KEN PAXTON

ATTORNEY GENERAIL OF TEXAS

August 4, 2017

Ms. Carah-Beth Bass

Counsel for the Victoria County Sheriff’s Office
Allison, Bass & Magee, L.L.P.

402 West 12th Street

Austin, Texas 78701

OR2017-17540

Dear Ms. Bass:

You ask whether certain information is subject to required public disclosure under the
. Public Information Act (the “Act”), chapter 552 of the Government Code. Your request was
assigned ID# 670271.

The Victoria County Sheriff’s Office (the “sheriff’s office”), which you represent, received
a request for the requestor’s personnel file, including disciplinary and personnel
investigations. You state the sheriff’s office has released some information to the requestor.
You claim some of the submitted information is excepted from disclosure under
sections 552.101, 552.102, 552.111, and 552.122 of the Government Code. We have
considered the exceptions you claim and reviewed the submitted information.

Section 552.101 of the Government Code excepts from public disclosure “information
considered to be confidential by law, either constitutional, statutory, or by judicial decision.”
Gov’t Code § 552.101. This section encompasses the constitutional right to privacy.
Constitutional privacy protects two kinds of interests. See Whalen v. Roe, 429
U.S. 589, 599-600 (1977); Open Records Decision Nos. 600 at 3-5 (1992), 478 at 4
(1987), 455 at 3-7 (1987). The first is the interest in independence in making certain
important decisions related to the “zones of privacy,” pertaining to marriage, procreation,
contraception, family relationships, and child rearing and education, that have been
recognized by the United States Supreme Court. See Fadjo v. Coon, 633 F.2d 1172 (5th
Cir. 1981); ORD 455 at 3-7. The second constitutionally protected privacy interest is in
freedom from public disclosure of certain personal matters. See Ramie v. City of Hedwig
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Village, Tex., 765 F.2d 490 (5th Cir. 1985); ORD 455 at 6-7. This aspect of constitutional
privacy balances the individual’s privacy interest against the public’s interest in the
information. See ORD 455 at 7. Constitutional privacy under section 552.101 is reserved
for “the most intimate aspects of human affairs.” Id. at 8 (quoting Ramie, 765 F.2d at 492).

This office has applied privacy to protect certain information about incarcerated individuals.
See Open Records Decision Nos. 430 (1985), 428 (1985), 185 (1978). Citing State v.
Ellefson,224 S.E.2d 666 (S.C. 1976) as authority, this office held that those individuals who
correspond with inmates possess a “first amendment right . . . to maintain communication
with [the inmate] free of the threat of public exposure;” and that this right would be violated
by the release of information that identifies those correspondents, because such a release
would discourage correspondence. ORD 185. The information at issue in Open Records
Decision No. 185 was the identities of individuals who had corresponded with inmates, and
our office found that “the public’s right to obtain an inmate’s correspondence list is not
sufficient to overcome the first amendment right of the inmate’s correspondents to maintain
communication with him free of the threat of public exposure.” ORD 185. Implicit in this
holding is the fact that an individual’s association with an inmate may be intimate or
embarrassing. In Open Records Decision Nos. 428 and 430, our office determined that
inmate visitor and mail logs which identify inmates and those who choose to visit or
correspond with inmates are protected by constitutional privacy because people who
correspond with inmates have a First Amendment right to do so that would be threatened if
their names were released. ORDs 428 and 430. Further, we recognized that inmates had a
constitutional right to visit with outsiders and could also be threatened if their names were
released. See also ORD 185. The rights of those individuals to anonymity was found to
outweigh the public’s interest in this information. Id.; see ORD 430 (list of inmate visitors
protected by constitutional privacy of both inmate and visitors). Accordingly, the sheriff’s
office must withhold the information we have marked under section 552.101 of the
Government Code in conjunction with the constitutional right to privacy.

