ATTORNEY GENERAL OF TEXAS
GREG ABBOTT

October 3, 2012

Mr. Joel B. Locke

Shafer, Davis, O’Leary & Stoker, P.C.
Post Office Drawer 1552

Odessa, Texas 79760-1552

OR2012-15748
Dear Mr. Locke:

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# 466786.

The Midland Odessa Transit Management Inc., D/B/A EZ-Rider (“EZ-Rider”) received a
request for personnel files for all drivers and employee driving logs, invoices from parts
dealers, parts requests, and specified communications from a specified time period. You
assert EZ-Rider is not a governmental body subject to the Act. In the alternative, you claim
that the submitted information is excepted from disclosure under
sections 552.101, 552.102, 552.111, 552.130, 552.136, and 552.147 of the Government
Code.! We have considered your submitted arguments and reviewed the submitted
information, portions of which are representative samples.>

Initially, you argue that the submitted information is not subject to the Act because EZ-Rider
is not a governmental body. Under the Act, the term “governmental body” includes several
enumerated kinds of entities and “the part, section, or portion of an organization, corporation,
commission, committee, institution, or agency that spends or that is supported in whole or

'Although your brief does not specifically raise section 552.101, we understand you to raise this
exception based on the substance of your arguments.

*We assume the “representative sample” of records submitted to this office is truly representative of
the requested records as a whole. See Open Records Decision Nos. 499 (1988), 497 (1988). This open records
letter does not reach, and therefore does not authorize the withholding of, any other requested records to the
extent those records contain substantially different types of information than that submitted to this office.
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in part by public funds[.]” Gov’t Code § 552.003(1)(A)(xii). The phrase “public funds”
means funds of the state or of a governmental subdivision of the state. Id § 552.003(5).

Both the courts and this office previously have considered the scope of the definition of
“governmental body” under the Act and its statutory predecessor. In Kneeland v. National
Collegiate Athletic Association, 850 F.2d 224 (5th Cir. 1988), the United States Court of
Appeals for the Fifth Circuit recognized that opinions of this office do not declare private
persons or businesses to be “‘governmental bodies” that are subject to the Act “simply
because [the persons or businesses] provide specific goods or services under a contract
with a government body.” Kneeland, 850 F.2d at 228; see Open Records Decision
No. 1 (1973). Rather, the Kneeland court noted that in interpreting the predecessor to
section 552.003 of the Government Code, this office’s opinions generally examine the facts
of the relationship between the private entity and the governmental body and apply three
distinct patterns of analysis:

The opinions advise that an entity receiving public funds becomes a
governmental body under the Act, unless its relationship with the government
imposes “a specific and definite obligation . . . to provide a measurable
amount of service in exchange for a certain amount of money as would be
expected in a typical arms-length contract for services between a vendor and
purchaser.” Tex. Att’y Gen. No. JM-821 (1987), quoting ORD-228 (1979).
That same opinion informs that “a contract or relationship that involves
public funds and that indicates a common purpose or objective or that creates
an agency-type relationship between a private entity and a public entity will
bring the private entity within the . . . definition of a ‘governmental body.*”
Finally, that opinion, citing others, advises that some entities, such as
volunteer fire departments, will be considered governmental bodies if they
provide “services traditionally provided by governmental bodies.”

Kneeland, 850 F.2d at 228. The Kneeland court ultimately concluded that the National
Collegiate Athletic Association (the “NCAA”) and the Southwest Conference (the “SWC”),
both of which received public funds, were not “governmental bodies” for purposes of the Act
because both provided specific, measurable services in return for those funds. See id.
at 230-31. Both the NCAA and the SWC were associations made up of both private and
public universities. Both the NCAA and the SWC received dues and other revenues from
their member institutions. /d. at 226-28. In return for those funds, the NCAA and the SWC
provided specific services to their members, such as supporting various NCAA and SWC
committees; producing publications, television messages, and statistics; and investigating
complaints of violations of NCAA and SWC rules and regulations. /d. at 229-31. The
Kneeland court concluded that although the NCAA and the SWC received public funds from
some of their members, neither entity was a “governmental body” for purposes of the Act,
because the NCAA and SWC did not receive the funds for their general support. Rather, the
NCAA and the SWC provided “specific and gaugeable services” in return for the funds that
they received from their member public institutions. See id. at 231; see also A. H. Belo Corp.
v. S. Methodist Univ., 734 S.W.2d 720 (Tex. App.—Dallas 1987, writ denied) (athletic
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departments of private-school members of SWC did not receive or spend public funds and
thus were not governmental bodies for purposes of Act).

