


There were 10 months and 10 days between my original PIR on November 15, 2023, and the
inclusion of this issue under CRCRC Agenda Item 6 on September 26, 2024. This long delay
naturally raises questions about the timing and intent behind including this item on the agenda
after such a considerable gap. I did not anticipate being singled out for engaging in a lawful and
protected civic activity. I discovered this agenda item only yesterday and wrote to the CRCRC to
clarify my involvement and provide context. While I would like to address this matter in person
tonight, my family and I will be attending my daughter’s volleyball game.

It's true that this matter sat untouched for a very long time.  When we initially found out about
your PIR, I resisted having the group discuss it publicly because I didn't want this issue to
overshadow the important work that were assigned to do.  I did promise that I would bring it up
at some later date.  This past Thursday's CRCRC meeting could have been our last (it wasn't,
but we're very close, I hope).

I have a few questions I would appreciate your insight on:

Inclusion of Correspondence in Agenda Item 6: As Chair, would you consider including my letter
dated September 25, 2024, along with this email under Agenda Item 6? Including them where
they are most relevant would provide the public with a comprehensive view of my involvement
and concerns in the appropriate context. Done!
Other Public Requests and Access to Data: I have not made any public comments, oral or
written, about the survey data. However, I have noticed that other individuals have publicly
commented and provided their own analysis of the survey data. I am curious to know how these
individuals obtained the dataset, as I did not provide it to them. The redacted data set is
available from City Staff and I believe can be found via the City website (if it isn't already readily
available, it will be).  Again, this is the redacted dataset with addresses and or identifying
information removed from the comments and no way to tie a response to an address.   We
wanted to eliminate any possible embarrassment.   Those who have used this data to do their
own analysis have done so respectfully and I guess believe as we do that you don't need to
associate the various data elements with a specific address to do a thorough and meaningful
analysis.

Have there been any other Public Information Requests (PIRs) for this data?  According to City
Staff, yours was the only one.  If so, shouldn’t those requests also be included in the
discussion?  Had there been others, they would have been included with item 6.
Selective Focus on My Request: Could you help me understand why only my request was
included under Agenda Item 6?  Your request wasn't singled out, it was the only one.  And had
your request not have insisted in getting the information that ties responses to an address, we
wouldn't brought the issue up. Has there been any coordination with specific community
members known for making public comments directed at me? No.  I suppose we will find out at
tonight’s meeting? There's nothing here to find out other than we mistakenly betrayed the trust
of the citizenry when we collected the address information to begin with.  We collected the info
as a control mechanism to ensure that we weren't getting too many responses from the same
address.  As it turned out, we had nothing to worry about.  Our citizens are clearly honorable.
(Thanks, citizens!)

Open Letter from CRCRC: I noticed that an open letter was presented as representing the
entire CRCRC. Could you clarify how this letter was drafted without a properly published
meeting? Did all members of the CRCRC have the opportunity to review and agree to the letter
outside of a public meeting? If not, how was it included in the agenda?  As chair, I set the
agenda.  I had conferred with a couple CRCRC associates on this item (not a quorum) for
sanity beforehand.  No one saw the posting content before I had it posted.  I take full
responsibility.  Now the fact that I signed it CRCRC might have been a reach, but given the



discussion of Thursday evening, I don't think so.  We all believe that our process was
compromised by your PIR.

Compliance with Training Requirements: Have you completed the required training on the
Texas Open Meetings Act and the Texas Public Information Act, which all public officials are
expected to undertake? If so, how do these laws guide your decisions regarding public
information and open meetings? Yes, as a sitting member on the CRCRC and P&Z I've had the
training twice.  The CRCRC is an advisory body, not a legislative one like P&Z - that is why
there is no legal counsel present at CRCRC meetings but counsel presence is required at P&Z
meetings.  CRCRC's compliance with the Open Meetings Act is at the insistence of City
Counsel; it is not statutory.  Recognizing the breadth of CRCRC's responsibility and the pace of
progress, I requested and received from City Council a slight relaxation of OMA requirements
that gives the CRCRC a small measure of added maneuverability.  City Staff can brief you on
what is allowed out of the ordinary but the CRCRC is still held to the rules of quorum.  P&Z is
still obliged to follow OMA to the letter. 

I am concerned that this agenda item might be retaliation for my Public Information Request
and politically motivated, potentially singling me out for simply exercising my rights. This could
impact the transparency and trust we should all be fostering within our community. It’s crucial
that official channels are used fairly and not in a way that might discourage residents from
participating or sharing their concerns. I sincerely hope this is not the case. I remain committed
to working together with integrity and respect for our shared values. Thank you for your
attention to this matter.

I would appreciate your response to these questions for the public record.

The CRCRC thought that it could keep this data safe - in fact we talked about it several times
during our early survey meetings, but we were naive.  We thought that if our contractor held
onto the data, the confidential pieces could not be discovered.  We were wrong and we are
embarrassed. 

I learned of your PIR during the first week in December, 2023.  I recall trying to contact you by
phone or text once or twice or even 3 times a day for over a week to discuss what you needed
and to hopefully talk you out of your request.  You never picked up the phone or acknowledged
my contact;  and once your PIR was fulfilled, it was too late.  You put some nice words about
community trust in your text above - for the life of me I can't see how your insistence on
receiving confidential information that we promised to keep safeguarded earns the public trust. 

As I've said before, the CRCRC has operated without knowing the identities of its survey
respondents and will continue to do so.

Good luck to you,

Dave

Sincerely,
Wendi Hundley