Section 552.101 of the Government Code also encompasses information protected by
chapter 411 of the Government Code, which makes confidential criminal history record
“information (“CHRI”) generated by the National Crime Information Center or by the Texas
Crime Information Center. See id. § 411.083(a). Title 28, part 20 of the Code of Federal
Regulations governs the release of CHRI that states obtain from the federal government or
other states. Open Records Decision No. 565 (1990). The federal regulations allow each
state to follow its individual laws with respect to the CHRI it generates. See id.
Section 411.083 of the Government Code deems confidential CHRI that the Department of
Public Safety (“DPS”) maintains, except that DPS may disseminate this information as
provided in chapter 411, subchapter F, or subchapter E-1 of the Government Code. See
Gov’tCode §411.083(a). Sections411.083(b)(1) and 411.089(a) authorize a criminal justice
agency to obtain CHRI; however, a criminal justice agency may not release CHRI except to
another criminal justice agency for a criminal justice purpose. Id. § 411.089(b)(1). Other
entities specified in chapter 411 of the Government Code are entitled to obtain CHRI from
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DPS or another criminal justice agency; however, those entities may not release CHRI except
as provided by chapter 411. See generally id. §§ 411.090-.127. Thus, any CHRI obtained
from DPS or any other criminal justice agency must be withheld under section 552.101 in
conjunction with chapter 411, subchapter F, of the Government Code. We note
section 411.083 does not apply to active warrant information or other information relating
to one’s current involvement with the criminal justice system. See id. § 411.081(b) (police
department allowed to disclose information pertaining to person’s current involvement in the
criminal justice system). Upon review, we find portions of the remaining information consist
of CHRI that is confidential under section 411.083. Thus, the sheriff’s office must withhold
the information we have marked under section 552.101 of the Government Code in
conjunction with section 411.083 of the Government Code.

Section 552.101 of the Government Code also encompasses the doctrine of common-law
privacy, which protects information that is (1) highly intimate or embarrassing, the
publication of which would be highly objectionable to a reasonable person, and (2) not of
legitimate concern to the public. [Indus. Found v. Tex. Indus. Accident Bd., 540
S.W.2d 668, 685 (Tex. 1976). To demonstrate the applicability of common-law privacy,
both prongs of this test must be satisfied. Id. at 681-82. Types of information considered
intimate and embarrassing by the Texas Supreme Court are delineated in Industrial
Foundation. Id. at 683. The Third Court of Appeals has concluded public citizens’ dates of
birth are protected by common-law privacy pursuant to section 552.101. See Paxton
v. City of Dallas, No. 03-13-00546-CV, 2015 WL 3394061, at *3 (Tex. App.—Austin
May 22, 2015, pet. denied) (mem. op.). Thus, the sheriff’s office must withhold the public
citizens’ dates of birth we have marked under section 552.101 of the Government Code in
conjunction with common-law privacy.

Section 552.101 of the Government Code also encompasses the common-law informer’s
privilege, which Texas courts have long recognized. See Aguilar v. State, 444
S.W.2d 935, 937 (Tex. Crim. App. 1969). The informer’s privilege protects from disclosure
the identities of persons who report activities over which the governmental body has criminal
or quasi-criminal law-enforcement authority. See Open Records Decision No. 208 at 1-2
(1978). The informer’s privilege protects the identities of individuals who report violations
of statutes to the police or similar law-enforcement agencies, as well as those who report
violations of statutes with civil or criminal penalties to “administrative officials having a
duty of inspection or of law enforcement within their particular spheres.” Open Records
Decision No. 279 at 1-2 (1981) (citing 8 John H. Wigmore, Evidence in Trials at Common
Law, § 2374, at 767 (J. McNaughton Rev. Ed. 1961)). The report must be of a violation of
a criminal or civil statute. See Open Records Decision Nos. 582 at2 (1990), 515 at 4 (1988).
However, witnesses who provide information in the course of an investigation but do not
report the violation of law are not informants for the purposes of claiming the informer’s
privilege. The privilege excepts the informer’s statement only to the extent necessary to
- protect that informer’s identity. Open Records Decision No. 549 at 5 (1990). We note the
informer’s privilege does not apply where the informant’s identity is known to the individual
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who is the subject of the complaint. See ORD 208 at 1-2. Additionally, the privilege is not
intended to protect the identities of public officials and employees who have a duty to report
violations of the law. Because a public employee acts within the scope of his employment
when filing a complaint, the informer’s privilege does not protect the public employee’s
identity. Cf. United States v. St. Regis Paper Co., 328 F. Supp. 660, 665 (W.D. Wis. 1971)
(concluding public officer may not claim informer’s reward for service it is his or her official
duty to perform).

You state portions of the remaining information identify individuals who “meet[ ] the criteria
of the informer’s privilege and should be withheld.” However, we find you make no
arguments identifying the laws that are violated or whether such violations carry criminal or
civil penalties for purposes of the informer’s privilege. Accordingly, the sheriff’s office may
not withhold any of the remaining information under section 552.101 of the Government
Code on that basis.

