Formal Request for Review I

March 02, 2026
VIA EMAIL

The Honorable Wesley R. Lyon Il and Councilmembers
City of Mount Pleasant

501 N. Madison Avenue

Mount Pleasant, Texas 75455

RE: Formal Request for Review — Selective Accountability, Cross-Jurisdictional Pattern
of Conduct by City Manager Robert G. Vine, and Disparate Treatment of Ethics
Complaints

Dear Mayor Lyon and Members of the City Council,

| am writing to request Council review and written clarification of the City’s process for
handling ethics complaints, and to request consistent application of that process.
Specifically, | filed two formal complaints in November 2025 and have not received
written acknowledgment, a status update, or information on next steps. In contrast, the
Council promptly initiated an independent process for a separate complaint. | am
providing a concise timeline and attached exhibits so the Council can evaluate what
actions have been taken and what actions remain pending.

Each of the matters discussed below is supported by documents already in the City’s
possession or attached as exhibits to this letter. If any factual statement in this letter is
inaccurate, please notify me in writing so | can correct the record promptly.

|. THE DISPARATE TREATMENT OF ETHICS COMPLAINTS

A. The Tafoya (Knight) Complaint: Six Days to Independent Investigation

On November 12, 2025, a member of the public filed an ethics complaint against
Councilmember Melanie Tafoya (Knight). Six days later, at the November 18, 2025 City
Council meeting, Councilmember Debbie Corbell moved that the City hire an
independent third party to investigate the complaint under the City’s ethics code and the
Charter’s investigative powers, with findings to be reported back to the Council.
Councilmember Jonathan Hageman supported the motion, stating that transparency
required the City to move forward. The motion passed four to one.

The City has since escalated its pursuit of the Tafoya (Knight) investigation further. On
February 03, 2026, following a reconvened executive session, the Council returned to
open session and authorized the issuance of subpoenas for withesses, administering
oaths, and compelling the production of books, papers, and other evidence in the
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investigation, and directed the Mayor to sign the subpoenas. The motion carried. The
City has authorized the use of subpoenas and other compulsory process in connection
with the Tafoya (Knight) ethics investigation.

| do not question the Council’s decision to investigate that complaint. Indeed, |
commend it. What | question is why the same standard has not been applied—and was
not even considered—when formal ethics complaints were filed against City employees
on the taxpayer-funded payroll whose conduct directly implicates public health, safety,
records integrity, and government transparency.

B. Complaints Filed November 27 and 29, 2025: No Written Response to
Date

On November 27, 2025, | filed a Formal Ethics and Records Management Complaint
under Chapter 34 (Code of Ethics) and Chapter 36 (Records and Information
Management) of the City of Mount Pleasant Code of Ordinances against three City
employees (Exhibit A):

+ Candias Webster, Assistant City Manager/City Secretary
* John Ankrum, Building Official
« Juan Pedro Ramirez, Health Inspector/Code Compliance Officer

On November 29, 2025, | filed a second Formal Ethics Complaint under Chapter 34
against two additional City officials (Exhibit B):

* Lea Ann Ream, City Attorney
+ Austin Robert Beck, City Attorney

Both complaints were sent directly to the Mayor, every member of the City Council, and
the City Manager. Both expressly requested: (1) that the Council treat them as formal
complaints; (2) that an independent and impatrtial investigation be initiated; (3) that all
relevant records be preserved; (4) that written acknowledgment of receipt be provided;
and (5) that the complaints be placed on a future Council agenda for discussion and
appropriate action. Both included Texas Open Meetings Act acknowledgments to
facilitate lawful Council consideration.

As of March 02, 2026—more than three months after those complaints were filed
—1I have not received written acknowledgment of receipt, a status update, notice
that an investigator was retained, or notice that the complaints were placed on
an agenda.

| have also referenced these complaints during the public comment period at City
Council meetings. The complaints have been brought to the Council’s attention through
every channel available to a citizen: formal written complaint, email to every member,
and public comment from the podium. To date, | have received no written response
through any of these channels.
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C. Material Inconsistency in Response Timelines and Process

The contrast requires no interpretation:

Tafoya (Knight) ‘ Moring
Filed Nov. 12, 2025 Nov. 27 & 29, 2025
Subject One Councilmember Five City employees
Basis Personal conduct Official duties: records, inspections, ethics
Council action Investigator retained in 6 days No action; no acknowledgment
Requestor heard Public comment at Nov. 18 meeting Formal filings sent; no response
Subpoena power Issued for witnesses and records N/A — no investigation exists
Status (March 2026)  Active; compulsory process No acknowledgment or response

This difference in process and timing raises concerns about whether the City applies a
consistent standard for complaint intake, acknowledgment, investigation, and reporting.

The employees named in my complaints are supervised by City Manager Vine and
report within the administrative chain of command he controls. To avoid conflict-of-
interest concerns, | request that the City Manager not serve as the arbiter of complaints
against his own subordinates—particularly when the complaints implicate his own
management of the functions at issue. If independence was warranted for the Tafoya
(Knight) complaint, it is at least equally warranted here.

D. The Inconsistent Application Creates Additional Governance and Legal
Risk

| raise this not as a threat but as a matter the Council should be aware of in exercising
its governance responsibilities. The City’s inconsistent handling of ethics complaints—
retaining an independent investigator, issuing subpoenas, and exercising compulsory
process for one complaint while providing no written response to two others—may
create avoidable governance and legal risk.

First, inconsistent application undermines the City’s ethics code itself. An ethics
code that is applied inconsistently raises concerns about whether it functions as
intended. Courts and administrative agencies evaluating municipal governance routinely
consider whether complaint-handling procedures are applied consistently. When a
municipality demonstrates that it treats functionally similar complaints differently based
on the identity of the subject, it raises questions about the legitimacy of every
enforcement action taken under that code.

Second, the disparity is relevant to pending federal proceedings. Inconsistent
treatment of complaints is relevant in whistleblower retaliation proceedings. The City
exercised subpoena power for a complaint about a council member’s personal
relationships while my complaints about City employees’ conduct in their official
duties—inspections, code enforcement, and records management failures that directly
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intersect with the workplace safety conditions at the center of my OSHA, FSMA, and
EEOC complaints—remain unaddressed. | request clarification of the policy and
process that produced this difference in treatment.

Third, this correspondence is intended to provide notice to the City’s governing
body as the final policymaking authority regarding the complaint-intake and
oversight issues described above. Under Monell v. Department of Social Services,
436 U.S. 658 (1978), municipal liability under 42 U.S.C. § 1983 turns on whether an
official policy, decision by a final policymaker, or a persistent and widespread custom
was the moving force behind a constitutional violation (not respondeat superior). Under
City of Canton v. Harris, 489 U.S. 378 (1989), a municipality may also face liability for
certain failures to train, supervise, or correct known deficiencies where policymakers are
deliberately indifferent to known or obvious risks. In that context, repeated notice to
policymakers followed by continued inaction can be argued as relevant evidence in
evaluating whether an unconstitutional custom or deliberate indifference exists. My
purpose in raising this is to request documented corrective action now: written
acknowledgment, identification of the procedure and decision-maker being applied,
preservation of all relevant records, and a written status/timeline for disposition of the
complaints. The documentary record includes the following events, which | present for
the Council’s review:

On June 30, 2025, Assistant City Manager and City Secretary Candias Webster sent an
email to eight City staff members (Reynolds, Ankrum, Barrett, McRae, Williams,
Rodriguez, Beard, and Eubanks) directing: “Can you please provide this information
to me only? If this guy reaches out to you, please do not reply to him.” This
directive was issued in response to a lawful Texas Public Information Act request
concerning roofing permits at Walmart Store #131 (Exhibit C).

On October 23, 2025, when City Manager Vine requested background information for a
citizen meeting about Walmart-related concerns, Director of Development Services
Lynn Barrett characterized my motives in personal terms and referenced a recent
criminal trespass order (Exhibit D). Exhibit M reflects a text exchange in which Sgt.
Beasley stated that | “openly admitted” | would sue the City. Based on my review of the
available body-worn camera footage, | did not observe an admission in those terms.
The exhibit also reflects that Chief Buhman responded before reviewing any evidence.
Barrett also provided Vine with answers to his substantive inquiries that appear
inconsistent with regulatory records. Specifically, Barrett’s statements regarding
asbestos, pre-inspection requirements, inspection history, and food safety complaints
are inconsistent with the findings documented in DSHS Asbestos Inspection No. 56114
(Exhibit K) and DSHS Food Safety Inspection No. 308620 (Exhibit L). The full email
thread is attached as Exhibit D for the Council’s review.

On November 25, 2025, City Attorney Lea Ream emailed the Mayor and Council and
confirmed that Ordinance 2025-24—a “vexatious requestor” ordinance under Tex. Gov't
Code § 552.275—was being brought to the Council specifically in connection with my
TPIA requests (Exhibit E). Ream also characterized the nature of my requests in terms
that | believe are inconsistent with the documented public safety, asbestos, food safety,
and permitting concerns the requests addressed.
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| present these three events—a directive to withhold responses, a characterization that |
believe is inconsistent with the documentary record, and a legislative action tied to a
specific individual’s records requests—because they involve decisions by senior City
officials that the Council may wish to evaluate in the context of its oversight
responsibilities.

