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NO. __________________ 
 

ERIC HUNTER, 
 Plaintiffs 
 
V. 
 
CITY OF HOUSTON, TEXAS, STATE OF 
TEXAS, AND INDIVIDUALLY, 
MATTHEW SINGER, UVAL VANUNU, 
CARLOS BENAVIDES and G. E. 
REUTHER  
 Defendants. 

§ 
§ 
§ 
§ 
§ 
§ 
§ 
§ 
§ 
§ 
§ 

IN THE DISTRICT COURT 
 
 

 
 

_______ JUDICIAL DISTRICT 
 
 
 
 

OF HARRIS COUNTY, TEXAS 
______________________________________________________________________________ 

 
PLAINTIFF’S ORIGINAL COMPLAINT  

______________________________________________________________________________ 
 

NOW COMES Plaintiff, ERIC HUNTER, and files this Original Complaint complaining 

of Defendants CITY OF HOUSTON, TEXAS, MATTHEW SINGER, UVAL VANUNU, 

CARLOS BENAVIDES and G.E. REUTHER, hereinafter collectively referred to as 

(“Defendants”) and for causes of action, would respectfully show unto the Court and jury the 

following: 

I.  
DISCOVERY CONTROL PLAN LEVEL 

 
1.    Plaintiff intends to conduct discovery in this action under Level 3 pursuant to Tex. R. Civ. 

P. 190.2.  Pursuant to Texas Rule of Civil Procedure 47(c), Plaintiff seeks monetary relief in excess 

of $200,000.00 not to exceed $1,000,000.00, including damages of any kind, penalties, costs, 

expenses, pre-judgment interest, and attorney’s fees and judgment for all other relief to which 

Plaintiff is justly entitled.  Plaintiff expressly reserves the right to amend this Rule 47 statement of 

relief if necessary. 

II.  
PRELIMINARY STATEMENT 

 
2.    The series of unfortunate events which unfolded before–and inflicted against–Eric Hunter 

on November 13, 2017, stemmed, solely, from the Defendants’ discriminatory, malicious and 
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conscious-shocking conduct–exacerbated by Officer Singer’s foundational incompetence (which 

could only be explained by inadequate training) and Sgt. Reuther’s deliberate disregard to his duty 

to supervise and the security of Mr. Hunter’s constitutional rights. 

3.    On November 13, 2017, Eric Hunter had his vehicle–and place of residence–unlawfully 

repossessed, followed by being abducted and transported across town against his will only to then 

to be arrested for criminally trespassing on the private property he was involuntarily transported 

to–while he was on the phone with a 911 dispatcher requesting–again–that a supervisor make the 

scene. To keep in step with the day Mr. Hunter was having, Officer Singer and Carlos Benavides–

who kidnapped Hunter–physically assaulted the already frightened and emotionally distraught Mr. 

Hunter. 

4.    Accordingly, this action is brought by Eric Hunter against Uval Vanunu D/B/A 3B Auto 

Sales for malicious prosecution, breach of contract, false imprisonment and kidnapping; against 

Carlos Benavides for malicious prosecution, assault, false imprisonment and kidnapping; Matthew 

Singer for unlawful seizure/arrest, use of excessive force–in violation of the Fourth Amendment 

of the United States Constitution–assault and intentional infliction of emotional distress; and 

against City of Houston and Sergeant G.E. Reuther for failure to train/supervise, negligent 

hiring/retention, persistent and widespread unlawful policies, practices and customs, resulting in 

Plaintiff being deprived of his federally protected rights, all in violation of the Fourth and 

Fourteenth Amendments of the United States Constitution, and in violation of his civil rights 

pursuant to 42 U.S.C. § 1983.   

5.    The Chief of Police, is the decision-maker and policymaker for the customs, practices, 

policies and procedures complained of herein. The Chiefs had a duty, but failed, to implement 

and/or enforce policies, practices, and procedures for the Houston Police Department that 

respected Eric Hunter’ constitutional rights. The duty to manage and train Houston Police Officers 

was the responsibility of the Chief of Police, Art Acevedo. 
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6.    Chief Art Acevedo’s, and/or his delegated policymakers’ failure to implement or enforce 

the necessary policies and/or the implementation or allowance of unconstitutional policies and 

practices, deprived Eric Hunter of equal protection and due process under the Fourth and 

Fourteenth Amendment and caused him unwarranted seizure of his person, and excruciating 

physical and mental anguish and his incarceration. For these civil rights violations and other causes 

of action discussed herein, Plaintiff seeks answers and compensation for his damages. 

III. 
PARTIES 

 
7.    Plaintiff Eric Hunter, is an individual who resides in Harris County, Texas. 

8.    Defendant Uval Vanunu, sued in his individual capacity, at all times material to the claims 

set forth herein, was the owner of 3B Auto Sales, and was acting in the normal and routine course 

and scope of his employment with 3B Auto Sales. 

