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CAUSE NO. 44437 
KYLE DOUGLAS MORING, § IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF 
Petitioner, §  
 §  
v. § TITUS COUNTY, TEXAS 
 §  
CITY OF MOUNT PLEASANT, TEXAS, §  
Respondent. § 76th JUDICIAL DISTRICT 

PETITIONER'S FIFTH SUPPLEMENT TO PRETRIAL WITNESS 
AND EXHIBIT LISTS 

Prompt disclosure of newly produced City–HS GovTech executed agreement 

Petitioner Kyle Douglas Moring, appearing pro se, files this Fifth Supplement 
under Texas Rules of Civil Procedure 193.5 and 194.4, promptly after receipt of a 
newly produced City contract and out of caution before the August 28, 2026 
continued hearing. Petitioner respectfully shows: 
I. NEWLY PRODUCED PROPOSED EXHIBIT Z 
1. Receipt and prompt disclosure. At 3:28 p.m. CDT on August 26, 2026, City 

Secretary Candias Webster emailed  the City’s executed HS 
GovTech agreement and copied Respondent’s counsel Austin Beck. , 

 
 The production 

occurred after Petitioner submitted his Fourth Supplement. Petitioner promptly 
disclosed the exact native EML and its PDF attachment to Respondent and now 
identifies the agreement as Proposed Exhibit Z. 

2. Identification. Proposed Exhibit Z is the City-produced scanned PDF copy of the 
executed City of Mount Pleasant–HS GovTech agreement, including Appendix A 
and the pricing/implementation schedule, together with five source-and-use 
pages. The complete 23-page agreement is reproduced once. The City-produced 
PDF is not described as a native electronic contract file. 
Proposed Exhibit Z – City–HS GovTech executed agreement and source 
controls. Limited to contractual system scope, City data ownership, existing 
reporting/configuration/data-conversion/data-return provisions, the 
HSCloud/HS Touch repository question, and the request-specific conditions 
under Government Code § 552.228(b). Not offered to prove that every feature 
was enabled, every user had permission, every requested record existed, no 
programming or manipulation was required, or every output was free of third-
party copyright restrictions. 

II. REQUESTED-MEDIUM AND RECORD-COMPLETENESS RELEVANCE 
3. Controlling requested-medium rule. Section 552.228(b), reproduced in the 

2026 Public Information Act Handbook at printed page 29 and previously filed at 

Jeffrey McClendon

Filed: 8/26/2026 10:59 PM
Carin Carroll
District Clerk
Titus County, Texas

[relationship details omitted] submitted the public-information

request and received the production directly.

[another requestor]

[that requestor]
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Exhibit X-005, requires a governmental body to provide electronic public 
information in the requested medium when it has the technological ability, no 
software or hardware purchase is required, and the requested production would 
not violate a third-party copyright agreement. If one of those reasons prevents 
compliance, subsection (c) requires another medium acceptable to the requestor. 
The Handbook further explains at printed pages 29–30 that programming or 
manipulation of existing data is not the creation of new information and may 
trigger the written-statement procedure in section 552.231. 

4. What the contract shows. The agreement identifies a hosted system for 
permitting, inspections, complaints, reporting, and data management; HS Touch 
field collection/reporting; City ownership of stored data; ad hoc reporting; 
conversion of existing databases; Form Builder tools; hosting, storage, and 
backup; and specified SQL-backup or comma-delimited data return at 
decommissioning. Appendix A describes those functions as contracted scope, and 
the pricing schedule states that configuration, data conversion, and 
implementation were included. At Z-017 the agreement identifies John Ankrum, 
Building Official, as the Department contact. The City’s official March 17, 2026 
Council-meeting video, at approximately 2:03:51–2:04:11 in the full stream 
(corresponding to 32:41–33:01 of Petitioner’s Agenda Item 25 recording), records 
Ankrum stating that the program previously omitted compliant observations 
from the printed report, that the City “did get that changed,” and that the report 
would print all observations. Neither the statement nor the agreement identifies 
the person or vendor that implemented the change; the linkage is 
circumstantial. 

5. Careful inference. Those provisions are Mount Pleasant-specific circumstantial 
evidence relevant to technological ability and whether an additional software or 
hardware purchase was required. They materially undermine a categorical 
proposition that the permitting-and-inspection platform lacked electronic 
reporting or data-output capability. The contract does not, standing alone, 
establish that every record was exportable in every requested file form, that each 
function was enabled for each user on each date, that no programming or 
manipulation was required, or that the copyright condition was satisfied for 
every requested output. 