Fourth, the City’s own precedent now works against it. By establishing the standard
that ethics complaints warrant independent investigation and compulsory process, the
City’s position that my complaints were too insubstantial to warrant even an
acknowledgment appears inconsistent. The Council has set the floor. My complaints
exceed it—they involve more respondents, concern official rather than personal
conduct, and relate to matters already under federal regulatory investigation.

Fifth, the following statements from the February 18, 2026 meeting are included
for the record:

Mayor Lyon stated: “I stopped reading them after the second email.” When |
responded that this was concerning, he replied: “Well, | mean, they’re books, right?
... I’'m being honest with you.” | include this exchange because the emails referenced
contained descriptions of public safety concerns, inspection gaps, and records
discrepancies that are the subject of my formal complaints. | request confirmation that
these communications have been reviewed by each member of the governing body.

[Excluded-case discussion omitted from this publication copy. Original retained.]
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Il. BACKGROUND INFORMATION RELEVANT TO OVERSIGHT
AND GOVERNANCE

A. Career Timeline: TCOLE License #1188044

Based on my review of publicly available TCOLE records as of February 2026, Mr.
Vine’'s employment history includes the following agencies and approximate dates
(Exhibit F):

* Mount Pleasant Police Department: November 24, 1997 — October 04, 2013
(approximately 16 years)

* Gladewater Police Department: October 21, 2013 — December 03, 2018

+ City of Dayton (Deputy City Manager/Chief of Police): January 10, 2019 —
January 03, 2022

+ City of Mount Pleasant (City Manager): Appointed approximately August 2025

This timeline is relevant for two reasons. First, Mr. Vine is not an outside hire. He spent
16 years at the Mount Pleasant Police Department before departing in 2013 and
returning in 2025 as City Manager. Second, his tenure at the City of Dayton involved
documented management concerns that bear on the Council’s ongoing oversight
responsibilities.

B. Dayton, Texas: Prior Management Concerns

According to a report dated July 20, 2021 and attributed to then-City Manager Theo
Melancon (Exhibit G), the City Manager documented concerns regarding scope,
timeliness of leadership notification, and the structure of discipline in connection with a
fatal crash complaint. | am attaching the report for the Council’s review; my purpose is
not to relitigate Dayton, but to explain why documented prior management concerns are
relevant to oversight here.

Melancon’s report addressed Vine’s handling of the Alyssa Salazar case (Dayton PD
Case #720144), in which a young woman was killed. The victim’s mother, Amanda
Morales, filed a formal complaint against Chief Vine. According to the report, the City
Manager’s findings included the following:

1. Selective scope-narrowing: According to the report, Vine limited his internal
investigation to the officers’ “heat of the moment” decisions at the crash scene—
the most easily defensible portion of the complaint—while not investigating why
the crash scene was never properly processed, why the victim’s phone was
seized for forensics but forensics were never completed, and why alcohol bottles

remained at the crash scene for over seven months.

2. Nominal accountability: The report states that Vine sustained both primary
allegations against his officers but structured the reprimands so that probation
was measured from the date of the crash (July 2020) rather than the date of the
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reprimand (December 2020), meaning the reprimands expired approximately 15
days after they were issued. No performance improvement plans were required
for any officer.

3. Communication failure: According to the report, Vine did not notify the City
Manager or City Attorney about the Salazar case for 59 days, resulting in city
leadership being blindsided by media coverage.

4. Insubordination: The report documented Vine as “slow, nearly non-responsive”
to a direct request for a breakdown of the Deputy City Manager and Chief of
Police roles, completing budget work for his own priorities while not addressing
the City Manager’s directive.

The attached report uses unusually direct language. | quote limited excerpts below
because they are relevant to oversight and process integrity; the full report is in Exhibit
G:

“Chief Robert Vine limited the scope of his inquiry. He did not properly
address all issues that Amanda Morales brought forward in her initial
complaint. It is convenient that the scope chosen by Chief Vine was the
most easily defensible portion of her complaint.”

“With such a narrow view and using immediately attainable information at
the scene of the accident, it was easy to obfuscate and limit the breadth of
the findings.”

“With no performance improvement plan for any officer, minimal reprimand
to officers, and outright disregard to allegations made by Mrs. Morales,
Chief Robert Vine failed to uphold the City’s standard of integrity and
nobility.”

“In this set of events, the Dayton Police Department and Chief Robert Vine
did not serve the public, failed to have the humility to own up to the full
extent of the failure, intentionally limited the scope of inquiry which lacks
integrity, failed to hold those responsible to a higher, noble standard, and
failed to produce an excellent product.”

Melancon recommended demotion from Deputy City Manager/Chief of Police to Chief
of Police only, with a reduction in compensation and six months of probation.

C. Reversal of Disciplinary Action

On the same day Melancon issued his recommendation (July 20, 2021), Vine filed a
complaint against Melancon. Within six days, Melancon departed and David Willard was
appointed Interim City Manager. Within ten days of Melancon’s findings, Willard
reversed the demotion in a brief letter that does not address each item discussed in
the earlier report of any of Melancon’s documented findings. Vine was restored to full
authority with no reduction in compensation.

Exhibit H reflects local news coverage (KPRC Houston, Channel 2) in which two
families publicly alleged negligence by the Dayton Police Department and requested an
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independent investigation. As KPRC reported, no arrests or criminal charges were ever
filed in either accident.

D. The Federal Court Record

In 2023, Mr. Vine was named as a defendant in Quiroz v. Hernandez, a 42 U.S.C. §
1983 civil rights suit (see Exhibit I: Fifth Circuit No. 25-40032, affirming dismissal;
underlying case E.D. Tex. No. 1:23-CV-273). | do not suggest that the existence of
litigation, standing alone, establishes wrongdoing.

| note, however, that a federal civil rights suit—combined with a formal finding by his
own City Manager that he “intentionally limited the scope of inquiry which lacks
integrity,”—warrants the Council’s attention.
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lll. OBSERVATIONS FROM MEETINGS AND DOCUMENTARY
RECORD

| have now participated in two meetings with Mr. Vine—one on December 03, 2025, and
one on February 18, 2026 (with Mayor Lyon and Mayor Pro Tem Hinton present). The
following observations are drawn from those meetings and from the documentary
record.

A. Unresolved Items and Consolidation Request

Over the course of multiple meetings and written communications, | have raised issues
spanning code enforcement, food safety, fire inspections, records production, and police
conduct. At the February 18, 2026 meeting, when | referenced the USB drive | had
previously provided to Mr. Vine, he confirmed: “There’s 300-something documents on
there as well.” | clarified that the drive included a spreadsheet titled “Detailed Permit
Analysis” with a breakdown of each item, and that | had also provided a memorandum
and summary with hyperlinked exhibits explaining the importance of each. Mr. Vine’s
response was: “And when we’re dealing with hundreds and hundreds of
documents... if you have a smoking gun... bring it in and hand it to us. It makes
things so much easier.” | responded that the information was already organized in the
memorandum | had provided. The Council may wish to consider whether this response
reflects an adequate review of documented concerns that had been organized,
summarized, and presented with supporting exhibits. Despite this exchange, | have not
received a written status report consolidating the items discussed, the assigned owner,
and the timeline. Individual items have been addressed in isolation, but | have not
received documentation showing how each issue raised has been tracked, assigned, or
resolved.

B. Acknowledged Deficiencies Without Documented Remediation

In Dayton, Vine sustained allegations but issued reprimands that expired in
approximately 15 days. In Mount Pleasant, Vine acknowledged blank inspection reports,
permit fee discrepancies, fire inspection gaps, and template errors at our December 03,
2025 meeting. He committed to investigating specific issues “by the end of next week.”
At the February 18, 2026 meeting—2.5 months later—none of those commitments were
referenced as completed. Instead, new commitments replaced old ones. The December
promises simply disappeared.

C. Public Statements for the Record

I note the following statements made by Mr. Vine in meetings with me, which | include
for the Council’s reference as it evaluates follow-through on the commitments discussed
in the preceding sections:

“My integrity is all | have. Once it’'s gone, it’s gone.” (December 2025)
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“There’s nothing here in this city that’s worth my freedom.” (December
2025)

“‘We’re being very transparent. Very, very honest.” (February 2026)

| am not characterizing these statements. | am asking the Council to evaluate them
alongside the written record of what actions have and have not been taken.

[Excluded-case discussion omitted from this publication copy. Original retained.]

E. Stated Commitments and Documented Communication Record

In Dayton, according to then-City Manager Melancon’s findings, Vine did not notify City
leadership about a fatality case for 59 days. In Mount Pleasant, he tells me:
“‘Everything we do is about communication and relationships.” Meanwhile, the
City’s actual communications include unexplained $1,800+ cost estimates for records,
print-to-scan methodology erasing metadata, search methodology never disclosed until
| asked, and template letters bearing the wrong city name.

F. Awareness of Prior Record

At the February 18, 2026 meeting, Mayor Lyon stated: “Rob is by the book” and Mayor
Pro Tem Hinton stated: “We brought him in because | think he’s a good human.” |
include these statements to note that the meeting did not include discussion of the
status of the December 2025 commitments or specific timelines on the documented
issues | had raised.

