UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE DISTRICT OF MARYLAND

Keishon Javontae Thompson v. Director B. Foster

Thompson v. Foster - No. Civil Action No. 24-cv-871-LKG - Decided January 14, 2026

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the District of Maryland grants Director B. Foster’s motion,
treated as a motion for summary judgment, in Keishon Javontae Thompson’s 42 U.S.C. § 1983
challenge to a detention center’s incentive-based outdoor recreation policy. The court holds that
Thompson failed to show deliberate indifference under the Eighth Amendment and failed to establish
that the policy was objectively unreasonable or punitive under the Fourteenth Amendment. The court
concludes that indoor recreation, gym access, and cell windows providing sunlight, together with

staffing and security considerations, defeated the constitutional claims.

CASE DETAILS

COURT United States District Court for the District of Maryland

WRITING FOR THE COURT Lydia Kay Griggsby

JURISDICTION United States District Court for the District of Maryland

DECIDED January 14, 2026

DOCKET Civil Action No. 24-cv-871-LKG

DISPOSITION other

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Plaintiff brought a 42 U.S.C. § 1983 conditions-of-confinement action

concerning denial of outdoor recreation. Defendant moved to dismiss
or, alternatively, for summary judgment. The court converted the
motion to one for summary judgment under Federal Rule of Civil
Procedure 12(d) and granted it.

STANDARD OF REVIEW Summary judgment is appropriate when the movant shows that no
genuine dispute of material fact exists and the movant is entitled to
judgment as a matter of law. The evidence must be viewed in the light
most favorable to the nonmoving party, with reasonable inferences
drawn in that party's favor. For the Rule 12(d) conversion issue,
conversion is permissible when the nonmovant has actual notice that

matters outside the pleadings may be considered.

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE Unknown; unpublished district court memorandum opinion
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the defendant was entitled to summary judgment on the plaintiff's Eighth Amendment

conditions-of-confinement claim based on the denial of outdoor recreation.

2. Whether the outdoor-recreation policy imposed unconstitutional punishment on the plaintiff as a pretrial

detainee in violation of the Fourteenth Amendment.

3. Whether the court could treat the defendant's motion to dismiss or alternatively for summary judgment

as a motion for summary judgment under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 12(d).

HOLDINGS

1. The court properly treated the motion to dismiss or alternatively for summary judgment as a motion for
summary judgment because the motion was expressly presented in the alternative, included matters
outside the pleadings, and gave Thompson actual notice that summary judgment could be considered.

2. Foster was entitled to summary judgment on Thompson's Eighth Amendment claim because the record
did not show that Foster had the requisite subjective knowledge of a substantial risk of harm, including

Thompson's vitamin D deficiency or a specific risk of such deficiency.

3. Foster was entitled to summary judgment on Thompson's Fourteenth Amendment claim because
Thompson did not show that the outdoor-recreation policy was imposed with an intent to punish or was

objectively unreasonable in relation to a legitimate, nonpunitive governmental purpose.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“There is no bright-line rule on when the denial of outdoor recreation becomes unconstitutional.”

(Discussion)

“As there is no evidence showing that Foster had the requisite knowledge to show deliberate indifference on
his part, Thompson’s Eighth Amendment claim fails.” (Discussion)

“Foster’s motion to dismiss or, alternatively, for summary judgment, treated as a motion for summary

judgment, is granted.” (Conclusion)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Thompson was detained at the Charles County Detention Center from December 10, 2020, through August 11,

2023, first as a pretrial detainee and later as a convicted prisoner. The detention center used an incentive-based



policy under which outdoor recreation was offered to the unit with the highest weekly sanitation score, and
Thompson alleged that his unit never qualified, leaving him without outdoor recreation and causing a vitamin D
deficiency. The record showed that inmates had daily indoor recreation, twice-weekly gym access, and cell
windows admitting sunlight; Foster also presented evidence that staffing and space limitations motivated the
outdoor-recreation policy. The court found no evidence that Foster knew Thompson had, or was specifically at
risk of, a vitamin D deficiency.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Thompson filed an amended civil-rights complaint while incarcerated, alleging that an incentive-based outdoor-
recreation policy at the Charles County Detention Center violated the Eighth and Fourteenth Amendments.
Foster submitted matters outside the pleadings with a motion styled as one to dismiss or alternatively for
summary judgment. Because Thompson had notice of the alternative summary-judgment motion, the court

treated the motion as one for summary judgment and ruled for Foster.
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