UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF

TEXAS, HOUSTON DIVISION

Joe Anthony Alaniz v. Harris County, et al.

Alaniz - No. 4:22-cv-01991 - Decided December 1, 2025

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Southern District of Texas ruled on summary-judgment

motions arising from Joe Anthony Alaniz’s arrest during a 2020 George Floyd protest in Houston. The

court granted Harris County’s motion, granted Deputy Mark Cannon’s motion as to the false-arrest

claim, and denied it as to the excessive-force claim because disputed facts precluded qualified-

immunity judgment at the summary-judgment stage.
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Plaintiff brought claims under 42 U.S.C. § 1983 against Harris County
and Deputy Mark Cannon for false arrest and excessive force. The
parties moved for summary judgment, with Cannon asserting qualified

immunity.

Summary judgment is proper when there is no genuine dispute as to
any material fact and the movant is entitled to judgment as a matter of
law. Evidence is viewed, and reasonable inferences are drawn, in favor
of the nonmoving party. On qualified immunity, once the defense is
pleaded, the plaintiff must show a genuine issue concerning violation
of a clearly established right; blatantly contradicted and utterly
discredited video evidence need not be credited.

unpublished district-court opinion; limited persuasive value
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Deputy Cannon was entitled to qualified immunity and summary judgment on Alaniz's § 1983

excessive-force claim.

2. Whether Deputy Cannon was entitled to qualified immunity and summary judgment on Alaniz's § 1983

false-arrest claim.

3. Whether Harris County was entitled to summary judgment on Monell claims based on an

unconstitutional policy or practice, failure to train, and ratification.

HOLDINGS

1. Summary judgment was inappropriate on the excessive-force claim because disputed issues of material
fact existed concerning the reasonableness and proportionality of Cannon's use of force. Cannon was not

entitled to qualified immunity at the summary-judgment stage.

2. Cannon was entitled to qualified immunity and summary judgment on the false-arrest claim because
Alaniz's admission that he pulled away from Cannon while Cannon attempted to handcuff him supplied

at least arguable probable cause to believe Alaniz was resisting arrest.

3. Harris County was entitled to summary judgment on Alaniz's Monell policy-or-practice theories because

he failed to establish an official policy or persistent custom, policymaker knowledge, and causation.

4. Harris County was entitled to summary judgment on the failure-to-train claim because Alaniz did not

identify an inadequate training program, deliberate indifference, or causation.

5. Harris County was entitled to summary judgment on the ratification claim because failure to discipline
or mere acquiescence did not establish policymaker approval of the subordinate's decision and the case
was not an extreme factual situation.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“A violation of the Fourth Amendment ‘occurs when a seized person suffers an injury that results directly and

only from a clearly excessive and objectively unreasonable use of force.”” (Section 3(a)(i))
“Trammell and Goodson are both fair warning that such conduct may be unconstitutional.” (Section 3(a)(ii))

“This is “a stringent standard of fault,” one “requiring proof that a municipal actor disregarded a known or

obvious consequence of his action.”” (Section 4(b))



FACTUAL BACKGROUND

On May 29, 2020, Joe Anthony Alaniz encountered a protest in downtown Houston while riding a bicycle and
filming the event. Deputy Mark Cannon ordered Alaniz to move, and after Alaniz continued walking with his

bicycle while filming, Cannon attempted to handcuff him and took him to the ground. Alaniz suffered a shoulder
separation and claimed that the arrest involved excessive force and lacked probable cause. Alaniz had a brain
tumor that made him prone to seizures and wore emergency medical alert bracelets, but the court's summary-

judgment analysis focused primarily on the disputed circumstances of the arrest and force used.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Alaniz filed suit in Texas state court in May 2022, and defendants removed the action to federal court. After
multiple amended pleadings and dismissals, the operative second amended complaint asserted § 1983 claims
against Cannon and Harris County. The court denied or partially denied earlier motions to dismiss, and the
parties then filed motions for summary judgment. The court granted Harris County's motion, granted Cannon's

motion as to false arrest, and denied it as to excessive force.
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