Prior to the February 18, 2026 meeting being called to order, | personally observed
Mayor Pro Tem Hinton tell Vine: “I’'m going to share it with you later.” Vine
responded: “I've already seen it,” followed by: “l lived it.” The City-provided audio
recording (Exhibit N) captures the exchange beginning at Vine’s statement “| lived it.”
Hinton replied: “I know,” and then stated: “I had a person that | had never spoken to
in my life call me yesterday and wanted me to read that.” Vine responded: “Yeah.
No, I'll be happy to share whatever you need to know about it.” | cannot confirm
with certainty what document was being discussed, but the context—Vine’s statement
that he “lived it,” Hinton’s reference to an unsolicited contact urging him to read it, and
the timing relative to the matters raised in my complaints—could be consistent with
documentation relating to Vine’s Dayton history.
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Later in the same meeting, as Vine was leaving, | personally observed Hinton return to
what appeared to be the same subject. Hinton stated: “I haven’t read it all,” and after
Vine offered to let Hinton keep the document, Hinton said: “l didn’t know if you knew it
was going around.” Vine confirmed: “l did.” This portion of the exchange occurred
after the City’s recording had ended.

If this exchange concerned materials relating to Mr. Vine’s prior Dayton tenure, it raises
several questions the Council may wish to consider. First, an unidentified individual
appears to have contacted the Mayor Pro Tem to share documentation about Vine's
background, indicating that concern extends beyond me. Second, Vine appears to have
been aware of the documentation and its circulation. | raise this not to draw conclusions
about anyone’s intent, but to ask whether the Council has had a formal opportunity to
review and discuss this information.

G. The “Do Not Engage” Directive

On October 17, 2025—six weeks before | filed my first ethics complaint—City Manager
Vine sent an email to every member of the governing body and the City Attorney
directing them: “Do not respond to this individual or engage in any back and forth.”
The directive referenced me by name and email address in connection with complaints
about Walmart Store #131 (Exhibit J).

This directive is significant for three reasons:

1. It was issued by the City Manager to elected officials regarding a constituent
raising public safety concerns. | request the Council evaluate whether this
directive is consistent with the Council’s obligation to remain accessible to the
public it serves.

2. It may have had the practical effect of discouraging Councilmember responses to
me, including on formal complaints | submitted weeks later.

3. The Council may wish to evaluate whether this directive is consistent with the
City’s stated commitment to transparency and public accountability.

H. MPPD Chief Buhman’s Call Logs: Acknowledged but Never Produced

At the February 18, 2026 meeting, | explained to Mayor Lyon, Mayor Pro Tem Hinton,
and City Manager Vine that | had requested MPPD Chief Mark Buhman'’s call logs for
the week of the Walmart trespass incident to determine whether any Walmart-related
calls were made. | explained that the Chief provided only hand-typed timestamps and
refused to produce the actual call logs in native format.

Mayor Lyon immediately responded: “That’s what | was about to say. So can we, |
don’t, he should be able to do his call logs.” He then confirmed his agreement: “Oh
no, yeah, no. ... Yeah, | mean, | agree.”
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Mayor Pro Tem Hinton stated: “Better tell the Chief to quit texting stuff or anybody
else.” This statement was directed at City Manager Vine.

Despite both the Mayor and Mayor Pro Tem acknowledging on the record that the
Chief’s refusal to produce call logs was unreasonable, and despite the Mayor directing
Vine to obtain those logs, | have not received the Chief’s call logs as of the date of this
letter. This is the third time | am formally requesting them. The audio recording of this
exchange is preserved in (Exhibit N).
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IV. REQUESTED ACTIONS

| want to make clear that | am not asking for Mr. Vine’s termination. | am asking the
governing body to apply a consistent and documented standard for complaint intake,
acknowledgement, investigation, and reporting under the City Charter and Code of
Ordinances. Specifically, | request the following:

A.

Initiate independent investigation of my November 27 and November 29,
2025 ethics complaints. To avoid conflict-of-interest concerns and to ensure
impartiality, | request that the Council retain an independent third-party
investigator (using the same mechanism approved for the Tafoya (Knight)
matter) to review the conduct of Candias Webster, John Ankrum, Juan Pedro
Ramirez, Lea Ann Ream, and Austin Robert Beck as described in those
complaints. | am aware that Mr. Vine confirmed at the February 18, 2026 meeting
that “Mr. Ramirez is not with the City anymore.” His separation from City
employment does not moot the need to investigate his actions and reporting
while he was employed. The complaints concern conduct that occurred during
his tenure, and his state-issued Code Enforcement Officer-in-Training license
remains active. An investigation of his conduct is warranted both for the City’s
records and because the regulatory agencies overseeing his licensure may need
the City’s findings.

. Place both complaints on a Council agenda. | requested this in both

November filings. More than three months have passed. The Council placed the
Tafoya (Knight) complaint on an agenda within six days.

Provide written acknowledgment. | have received no acknowledgment that
either complaint was received, reviewed, or acted upon.

Review the October 17, 2025 “Do Not Engage” directive. Determine whether
it is appropriate for the City Manager to instruct elected officials not to
communicate with a constituent raising public safety concerns, and whether this
directive influenced the Council’s failure to act on the subsequent ethics
complaints.

Review the attached Dayton records. | have included as Exhibit G the Olson
& Olson LLP PIA response dated November 12, 2021, along with the documents
released under that request: City Manager Melancon’s July 20, 2021
investigation report and demotion memorandum, and Interim City Manager
Willard’s July 30, 2021 reversal letter. These documents contain findings by
Vine’s own City Manager that he “intentionally limited the scope of inquiry
which lacks integrity.” | request that the Council formally review and discuss
these records at a posted meeting.

Account for the December 2025 commitments. At our December 03, 2025
meeting, Mr. Vine made specific commitments regarding permit fees, inspection
documentation, fire inspection gaps, and template errors. He committed to follow
up “by the end of next week.” Please direct Mr. Vine to provide a written status
report on each of those commitments.
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G. Produce MPPD Chief Buhman’s call logs. At the February 18, 2026 meeting,
Mayor Lyon and Mayor Pro Tem Hinton both acknowledged on the record that
Chief Buhman'’s refusal to produce his call logs was unreasonable, and Mayor
Lyon directed City Manager Vine to obtain them. | am requesting, for the third
time, that the City produce Chief Buhman’s call logs for the week of October 22,
2025 in native format with timestamps.

If the City contends that Chapter 34 or Chapter 36 complaints against employees are
not subject to independent investigation or Council agenda placement, | respectfully
request that the City identify in writing: (1) the controlling policy or procedure, (2) the
official responsible for intake and disposition, and (3) the expected timeline for
resolution.

Because the City Attorney’s office is named in one of the complaints referenced above,
| request that any legal advice to the Council regarding these complaints be provided by
conflict-free counsel.

Requested timeline: | respectfully request written acknowledgment of this letter within
10 business days and a written status update on each of the above items within 20
business days.
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V. RELATED PROCEEDINGS

| have raised related concerns through multiple regulatory and legal channels. These
include complaints filed with the Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA)
under Section 11(c) of the OSH Act and the FDA Food Safety Modernization Act
(FSMA), a charge filed with the Equal Employment Opportunity Commission (EEOC),
and requests submitted to the Texas Department of State Health Services (DSHS)
concerning asbestos and food safety inspections. | have also submitted records
requests under the Texas Public Information Act and have been designated as the
Employee Representative for OSHA Enforcement Inspection No. 1845692.015.

This letter does not seek to relitigate those proceedings. It is limited to requesting that
the City apply a consistent process for complaint intake, acknowledgment, investigation,
and disposition—and that the Council exercise its oversight responsibilities with respect
to the documented concerns raised herein. The related proceedings are referenced only
to provide context for the scope and seriousness of the underlying issues, and to
explain why timely and documented responses from the City are important.

VI. PRESERVATION AND RECORD

Please preserve this letter, all attachments, and all communications generated in
response to it. This letter and the formal ethics complaints referenced herein are public
records and part of the administrative record for the regulatory proceedings identified
above.

| also note for the record that Councilmember Tafoya (Knight) stated at the November
18, 2025 meeting that the ethics complaint against her represented “politically motivated
efforts designed to create drama, damage reputations and generate attention.” | respect
her right to defend herself. But | ask the Council to consider: if it was appropriate to
retain an independent investigator to determine whether those characterizations were
accurate, is it not equally appropriate to retain an independent investigator to determine
whether my complaints—which concern failures in official duties affecting public health,
safety, and government transparency—have merit?

The standard cannot be that complaints against elected officials receive immediate
independent investigation while complaints against City employees receive no written
response. If that is the standard, the public is entitled to draw its own conclusions from
it.

| remain available to provide supporting documentation and to participate in any fact-
finding process the Council initiates. | ask only that the process be independent,
documented, and timely.

A note regarding Councilmember Tafoya (Knight): | recognize that you are the
subject of the ethics investigation referenced in this letter. Nothing herein is intended to
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prejudge the outcome of that investigation or to disparage you. My concern is process
consistency and the equal application of the City’s complaint-handling procedures. To
the extent any information, documentation, or analysis | have previously submitted to
the Council is relevant to any pending proceeding, it is already part of the City’s records
and may be considered in accordance with applicable law and procedure.