Section 552.102(a) of the Government Code excepts from disclosure “information in a
personnel file, the disclosure of which would constitute a clearly unwarranted invasion of
personal privacy.” Gov’t Code § 552.102(a). We understand you to assert the privacy
analysis under section 552.102(a) is the same as the common-law privacy test under
section 552.101 of the Government Code, which is discussed above. See Indus. Found., 540
S.W.2d at 685. In Hubert v. Harte-Hanks Texas Newspapers, Inc., 652 S.W.2d 546, 549-51
(Tex. App.—Austin 1983, writ ref’d n.r.e.), the court of appeals ruled the privacy test under
section 552.102(a) is the same as the Industrial Foundation privacy test. However, the Texas
Supreme Court has expressly disagreed with Hubert’s interpretation of section 552.102(a),
and held the privacy standard under section 552.102(a) differs from the Industrial
Foundation test under section 552.101. See Tex. Comptroller of Pub. Accounts v. Attorney
Gen. of Tex., 354 S.W.3d 336 (Tex. 2010). The supreme court also considered the
applicability of section 552.102(a) and held it excepts from disclosure the dates of birth of
state employees in the payroll database of the Texas Comptroller of Public Accounts. See
id. at 348. Upon review, we find the remaining information is not subject to
section 552.102(a) of the Government Code. Accordingly, the sheriff’s office may not
withhold any of the remaining information on that basis. :

Section 552.111 of the Government Code excepts from disclosure “[a]n interagency or
intraagency memorandum or letter that would not be available by law to a party in litigation
with the agency[.]” Gov’t Code § 552.111. This exception encompasses the deliberative
process privilege. See Open Records Decision No. 615 at 2 (1993). The purpose of
section 552.111 is to protect advice, opinion, and recommendation in the decisional process
and to encourage open and frank discussion in the deliberative process. See Austin v. City
of San Antonio, 630 S.W.2d 391, 394 (Tex. App.—San Antonio 1982, writ ref’d n.r.e.);
Open Records Decision No. 538 at 1-2 (1990).
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In Open Records Decision No. 615, this office re-examined the statutory predecessor to
section 552.111 in light of the decision in 7exas Department of Public Safety v.
Gilbreath, 842 S.W.2d 408 (Tex. App.—Austin 1992, no writ). We determined
section 552.111 excepts from disclosure only those internal communications that consist of
advice, recommendations, opinions, and other material reflecting the policymaking processes
of the governmental body. See ORD 615 at 5. A governmental body’s policymaking
functions do not encompass routine internal administrative or personnel matters, and
disclosure of information about such matters will not inhibit free discussion of policy issues
among agency personnel. Id.; see also City of Garland v. Dallas Morning News, 22
S.W.3d 351 (Tex. 2000) (section 552.111 not applicable to personnel-related
communications that did not involve policymaking). A governmental body’s policymaking
functions do include administrative and personnel matters of broad scope that affect the
governmental body’s policy mission. See Open Records Decision No. 631 at 3 (1995).

Further, section 552.111 does not protect facts and written observations of facts and events
that are severable from advice, opinions, and recommendations. Arlington Indep. Sch. Dist.
v. Tex. Attorney Gen.,37 S.W.3d 152 (Tex. App.—Austin 2001, no pet.); see ORD 615 at 5.
But if factual information is so inextricably intertwined with material involving advice,
opinion, or recommendation as to make severance of the factual data impractical, the factual
information also may be withheld under section 552.111. See Open Records Decision
No. 313 at 3 (1982).

You state the information at issue includes reports and recommendations that were used in
the decision to terminate an employee. Additionally, you state the information at issue
contains the advice, opinions, and recommendations of the sheriff’s office. However, upon
review, we find the information at issue is general administrative and purely factual
information or does not pertain to policymaking. Thus, we find you have failed to
demonstrate the remaining information consists of internal communications containing
advice, opinions, or recommendations on the policymaking matters of the sheriff’s office.
Accordingly, the sheriff’s office may not withhold any portion of the remaining information
under section 552.111 of the Government Code.

