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Before WILLIAM PRYOR, Chief Judge, and JILL PRYOR and BRASHER,
Circuit Judges.

PER CURIAM:

Anthony Coriell was a passenger in a vehicle missing a li-
cense plate. Douglasville police officer Dominic Snyder pulled the
vehicle over and asked for identification from the occupants. Ra-
ther than providing identification, Coriell repeatedly gave Snyder
a fake name. When asked to exit the vehicle, Coriell pushed Snyder
and attempted to flee. In response, Snyder fired his taser and de-
ployed a single charge to stop Coriell’s flight. Coriell fell headfirst
onto asphalt and suffered multiple injuries, including a head injury
which required hospitalization.

This appeal arises out of a civil lawsuit Coriell filed against
Snyder and the City alleging claims under 42 U.S.C. § 1983 and
Georgia law for the use of excessive force. The district court
granted summary judgment to Snyder, concluding that he was en-
titled to qualified immunity on the § 1983 claim because his use of
force was reasonable under the circumstances. The district court
also granted summary judgment to Snyder on the state-law claims
and to the City on the § 1983 claim against it. After careful review,

and with the benefit of oral argument, we affirm.
I. BACKGROUND

Snyder pulled over a vehicle for a routine traffic stop be-
cause it was missing a license plate. In addition to the driver, there
were two passengers in the car, including Coriell. Before question-
ing the driver about the missing license plate, Snyder asked for
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identification from the vehicle’s occupants. Both passengers
claimed that they had no identification, so Snyder asked them to
write down their names and dates of birth. According to Coriell, he
“gave a fictitious name and date of birth because he did not want
the officer to know that he was on probation and had failed to sat-
isfy conditions of his probation because he was homeless and had

no money.” Doc. 19 §13.!

Snyder attempted to confirm the passengers’ identities with
the police department. While waiting for confirmation, Snyder re-
ported to a second officer at the scene that the vehicle’s occupants
were “jumpy, not wanting to give [him] information, [and] not
wanting [him] to stand next to the car.” Doc. 46 at 07:43-07:48. Af-
ter the police department reported that a search for the names pro-
duced no results, Snyder again approached the vehicle and asked
whether the information Coriell provided was correct. Coriell gave
a different fictious first name but otherwise confirmed that the
name and date of birth he had given were accurate. The other pas-
senger similarly confirmed that the information he provided was
accurate. Snyder returned to his squad car and again confirmed that
the passengers provided inaccurate identification information. He
further reported to the police department that the driver had been
standoffish and that he needed to follow up with the driver regard-
ing his vehicle registration. Snyder decided to ask all occupants of

the vehicle to step out, starting with Coriell.

1 “Doc.” numbers refer to the district court’s docket entries.



USCAL11 Case: 23-12746  Document: 40-1 Date Filed: 10/18/2024 Page: 4 of 14

4 Opinion of the Court 23-12746

Snyder approached the rear passenger seat where Coriell
was sitting and asked him to step out of the vehicle. Coriell initially
protested but eventually complied. The moment he exited the ve-
hicle, he pushed Snyder, evaded Snyder’s grasp, and fled across the
grass at the side of the road toward the parking lot of a nearby res-
taurant. Within two seconds, Snyder drew his taser and shouted
“taser, taser.” Doc. 46 at 18:55-18:57.

While Coriell was running through the grass, Snyder fired
his taser and delivered a single shock. The taser caused Coriell’s
body to go rigid, and his momentum carried him into the restau-
rant parking lot. He crashed face first into the asphalt and “suf-
fer[ed] facial lacerations, a fractured skull, . . . hemorrhaging of the

brain, as well as a concussion with lasting effects.” Doc. 19 9 21.

Snyder then arrested Coriell, recovering a cellphone, a glass
pipe with drug residue, and a prison release identification card. The
State of Georgia charged Coriell with giving false information, ob-
struction of an officer, possession of crack cocaine, and possession

of drug-related objects. Coriell pleaded guilty to all four charges.
Coriell sued Snyder and the City under 42 U.S.C. § 1983 for

excessive use of force in violation of the Fourth Amendment. He
also brought claims under Georgia law, alleging that Snyder vio-
lated the state constitution, was negligent, and committed battery.
After discovery, Snyder and the City moved for summary judg-
ment. They argued that Snyder was entitled to qualified immunity
for Coriell’s § 1983 claim because Snyder’s use of force was objec-

tively reasonable and did not violate clearly established law. And
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they argued that Coriell’s state-law claims failed because Snyder’s
use of force was also objectively reasonable under the Georgia
Constitution and there was no evidence that Snyder intended to
harm Coriell. Lastly, they argued that the City was entitled to sum-
mary judgment on Coriell’s § 1983 claim because no constitutional

violation occurred.