Texas Open Meetings Act acknowledgment: | recognize that the Texas Open Meetings Act
governs how the Mayor and City Council may discuss City business. By sending this letter to all
of you, I am not asking you to deliberate or take action by email. | am requesting that any
discussion or action on the matters raised herein occur only at a properly posted open meeting
or in another manner that complies with the Act.

Respectfully,

Kyle Douglas Moring, M.S., LPC-Associate
Former Asset Protection Investigator - Walmart Store #131
OSHA Whistleblower Complainant - Section 11(c) / FSMA

Designated Employee Representative - OSHA Enforcement Inspection No.
1845692.015
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EXRHIBIT A

Formal Ethics Complaint — Webster, Ankrum,
Ramirez

November 27, 2025
Referenced in: Section I.B — My Complaints

Formal Ethics and Records Management Complaint filed under Chapter 34
and Chapter 36 of the City of Mount Pleasant Code of Ordinances against
Candias Webster, John Ankrum, and Juan Pedro Ramirez.



From: Kyle Moring NS &

Subject: Formal Ethics & Records Management Complaint Under Chapter 34 and Chapter 36 — Webster, Ankrum, Ramirez
Date: November 27, 2025 at 6:48 PM
To: Wesley Lyon Wlyon@mpcity.org, dcorbell@mpcity.org, kredfearn@mpcity.org, chinton@mpcity.org, Melanie.knight@mpcity.org,
jhageman@mpcity.org
Cc: Rob Vine rvine@mpcity.org, Candias Webster cwebster@mpcity.org, Austin Beck abeck@dtrglaw.com, Lea Ream
Iream@dtrglaw.com, | IENENIGINIIIINDSE

Good evening,

Please accept the attached letter as my formal ethics and records management complaint under Chapter 34 (Code of Ethics) and Chapter 36 (Records
and Information Management) of the City of Mount Pleasant Code of Ordinances.

The complaint concerns the conduct of Assistant City Manager/City Secretary Candias Webster, Building Official John Ankrum, and Health
Inspector/Code Compliance Officer Juan Pedro Ramirez, as detailed in the attached letter.

I respectfully request that the City Council and City Manager treat this as a formal complaint, initiate an independent and impartial investigation, and
ensure preservation of all records relevant to the matters described in the attachment. I also request a written acknowledgment of receipt.

I further request that this complaint be placed on the agenda for a future open meeting of the City Council for discussion and appropriate action, to the
extent allowed by law and by Council procedures.

Texas Open Meetings Act acknowledgement: I recognize that the Texas Open Meetings Act governs how the Mayor and City Council may discuss
City business. By sending this complaint to all of you, I am not asking you to deliberate or take action by email. I am submitting a written ethics and
records management complaint for your information and requesting that any discussion or action on this matter occur only at a properly posted open
meeting or in another manner that complies with the Act.

Thank you for your attention to this serious matter.

2025-11-27 - City of Mount .
Pleasant - Formal Ethics ...

Respectfully submitted in good faith,

/s/ Kyle Douglas Moring

Kyle Douglas Moring, M.S., LPC-Associate

Former Asset Protection Investigator — Walmart Store #13 1
Designated Representative of Current Walmart Store #131 Employees

OSHA 11(c)/FSMA Whistleblower Complainant



EXRHIBIT B

Formal Ethics Complaint — Ream, Beck

November 29, 2025
Referenced in: Section 1.B — My Complaints

Formal Ethics Complaint filed under Chapter 34 against City Attorneys Lea
Ann Ream and Austin Robert Beck.



From: Kyle Moring [N -~
Subject: Formal Ethics Complaint — Conduct of City Attorneys Lea A. Ream and Austin R. Beck
Date: November 29, 2025 at 7:25 PM
To: Wesley Lyon Wlyon@mpcity.org, dcorbell@mpcity.org, kredfearn@mpcity.org, jhageman@mpcity.org, chinton@mpcity.org,
Melanie.knight@mpcity.org
Cc: Rob Vine rvine@mpcity.org, Candias Webster cwebster@mpcity.org, Lea Ream Iream@dtrglaw.com, Austin Beck

abeck@dtrglaw.com, [
Good evening,

Please accept the attached letter as my formal ethics complaint submitted under Chapter 34 (Code of Ethics) of the City of Mount Pleasant Code of
Ordinances. The complaint concerns the conduct of City Attorneys Lea Ann Ream and Austin Robert Beck, as detailed in the attached document.

I respectfully request that the Mayor, City Council, and City Manager treat this as a formal ethics complaint, initiate an independent and impartial
investigation, and ensure the preservation of all records relevant to the matters described in the attachment. I also request a written acknowledgment of
receipt.

I also request that this complaint be placed on the agenda of a future open meeting of the City Council for discussion and any appropriate action,
consistent with applicable law and Council procedures.

Texas Open Meetings Act acknowledgement: I recognize that the Texas Open Meetings Act governs how the Mayor and City Council may discuss
City business. By sending this complaint to all of you, I am not asking you to deliberate or take action by email. I am submitting a written ethics
complaint for your information and requesting that any discussion or action occur only at a properly posted open meeting or in another manner that
complies with the Act.

I remain available to provide supporting documentation or to answer any follow-up questions that an investigator or the Council may have.

Thank you for your attention to this serious matter.

2025-11-29 - City of Mount .
Pleasant - Formal Ethics ...

Respectfully submitted in good faith,

/s/ Kyle Douglas Moring

Kyle Douglas Moring, M.S., LPC-Associate

Former Asset Protection Investigator — Walmart Store #131
Designated Representative of Current Walmart Store #131 Employees

OSHA 11(c)/FSMA Whistleblower Complainant



EXHIBIT C

Webster Staff Directive — "Do Not Reply to Him"

June 30, 2025

Referenced in: Section 1.D — Inconsistent Application / Section IIl.G — Do Not
Engage Directive

Email from Assistant City Manager/City Secretary Candias Webster to eight
City staff members directing: "Can you please provide this information to me
only? If this guy reaches out to you, please do not reply to him." Issued in
response to a lawful TPIA request.



From: Regina Reynolds rreynolds@mpcity.org &
Subject: RE: Public Information Act Request — Roofing Permits ROOF-35226 & ROOF-33173 (Walmart #131)
Date: June 30, 2025 at 9:04 AM
To: Candias Webster cwebster@mpcity.org, John Ankrum jankrum@mpcity.org, Lynn Barrett LBarrett@mpcity.org

Thank you,

Regina Reynolds

Administrative Assistant

Building, Code, Planning, & Zoning
903-575-4149

500 N Madison Ave

Starting May 1, 2025 our office hours will be as follows.
Monday — Thursday 7:30 am to 5:30 pm

Friday 8 am to 12:00 pm

From: Candias Webster <cwebster@mpcity.org>

Sent: Monday, June 30, 2025 8:05 AM

To: Regina Reynolds <rreynolds@mpcity.org>; John Ankrum <jankrum@mpcity.org>; Lynn Barrett
<LBarrett@mpcity.org>; Larry McRae <LMcRae @mpcity.org>; Jennifer Williams <jwilliams @mpcity.org>;
Aristeo Rodriguez <arodriguez@mpcity.org>; Danny Beard <DBeard @mpcity.org>; Brad Eubanks
<BEubanks @mpcity.org>

Subject: FW: Public Information Act Request — Roofing Permits ROOF-35226 & ROOF-33173 (Walmart
#131)

Good morning,

Can you please provide this information to me only? If this guy reaches out to you, please do not reply to him.

Thank you,

Candias Webster, TRMC, CMC
Assistant City Manager/ City Secretary
City of Mt. Pleasant

Office: 903-575-4154

cen: I

Fax: 903-577-1828

ATTENTION OFFICIALS: A "Reply to All" on this e-mail or reply or forward to one other official could lead to violations of the Texas Open Meetings Act. Please reply
only to the sender.

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This e-mail is intended solely for the person or
entity to which it is addressed and may contain confidential and/or

privileged information. Any review, dissemination, copying, printing, or

other use of this e-mail by persons or entities other than the addressee is
prohibited. If you have received this e-mail in error, please contact the

sender immediately and delete the material from your computer.

From: I -



Sent: Saturday, June 28, 2025 7:03 AM

To: Candias Webster <cwebster@mpcity.org>

Subject: Public Information Act Request — Roofing Permits ROOF-35226 & ROOF-33173 (Walmart
#131)

CAUTION: [EXTERNAL EMAIL]

Good morning,

Pursuant to the Texas Public Information Act (Texas Government Code Chapter 552), I
hereby request electronic copies of the following records for Walmart Supercenter #131,
located at 2311 S. Jefferson Avenue, Mount Pleasant, TX, related to roof permits ROOF-
35226 (2025) and ROOF-33173 (2024). I ask that this request be forwarded to any relevant
departments, including but not limited to the Building & Development Department and Fire
Marshal, as needed to obtain the records listed below:

1. Permit Applications & Approvals

o Completed permit applications, valuation worksheets, fee receipts, and contractor
information.

o Permit-issue dates and any annotations regarding expedited or retroactive processing.
2. Plan-Review Documentation
o Review comments, redlines, condition letters, and attachments for both permits.

o Any asbestos survey certificates, “no-ACM” affidavits, or engineer’s statements filed under
Tex. Occ. Code § 1954.259.

