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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Eastern District of Washington granted Defendants’ motion for
summary judgment in John Valda Rice’s prisoner civil-rights action alleging Eighth Amendment
violations involving medical care and access to ice. The court held that the defendants were entitled to
qualified immunity and that the record did not support a finding of deliberate indifference or
deprivation of the minimal civilized measure of life’s necessities. The court also denied Plaintiff’s
motions to effectuate service and suppress evidence, entered judgment for Defendants, and directed
that the case be closed.
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DISPOSITION other

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Plaintiff, a state prisoner proceeding pro se, brought an action under 42
U.S.C. § 1983 alleging Eighth Amendment violations. Defendants
moved for summary judgment. Plaintiff also moved to effectuate
service and to suppress evidence.

STANDARD OF REVIEW Summary judgment is appropriate when there is no genuine dispute as
to any material fact and the movant is entitled to judgment as a matter
of law. The court may not weigh evidence or assess credibility and
must believe the nonmovant's evidence and draw justifiable inferences
in the nonmovant's favor. The court also applied the two-prong
qualified-immunity inquiry: whether the defendant violated a
constitutional right and whether that right was clearly established.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether defendants were entitled to summary judgment on Rice's Eighth Amendment medical-care
claim.

2. Whether defendants were entitled to qualified immunity because the alleged conduct did not violate a
constitutional right and, in any event, the asserted rights were not clearly established.

3. Whether Rice's motion to effectuate service should be denied as moot after judgment was entered.

4. Whether Rice's motion to suppress evidence should be denied for failure to show a compelling reason to
seal the records.

HOLDINGS

1. Defendants were entitled to summary judgment because Rice failed to show that the challenged conduct
deprived him of the minimal civilized measure of life's necessities or that defendants acted with
deliberate indifference. At most, the evidence could establish negligence, which does not constitute an
Eighth Amendment violation.

2. Defendants were entitled to qualified immunity because the alleged isolated denials of ice, and the
alleged failures to provide additional testing, an additional mattress, a particular brace, or particular
treatment, were not conduct that existing precedent clearly established as violating the Eighth
Amendment.

3. Rice's motion to effectuate service was denied as moot after the court entered judgment for defendants.

4. The motion to suppress evidence was denied because Rice did not show a compelling reason to seal the
records.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Summary judgment is appropriate “if the movant shows that there is no genuine dispute as to any material
fact and the movant is entitled to judgment as a matter of law.”” (at 2)

“A right is clearly established when it is sufficiently clear that every reasonable official would have
understood that what he is doing violates that right.” (at 7)

“At best, Plaintiff’s allegations, if believed by a jury, would show that Defendants engaged in mere negligence
in diagnosing or treating his medical condition.” (at 8)



FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Rice, a Washington prisoner, alleged that prison officials violated the Eighth Amendment by denying him ice on
several occasions and by failing to provide particular medical testing, equipment, or treatment for hip and knee
complaints. Medical personnel examined him, recommended or provided various treatments and devices,
ordered imaging, and referred him to an orthopedic specialist. The court found no evidence that the isolated
denials of ice caused harm or involved a serious medical need, no evidence of deliberate indifference in the
treatment of his knee and hip pain, and no evidence that the superintendent or assistant secretary personally
participated in the alleged incidents.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Rice initially filed a lengthy complaint and a motion for a temporary restraining order in the Western District of
Washington in March 2023. The action was transferred to the Eastern District of Washington; the court ordered
service on the Eighth Amendment claims and dismissed the other claims without prejudice. After Rice filed a
Third Amended Complaint, defendants moved for summary judgment. The court granted summary judgment for
defendants, denied the service motion as moot, denied the motion to suppress, entered judgment for defendants,
and directed the clerk to close the file.
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