The district court agreed, granting Snyder and the City’s
summary judgment motion. Coriell now appeals the district

court’s order.
II. STANDARD OF REVIEW

We review the district court’s grant of summary judgment
de novo, applying the same legal standards as the district court. Ste-
phens v. DeGiovanni, 852 F.3d 1298, 1313 (11th Cir. 2017). Summary
judgment is appropriate only “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.” FED. R. CIv. P. 56(a). The court
must draw all reasonable inferences in favor of the non-moving
party. Manners v. Cannella, 891 F.3d 959, 967 (11th Cir. 2018).
“[W]hen opposing parties tell two different stories, one of which
is blatantly contradicted by the record as with a video recording of
the incident, so that no reasonable jury could believe it, a court
should not adopt that version of the facts.”” Id. (alteration adopted)
(quoting Scott v. Harris, 550 U.S. 372, 380 (2007)). Thus, the court
adopts the non-movant’s facts only to the extent that they are not

“blatantly contradicted by” a video recording. Id.

III. DISCUSSION
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We proceed in three parts. First, we consider whether the
district court properly concluded that Snyder is entitled to qualified
immunity for Coriell’s § 1983 claim for violation of the Fourth
Amendment. Second, we address the district court’s grant of sum-
mary judgment to Snyder on Coriell’s state-law claims. Third, we
consider the district court’s grant of summary judgment to the
City.

A.  Snyder is Entitled to Qualified Immunity on Coriell’s

§ 1983 Fourth Amendment Claim.

Under the doctrine of qualified immunity, “government of-
ficials performing discretionary functions generally are shielded
from liability for civil damages insofar as their conduct does not
violate clearly established statutory or constitutional rights of
which a reasonable person would have known.” Harlow v. Fitzger-
ald, 457 U.S. 800, 818 (1982). A government official raising a quali-
fied-immunity defense first must show that “he was acting within
the scope of his discretionary authority when the allegedly wrong-
ful acts occurred.” Lee v. Ferraro, 284 F.3d 1188, 1194 (11th Cir.
2002) (internal quotation marks omitted). Once the official makes
this showing, the burden shifts to the plaintiff to demonstrate that
(1) the defendant violated the plaintiff’s constitutional rights, and
(2) these rights were clearly established at the time of the alleged
violation. Baker v. City of Madison, 67 F.4th 1268, 1278 (11th Cir.
2023). The parties do not dispute that Snyder was acting within his
discretionary authority when he used his taser against Coriell. The

burden thus shifted to Coriell to prove that Snyder violated his
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Fourth Amendment rights and that the rights were clearly estab-
lished.

The Fourth Amendment to the Constitution provides a
“right of the people to be secure in their persons . . . against unrea-
sonable searches and seizures.” “The Fourth Amendment’s free-
dom from unreasonable searches and seizures encompasses the
plain right to be free from the use of excessive force in the course
of an arrest.” Lee, 284 F.3d at 1197. In excessive force cases, the
question of whether a plaintiff's constitutional rights were violated
is answered using the Fourth Amendment’s objective reasonable-
ness standard. Baker, 67 F.4th at 1279. “Reasonableness is the
touchstone for all excessive force claims, regardless of whether the
force used was deadly.” Hammett v. Paulding County, 875 F.3d 1036,
1048 (11th Cir. 2017). In assessing reasonableness, we must judge
the facts “from the perspective of a reasonable officer on the scene,
rather than with the 20/20 vision of hindsight.” Manners, 891 F.3d
at 973 (internal quotation marks omitted). This is because “[t]he
calculus of reasonableness must embody allowance for the fact that
police officers are often forced to make split-second judgments—in
circumstances that are tense, uncertain, and rapidly evolving—
about the amount of force that is necessary in a particular situa-
tion.” Graham v. Connor, 490 U.S. 386, 396-97 (1989). The amount
of force used by an officer “must be reasonably proportionate to
the need for that force.” Lee, 284 F.3d at 1198.

In evaluating an excessive-force claim, we look to the non-

exhaustive list of factors the Supreme Court set out in Graham. See
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490 U.S. at 396. These factors include: “the severity of the crime at
issue, whether the suspect poses an immediate threat to the safety
of the officers or others, and whether he is actively resisting arrest
or attempting to evade arrest by flight.” Id. We also consider “the
need for the application of force, the relationship between the need
and the amount of force used, [and] the extent of the injury in-
flicted.” Baker, 67 F.4th at 1279.