9.    Defendant Carlos Benavides, sued in his individual capacity, at all times material to the 

claims set forth herein, was employed by 3B Auto Sales, and was acting in the normal and routine 

course and scope of his employment with 3B Auto Sales. 

10.    Defendant G.E. Reuther, sued in his individual capacity, at all times material to the claims 

set forth herein, acted under color of law, and was employed as a Sergeant by Defendant Houston 

Police Department. At all relevant times, Defendant Ruether had supervisory responsibilities 

within the Houston Police Department, and in particular, over Matthew Singer. 

11.    Defendant Matthew Singer, sued in his individual capacity, at all times material to the 

claims set forth herein, acted under color of law, and were employed by Defendant City of 

Houston. 

12.    Defendant City Of Houston, Texas, is a Governmental Entity and political subdivision of 

the State of Texas.  At all times material to the claims set forth herein, Mayor Sylvester Turner 

(hereinafter “Mayor Turner”) was the top elected official of the City of Houston and its top 
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policymaker for the City of Houston, along with members of the City Council. Mayor Turner 

approved the policies regarding investigation citizen complaints of police misconduct. 

13.    The Houston Police Department (“HPD”) is a Governmental Agency, was and is an 

agency, department and/or subdivision of the City of Houston organized and existing pursuant to 

the laws of the State of Texas, engaged in the hiring, training and supervision of law enforcement 

officers. 

14.    One or more of the individual Defendants had supervisory responsibilities with respect to 

individual Defendants, and with respect to operations of the Houston Police Department. 

15.    At all times material to the claims set forth herein, Police Chief Art Acevedo (hereinafter 

collectively referred to as “Chief” or “Chief Acevedo”) was the director of the Houston Police 

Department and was responsible for the oversight of the Houston Police Department, the 

development, promulgation, and implementation of policies, procedures and standards for the 

Houston Police Department.  Specifically, the Chiefs were the chief policymakers for the Houston 

Police Department and was directly responsible for the operations of the Houston Police 

Department and all of its officers, including those named herein.  

16.    The Houston Police Department is responsible for, among other things, development, 

promulgation, and implementation of policies and procedures and standards for the Houston Police 

Department and more specifically policies, procedures and standards relating to the use of force, 

arrest, internal affairs investigations, supervision, discipline and overall conduct of officers 

working at the Houston Police Department.  

17.    The City of Houston funds and operates the Houston Police Department, which, along with 

the Houston City Controller’s Office, is responsible for the implementation of the police 

department’s budget, policies, procedures, practices and customs, as well as the acts and 

omissions, challenged by this suit.  
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IV.  
JURISDICTION, VENUE, AND BASIS FOR RELIEF 

 
18.    The subject matter in controversy is within the jurisdictional limit of the court. The court 

has jurisdiction over the claims. Jurisdiction exists under 28 U.S.C. §§ 1331 & 1343 since Plaintiff 

is suing for relief under 42 U.S.C. § 1983.  This Court has jurisdiction over Plaintiff’s other claims 

under principles of pendent, ancillary and supplemental jurisdiction under 28 U.S.C. § 1367.  

19.    For violations of his federal constitutional rights, Plaintiff is entitled to the requested relief 

against all Defendants and their employees because at all relevant times herein, their conduct was 

subject to 42 U.S.C. §§ 1983, 1985, 1986 and 1988.  

     V. 
FACTUAL BACKGROUND 

 
20.    On November 13, 2017, at 9:33 am, Miranda, a 3B Auto Sales employee, sent Mr. Hunter 

a text message allowing him until the end of the day to make his payment.  Mr. Hunter then 

undertook a job at an apartment complex in order to make his payment before the end of the day.  

21.    Unfortunately, despite this extension, at approximately 1200 hours, while on private 

property, Carlos Benavides, a 3B Auto Sales employee, attempted to repossess Mr. Eric Hunter’s 

vehicle.  Mr. Hunter’s vehicle was parked in the parking lot apartment complex, with several 

individuals present.  When Mr. Hunter observed Benavides attempting to repossess his vehicle, he 

verbally contested to the repossession and hopped in the vehicle.  The 3B Auto Sales’ employee 

became very hostile and threatening, and refused to cease the repossession, despite a large 

gathering of people beginning to form around the vehicle.  Mr. Hunter then attempted to retrieve 

his personal belongings from the vehicle.  Benavides then called Uval Vanunu, the owner of 3B 

Auto Sales, and informed him of the situation. Vanunu then instructed Benavides to repossess the 

vehicle even though Mr. Hunter still inside. Mr. Hunter incessantly demanded that Benavides stop 

the vehicle and let him out, but Benavides refused. 