Section 552.122 of the Government Code excepts from public disclosure “[a] test item
developed by a . . . governmental body[.]” Gov’t Code § 552.122(b). In Open Records
Decision No. 626 (1994), this office determined the term “test item” in section 552.122
includes “any standard means by which an individual’s or group’s knowledge or ability in
a particular area is evaluated,” but does not encompass evaluations of an employee’s overall
job performance or suitability. ORD 626 at 6. The question of whether specific information
falls within the scope of section 552.122(b) must be determined on a ease-by-case basis. Id.
Traditionally, this office has applied section 552.122 where release of “test items” might
compromise the effectiveness of future examinations. Id. at 4-5; see also Open Records
Decision No. 118(1976). Section 552.122 also protects the answers to test questions when
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the answers might reveal the questions themselves. See Attorney General Opinion TM-640
at 3 (1987); ORD 626 at 8.

You state some of the remaining information “contain test items developed by the [sheriff’s
office] for use in the hiring process.” However, we find the information at issue only
evaluates an individual’s experience, personal opinions, and subjective ability to respond to
particular situations and does not test any specific knowledge of the applicant. Accordingly,
we find the remaining information does not consist of test items under section 552.122(b)
of the Government Code and may not be withheld on that basis.

We note some of the remaining information is subject to section 552.130 of the Government
Code." Section 552.130 of the Government Code provides information relating to a motor
vehicle operator’s license, driver’s license, motor vehicle title or registration, or personal
identification document issued by an agency of this state or another state or country is
excepted from public release. See Gov’t Code § 552.130. Accordingly, the sheriff’s office
must withhold the motor vehicle record information we have marked under section 552.130
of the Government Code.

We note the remaining information also contains e-mail addresses that are subject to
section 552.137 of the Government Code. Section 552.137 ofthe Government Code excepts
from disclosure “an e-mail address of a member of the public that is provided for the purpose
of communicating electronically with a governmental body” unless the member of the public
consents to its release or the e-mail address is of a type specifically excluded by subsection
(c). Seeid. § 552.137(a)-(c). The e-mail addresses at issue are not excluded by subsection
(c). Therefore, the sheriff’s office must withhold the personal e-mail addresses we have
marked under section 552.137 of the Government Code, unless the owners affirmatively
consent to their public disclosure.

In summary, the sheriff’s office must withhold the information we have marked under
section 552.101 of the Government Code in conjunction with the constitutional right to
privacy. The sheriff’s office must withhold the information we have marked under
section 552.101 of the Government Code in conjunction with section 411.083 of the
Government Code. The sheriff’s office must withhold the public citizens’ dates of birth we
have marked under section 552.101 of the Government Code in conjunction with common-
law privacy. The sheriff’s office must withhold the motor vehicle record information we
have marked under section 552.130 of the Government Code. The sheriff’s office must
withhold the personal e-mail addresses we have marked under section 552.137 of the

'The Office of the Attorney General will raise mandatory exceptions on behalf ofa governmental body,
but ordinarily will not raise other exceptions. See Open Records Decision Nos. 481 (1987), 480 (1987), 470
(1987).
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Government Code, unless the owners affirmatively consent to their public disclosure. The
sheriff’s office must release the remaining information.’

This letter ruling is limited to the particular information at issue in this request and limited
to the facts as presented to us; therefore, this ruling must not be relied upon as a previous
determination regarding any other information or any other circumstances.

This ruling triggers important deadlines regarding the rights and responsibilities of the
governmental body and of the requestor. For more information concerning those rights
and responsibilities, please visit our website at http://www.texasattornevgeneral.gov/open/
orl ruling info.shtml, or call the Office of the Attorney General’s Open Government
Hotline, toll free, at (877) 673-6839. Questions concerning the allowable charges for
providing public information under the Act may be directed to the Office of the Attorney
General, toll free, at (888) 672-6787.

Sincerely,

QLA A5

Gerald A. Arismendez
Assistant Attorney General
Open Records Division
GAA/tdw

Ref: ID# 670271

Enc. Submitted documents

c Requestor
(w/0 enclosures)

*We note the information being released contains social security numbers. Section 552.147(b) of the
Government Code authorizes a governmental body to redact a living person’s social security number from
public release without the necessity of requesting a decision from this office. See Gov’t Code § 552.147(b).
We also note the requestor has a right of access to some of the information being released in this instance. See
Id. § 552.023(a) (governmental body may not deny access to person to whom information relates or person’s
agent on ground that information is considered confidential by privacy principles); Open Records Decision
No. 481 at 4 (1987) (privacy theories not implicated when individuals request information concerning
themselves). Thus, if the sheriff’s office receives another request for the same information from a different
requestor, the sheriff’s office must again seek a decision from this office.