In exploring the scope of the definition of “governmental body” under the Act, this office has
distinguished between private entities that receive public funds in return for specific,
measurable services and those entities that receive public funds as general support. In Open
Records Decision No. 228 (1979), we considered whether the North Texas Commission (the
“commission”), a private, nonprofit corporation chartered for the purpose of promoting the
interests of the Dallas-Fort Worth metropolitan area, was a governmental body. See
ORD 228 at 1. The commission’s contract with the City of Fort Worth obligated the city to
pay the commission $80,000 per year for three years. /d. The contract obligated the
commission, among other things, to “[c]ontinue its current successful programs and
implement such new and innovative programs as will further its corporate objectives and
common City’s interests and activities.” /d. at2. Noting this provision, this office stated that
“[e]ven if all other parts of the contract were found to represent a strictly arms-length
transaction, we believe that this provision places the various governmental bodies which
have entered into the contract in the position of ‘supporting’ the operation of the Commission
with public funds within the meaning of [the predecessor to section 552.003).” Id.
Accordingly, the commission was determined to be a governmental body for purposes of the
Act. Id

In Open Records Decision No. 602 (1992), we addressed the status of the Dallas Museum
of Art (the “DMA?”) under the Act. The DMA was a private, nonprofit corporation that had
contracted with the City of Dallas to care for and preserve an art collection owned by the city
and to maintain, operate, and manage an art museum. See Open Records Decision No. 602
at 1-2. The contract required the city to support the DMA by maintaining the museum
building, paying for utility service, and providing funds for other costs of operating the
museum. /d. at2. We noted that an entity that receives public funds is a governmental body
under the Act, unless the entity’s relationship with the governmental body from which it
receives funds imposes “a specific and definite obligation . . . to provide a measurable
amount of service in exchange for a certain amount of money as would be expected in a
typical arms-length contract for services between a vendor and purchaser.” Id at 4. We
found that “the [City of Dallas] is receiving valuable services in exchange for its obligations,
but, in our opinion, the very nature of the services the DMA provides to the [City of Dallas]
cannot be known, specific, or measurable.” Id. at 5. Thus, we concluded that the City of
Dallas provided general support to the DMA facilities and operation, making the DMA a
governmental body to the extent that it received the city’s financial support. /d. Therefore,
the DMA’s records that related to programs supported by public funds were subject to
the Act. Id

We note that the precise manner of public funding is not the sole dispositive issue in
determining whether a particular entity is subject to the Act. See Attorney General Opinion
JM-821 at 3 (1987). Other aspects of a contract or relationship that involves the transfer of
public funds between a private and a public entity must be considered in determining whether
the private entity is a “governmental body” under the Act. /d. at 4. For example, a contract
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or relationship that involves public funds, and that indicates a common purpose or objective
or that creates an agency-type relationship between a private entity and a public entity, will
bring the private entity within the definition of a “governmental body” under
section 552.003(1)(A)(xii) of the Government Code. The overall nature of the relationship
created by the contract is relevant in determining whether the private entity is so closely
associated with the governmental body that the private entity falls within the Act. /d.