6. Existing record comparison; no cumulative reproduction. Exhibit Z 
corroborates filed Exhibit X and is compared to the already-filed statements at 
Volume 2 pages 324, 327, and 329 and Volume 3 pages 287, 370, and 523. 
Exhibit X supplies compact Mount Pleasant output controls: X-016 through X-
022 document an HSCloud record produced through a Bluebeam screen-to-file 
PDF route and a separate record history stating “Uploaded from HSTouch”; X-
023 through X-024 show the City-to-Titus CAD native transmittal and a 
software-generated monthly report. Those controls show actual electronic 
production, upload, and transmission routes, but do not establish native export 
for every record. They are incorporated by reference and are not reprinted here. 
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III. TIMING, FOUNDATION, AND RULE 193.6 
7. Good cause and absence of unfair surprise. The City produced the 

agreement on August 26 after the Fourth Supplement was filed, and its counsel 
was copied on the production email. Petitioner disclosed the exact source files 
promptly and before the continued hearing. The timing was outside Petitioner’s 
control; the exhibit concerns a system and requested-medium issue already 
disclosed in Exhibit X and Count VI/Exhibit F; and Respondent possesses its 
own contract. Petitioner therefore requests an express finding under Rule 193.6 
that good cause exists or that admission will not unfairly surprise or prejudice 
Respondent. 

8. Foundation. Petitioner first requests a stipulation that the EML and 
attachment are the exact files the City transmitted, that the attached PDF is an 
accurate copy of the executed agreement produced in response to the request, 
and that Respondent has no authenticity objection. If no stipulation is reached, 
Petitioner will rely on the City Secretary or another qualified City custodian, 
distinctive characteristics and source metadata under Texas Rule of Evidence 
901, and testimony concerning receipt and preservation. This TPIA production to 
a nonparty requestor is not represented as written discovery governed by Rule 
193.7. 

IV. AUGUST 10 RECORD LIMITATION AND PRESERVATION 
9. No transcript characterization. Candias Webster appeared and was examined 

at the August 10 hearing, as previously disclosed. A substitute court reporter 
attended, but no certified transcript or reporter-prepared excerpt is presently in 
Petitioner’s possession. Petitioner therefore does not quote, paraphrase, or rely 
on any specific August 10 answer in offering Exhibit Z. The exhibit is offered on 
the face of the executed agreement and through any foundation and current 
testimony admitted at the continued hearing. 

10. Focused use and preservation. Exhibit Z is offered primarily as a Count 
VI/Exhibit F repository-and-capability control and as direct Mount Pleasant-
specific corroboration of Exhibit X. It may also bear on repositories or record 
families implicated by Counts II/B, IV/D, and XII/O, but Petitioner does not 
submit those additional counts for merits adjudication at the focused August 28 
setting unless the Court expressly expands the scope on the record. This 
supplement does not amend, nonsuit, withdraw, waive, try by consent, or 
adjudicate any other count, exhibit, remedy, or previously filed material. 

V. REQUEST 
Petitioner respectfully requests that the Court accept this prompt supplement; 

make the findings authorized by Rule 193.6 if Exhibit Z is offered; consider 
admissibility only after foundation, objection, and ruling at the continued hearing; 
and grant all other relief to which Petitioner is entitled. 
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Respectfully submitted, 
 
________________________________ 
Kyle Douglas Moring 
Petitioner, Pro Se 

 
 

 |  

 
CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

I certify that on August 26, 2026, a true and correct copy of this Fifth 
Supplement to Pretrial Witness and Exhibit Lists, together with proposed Exhibit 
Z, was served electronically through the electronic filing manager on all counsel and 
service contacts of record for Respondent City of Mount Pleasant, Texas, in 
accordance with Texas Rules of Civil Procedure 21 and 21a. 
 
________________________________ 
Kyle Douglas Moring 
Petitioner, Pro Se 
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CAUSE NO. 44437 
KYLE DOUGLAS MORING, § IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF 
Petitioner, §  
 §  
v. § TITUS COUNTY, TEXAS 
 §  
CITY OF MOUNT PLEASANT, TEXAS, §  
Respondent. § 76th JUDICIAL DISTRICT 

