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Dear Mr. Pertile:

You ask whether certain jnformation is subject to required public disclosure under the
Public Information Act (the "Act"), chapter 552 ofthe Government Code. Your request was
assigned ID# 321272.

The Stafford Police Department (the "department"), which you represent, received a request
for four categories of information relating to a specified collision between the requestor and
a named officer, specifically (1) documents related to officer and vehicular training provided
to the named officer, (2) documents related to the accident investigation and reports
regarding the requestor and the officer, (3) the City ofStafford's (the "city") personnel policy
manual for all city employees, and (4) the department's vehicular operating procedures for
public safety officers. You inform us the department will make the city's personnel policy
manual available to the requestor. You claim the remaining information is excepted from
disclosure under sections 552.101 and 552.103 of the Government Code. We have
considered the exceptions you claim and reviewed the submitted representative sample of
information.

IllitiCillY, w~ l1Qt~YQU hav~ sllbmittedinfQnnatiQnr~spQnsive :to categories 1 and 2 only. We
assume the "representative sample" ofinformation you submitted that is responsive to these
categories is truly representative of these types of responsive records. See Open Records
Decision Nos. 499 (1988), 497 (1988). However, we note you did not submit any
information responsive to category 4. To the extent any information responsive to this part
ofthe request existed on the date the department received this request, we assume you have
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released it to therequestor. Ifyou have not released any such information, you must release
it at this time. See Gov't Code §§ 552.301(a), .302.

Section 552.103 of the Government Code provides in part:

I
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~aJ-Information-is-excepted-from-Erequired-publie-cliselosure~-i-f-it-is-.----~---­

-~informationrelating to litig~tionof a civil-or criminal naturetowhichthe~
state or a political sulJdivision Isor may Be a PartY or to wl1icn an officer or
employee of the state or a political subdivision, as a consequence of the

.u .. person's office-oremployment, is oLmay~be~aparty.u
,,---"-----"--~~~-"-=~==-===-=~==--========-=.::

Jcl II!f~l1lation relatingto litigation involving a governmental body or an
officer or employee of a.-govemmenta( b~o~dyTs excepted from-disclosure
under Subsection (a) only ifthe litigation is pending or reasonably anticipated
on the date that the requestor applies to the officer for public information for
access to or duplication of the information.

Id. § 552.l03(a), (c). A governmental body has the burden ofproviding relevant facts and
documents to show that the section 552.l03(a) exception is applicable in a particular
situation. The test for meeting this burden is a showing that (1) litigation was pending or
reasonably anticipated on the date that the governmental body received the request for
information, and (2) the information at issue is related to that litigation. Thomas v.
Cornyn, 71 S.W.3d473, 487 (Tex. App.-Austin 2002, nopet.); Univ. ofTex. Lqw Sch. v.
Tex. Legal Found., 958 S.W.2d 479, 481 (Tex. App.-Austin 1997, no pet.); Heard v.
Houston Post Co., 684 S.W.2d 210, 212 (Tex. App.-Houston [1st Dist.] 1984, writ refd
n.r.e.); Open Records Decision No. 551 at 4 (1990). A governmental body must meet both
prongs of this test for information to be excepted under section 552.l03(a).

To establish that litigation is reasonably anticipated, a governmental body must provide this
office with "concrete evidence showing that the claim that litigation may ensue is more than
mere conjecture." ·Open Records Decision No. 452 at 4 (1986). Whether litigation is
reasonably anticipated must be determined on a case-by-case basis. Id. In Open Records
Decision No. 638 (1996), this office stated a governmental body has met its burden of
showing that litigation is reasonably anticipated when ithas received a notice ofclaim letter,
and the governmental body represents the notice of claim letter is in compliance with the
requirements·Qf the Texas Tort Claims Act ("TTCA"), chapter 101 of the Texas Civil
Practice & Remedies Code, or an applicable municipal ordinance.

You assert the department and the city reasonably anticipate litigation relating to the collision
that is the subject of this request. You state and have submitted documentation showing,
prior to the date the department received this request for information, the city had received
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a claim in connection with the collision. You also assert the request for information itself I

is a claim letter. You represent to this office these claims are in compliance with the TTCA. !

