolanda Smedley selected Mark Smith, a
former Battalion Chief with approximately 25 years of prior sworn service, as the most qualified candidate, and
Chief Tiffany Green offered him the position on November 24, 2021. The record did not establish that any



decisionmaker knew of Pinkney’s protected activity when the selection was made, and Pinkney offered no
evidence that the County’s stated qualifications-based reason was pretextual.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Pinkney exhausted administrative remedies and filed suit on March 21, 2024, alleging that Prince George’s
County failed to select her for a Fire Inspector 3H position in retaliation for filing an EEO complaint. After
discovery closed, the County moved for summary judgment. The district court concluded that Pinkney could not
establish the knowledge necessary for causation and, alternatively, could not show that the County’s legitimate
reason for selecting another candidate was pretextual.
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