22.    Benavides transported Mr. Hunter across town, against his will, to the 3B Auto Sales car 
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lot. While at the lot, Mr. Hunter pleaded with Vanunu and Benavides to retrieve his personal 

belongings, but they refused.  Instead, they demanded that Mr. Hunter sign a release form, allowing 

them to take possession of the vehicle, in exchange for allowing him to gather his personal effects. 

As Mr. Hunter was living out of the vehicle, almost the entirety of his personal possessions were 

in the vehicle.  

23.    After Mr. Hunter refused to sign the release form, both, Mr. Hunter and Vanunu called 911 

and requested police assistance. Although Vanunu never asked Hunter to leave the property. 

24.    Officer Matthew Singer was the responding officer. Singer was wearing a body worn 

camera, which was active prior to arriving on the scene and captured the entire encounter between 

Mr. Hunter, Vanunu and Benavides. Singer first spoke with Mr. Hunter, who explained the events 

leading up his request for police assistance. Singer then spoke with Vanunu, who provided his 

version of the facts.  

25.    In an approximately hour-long investigation, Singer, demonstrated he was inadequately 

trained, profoundly incompetent and too biased to properly handle the situation. Though Singer 

rightly identified the situation as a civil matter, he, nevertheless, used his police authority to 

interfere with, adjudicate and enforce–without reading–the contract between Mr. Hunter and Uval 

Vanunu–in favor of Vanunu.  

26.    Singer forced Mr. Hunter to turnover possession of the vehicle–and with it, all of Mr. 

Hunter’s belongings–as well as the keys to the vehicle. 

27.    Recognizing Singer’s incompetence and bias, Mr. Hunter requested Singer call a 

supervisor to the scene. Singer notified his supervisor, Sgt. Reuther, that Hunter was requesting a 

supervisor. Sgt. Reuther called Singer on his cell phone and asked him what was going on. Singer 

informed Sgt. Reuther of the situation, but Sgt. Reuther declined Hunter’s request for him to make 

the scene–instead instructing Singer to be the determinant as to whether he should make the scene 

or not. 
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28.    Singer displayed deliberate disregard to Mr. Hunter’s pleas and general disbelief or 

indifference to Hunter’s allegations of fact–the opposite of how he treated Vanunu and 

Benavides’s statements–despite having ample and unbiased notice that their repossession of Mr. 

Hunter’s vehicle was unlawful. 

29.    Singer called the Auto-Dealers division of the Houston Police Department, and was 

informed of the proper protocol that must be followed when repossessing a vehicle, which Vanunu 

admitted he did not follow. Namely, Vanunu admitted that he failed to obtain a repossession order, 

signed by a judge, because he “didn’t have time.” Despite such, Singer concluded that Vanunu was 

the owner of the vehicle and had the greater right to possession–a finding completely beyond the 

scope of his authority. 

30.    Further, Singer completely disregarded Mr. Hunter’s uncontested allegations that he was 

brought to the lot against his will–an act which he did have authority to investigate and provide 

recourse.  

31.    Singer’s disregard for Mr. Hunter’s claim that he was kidnapped was blatant and 

intentional, that Singer actually told Hunter that he did not care.  

Singer: “They didn’t do anything illegal.” “Since you owe money, you don’t 
really have a case.” “It’s not your car, it’s never been your car.”  
 
Hunter: “But they brought me here.” “I was in the car.” “They brought me here 
involuntarily.”  
 
Hunter: “Didn’t they tell you I was in the car?” 
 
Singer: “Yeah they told me you jumped in the car. 
 
Hunter: “No, I was in the car.”  
 
Singer: “Well I don’t care if you were in it or outside or whatever, the car is 
here, it’s their car now.” 
 

32.    Singer’s unequivocal disregard to Mr. Hunter’s claim that he was kidnapped, not only 

demonstrates his undue bias against Mr. Hunter, but his dislike and malicious or sadistic desire to 
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cause him harm–which he managed to inflict both emotionally and physically.  

33.    Singer’s profound incompetence and outright bias continues, when, in a phone call with 

the Harris County District Attorney’s Office, he makes several false allegations in an effort to 

criminalize Hunter’s actions and only provides Benavides’s version of the facts in an effort to 

decriminalize Benavides’s actions of transporting Hunter against his will–requesting that charges 

be denied as to Hunter’s request that Benavides be arrested for kidnapping him.  

34.    Namely, Singer told the DA’s Office that Hunter willingly jumped in the car while it was 

being repossessed, although Hunter told him that he was already in the car when Benavides 

repossessed it. Singer further added that Hunter’s claim that he was kidnapped was “nothing.”  

35.    Further, Singer told the DA’s Office that he and Vanunu both asked Mr. Hunter to leave 

the property multiple times, which was completely false. In fact, Singer instructed Mr. Hunter to 

remain on the property.  

