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SUMMARY

The Ninth Circuit affirmed summary judgment for jail officers on an inmate’s claims arising from the
denial of outdoor exercise. The court held that the officers were entitled to qualified immunity because
the asserted Eighth Amendment right was not clearly established, and that the inmate had not shown
the intent required for an intentional infliction of emotional distress claim.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED



1. Whether the defendants were entitled to qualified immunity on Althof's § 1983 claim alleging that
deprivation of outdoor exercise violated the Eighth Amendment.

2. Whether summary judgment was proper on Althof's intentional infliction of emotional distress claim
because he lacked evidence of the defendants' intent to cause severe emotional distress.

HOLDINGS

1. The defendants were entitled to qualified immunity because Althof's asserted constitutional right to
outdoor exercise under the circumstances was not clearly established at the time of the alleged violation.

2. Summary judgment was proper on the intentional infliction of emotional distress claim because Althof
presented no evidence that the defendants intended to cause him severe emotional distress.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“It is not clearly established that an inmate is entitled to outdoor exercise when he has proven to be violent,
and the deprivation of outdoor exercise is in response to the plaintiff's violence.” (575 F. App'x at 790)

“This disposition is not appropriate for publication and is not precedent except as provided by 9th Cir. R. 36-
3.” (575 F. App'x at 790)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

During Althof's incarceration at the Douglas County Jail, jail officers deprived him of outdoor exercise. The
deprivation was allegedly imposed in response to Althof's violent conduct. Althof asserted an Eighth
Amendment claim under 42 U.S.C. § 1983 and an Oregon intentional infliction of emotional distress claim, but
he presented no evidence that the defendants intended to cause him severe emotional distress.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Althof sued officers of the Douglas County Jail, alleging that they deprived him of outdoor exercise during his
incarceration. The district court granted summary judgment on all claims. The Ninth Circuit reviewed the
challenged rulings de novo and affirmed.
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