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SUMMARY

The Maryland Court of Appeals held that a circuit court reviewing contract and tort claims arising

from a private hospital's denial of medical staff privileges may not apply the deferential substantial-

evidence standard used in administrative-law review. Instead, the court must apply the Maryland

summary-judgment standard, granting judgment only when no genuine dispute of material fact exists

and the moving party is entitled to judgment as a matter of law. The court therefore reversed the grant

of summary judgment for the hospital and related respondents.
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The grant of summary judgment is reviewed de novo for legal
correctness. Under Maryland Rule 2-501(e), summary judgment is
proper only when there is no genuine dispute as to any material fact
and the moving party is entitled to judgment as a matter of law. The
facts and reasonable inferences must be viewed in the light most

favorable to the nonmoving party.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether a private hospital's credentialing decision must be reviewed under the substantial-evidence
standard applicable to governmental administrative-agency decisions when the physician asserts contract
and tort claims.

2. Whether summary judgment on the physician's contract and tort claims was proper under Maryland Rule
2-501(e).

3. Whether the hospital bylaws and the business-judgment rule preclude judicial second-guessing of the
hospital's medical credentialing decision while permitting litigation of alleged contractual or tortious

violations of the bylaws.

4. Whether the hospital's bylaws provision stating that the Board's decision was conclusive barred the

physician's court action.

HOLDINGS

1. A private hospital's credentialing decision is not governmental administrative-agency action and is not
subject to judicial review under the substantial-evidence standard when the physician brings common-

law contract or tort claims.

2. Summary judgment is proper only if the motion and response show that there is no genuine dispute as to
any material fact and that the moving party is entitled to judgment as a matter of law; the court may not

replace that standard with substantial-evidence review of the hospital record.

3. A private hospital may be entitled to summary judgment where it followed valid bylaws and there is no
genuine dispute regarding that fact, but the court must apply ordinary summary-judgment principles and

may not use substantial-evidence review to adjudicate the hospital's medical judgment.

4. The bylaws' statement that the Board of Directors' decision was conclusive did not clearly establish a

binding agreement barring the physician from pursuing court action.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“We shall hold that the trial court, on a motion for summary judgment as to contract and tort claims, may not
apply a “substantial evidence” standard akin to that applied during judicial review of the final action of an

administrative agency.” (378 Md. at 515)



“Rather, in accordance with Maryland Rule 2-501 (e), a motion for summary judgment is appropriate only
when there is no genuine dispute as to any material fact and the moving party is entitled to judgment as a
matter of law.” (378 Md. at 515)

“Credentialing decisions by a private hospital do not constitute public, administrative agency action. Thus,

they are not subject to judicial review under the substantial evidence test.” (378 Md. at 223)

“If the gravamen of the action is the credentialing decision itself—not, for example, a published statement
that may be unprivileged and defamatory—and a resolution of the complaint would require a judge or jury to
determine whether, in their view, the decision was right or wrong or fair or unfair, the action simply will not
lie.” (378 Md. at 233-34)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Sadler, a Maryland-licensed OB/GYN physician, sought and received provisional staff privileges at a privately
owned nonprofit hospital. After numerous peer-review and risk-management concerns, including cases involving
alleged treatment, documentation, and response-to-call problems, the hospital's Medical Executive Committee
voted not to extend her provisional privileges and imposed monitoring and proctoring until expiration. Sadler
received a hearing before an ad hoc committee and appellate review by the Board of Directors, which upheld the
decision. She then brought contract, tort, and declaratory-judgment claims challenging the hospital's conduct and

credentialing process.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

The Circuit Court for Prince George's County granted respondents summary judgment on all counts, applying a
substantial-evidence standard to the private hospital's credentialing decision. The Court of Special Appeals
affirmed. The Court of Appeals of Maryland granted Sadler's petition for writ of certiorari, rejected the
administrative-law standard, reversed the intermediate appellate judgment, and remanded with instructions to

reverse the circuit court and remand for further proceedings.

DISPOSITION

reversed_and_remanded

REMAND INSTRUCTIONS

Reverse the judgment of the Court of Special Appeals, direct that court to reverse the judgment of the Circuit
Court for Prince George's County, and remand the case to the circuit court for further proceedings consistent

with the opinion. Respondents were ordered to pay costs in both appellate courts.
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