36.    Neither Singer nor Vanunu told Mr. Hunter to leave the property. However, they both 

levied threats against Mr. Hunter. Vanunu threatened to–and did–call the police if Hunter did not 

sign the release form. Singer threatened Hunter by saying, “I’m going to call the DA and I’m going 

to tell them you’re trespassing,” and “Once I call the DA, if they take the charges I’m taking you 

to jail if you’re still on the property.”  

37.    After receiving Singer’s threat, Mr. Hunter left the property after Singer called the DA’s 

Office and never reentered the property. Instead, Mr. Hunter, while on a public sidewalk, called 

911 and requested that a supervisor make the scene.  

38.    After not hearing from Singer for some time, Reuther called him on his cell phone. Singer 

informed Sgt. Reuther that Mr. Hunter was still on the property and that the issue had not been 

resolved. Again, Sgt. Reuther fails to make the scene. 

39.    After Singer spoke with the DA’s Office, he then spoke with Benavides and Vanunu again. 

Benavides and Vanunu attempted to convince Singer to arrest Hunter. Benavides told Singer that 
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Mr. Hunter threatened to have him arrested.  

40.    Singer–in true irony–tells Benavides and Vanunu that Mr. Hunter “does not think 

logically.”  

41.    Again, giving reverence to Vanunu and Benavides’s claims that Hunter was just going to 

come back on the property, Singer then approaches and harasses Mr. Hunter–who is still on the 

phone with a 911 Operator–referring to him as “Bro” and telling him that he cannot stand on a 

public sidewalk. Depriving him of his right to stand on a public sidewalk. 

42.    Singer then asks Hunter for his ID. Hunter reminds Singer that his ID–and other identifying 

information–are in his vehicle.  

43.    Mr. Hunter is telling the 911 Dispatcher that he is in fear for his safety due Singer’s actions 

and disposition and is requesting another unit make the scene. Singer hears this and then grabs Mr. 

Hunter, interfering or preventing him from placing an emergency phone call, requesting assistance. 

44.    Singer then tells Mr. Hunter that he’s being “detained.” Hunter asks why he is being 

detained, and Singer replies, “you’re just going to go back on the property.” 

45.    As Hunter is asking why he is being detained, Singer then grabs him and slams him to the 

ground. Singer then applies force to the back of Hunter’s head, grinding it into the pavement, 

which caused a laceration and swelling. Singer also instructs Benavides–the person who brought 

Hunter to the lot against his will–to grab Hunter’s hand. Benavides and Singer then continue to 

assault Mr. Hunter while he is on the ground–confused as to why he is being assaulted. 

46.    So not only did Singer sit idly by with facts sufficient to form probable cause that Hunter 

was kidnapped, he instructs Hunter’s alleged kidnapper to help physically subdue him–again.  

47.    Based on Singer’s belief that Mr. Hunter was going to reenter the property once he left, 

Singer arrested Mr. Hunter for criminal trespass. It is unclear as to when Mr. Hunter went from 

being detained for an impending act to being arrested without such act ever occurring.  

48.    Prior to placing handcuffs on Mr. Hunter, Singer never told Mr. Hunter that he was under 
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arrest. 

49.    Further, Singer charged Hunter with resisting arrest. Although, Mr. Hunter did not know 

he was under arrest or use force against Officer Singer or anyone else.  

50.    As evidenced by Singer’s body worn camera footage, at no time was Mr. Hunter asked to 

leave the property by Vanunu or Benavides–in Singer’s presence.  

51.    At no time did Singer instruct Vanunu or Benavides to tell Mr. Hunter to leave the property 

or that he was not welcome back on the property.  

52.    At no time was Mr. Hunter issued a trespass warning.  

53.    Singer seemingly acknowledged that Mr. Hunter was brought to the property against his 

will by Benavides, thus did not enter the property unlawfully. Yet, without once hearing Vanunu 

or Benavides ask Mr. Hunter to leave the property, concluded that Mr. Hunter was trespassing.  

54.    It was only after Singer radioed for assistance, alleging that Hunter was resisting that Sgt. 

Reuther made the scene. 

55.    Sgt. Reuther, after reviewing Singer’s offense report and body worn camera footage of the 

incident, determined that Singer’s use of force was justified. Sgt. Reuther spoke with Benavides 

and took his statement, but failed to speak with Mr. Hunter–who asked for him to make the scene 

long before things escalated–and take his statement.  

56.    Sgt. Reuther’s conclusion was based solely on the statements made by Singer and 

Benavides.  

57.    In addition to being investigated by Sgt. Reuther, this incident was investigated by HPD’s 

Internal Affairs Division (IAD Record #52262-2017), and–again–Singer’s use of force was found 

to be justified.   

58.    In fact, of all the egregious conduct that took place, the only action the City of Houston 

found objectionable–or worthy of discipline–was Singer’s failure to deactivate his body worn 

camera when he called the DA’s Office.  