Having reviewed your arguments and the submitted information, we conclude litigation was II

reasonably anticipated on the date the department received this request for information. _
Furthermore, we find the submitted information is related to the anticipated litigation for _I

---- - ---purp-o-ses-of-section-55-2--:1-03{a}:-We-therefore-conclude-the-department--may-withhold-the--- I
- ---submitted information pursuant to section 552.103oftheGovernment Code.1

- ---- ----we-n-ote~ho~e-ver, once the inform-a-tl-'o:t-issue has been obtained by all parties tothe~~-I
______ -anticiRatedJitigation.throughdiscove!yor.otherwise,_nosection552.103(a),-,j=n=te::.::r-=--es=-=t-,_e=x=is::.::.ts=-=~~=~=.:..._=J~

with respect to the information. Open Records Decision Nos. 349 (1982), 320 (1982). [I_

Further, the applicability of section 552.l03(a) ends when the litigation has conclud.ed.
Attorney General Opinion MW-575 at 2 (1982); Open Records Decision Nos. 350 at 3

______ D£82),J49Clt~(l98~)._ _ .. ____ .. _

This letter ruling is limited to the particular records 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 records or any other circumstances.

This ruling triggers important deadlines regarding the rights and responsibilities of the
governmental body and of the requestor. For example, governmental bodies are prohibited
from asking tneattomey general to reconsider this ruling. Gov't Code §552.301(f). If the
governmental body wants to challenge this ruling, the governmental body must file suit in
Travis County within 30 calendar days. Id. § 552.324(b). In order to get the full benefit of
such a challenge, the governmental body must file suit within 1o calendar days.
Id. § 552.353(b)(3). If the governmental body does not file suit over this ruling and the
governmental body does not comply with it, then both the requestor and the attorney
general have the right to file suit against the governmental body to enforce this "ruling.
Id. § 552.321(a).

If this ruling requires the governmental body to release all or part of the requested
information, the governmental body is responsible for taking the next step. Based on the
statute, the attorney general expects that, upon receiving this ruling, the governmental body
will either release the public records promptly pursuant to section 552.221(a) of the
Government Code or file a lawsuit challenging this ruling pursuant to section 552.324 ofthe
Government Code. If the governmental body fails to do one of these things, then the
requestor should report that failure to the attorney general's Open Government Hotline,
tell-free, at(877) 6n-68J9. The requestor may also file a complaint with the district or
county attorney. Id. § 552.3215{e).

lAs our ruling is dispositive, we need not address your remaining argument against disclosure.
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If this ruling requires or permits the governmental body to withhold all or some of the
requested information, the requestor can challenge that decision by suing the governmental
body. Id. § 552.321(a); Texas Dep't ofPub. Safety v. Gilbreath, 842 S.W.2d 408, 411
(Tex. App.-Austin 1992, no writ). .

----------Please-remember-that-under-the-Aet-the-release-ofinform:ation-triggers-eertain-proeedures-for~----­

costs and charges to the requestor. If records are released in compliance withthisruling,be
----------surefliat alrcnarges for flieinf6rmation are at or Below me-legal amount~QuesLions or

complaints about over-charging must be directed to Hadassah Schloss at the Office of the
Attorney GeneraLat(512) 475-249]. _ _ __ _

----------

If the governmental body, the requestor, or any other person has questions· or comments
about this ruling,·they may contact our office. Although there is no statutory deadline for

_ __ _ _ _ 2Q!1tEtCt!PKU~, fue_att()~l1ey g~l1(~r~1 pr~fer~tg!~()eiv~ aJ.1l'c~11.p11ents ~ithin 1O~~l~l1d~Aay~._ _
of the date of this ruling.

Sincerely,

Katherine M. Kroll
Assistant Attorney General
Open Records Division

KMK/eeg

Ref: ID# 321272

Ene. Submitted documents

c: Mr. Hernando Montenegro, Jr;
14010 Kathi Lynn
Sugar Land, Texas 77478
(w/o enclosures)
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