PETITIONER'S PROPOSED EXHIBIT Z 
CITY OF MOUNT PLEASANT–HS GOVTECH EXECUTED AGREEMENT 

Limited purpose 
This exhibit is offered to identify Mount Pleasant’s contracted HSCloud and HS Touch scope; 
City ownership of system data; included reporting, configuration, conversion, hosting, storage, 
backup, and data-return provisions; and the agreement’s relevance to the request-specific 
conditions in Texas Government Code § 552.228(b). It is direct Mount Pleasant-specific 
corroboration of filed Exhibit X and is used primarily with Count VI / Exhibit F. 
Boundaries 
The agreement does not, standing alone, prove that every contracted feature was enabled on 
every relevant date; that every user had every permission; that every requested record 
existed; that a particular search, report, or export was performed; that no programming, 
manipulation, configuration, redaction, or copyright analysis was required; or that any record 
was intentionally withheld. 
August 10 record limitation 
No certified transcript or reporter-prepared excerpt is presently in Petitioner’s possession. 
This exhibit therefore does not quote or paraphrase any August 10 answer. It may be used to 
obtain present testimony and to test request-specific factual propositions at the continued 
hearing. 
Preservation 
Limited use for Count VI/F does not amend, withdraw, waive, try by consent, or adjudicate 
Counts II/B, IV/D, XII/O, or any other pleaded count or remedy. Earlier filed record pages are 
incorporated by pinpoint and not duplicated. 
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REQUESTED-MEDIUM CONTROL 
2026 Public Information Act Handbook, printed pp. 29–30 (filed Exhibit X-005 reproduces printed p. 29) 
Government Code § 552.228(b) says that when public information exists electronically, the 
governmental body “shall provide a copy in the requested medium” if all three conditions 
below are met: 
Condition Rule and contract relevance 

1. Technological 
ability 

The body must have the technological ability to produce the requested 
information in the requested medium. The contracted reporting, data-
management, Form Builder, hosting, and output provisions are 
circumstantial evidence relevant to this request-specific question. 

2. No new 
software/hardwar
e purchase 

The body must not be required to purchase software or hardware to 
accommodate the request. The agreement and fee schedule show that 
multiple functions, configuration, conversion, implementation, hosting, 
and training were included; they do not prove that every requested form 
required no additional work or tool. 

3. No copyright 
violation 

Production must not violate a third-party copyright agreement. City data 
ownership and the contract’s treatment of Public Data are relevant, but 
the agreement does not conclusively resolve every software, template, or 
output restriction. 

Fallback medium 
If a subsection (b) reason prevents the requested medium, § 552.228(c) requires production in 
another medium acceptable to the requestor. The statutory framework does not convert one 
system-specific limitation into a categorical rule that all electronic source records must be 
printed and rescanned. 
Programming or manipulation 
The Handbook explains that programming or manipulating existing data is not creation of 
new information. If the § 552.231 conditions are met, the governmental body must provide the 
prescribed written statement describing the available form, required work, estimated cost, 
and time. Exhibit Z does not assume that no programming or manipulation was required. 
Careful conclusion 
The agreement materially undermines a categorical claim that the HSCloud permitting-and-
inspection platform lacked electronic reporting or data-output capability. Whether § 
552.228(b) required a particular requested output remains a record-family, date, permission, 
configuration, and copyright question. 
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CONTRACT-TO-ISSUE CROSSWALK 
Agreement page / Bates What the executed agreement actually shows 

p. 2 / Z-007 
Web-based HSCloud for permitting, inspections, complaints, 
reporting, and data management; HS Touch field application; 
secure hosting and support. 

p. 3 / Z-008 
HSCloud includes APIs; HS Touch supports online/offline 
electronic data collection and reporting; “Public Data” includes 
material subject to open-records laws. 

p. 6 / Z-011 Data and Public Data entered or stored by the City or vendor 
remain the City’s sole property. 

p. 7 / Z-012 

Post-deployment core configurations and changes made with 
the department’s needs are included; inspection printforms are 
modifiable, including without added fee for state- or local-
mandated changes. This supports a configuration/output 
inquiry but does not prove native export for every record. 

p. 8 / Z-013 
At decommissioning, captured City data is returnable as a SQL 
backup (.bak) or comma-delimited file if requested. This is an 
event-specific data-return clause, not proof of routine active-
term batch export. 

p. 12 / Z-017 
The contract’s notice provision identifies John Ankrum, 
Building Official, as the Department contact for Mount 
Pleasant. 

p. 15 / Z-020 

Signature page states that the agreement was entered 
November 15, 2023; it was signed for HS GovTech by Silas 
Garrison, CEO, on November 15, 2023, and for the City by John 
Ankrum, Building Official, and Laurie Mays, Director of 
Finance, on November 20, 2023. This supports identification of 
the City-produced copy as an executed agreement; it does not 
establish when implementation or any particular feature 
became operational. 

pp. 16–18 / Z-021–Z-023 

Appendix A includes permitting, inspections, data collection, 
reporting and management; food, code, building, fire, 
planning/GIS and other modules; ad hoc reporting; existing-
database conversion; Form Builder; hosting, storage, backup, 
and training. 

p. 21 / Z-026 
Fees include configuration, data conversion, and 
implementation, including the identified legacy-system 
conversion. This is relevant to whether contracted functionality 
required a new purchase. 
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Existing filed comparison – incorporated, not reprinted 
Filed location Comparison point 

Vol. 2 pp. 324, 329; Vol. 3 pp. 
287, 370 

Beck/Webster statements that source records could not be 
electronically exported or downloaded and had to be printed 
and scanned. 