After considering these factors, we conclude that Snyder’s
single use of the taser was objectively reasonable under the circum-
stances. Coriell was both actively resisting arrest and attempting to
evade arrest by flight. Upon exiting the vehicle, Coriell pushed
Snyder away and resisted Snyder’s attempts to restrain him. He
then fled on foot. Snyder used his taser to halt Coriell’s attempted
flight. He did not use more force than was necessary. He deployed
“a single use of the taser gun causing a one-time shocking,” which
was proportionate to the need to stop Coriell from fleeing arrest.
Draper v. Reynolds, 369 F.3d 1270, 1274 (11th Cir. 2004). Moreover,
the amount of force was reasonable because, “where a suspect ap-
pears . . . uncooperative, use of a taser might be preferable to a
physical struggle” that could have led to further harm to the officer
or the suspect. Smith v. LePage, 834 F.3d 1285, 1294 (11th Cir. 2016)
(internal quotation marks omitted). Further supporting the propor-
tionality of the force applied is the fact that Snyder applied no ad-
ditional force after Coriell stopped resisting arrest and complied

with officer instructions.
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Coriell asserts that he was merely fleeing and offered no
physical resistance. Because this case is at the summary-judgment
stage, we must view the evidence in the light most favorable to
Coriell and draw all reasonable inferences from the evidence in his
favor. Manners, 891 F.3d at 967. Where video evidence contradicts
his version of the facts, however, we do not credit his version. Id.
(“[W]hen opposing parties tell two different stories, one of which
is blatantly contradicted by the record as with a video recording of
the incident, so that no reasonable jury could believe it, a court
should not adopt that version of the facts.” (alteration adopted)
(quoting Scott, 550 U.S. at 380)).

Video footage from Snyder’s bodycam and his police vehi-
cle’s dashcam contradicts Coriell’s assertion. It shows that he re-
sisted arrest by pushing Snyder before fleeing. So we do not adopt

Coriell’s version of the facts concerning his resistance.?

We remain mindful that our Fourth Amendment analysis,
must encompass the “totality of the circumstances.” Tennessee v.
Garner, 471 U.S. 1, 9 (1985). And we acknowledge that some of the
Graham factors do not weigh in Snyder’s favor. But they do not

2 Coriell also points to his expert’s opinion that Snyder’s use of the taser was
inconsistent with national training standards that advise officers not use tasers
against subjects who are not actively resisting and that fleeing should not be
the sole justification for taser use. Because, as we describe above, the video
evidence plainly shows that Coriell was resisting, the expert’s opinion does not
change our analysis.
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convince us that Snyder’s use of force was unreasonable under the

totality of the circumstances.

For one, the severity of the crime does not weigh in Snyder’s
favor. When Snyder deployed his taser, he had probable cause to
believe that Coriell had committed two crimes: giving false infor-
mation and obstruction of an officer. We have held that such
crimes are “of ‘minor severity” for which less force is generally ap-
propriate.” Reese v. Herbert, 527 F.3d 1253, 1274 (11th Cir. 2008)
(quoting Vinyard v. Wilson, 311 F.3d 1340, 1348-49 (2002)). Simi-
larly, when Coriell fled, Snyder had no reason to believe that he
posed a threat of violence. Snyder had no indication that Coriell or
anyone else in the vehicle might be armed. But no threat of vio-
lence was required to justify a single use of the taser to stop Coriell
once he physically resisted arrest and fled. See Baker, 67 F.4th at
1280.

A final factor—the extent of the injury—weighs in Coriell’s
favor. Tragically, he suffered serious injuries when he fell onto the
asphalt after being shocked with the taser. He suffered a skull frac-
ture, a subdural hematoma, and a concussion, injuries from which
he continues to suffer lasting effects. “In the Eleventh Circuit,
[however,] we recognize that the typical arrest involves some force
and injury.” Rodriguez v. Farrell, 280 F.3d 1341, 1351 (11th Cir.
2002). We also recognize that tasers are typically non-deadly weap-
ons that do not generally inflict serious injury. Baker, 67 F.4th at
1280. Snyder’s bodycam footage indicates that when he deployed

his taser, Coriell was still running in the grass, and so a reasonable
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officer in Snyder’s position would not have known or suspected
that Coriell would land face first on the asphalt. Thus, under the
totality of the circumstances, the extent of the injury Coriell suf-
fered does not mean that it was unreasonable for Snyder to use a

taser to stop him.

Coriell counters that he was in a precarious position because
he was crossing from grass onto an asphalt parking lot when he was
tased. He relies on Bradley v. Benton, 10 F.4th 1232 (11th Cir. 2021),
to argue that tasing a plaintiff in a precarious position in which the
resulting fall could lead to serious injury is a use of deadly force.
The use of deadly force is unreasonable when the suspect poses no
threat to officers or others and is merely fleeing arrest. See Garner,
471 U.S. at 11. Coriell argues that because he did not pose a threat,
a jury could find that Snyder’s use of the taser when Coriell was

running on asphalt was an unreasonable use of deadly force.