3. Asbestos Notifications

o All Texas Department of State Health Services (DSHS) 10-day NESHAP (RC-1)
notifications and related correspondence with EPA/DSHS.

4. Inspector Field Notes & Inspection Reports
o Inspector’s notes taken at permit issuance (plan review logs, field annotations).

o Logs, checklists, photos, and results for each required inspection stage (deck,
insulation/cover, dry-in, final).

o Any stop-work or correction orders issued.

5. Fire-System Records
o Fire-alarm and sprinkler permit files or plan approvals maintained by the Fire Marshal.
o Impairment permits, fire-watch logs, and related correspondence.

6. Correspondence

o E-mail or written communications between City staff and Walmart Inc. or its contractors
concerning these permits.



If any portion of this request is withheld or redacted, please cite the specific statutory
exemption and include a brief explanation of the basis for that exemption.

I further request a waiver of all fees in accordance with Tex. Gov’t Code § 552.007, as this
request serves the public interest by shedding light on government operations and public
safety matters. If the fee waiver is denied, please provide an itemized estimate before
proceeding.

Please note: Under Tex. Gov’t Code § 552.221, failure to comply with the Act within the
statutory deadline may subject the City to administrative penalties and liability for costs,
including attorney’s fees.

I appreciate your prompt attention and look forward to receipt of these records within ten
business days as required by law.

With gratitude,

Kyle Moring

On Jun 27, 2025, at 2:44\u8239 PM, I rot<:

The roof work permit (ROOF35226) for the current roof activity does not have an issue date. Was the issue date the same as the date of
payment listed on the permit? Also, is it a full roof replacement (removal of current roof then rebuild) or a roof overlay?

On Jun 27, 2025, at 2:33\u8239 PM, Candias Webster <cwebster @mpcity.org> wrote:

Here is the link to the information.

<image001.png> Wal-Mart

Thank you,

Candias Webster, TRMC, CMC
Assistant City Manager/ City Secretary
City of Mt. Pleasant

Office: 903-575-4154

cen: I

Fax: 903-577-1828

ATTENTION OFFICIALS: A "Reply to All" on this e-mail or reply or forward to one other official could lead to violations of the
Texas Open Meetings Act. Please reply only to the sender.

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This e-mail is intended solely for the person or
entity to which it is addressed and may contain confidential and/or

privileged information. Any review, dissemination, copying, printing, or

other use of this e-mail by persons or entities other than the addressee is

prohibited. If you have received this e-mail in error, please contact the



sender immediately and delete the material from your computer.

From: Kyle Moring

Sent: Friday, June 27, 2025 1:46 PM

To: Candias Webster <cwebster@mpcity.org>

Subject: Re: Public Information Request — Roofing & Construction Permits
(2019—-Present) — Walmart Store #131

CAUTION: [EXTERNAL EMAIL]

Payment is complete. A receipt for the transaction is not required. Thank you for your support with this matter.

With gratitude,

Kyle Moring

On Jun 27, 2025, at 1:18\u8239 PM, Candias Webster <cwebster @mpcity.org> wrote:

\u-257 ?
Please call Karina and she will take your payment and then I will email you the documents.

903-575-4000

Thank you,

Candias Webster, TRMC, CMC
Assistant City Manager/ City Secretary
City of Mt. Pleasant

Office: 903-575-4154

cen: I

Fax: 903-577-1828

ATTENTION OFFICIALS: A "Reply to All" on this e-mail or reply or forward to one other official could lead to
violations of the Texas Open Meetings Act. Please reply only to the sender.

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This e-mail is intended solely for the person or
entity to which it is addressed and may contain confidential and/or

privileged information. Any review, dissemination, copying, printing, or

other use of this e-mail by persons or entities other than the addressee is
prohibited. If you have received this e-mail in error, please contact the

sender immediately and delete the material from your computer.

From: [
Sent: Friday, June 27, 2025 12:56 PM

To: Candias Webster <cwebster@mpcity.org>

Subject: Re: Public Information Request — Roofing & Construction
Permits (2019—-Present) — Walmart Store #131

CAUTION: [EXTERNAL EMAIL]




| accept the charges. Do | need to call you to provide payment again?

On Jun 27, 2025, at 12:53\u8239 PM, Candias Webster
<cwebster@mpcity.org> wrote:

6/27/2025

VIA EMAIL TO: icloud

REQUESTOR NAME Kyle Moring

RE: Cost Estimate for TPIA Request to City of Mount Pleasant, Texas (Rec’d
6/25/2025)

Dear Mr./Ms. REQUESTOR LAST NAME: Moring

The City of Mount Pleasant, Texas (the “City”) received a public information request from
you on 6/25/2025 for ‘Roofing & Construction Permits (2019-Present) — Walmart Store
#131.” Charges for providing copies of information responsive to your request will not be
waived because the City has not determined that providing copies of responsive information
will primarily benefit the general public.

The City is providing you with an itemized cost estimate as required by §552.2615 of the
Texas Government Code. If the City later determines, before making any copies of responsive
information available to you, that actual charges for providing copies of responsive
information will exceed the estimated amount stated herein by 20% or more, the City will
provide you with an updated estimate of charges.

Itemized Statement of Estimated Charges:

Description Qty x Price Total
Copies 0x $0.10 $_ 00
Personnel Time ($15/hour) 2 hours x $15.00 $30.00
Total cost $30.00

An alternative, less costly method of viewing the records is available, and you may contact
me regarding the alternative method. Your request will be considered automatically
withdrawn if you do not respond in writing to this itemized cost estimate in the time and
manner required by §552.2615 of the TPIA, and you may respond in writing to this itemized
cost estimate by email to me atpcimics@cibolotx.gov. See §552.2615(a)(2) and (a)(3), Tex.
Gov’t Code. In accordance with §552.2615(b) of the TPIA, your request will be considered
to have been withdrawn by you if you do not inform the City in writing within ten business
days from the date this letter was

sent to you that you:

(a) accept the charges;
(b) wish to modify your request; OR

(c) have sent to the Texas Attorney General a complaint alleging that you have been
overcharged for being provided with a copy of the requested information.

Please contact me if you have any questions regarding this matter. If you have any questions
regarding the TPIA process generally, please consult with the Open Records Division of the
Office of the Attorney General of Texas.

Sincerely,

Thank you,
Candias Webster, TRMC, CMC

Assistant City Manager/ City Secretary



City of Mt. Pleasant

Office: 903-575-4154

cen: I

Fax: 903-577-1828

ATTENTION OFFICIALS: A "Reply to All" on this e-mail or reply or forward to one other
official could lead to violations of the Texas Open Meetings Act. Please reply only to the
sender.

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This e-mail is intended solely for the person or
entity to which it is addressed and may contain confidential and/or

privileged information. Any review, dissemination, copying, printing, or

other use of this e-mail by persons or entities other than the addressee is
prohibited. If you have received this e-mail in error, please contact the

sender immediately and delete the material from your computer.

From: I
Sent: Wednesday, June 25, 2025 9:28 AM

To: Candias Webster <cwebster@mpcity.org>
Subject: Public Information Request — Roofing

& Construction Permits (2019—Present) — Walmart
Store #131

Importance: High

CAUTION: [EXTERNAL EMAIL]

Good morning,

Pursuant to the Texas Public Information Act,
Chapter 552 of the Texas Government Code, I
respectfully request copies of all records related
to roofing, structural repair, construction,
alteration, or contractor activity at the following
address:

Walmart Store #131
2311 S. Jefferson Avenue
Mount Pleasant, TX 75455

I am specifically requesting records generated or
maintained between June 25, 2019 and the
present, including but not limited to:

. All building and roofing permits issued for this property;

. Any related inspection reports, field notes, or violation notices;

. All contractor registration documents connected to permit issuance;

. Any associated work orders, project descriptions, plan reviews, or internal
correspondence concerning roof or structural construction;

. Any revisions, denials, or resubmissions of permits for roof or structural work.

A ON =

[$)]

Please provide the documents in electronic
format if available. If the estimated cost for




permit 33173.pdf
524 KB

production exceeds $40, I request advance notice.
Otherwise, I respectfully request a waiver or
reduction of fees pursuant to Section 552.267 of
the Texas Government Code, as this request is
being made in connection with an active OSHA
whistleblower complaint (Case

#301053630) involving reported safety hazards at
this location, including structural and
environmental concerns.

The records sought may contain information
relevant to worker and public safety and are
therefore requested in the public interest.

As provided by Section 552.221(a) of the Texas
Government Code, I understand a governmental
body is required to either produce the records or
certify the existence of an applicable exception
within 10 business days of receipt of this request.

Thank you for your time and attention to this
matter. Please do not hesitate to contact me if
clarification is needed.

With gratitude,
Kyle Moring

permit 35226.pdf
. 192 KB .



Pages 31-32 of the original omitted from this public copy.

blank page



EXHIBIT D

Barrett-Vine Internal Thread — "Vendetta"
Characterization and Disputed Statements

October 23-31, 2025
Referenced in: Section 1.D — Inconsistent Application (Governance and Legal Risk)

Internal email thread in which Director of Development Services Lynn Barrett
characterized Kyle Moring's motives in personal terms and provided City
Manager Vine with answers that appear inconsistent with regulatory records
regarding asbestos, inspections, food safety, and contractor licensing (see
Exhibits K and L).



