ATTORNEY GENERAL OF TEXAS

July 19, 2016

Ms. Pat McGowan

Counsel for the City of Fredericksburg
Pat McGowan, P.C.

P.O. Box 836

Fredericksburg, Texas 78624

OR2016-16183
Dear Ms. McGowan:

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# 618985.

The Fredericksburg Police Department (the “department”), which you represent, received a
request for information related to a named department officer. You state the department is
releasing some of the requested information. You claim the submitted information is
excepted from disclosure under section 552.101 of the Government Code. We have
considered the exception 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. Section 552.101 encompasses information made confidential by
other statutes, such as chapter 611 of the Health and Safety Code. Section 611.002 pertains
to mental health records and provides, in pertinent part,

(a) Communications between a patient and a professional, and records of the
identity, diagnosis, evaluation, or treatment of a patient that are created or
maintained by a professional, are confidential.

(b) Confidential communications or records may not be disclosed except as
provided by Section 611.004 or 611.0045.

Health & Safety Code § 611.002(a)-(b); see id. § 611.001 (defining “patient” and

“professional”). Section 611.001 defines a “professional” as (1) a person authorized to
practice medicine, (2) a person licensed or certified by the state to diagnose, evaluate or treat
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mental or emotional conditions or disorders, or (3) a person the patient reasonably believes
is authorized, licensed, or certified. See id. § 611.001(2). Sections 611.004 and 611.0045
provide for access to mental health records only by certain individuals. See id.
§§ 611.004, .0045; see also Open Records Decision No. 565 (1990). Upon review, we find
you have not demonstrated any portion of the submitted information at issue consists of a
mental health record for purposes of chapter 611 of the Health and Safety Code.
Accordingly, the department may not withhold any portion of the submitted 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). The Texas Supreme Court 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. Tex. Comptroller of Pub. Accounts
v. Attorney Gen. of Tex., 354 S.W.3d 336 (Tex. 2010). Accordingly, the department must
withhold the employee’s date of birth we have marked under section 552.102(a) 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. /d. at 681-82. Types of information considered
intimate and embarrassing by the Texas Supreme Court are delineated in Industrial
Foundation. 1d. at 683. The doctrine of common-law privacy protects a compilation of an
individual’s criminal history, which is highly embarrassing information, the publication of
which would be highly objectionable to a reasonable person. Cf. United States Dep 't of
Justice v. Reporters Comm. for Freedom of the Press, 489 U.S. 749, 764 (1989) (when
considering prong regarding individual’s privacy interest, court recognized distinction
between public records found in courthouse files and local police stations and compiled
summary of information and noted individual has significant privacy interest in compilation
of one’s criminal history). Furthermore, we find a compilation of a private citizen’s criminal
history is generally not of legitimate concern to the public. However, criminal history
information provided by a department officer as part of an application for employment with
the department was not compiled by any governmental body. Further, when a peace officer’s
criminal history information is compiled in the course of the officer’s pre-employment
screening, there is a legitimate public interest in the information. Upon review, we find you
have not demonstrated any of the remaining information at issue is highly intimate or
embarrassing and not of legitimate public concern. Thus, the department may not withhold

"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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Ref: ID# 618985
Enc. Submitted documents

c: Requestor
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