In Bradley, an officer chased the fleeing plaintiff and then
tased him without warning while he was atop an eight-foot-high
wall, resulting in serious injury to the plaintift. 10 F.4th at 1236-37.
The officer admitted that he knew he should not have tased the
plaintiff when there was a risk of falling that would likely result in
serious harm. Id. at 1241. In assessing the plaintiff’'s excessive-force
claim, we concluded that a reasonable jury could find that the of-
ficer used excessive force. Id. Although “a taser is generally not a
deadly weapon,” we concluded that “tasing a person who is at an
elevated height may come with a substantial risk of serious bodily
harm or death.” Id.
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The facts of this case are very different from the facts of Brad-
ley. Snyder made the decision to use his taser within two seconds
of Coriell’s flight and called out a warning before using the taser.
Aswe have explained, the bodycam footage shows that Coriell was
running in the grass when Snyder gave the warning and deployed
his taser. Unlike falling from a high wall, not every reasonable of-
ficer would have known of the likelihood of serious injury from

falling where Coriell was when he was tased.

Lastly, Coriell argues that there are questions of fact regard-
ing whether Snyder’s questioning of the passengers during the traf-
fic stop was lawful. He conceded, however, that the stop was law-
ful, and he did not allege any Fourth Amendment violation other
than the use of excessive force. Thus, we need not consider this

argument.

We conclude that because Snyder’s use of force was objec-
tively reasonable, he did not violate Coriell’'s Fourth Amendment
rights and is entitled to qualified immunity. Absent a constitutional
violation, we need not address whether the rights were clearly es-
tablished at the time of the incident.

B.  Snyder is Entitled to Summary Judgment on Coriell’s
State-law Claims.

Coriell also brings Georgia constitutional claims and tort
claims. The district court did not err in granting summary judg-

ment on these claims.

For the Georgia constitutional claims, we apply the same

analysis that we used for Coriell’s § 1983 excessive force claim. Like
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the Fourth Amendment, the Georgia Constitution protects against
unreasonable searches and seizures. City of East Point v. Smith,
365 S.E.2d 432, 434 (Ga. 1988). The Supreme Court of Georgia has
ruled that the standard for evaluating the reasonableness of a
search or seizure under the Georgia and federal Constitutions is the
same. Padgett v. Donald, 401 F.3d 1273, 1280 (11th Cir. 2005) (citing
Smith, 365 S.E.2d at 434). The district court properly applied this
rule and concluded that, if Coriell’s claims failed under the Fourth
Amendment, his claims failed under the Georgia Constitution.
Coriell thus cannot show that Snyder used excessive force in viola-

tion of the Georgia Constitution.

Coriell’s tort claims also fail. Under Georgia law, official im-
munity “protects an officer from personal liability arising from his
performance of ‘official functions’ as long as the officer did not act
with ‘actual malice’ or “actual intent to cause injury.”™ Gates v. Kho-
khar, 884 F.3d 1290, 1304 (11th Cir. 2018) (quoting GA. CONST. art.
I, § 2, para. IX(d)). “A]ctual malice’ requires a deliberate intention
to do wrong.” Bailey v. Wheeler, 843 F.3d 473, 485 (11th Cir. 2016)
(quoting Merrow v. Hawkins, 467 S.E.2d 336, 337 (Ga. 1996)). And
“actual intent to cause injury” requires an “actual intent to cause
harm to the plaintiff, not merely an intent to do the act purportedly
resulting in the claimed injury.” Kidd v. Coates, 518 S.E.2d 124, 125
(Ga. 1999) (internal quotation marks omitted). Coriell concedes on
appeal that Snyder did not intend to cause him harm. He thus can-

not maintain a successful Georgia tort-law claim against Snyder.

C. The City is Entitled to Summary Judgment on Coriell’s
Municipal Liability Claim.
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Like his claims against Snyder, Coriell’s claim against the
City of Douglasville fails because there was no constitutional vio-
lation. The claim against the City is based on the allegation that
Snyder’s allegedly wrongful use of the taser arose from City policy.
Municipalities may be held liable under § 1983 only where “action
pursuant to official municipal policy of some nature caused a con-
stitutional tort.” Monell v. Dep’t of Soc. Servs., 436 U.S. 658, 691
(1978). This standard requires a plaintiff to show “(1) that his con-
stitutional rights were violated; (2) that the municipality had a cus-
tom or policy that constituted deliberate indifference to that con-
stitutional right; and (3) that the policy or custom caused the viola-
tion.” McDowell v. Brown, 392 F.3d 1283, 1289 (11th Cir. 2004).
When an officer has committed no constitutional violation, how-
ever, there can be no policy-based liability against the municipality.
Knight ex rel. Kerr v. Miami-Dade County, 856 F.3d 795, 821 (11th Cir.
2017). Because we conclude that Snyder committed no constitu-
tional violation, Coriell’s claim against the City fails as a matter of

law.
IV. CONCLUSION

For the above reasons, we affirm the district court’s grant of

summary judgment to Snyder and the City.
AFFIRMED.