Page 1

"Rob Vine" <rvine@mpcity.org>

"Lynn Barrett" <lBarrett@mpcity.org>
10/31/2025 5:40:48 PM

Re: Request for meeting

From: "Rob Vine" <rvine@mpcity.org>

Sender: "Rob Vine" <rvine@mpcity.org>

To: "Lynn Barrett" <LBarrett@mpcity.org>

Subject: Re: Request for meeting

Date: Fri, 31 Oct 2025 17:40:48 -0600

MIME-Version: 1.0

Content-Type: multipart/related; type="multipart/alternative";
boundary="Mark=_426703213351332"

Thank you!

Get Outlook for i0OS

From: Lynn Barrett <LBarrett@mpcity.org>
Sent: Friday, October 31, 2025 12:22:38 PM
To: Rob Vine <rvine@mpcity.org>

Subject: RE: Request for meeting

Rob,
See answers below in red for your upcoming meeting with Dave Ruff.

Permits concerning Walmart

18000 sq foot of roof removal Walmart Permit issued, waiting for reinspection, 1 leak still to

check, has to rain first

Possible and ACTUAL Asbestos falling on food - Walmart and found in roof replacement No asbestos
was falling

Lack of asbestos preinspection Not industry standard for reroof

Disturbing Inspections results dating back to 2018 No information

Contractor licensing on work at Walmart All permits properly issued

Multiple failed inspections in regards to food safety at Walmart. Not to our knowledge

Thank you,

Lynn Barrett, AICP

Director of Development Services

Revised Hours: 7:30-5:30 M — Th; 8-noon Fridays
Phone: 903-575-4149

City of Mount Pleasant

501 N. Madison Ave.

Mount Pleasant, TX 75455

2/5/2026
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From: Rob Vine <rvine@mpcity.org>

Sent: Thursday, October 23, 2025 9:28 AM

To: Lynn Barrett <LBarrett@mpcity.org>; John Ankrum <jankrum@mpcity.org>
Cc: Candias Webster <cwebster@mpcity.org>

Subject: RE: Request for meeting

Lynn,
Candias has kept me in the loop regarding the Mr. Moring and his history with Walmart.

Regarding David, | am aware of who he is and what he does, but all things being considered, if a
citizen wishes to come in and talk with me about a concern, | will make time for them to do so. My
intention is not to share information so much as to listen, but | do not like going into a meeting blind
if | can educate myself prior to the meeting.

Thank you in advance for helping me with this.

Robert G. Vine, CPM

City Manager

City of Mount Pleasant
501 N. Madison

Mt. Pleasant, TX 75455
Office: 903-575-4000

NOTICE: This e-mail is intended solely for the person or entity to which it is addressed and may contain
confidential and/or privileged information. Any review, dissemination, copying, printing, or other use of
this email by persons or entities other than the addressee is prohibited. If you have received this email
in error, please contact the sender immediately and delete the material from your computer.

From: Lynn Barrett <LBarrett@mpcity.org>

Sent: Thursday, October 23, 2025 9:08 AM

To: Rob Vine <rvine@mpcity.org>; John Ankrum <jankrum@mpcity.org>
Cc: Candias Webster <cwebster@mpcity.org>

Subject: RE: Request for meeting

Rob,

Roping in Candias in case you hadn’t done so. This has been the result of complaints from Kyle
Moring who is on a vendetta against Walmart for terminating him and has filed literally dozens and
dozens of public records requests with us on every single thing and with various state agencies for

2/5/2026
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several months with all being aware of his vendetta, and was prevented with a Criminal Trespass order
from going on their property yesterday. David Ruff is a social media complainant county resident who
does not have any standing to discuss this matter officially ould be my educated guess. Lea has been
involved as well.

Thank you,

Lynn Barrett, AICP

Director of Development Services

Revised Hours: 7:30-5:30 M — Th; 8-noon Fridays
Phone: 903-575-4149

City of Mount Pleasant

501 N. Madison Ave.

Mount Pleasant, TX 75455

From: Rob Vine <rvine@mpcity.org>
Sent: Thursday, October 23, 2025 9:03 AM

To: Lynn Barrett <LBarrett@mpcity.org>; John Ankrum <jankrum@mpcity.org>
Subject: FW: Request for meeting

Lynn and John,
Good morning.

Please see the highlighted portion of the email below and provide what information you can about
these items. | will meet with David sometime the week of Nov. 3-7, so anytime next week will be fine
to have it ready to share. | would like to have a short meeting with the staff member that is the most
knowledgeable about this prior to my meeting with him as well.

Thank you.

Robert G. Vine, CPM

City Manager

City of Mount Pleasant
501 N. Madison

Mt. Pleasant, TX 75455
Office: 903-575-4000

2/5/2026
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NOTICE: This e-mail is intended solely for the person or entity to which it is addressed and may contain
confidential and/or privileged information. Any review, dissemination, copying, printing, or other use of
this email by persons or entities other than the addressee is prohibited. If you have received this email
in error, please contact the sender immediately and delete the material from your computer.

From: David Ruff <[

Sent: Thursday, October 23, 2025 8:26 AM

To: Rob Vine <rvine@mpcity.org>

Cc: _ Carl Hinton <CHinton@mpcity.org>; Wesley Lyon <wlyon@mpcity.org>
Subject: Request for meeting

CAUTION: [EXTERNAL EMAIL]

Good morning Mr Vine,

My name is David Ruff, | am a resident of Titus county and have some information I'd like to sit and
talk about. This includes:

Permits concerning Walmart

18000 sq foot of roof removal Walmart

Possible and ACTUAL Asbestos falling on food - Walmart and found in roof replacement
Lack of asbestos preinspection

Disturbing Inspections results dating back to 2018

Contractor licensing on work at Walmart

Multiple failed inspections in regards to food safety at Walmart.

| will be home after the 30th of this month and believe we should sit, discuss these issues as | am
shocked at what has been uncovered.

David Ruff

On Wednesday, October 22, 2025 at 07:54:07 PM EDT, Wesley Lyon <wlyon@mpcity.org> wrote:

Hi Dave,

| appreciate you reaching out and I'm glad you want to talk about the Walmart roof situation. I'd prefer you reach out to
Rob Vine first since he’s much more plugged into the day-to-day operations. You can reach him at rvine@mpcity.org or
(903) 575-4000 . He isn't on social media, so email or a phone call will be the best way to reach him.

If he's not responsive, or if you hear something you believe the elected officials should be aware of, please don't hesitate
to reach out to me directly.

Regarding the meeting, our normal IT guy was out last night, which is why things looked a little different. It does happen
from time to time.

| truly believe we now have people in place who operate with integrity, and that's the mindset we need to keep moving

forward. If something seems off, it's not going to be nefarious—it's either being handled already or simply an oversight.

Open communication is the best way to clear things up before anyone is led down a path that may not reflect the full
2/5/2026



Page 5

truth.

Councilman Hinton mentioned he was planning to meet with you next, but we both leave for the TML Conference on
Wednesday. Whenever it happens, I'd enjoy talking with you again and catching up. | appreciate everything you've done

for the city and hope you'll continue to be one of our champions and watchdogs. | think it's time for all of us to shift gears
a bit—trust, but verify.

| copied Kim so she has the info too and Rob, to give him a heads up. Looking forward to our talk.

Wesley R. Lyon Il

Mayor, City of Mt. Pleasant, Texas

Ex Officio, Mt. Pleasant Economic Development Corporation
Board Member, Ark-Tex Council of Governments (ATCOG)

® City Hall | 501 N. Madison Ave | Mt. Pleasant, TX 75455
. (903) 717-0277 | @@ Fax: (903) 577-1828

- 1\u-497 ? wlyon@mpcity.org

@ www.mtpleasanttx.gov

Serving with transparency, accountability, and dedication to our community.

2/5/2026



EXHIBIT E

Webster-Ream Internal Email to Mayor & Council —
Ordinance 2025-24 "Vexatious Requestor"

November 25-26, 2025
Referenced in: Section 1.D — Inconsistent Application (Governance and Legal Risk)

Email from City Attorney Lea Ream to Mayor and Council confirming
Ordinance 2025-24 was brought specifically because of Kyle Moring's TPIA
requests. Ream stated: "Mr. Moring's numerous requests have led to this
recommendation.”