You state EZ-Rider is a private, for-profit corporation and is a subsidiary of McDonald
Transit Associates, Inc. (“McDonald”). You have submitted an interlocal agreement between
the City of Midland and the City of Odessa creating Midland Odessa Urban Transit District
(“MOUTD”), a political subdivision district to provide for a public transportation system,
under chapter 458 of the Transportation Code and chapter 791 of the Government Code. See
generally Trans. Code §§458.001,.009, .011 (regarding urban transit districts); Gov’t Code
§§ 791.001-.035 (Interlocal Cooperation Act). You have also provided a copy of a contract
between McDonald and MOUTD for management services of the transportation system. In
the contract with MOUTD, we find MOUTD will make available facilities and equipment
to McDonald, MOUTD will pay McDonald a fixed monthly management fee, MOUTD will
pay the operating expenses of the transportation system, and all services rendered by
McDonald are subject to review by MOUTD. Based upon our review of the submitted
contract, we conclude that EZ-Rider shares a common purpose and objective with MOUTD,
such that an agency-type relationship exists between the parties. See Open Records Decision
No. 621 at 7n.10(1993). Accordingly, we conclude that EZ-Rider falls within the definition
of a “governmental body” under section 552.003(1)(A)(xii) of the Government Code. As we
conclude that EZ-Rider is a governmental body for purposes of the Act, we will next address
EZ-Rider’s alternative arguments to withhold the submitted information pursuant to the Act.

Next, you state EZ-Rider has no written parts requests. You also state EZ-Rider does not
maintain driving logs, but EZ-Rider does maintain payroll time sheets. We note the Actdoes
not require a governmental body to release information that did not exist when it received
a request or to create responsive information. See Economic Opportunities Dev. Corp. v.
Bustamante, 562 S.W.2d 266 (Tex. Civ. App.—San Antonio 1978, writ dism’d); Open
Records Decision Nos. 605 at 2 (1992), 555 at 1 (1990), 452 at 3 (1986), 362 at 2 (1983).
Likewise, a governmental body is not required to produce the responsive information in the
format requested or create new information to respond to the request for information. A&T
Consultants, Inc. v. Sharp, 904 S.W.2d 668, 676 (Tex.1995); Fish v. Dallas Indep. Sch.
Dist., 31 S.W.3d 678, 681 (Tex. App.—Eastland 2000, pet. denied); Attorney General
Opinion H-90 (1973); Open Records Decision Nos. 452 at 2-3, 342 at 3 (1982), 87 (1975).
However, the Act does require the governmental body to make a good faith effort to relate
a request to information that the governmental body holds or to which it has access. See
Open Records Decision Nos. 563 at 8 (1990), 561 at 8-9 (1990), 555 at 1-2, 534 at 2-3
(1989). In this instance, you have submitted payroll time sheets as responsive to the request
for employee driving logs. Thus, we find EZ-Rider has made a good faith effort to locate
information responsive to this portion of the request. As you have raised no exceptions to
disclosure of this information, EZ-Rider must release the payroll time sheets. We will
address your claimed exceptions for the remaining submitted information.
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Section 552.101 of the Government Code excepts from disclosure “information considered
to be confidential by law, either constitutional, statutory, or by judicial decision.” Gov’t
Code § 552.101. This section encompasses information protected by other statutes, including
section 1324a of title 8 of the United States Code, which provides that an Employment
Eligibility Verification Form I-9 “may not be used for purposes other than for enforcement
of this chapter” and for enforcement of other federal statutes governing crime and criminal
investigations. 8 U.S.C. § 1324a(b)(5); see also 8 C.F.R. § 274a.2(b)(4). The release of the
submitted I-9 forms and attachments in response to this request for information would be for
purposes other than for enforcement of the referenced federal statutes. Accordingly, the
submitted I-9 forms and attachments we have marked are excepted from disclosure under
section 552.101 of the Government Code in conjunction with section 1324a of title 8 of the
United States Code.

Section 552.101 of the Government Code also encompasses section 6103(a) of title 26 of the
United States Code, which renders tax return information confidential. See Attorney General
Opinion H-1274 (1978) (tax returns); Open Records Decision Nos. 600 (1992) (W-4 forms).
Section 6103(b) defines the term “return information™ as:

a taxpayer’s identity, the nature, source, or amount of his income, payments,
receipts, deductions, exemptions, credits, assets, liabilities, net worth, tax
liability, tax withheld, deficiencies, overassessments, or tax payments . . . or
any other data, received by, recorded by, prepared by, furnished to, or
collected by the Secretary [of the Internal Revenue Service] with respect to
a return or with respect to the determination of the existence, or possible
existence, of liability . . . for any tax, penalty, interest, fine, forfeiture, or
other imposition, or offense[.]