Vol. 2 p. 327; Vol. 3 p. 523 Webster’s Excel offer and the City-produced export-named 
Building Permit Manager spreadsheet control. 

Exhibit X-016–X-024 

Mount Pleasant controls include an HSCloud record 
produced through a Bluebeam screen-to-file PDF route, a 
record history stating, “Uploaded from HSTouch,” a native 
City-to-Titus CAD email, and a software-generated monthly 
report. They show actual electronic routes, not native export 
for every record. 

City’s official March 17 
Council video, approx. 2:03:51–
2:04:11 

This full-stream interval corresponds to 32:41–33:01 of 
Petitioner’s Agenda Item 25 recording. Ankrum stated that 
the program previously omitted compliant observations from 
the printed report, that the City “did get that changed,” and 
that the report would print all observations. The statement 
does not identify the person or vendor that made the change; 
the connection to the HS GovTech agreement is 
circumstantial. 
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SOURCE, PROVENANCE, AND INTEGRITY CONTROLS 
The source email was produced by the City directly to ,  

 
and was then furnished to Petitioner. The exact native EML and its attached PDF were 
preserved and separately disclosed to Respondent. This page identifies the source without 
representing the scanned contract PDF as a native contract file. 
Control Observed value 

Sender Candias Webster <cwebster@mtpleasanttx.gov> 
Recipient / copied 
counsel ; Austin Beck copied 

Date/time August 26, 2026, 20:28:17 UTC (3:28:17 p.m. CDT) 

Subject RE: Public Information Act Request – Permitting software 
agreement 

Message-ID <DS0PR16MB690283CFA404B7F5497F20A8ACAE2@DS0PR16MB6
902.namprd16.prod.outlook.com> 

Authentication results 
Receiving headers report DKIM pass, SPF pass, DMARC pass, and 
ARC pass for the final delivery path. These are integrity indicators, 
subject to foundation and weight. 

Attached filename HS_Cloud__Signed_Contract___11.20.2023.pdf (10,549,429 bytes) 

Attachment SHA-256 311c66b3b54a7b3d7aec03b9d4575a6014e898dc437e1412a66409d574
951f8a 

Desktop copy SHA-256 311c66b3b54a7b3d7aec03b9d4575a6014e898dc437e1412a66409d574
951f8a (identical) 

PDF container 
metadata 

RICOH IM C4500; created November 20, 2023; modified November 
29, 2023; 23 pages; image-only scan. The PDF is described as the 
City-produced scanned copy of the executed agreement. 

Completeness and authentication request 
Petitioner asked Respondent to stipulate that the EML and attachment are the exact City-
transmitted files, that the PDF is an accurate copy of the executed agreement produced in 
response to the request, and that no authenticity objection will be made. Petitioner also asked 
whether the City contends any executed statement of work or amendment responsive to the 
request was omitted. 

[relationship details omitted]

in response to a public information request he submitted

[another requestor]

[another requestor]
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READABLE RENDERING OF CITY TRANSMITTAL 
This is a disclosed rendering of selected text from the native EML; it does not replace the native source file. 

Field Value 

From Candias Webster <cwebster@mtpleasanttx.gov> 
To  < > 
Cc Austin Beck <abeck@dtrglaw.com> 
Date Wednesday, August 26, 2026, 20:28:17 +0000 
Subject RE: Public Information Act Request – Permitting software agreement 
Attachment HS_Cloud__Signed_Contract___11.20.2023.pdf 

City transmittal text 
 

 
Here is your information and this request is closed as of today 08/26/2026 
 
Thank you, 
Candias Webster, TRMC, CMC 
Assistant City Manager / City Secretary 
City of Mt. Pleasant 
Original request reproduced in the same EML thread 
Under the Texas Public Information Act,  requested the executed agreement 
between the City of Mount Pleasant and HS GovTech Solutions Inc. for the City’s permitting 
and inspection software, including any statement of work and amendments, and requested 
electronic PDF production. 
Disclosed omission 
The intervening invoice and payment-confirmation messages, signature boilerplate, 
confidentiality notices, and security-link text are not repeated on this one-page rendering. 
They remain in the exact native EML served separately. The transmittal text, original request 
scope, source headers, Message-ID, attachment filename, and attachment hash are preserved 
in this exhibit. 
Native EML SHA-256 
e9b59d6dcc6636a233d7a9359be56a495c02681258989f0bf729c2ce38a2b8a6 

[requestor],

[another requestor]

[another requestor]
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