Page 1

"Candias Webster" <cwebster@mpcity.org>

"Lea Ream" <lream@dtrglaw.com>

"Wesley Lyon" <wlyon@mpcity.org>

"Kelly Redfearn" <KRedfearn@mpcity.org>
"Debbie Corbell" <DCorbell@mpcity.org>
"Melanie Knight" <melanie.knight@mpcity.org>

"Jonathan Hageman" <JHageman@mpcity.org>

"Carl Hinton" <CHinton@mpcity.org>
"Rob Vine" <rvine@mpcity.org>
"Austin Beck" <abeck@dtrglaw.com>
11/26/2025 4:42:58 PM

RE: Ordinance 2025-24: Significant Whistleblower, TPIA, and Public-Safety Implications
DOCS1-#354983-v2-TPIA_Ordinance_(Mt_ Pleasant).DOCX

From: "Candias Webster" <cwebster@mpcity.org>

Sender: "Candias Webster" <cwebster@mpcity.org>

To: "Lea Ream" <Iream@dtrglaw.com>,

"Wesley Lyon" <wlyon@mpcity.org>,

"Kelly Redfearn" <KRedfearn@mpcity.org>,

"Debbie Corbell" <DCorbell@mpcity.org>,

"Melanie Knight" <melanie.knight@mpcity.org>,

"Jonathan Hageman" <JHageman@mpcity.org>,

"Carl Hinton" <CHinton@mpcity.org>

Cc: "Rob Vine" <rvine@mpcity.org>,

"Austin Beck" <abeck@dtrglaw.com>

Subject: =??Q?RE:_Ordinance_2025-24:_Significant_Whistleb?=
=??Q?lower=2C_TPIA=2C_and_Public-Safety_Implications?=

Date: Wed, 26 Nov 2025 16:42:58 -0600

MIME-Version: 1.0

Content-Type: multipart/mixed; boundary="Mark=_420531210265646"
Received: from MW5PR16MB4812.namprd16.prod.outlook.com
(2603:10b6:303:19a::5) by BLAPR16MB3811.namprd16.prod.o

utlook.com with HTTPS; Wed, 26 Nov 2025 22:43:01 +0000
Authentication-Results: dkim=none (message not signed) hea
der.d=none;dmarc=none action=none header.from=mpcity.org;

Received: from CYYPR16MB5534.namprd16.prod.outlook.com (2603:10b6:930:c
7:19) by MW5PR16MB4812.namprd16.prod.outlook.com (2603:10b6:303:19a::5
) with Microsoft SMTP Server (version=TLS1_2, cipher=TLS_ECDHE_RSA_WITH
_AES_256_GCM_SHA384) id 15.20.9366.12; Wed, 26 Nov 2025 22:42:59 +0000
Received: from CYYPR16MB5534.namprd16.prod.outlook.com ([fe80::1816:c263:
fee1:44a0]) by CYYPR16MB5534.namprd16.prod.outlook.com ([fe80::1816:c263:
fee1:44a0%4]) with mapi id 15.20.9366.009; Wed, 26 Nov 2025 22:42:58 +000
0

Thread-Topic: Ordinance 2025-24: Significant Whi

stleblower, TPIA, and Public-Safety Implications

Thread-Index: AQHcXnaAeW1QTYgAWUCI/YkBviinwrUEPkOAgAFPXxRA=
In-Reply-To: <BY1PR22MB403823A57D1A8ACBBIFD5326
BDDEA@BY1PR22MB4038.namprd22.prod.outlook.com>

Accept-Language: en-US

Content-Language: en-US

X-MS-Has-Attach: yes

X-MS-Exchange-Organization-SCL: 1

X-MS-TNEF-Correlator: <CYYPR16MB5534B93880EB5A60635
41780B7DEA@CYYPR16MB5534.namprd16.prod.outlook.com>
X-MS-Exchange-Organization-MessageDirectionality: Originating
X-MS-Exchange-Organization-AuthSource:
CYYPR16MB5534.namprd16.prod.outlook.com
X-MS-Exchange-Organization-AuthAs: Internal
X-MS-Exchange-Organization-AuthMechanism: 04
X-MS-Exchange-Organization-Network-Message

-1d: 88e1c7e2-46e2-4e6f-b99f-08de2d3d25ff

X-MS-PublicTrafficType: Email

X-MS-TrafficTypeDiagnostic: CYYPR16MB5534
:EE_|MW5PR16MB4812:EE_|BLAPR16MB3811:EE_

Return-Path: cwebster@mpcity.org
X-MS-Exchange-Organization-ExpirationSta

rtTime: 26 Nov 2025 22:42:59.2549 (UTC)
X-MS-Exchange-Organization-ExpirationStartTimeReason: OriginalSubmit
X-MS-Exchange-Organization-ExpirationInterval: 1:00:00:00.0000000
X-MS-Exchange-Organization-ExpirationintervalReason: OriginalSubmit
X-MS-Office365-Filtering-Correlation-Id

: 88e1c7e2-46e2-4e6f-b99f-08de2d3d25ff

X-LD-Processed: cac4c7b5-7b5e-4539-b190-69056324b806,ExtAddr
X-Microsoft-Antispam: BCL:0;ARA:13230040|376014|36
6016|7053199007|4013099003|8096899003|41050700001;
X-Forefront-Antispam-Report: CIP:255.255.255.255;CTRY;;LANG
:en;SCL:1;SRV;IPV:NLI;SFV:NSPM;H:CYYPR16MB5534.namprd16.pr
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od.outlook.com;PTR:;;CAT:NONE;SFS:(13230040)(376014)(366016)
(7053199007)(4013099003)(8096899003)(41050700001);DIR:INT;
X-MS-Exchange-CrossTenant-Original Arriv

alTime: 26 Nov 2025 22:42:58.6533 (UTC)
X-MS-Exchange-CrossTenant-FromEntityHeader: Hosted

X-MS-Exchange-CrossTenant-ld: cac4c7b5-7b5e-4539-b190-69056324b806
X-MS-Exchange-CrossTenant-AuthSource: C

YYPR16MB5534.namprd16.prod.outlook.com

X-MS-Exchange-CrossTenant-AuthAs: Internal
X-MS-Exchange-CrossTenant-Network-Message

-1d: 88e1c7e2-46e2-4e6f-b99f-08de2d3d25ff

X-MS-Exchange-CrossTenant-MailboxType: HOSTED
X-MS-Exchange-CrossTenant-UserPrincipalName: 1x7LJvygacJBsLKmUY749Q
51GQoK+T7JYvTre7V5waF8v8352dZRILyizqIBT8 TyhdaOoVeOjWukaKWxXVMDHA==
X-MS-Exchange-Transport-CrossTenantHeadersStamped: MW5PR16MB4812
X-MS-Exchange-Transport-EndToEndLatency: 00:00:02.8189940
X-MS-Exchange-Processed-By-BccFoldering: 15.20.9366.005
X-MS-Exchange-ExternallinOutlookResult: NotEnabled
X-Microsoft-Antispam-Mailbox-Delivery: ucf:0;jmr:0;auth:0;dest:I;E
NG:(910005)(944506478)(944626604)(920097)(425001)(930097)(140003);
X-Microsoft-Antispam-Message-Info: IdG3YGbiHBJ9as/2+ARNp6Q56sHIiw911YNjbc
LPP4vRp4G/c3Zmo85GxshhxbanuHgFWHzOODtKg3mmKoSs6y3aXEGO6pN8Wq6T3D88CgxUTi
ZhqfRD8okGtz+/8wLN+P8UVLKSdojsXpeKyDlouyhdEii/j/Ct5+y6EwJuePXxEM8x1SfRxjXa
2qJnJKc4wL5Rr/BtsBIwfQw+iMGstBr/IC6CskDOw6Kx0cbHcW +uKtuyR ++ALyahKMotoiPwr
swbnl3TTqgjolY+Sbz7GH2gZSS1MsONprram5f1Kg4yXsolHSJP80j/81yIL+1zzg9QwsklzQ/
jbom+000ifs+eHImfTczOyXFAb+IVEO2jf6wdw8mTOBcz79XgV/KSKwmjyfhHYowiN2XcGnjJ7
BpG4WIfYekctfgEzW8eDNQWONpGCyMaZmWU/6ou56Fpm7cLIFkhIU6GOoRj6ENMOR8hyLX87uz
pwknvLbaTYVIVgLaPLzpLtdpcL2KuNgTOZiW5aN4Xj3MOW/DE2gaPlibcGChgsr7UTayiDJxh
JI1qlbyHidpY9K+19nznn/GQOJSxF2Fd5EfRcUOThLGZrjn8UnJY/Sy6fzIPAsUnd4khRI4Nd8
t/3T3BX/Cemg0YCbDZxmp1jnMwDXtITkNrZQ201EFFjdgtLI8ITpsxVrhyTrk2stj3bjJGNyW
EFemt3QvYpURizkuAGlum8vrXwiji85L9ykk8cLtwdLyaMXMrROHhVXT2d+VNBoTmSjO7Rf7ZY

Good afternoon, Mayor and Council,

| have attached a copy of Ordinance 2025-24 that will be discussed on Tuesday. | have updated the
agenda packet with this Ordinance to be viewed online.