26 U.S.C. § 6103(b)(2)(A). Federal courts have construed the term “return information”
expansively to include any information gathered by the Internal Revenue Service (the “IRS™)
regarding a taxpayer’s liability under title 26 of the United States Code. See Chamberlain v.
Kurtz, 589 F.2d 827, 840-41 (5th Cir. 1979); Mallas v. Kolak, 721 F. Supp. 748, 754
(M.D.N.C. 1989), aff’d in part, 993 F.2d 1111 (4th Cir. 1993). We have marked W-4 forms
in the submitted information. See 26 U.S.C. § 6103(b). Thus, EZ-Rider must withhold the
tax return information we have marked under section 552.101 of the Government Code in
conjunction with section 6103(a) of title 26 of the United States Code.

Section 552.101 of the Government Code also encompasses information protected by the
Medical Practice Act (the “MPA”), subtitle B of title 3 of the Occupations Code. Occ. Code
§§ 151.001-165.160. Section 159.002 of the MPA provides in part:

(a) A communication between a physician and a patient, relative to or in
connection with any professional services as a physician to the patient, is
confidential and privileged and may not be disclosed except as provided by
this chapter.

IS =S EEEENRNNN..
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(b) A record of the identity, diagnosis, evaluation, or treatment of a patient
by a physician that is created or maintained by a physician is confidential and
privileged and may not be disclosed except as provided by this chapter.

(c) A person who receives information from a confidential communication
or record as described by this chapter, other than a person listed in
Section 159.004 who is acting on the patient’s behalf, may not disclose the
information except to the extent that disclosure is consistent with the
authorized purposes for which the information was first obtained.

Id. § 159.002(a)-(c). Information that is subject to the MPA includes both medical records
and information obtained from those medical records. See id. §§ 159.002, .004; Open
Records Decision No. 598 (1991). This office has concluded the protection afforded by
section 159.002 extends only to records created by either a physician or someone under the
supervision of a physician. See Open Records Decision Nos. 487 (1987), 370 (1983), 343
(1982). Medical records must be released upon the patient’s signed, written consent,
pursuant to sections 159.004 and 159.005. Occ. Code §§ 159.004-.005. Any subsequent
release of medical records must be consistent with the purposes for which the governmental
body obtained the records. See id. § 159.002(c); Open Records Decision No. 565 at 7
(1990). Upon review, we find the information we have marked consists of a record of the
identity, diagnosis, evaluation, or treatment of a patient by a physician that was created by
aphysician. Therefore, the marked information constitutes a confidential medical record and
may be released only in accordance with the MPA.

Section 552.101 of the Government Code also encompasses the doctrine of common-law
privacy, which protects information if it (1) contains highly intimate or embarrassing facts,
the publication of which would be highly objectionable to a reasonable person, and (2) is 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. /d. at 681-82. The type of information considered
intimate or embarrassing by the Texas Supreme Court in Industrial Foundation included
information relating to sexual assault, pregnancy, mental or physical abuse in the workplace,
illegitimate children, psychiatric treatment of mental disorders, attempted suicide, and
injuries to sexual organs. /d at 683. This office has found that some kinds of medical
information or information indicating disabilities or specific illnesses are excepted from
required public disclosure under common-law privacy. See Open Records Decision Nos. 470
(1987) (illness from severe emotional and job-related stress), 455 (1987) (prescription drugs,
illnesses, operations, and physical handicaps). This office has also found that personal
financial information not related to a financial transaction between an individual and a
governmental body is highly intimate or embarrassing and of no legitimate public interest.
See Open Records Decision Nos. 600 (employee’s designation of retirement beneficiary,
choice of insurance carrier, election of optional coverages, direct deposit authorization, forms
allowing employee to allocate pretax compensation to group insurance, health care or
dependent care), 545 (1990) (deferred compensation information, mortgage payments, assets,
bills, and credit history protected under common-law privacy), 373 (1983) (sources of
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income not related to financial transaction between individual and governmental body
protected under common-law privacy). We note, however, that the public generally has a
legitimate interest in information that relates to public employment and public employees.
See Open Records Decisions Nos. 562 at 10 (1990) (personnel file information does not
involve most intimate aspects of human affairs, but in fact touches on matters of legitimate
public concern), 542 (1990), 470 at 4 (public has legitimate interest in job qualifications and
performance of public employees), 444 at 5-6 (1986) (public has legitimate interest in
knowing reasons for dismissal, demotion, promotion, or resignation of public
employees), 423 at 2 (1984) (scope of public employee privacy is narrow). Upon review, we
find the information we have marked is highly intimate or embarrassing and of no legitimate
public interest. Accordingly, EZ-Rider must withhold the information we have marked under
section 552.101 of the Government Code in conjunction with common-law privacy.’
However, we find none of the remaining information is highly intimate or embarrassing and
not of legitimate public interest. Therefore, none of the remaining information may be
withheld under section 552.101 on the basis of common-law privacy.

Section 552.102 of the Government Code excepts from disclosure “information in a
personnel file, the disclosure of which would constitute a clearly unwanted invasion
of personal privacy.” Gov’t Code § 552.102(a). You 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. 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
Third 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 expressly disagreed
with Hubert’s interpretation of section 552.102(a) and held its privacy standard 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 then
considered the applicability of section 552.102, and held section 552.102(a) excepts from
disclosure the dates of birth of state employees in the payroll database of the
Texas Comptroller of Public Accounts. See id. at 347-48. Upon review, we find EZ-
Rider must withhold the information we have marked under section 552.102(a) of the
Government Code. However, we find no portion of the remaining information is subject to
section 552.102(a), and EZ-Rider may not withhold any of the remaining information on that
basis.

Section 552.111 of the Government Code excepts from disclosure “an 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. Section 552.111 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

’As we our ruling is dispositive, we need not address your remaining arguments against disclosure of
this information.
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of San Antonio, 630 S.W.2d 391, 394 (Tex. App.—San Antonio 1982, no writ); Open
Records Decision No. 538 at 1-2 (1990).

In Open Records Decision No. 615, this office reexamined the statutory predecessor to
section 552.111 in light of the decision in Texas 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. ORD 615 at S; see also City of Garland v. Dallas Morning
News, 22 S.W.3d 351, 364 (Tex. 2000); Arlington Indep. Sch. Dist. v. Texas Attorney
Gen., 37 S.W.3d 152 (Tex. App.—Austin 2001, no pet.). 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). However, 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. ORD 615
at 5-6; see also Dallas Morning News, 22 S.W.3d at 364 (section 552.111 not applicable to
personnel-related communications that did not involve policymaking).

Further, section 552.111 does not generally except from disclosure facts and written
observations of facts and events that are severable from advice, opinions, and
recommendations. Arlington Indep. Sch. Dist., 37 S.W.3d at 157; 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 claim some of the remaining information consists of intraagency memoranda protected
under section 552.111 of the Government Code. Upon review, however, we find the
information at issue is factual in nature or relates to routine internal administrative matters
that do not rise to the level of policymaking for purposes of section 552.111. Therefore,
none of the remaining information at issue may be withheld under section 552.111 of the
Government Code.

Section 552.117(a)(1) of the Government Code excepts from disclosure the current and
former home addresses and telephone numbers, emergency contact information, social
security numbers, and family member information of current or former officials or employees
of a governmental body who request this information be kept confidential under
section 552.024 of the Government Code.! Gov’t Code § 552.117(a). We further note
section 552.117 also applies to the personal cellular telephone number of a current or former
official or employee of a governmental body, provided the cellular telephone service is not

“The Office of the Attorney General will raise mandatory exceptions on behalf of a governmental body,
but ordinarily will not raise other exceptions. See Open Records Decision Nos. 481 (1987), 480 (1987), 470
(1987).
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paid for by a governmental body. See Open Records Decision No. 506 at 5-6 (1988)
(section 552.117 not applicable to cellular telephone numbers paid for by governmental body
and intended for official use). Whether information is protected by section 552.117(a)(1)
must be determined at the time the request for it is made. See Open Records Decision
No. 530 at 5 (1989). EZ-Rider may only withhold information under section 552.117(a)(1)
on behalf of current or former officials or employees who made a request for confidentiality
under section 552.024 prior to the date on which the request for this information was made.
Therefore, if the individuals whose information is at issue timely requested confidentiality
under section 552.024 and if the cellular services at issue are not paid for by a governmental
body, EZ-Rider must withhold the information we have marked under section 552.117(a)(1).*
Conversely, if the individuals at issue did not timely request confidentiality
under section 552.024 or a governmental body pays for the marked cellular telephone
services, EZ-Rider may not withhold the marked information under section 552.117(a)(1)
of the Government Code.

Section 552.130 of the Government Code provides information relating to a motor vehicle
operator’s or driver’s license, title, or registration issued by a Texas agency, or an agency of
another state or country, is excepted from public release. Gov’t Code § 552.130(a)(1), (2).
Uponreview, we find EZ-Rider must withhold the motor vehicle record information we have
marked under section 552.130 of the Government Code.

Section 552.137 of the 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 owner of the e-mail address consents to its release or the
e-mail address falls within the scope of section 552.137(c). See id. § 552.137(a)-(c). The
e-mail addresses we have marked do not appear to be a type specifically excluded by
section 552.137(c). Accordingly, EZ-Rider must withhold the e-mail addresses we have
marked under section 552.137 of the Government Code, unless the owners of the e-mail
addresses consent to their release.

In summary, the submitted I-9 forms and attachments we have marked are excepted from
disclosure under section 552.101 of the Government Code in conjunction with section 1324a
of title 8 of the United States Code. EZ-Rider must withhold the tax return information we
have marked under section 552.101 of the Government Code in conjunction with section
6103(a) of title 26 of the United States Code. EZ-Rider may only release the marked medical
record in accordance with the MPA. EZ-Rider must withhold the information we have
marked under section 552.101 of the Government Code in conjunction with common-law
privacy. EZ-Rider must withhold the information we have marked under section 552.102(a)
of the Government Code. If the individuals whose information is at issue timely requested

’As our ruling is dispositive, we need not address your remaining argument against disclosure of this
information except to note that regardless of the applicability of section 552.117, 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 under the Act. See Gov't Code
§ 552.147(b).
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confidentiality under section 552.024 and if the cellular services at issue are not paid for by
a governmental body, EZ-Rider must withhold the information we have marked under
section 552.117(a)(1) of the Government Code. EZ-Rider must withhold the motor
vehicle record information we have marked under section 552.130 of the Government Code.
EZ-Rider must withhold the e-mail addresses we have marked under section 552.137 of
the Government Code, unless the owners of the e-mail addresses consent to their release.®
EZ-Rider 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.oag state.tx.us/open/index_orl.php,
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 must be directed to the Cost Rules Administrator of the Office of
the Attorney General, toll free, at (888) 672-6787.

Sincgrely,

Sarah Casterline

Assistant Attorney General
Open Records Division
SEC/som

Ref: ID# 466786

Enc. Submitted documents

c: Requestor
(w/o enclosures)

*We note Open Records Decision No. 684 (2009) is a previous determination to all governmental
bodies authorizing them to withhold specific categories of information without the necessity of requesting an
attorney general decision, including W-4 forms under section 552.101 of the Government Code in conjunction
with section 6103(a) of title 26 of the United States Code, an I-9 form and attachments under section §52.101
in conjunction with section 1324a of title 8 of the United States Code, direct deposit authorization forms under
section 552.101 in conjunction with common-law privacy, and an e-mail address of a member of the public
under section 552.137 of the Government Code, without the necessity of requesting a decision from this office.