Happy Thanksgiving and be safe

Thank you,

Candias Webster, TRMC, CMC
Assistant City Manager/ City Secretary
City of Mt. Pleasant

Office: 903-575-4000

cell: N

Fax: 903-577-1828

ATTENTION OFFICIALS : A "Reply to All" on this e-mail or reply or forward to one other official could
lead to violations of the Texas Open Meetings Act. Please reply only to the sender.
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CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This e-mail is intended solely for the person or
entity to which it is addressed and may contain confidential and/or
privileged information. Any review, dissemination, copying, printing, or
other use of this e-mail by persons or entities other than the addressee is
prohibited. If you have received this e-mail in error, please contact the

sender immediately and delete the material from your computer

From: Lea Ream <LReam@dtrglaw.com>

Sent: Tuesday, November 25, 2025 8:37 PM

To: Wesley Lyon <wlyon@mpcity.org>; Kelly Redfearn <KRedfearn@mpcity.org>; Debbie Corbell
<DCorbell@mpcity.org>; Melanie Knight <melanie.knight@mpcity.org>; Jonathan Hageman
<JHageman@mpcity.org>; Carl Hinton <CHinton@mpcity.org>

Cc: Rob Vine <rvine@mpcity.org>; Candias Webster <cwebster@mpcity.org>; Austin Beck
<abeck@dtrglaw.com>

Subject: FW: Ordinance 2025-24: Significant Whistleblower, TPIA, and Public-Safety Implications

CAUTION: [EXTERNAL EMAIL]

Attorney Client Privileged Communication

Dear Mayor and Council,

Please do not reply to Mr. Moring. The Assistant City Manager/City Secretary and one of my
associates, Austin Beck, have been dealing with Mr. Moring’s many requests under the Texas Public
Information Act (“TPIA").

Mr. Beck handles much of this work for most of our municipal and other governmental clients. He is
very knowledgeable and made the City aware of the possibility of the City passing an ordinance to
place limitations on repetitive and excessive requests under the TPIA. This is permitted by Section
552.275 of the Texas Government Code. Here is a link to a TML paper addressing ways that cities may
respond to repetitive (vexatious) requestors: Vexatious requestors 2023 memo HB 3033.

The Council will be provided a draft ordinance pursuant to Section 552.275 at the Council meeting on
Tuesday, December 2, 2025. As soon as the draft is complete, it will be included in the Council packet
and Mr. Moring will be provided a copy.

Mr. Moring’s numerous requests have led to this recommendation. Mr. Moring has submitted 45
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requests since June of this year. Only three are currently open. Unfortunately, he tends to argue
about every response the City provides to him, which causes the City to spend a significant amount of
resources responding to his requests and emails.

As you can see by his email below, his complaint is really against Walmart, his former employer. The
City was simply in the crossfire, but Mr. Moring has now become focused on the City.

Should you have any questions or concerns, please let me know.
In the meantime, please do not reply to Mr. Moring.

Regards,

Lea A. Ream

DTRG

From: Kyle Moring <_>

Sent: Tuesday, November 25, 2025 7:46 PM

To: Wesley Lyon <Wlyon@mpcity.org>; dcorbell@mpcity.org; Melanie.knight@mpcity.org;
jhageman@mpcity.org; kredfearn@mpcity.org; chinton@mpcity.org

Cc: Candias Webster <cwebster@mpcity.org>; Rob Vine <rvine@mpcity.org>; Austin Beck
<abeck@dtrglaw.com>; Lea Ream <LReam@dtrgIaw.com>;*

Subject: Ordinance 2025-24: Significant Whistleblower, TPIA, and Public-Safety Implications

The Honorable Mayor Lyon and Members of the City Council,

TOMA Notice: | am providing this information as a citizen and whistleblower, and | am not requesting that any Council
Member reply or deliberate outside of a posted public meeting. Please do not “Reply All.” | intend for this email to be
treated as public comment and background for your consideration.

| am writing to respectfully request that the Council postpone action on Ordinance 2025\u8209 -24  regarding Texas
Public Information Act (TPIA) time limits and “vexatious requestor” provisions, at least until several ongoing whistleblower,
public integrity, and regulatory oversight matters involving the City of Mount Pleasant and Walmart Store #1371 have been
fully and transparently addressed.

By way of background, | am a former Walmart Asset Protection Investigator, an active complainant in a federal OSHA
whistleblower case under Section 11(c) of the OSH Act and the Food Safety Modernization Act (FSMA), and the authorized
employee representative for current Walmart Store #131 employees in OSHA Enforcement Inspection 1845692.015. Since
early 2025, | have submitted numerous safety, environmental, and consumer protection complaints to OSHA (including
Section 11(c) and FSMA), the Texas Department of State Health Services (food safety and asbestos), EPA Region VI, TDA,
TCEQ, TDLR, USDA\u8209 -FSIS, the Texas Attorney General's Office, and other oversight bodies. Several of these
complaints have already been substantiated , including DSHS Asbestos Inspection No. 56114 and DSHS Food Safety
Inspection No. 308620, and multiple investigations and open records processes remain active.

Many of my TPIA requests to the City and to MPPD relate directly to these whistleblower matters. | have used the TPIA to
preserve evidence, compare local responses with state and federal findings, document hazardous conditions, and
understand how enforcement has been carried out at the local level. My requests have been focused on worker safety,
public health, environmental compliance, and transparency  , not personal harassment.
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In addition, my interactions with MPPD around Walmart Store #1371 have occurred squarely in a public safety and
whistleblower context. On September 02, 2025, | reported an alleged dat the store to MPPD and
followed up with Chief Mark Buhman on September 05, 2025, after receiving no acknowledgement. My understanding is
that this investigation remains open, which underscores that my engagement has been in furtherance of public safety. On
October 22, 2025, while | was at the store in connection with safety concerns, records access, and OSHA-related issues,
MPPD issued me a criminal trespass warning. In later\u8209 -produced records, Sgt. John Beasley texted Chief Buhman
that | had "openly admitted “ | would sue the City; however, the body-worn camera videos and transcripts do not contain
any such statement. They reflect my discussion of OSHA/DOL matters, record-keeping fees, and public safety complaints.
Chief Buhman's texted reply, “"He can bring it ,” before reviewing any footage, and the fact that the offense recording date
for Caseiis the same day | was trespassed and those texts were exchanged, are directly relevant to
OSHA'’s non-interference analysis and to my ability to function as an authorized employee representative.

TPIA records further show that Store Manager Carrie Mahon contacted Chief Buhman on his personal phone to

request that | be criminally trespassed from the store three days after | had requested the store’s OSHA 300/300A

Logs for review. The store did not provide those logs in response to my request; | had to escalate to Walmart's legal
team, and the logs were produced two days later. That sequence itself raises serious concerns under OSHA’s employee
records access rights, because requesting and reviewing the OSHA 300/300A Logs is a protected activity. It is also
important to emphasize that the only reason | know any of these facts—the content and timing of the texts, the use of the
Chief's personal phone by the store manager, and the alignment between my protected OSHA records request and the
criminal trespass decision—is because | exercised my rights under the Texas Public Information Act and obtained the
underlying records from the City.

Despite this context, the City Secretary and the City Attorney have repeatedly stated to me that my requests are “not in
the public’s interest” and have denied my public interest fee\u8209 -waiver requests , even where the requested
records involve asbestos findings, food contamination, emergency response, or other matters plainly affecting public
safety.

| also believe it is important for the Council to know that, among the many state and federal agencies from which | have
requested records—including OSHA, Texas DSHS, EPA Region VI, TCEQ, TDA, TDLR, USDA\u8209 -FSIS, the Texas Attorney
General's Office, and others—the City of Mount Pleasant is the only entity that has repeatedly charged me

substantial fees for records production . Every other agency has either waived fees, provided records at no cost, or
delivered the information electronically without invoking cost barriers. In contrast, the City has issued unusually high
estimates (e.g., >$1,500), demanded prepayment, denied fee waivers, and asserted a lack of public interest in records
directly tied to worker safety, consumer safety, environmental hazards, and enforcement concerns at Walmart Store #131.

The Council should also be aware that the City continues to state that its records system “does not allow” electronic
transfer of documents and therefore requires staff to rely on a print-to-scan workflow. This process not only increases
labor time and cost but also eliminates all metadata , making it inaccessible to the requestor. Because metadata is an
inherent part of electronic public records and is routinely preserved and provided by state and federal agencies, | have
repeatedly requested IT documentation to understand why the City cannot produce records electronically or in their
native formats. Each time, the City Attorney has responded only that the City uses “special” software, and no supporting IT
documentation, system specifications, metadata policies, or vendor explanations have ever been produced. This stands in
stark contrast to every other agency | have worked with, which all provide records electronically with metadata intact.
Without the requested IT and metadata documentation, neither | nor the public can evaluate whether the City’s claimed
technical limitations are legitimate or whether the print-to-scan process is being used to justify elevated costs and to
prevent access to metadata that would ordinarily be available.

Beyond the safety and public health aspects, my TPIA work has also raised serious concerns about permitting,
valuation, and fee collection related to major projects at Walmart Store #131. By comparing records from the City, Titus
County Appraisal District, TDLR, and TCEQ, | have identified:

Apparent discrepancies between TDLR-reported remodel values and the construction values reflected in local
permits and appraisal records

Limited or inconsistent documentation for certain permits, including roof-related permits, where | was initially told
there was no issue date, and only minimal information existed

Indications that substantial work, including portions of the Tire & Lube Express (TLE) remodel and roof-related
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activity, was performed or substantially underway before permits were issued or before full inspections and approvals
were documented

Inspection findings and hazard documentation (roof leaks, water intrusion, stormwater/wastewater issues,
asbestos-related findings) that do not align cleanly with the permit history, declared valuations, and recorded fees

These issues matter because under-valued projects and  under-collected fees directly affect City revenues and

fairness to other taxpayers, while unpermitted or inadequately inspected work exposes employees and the public

to structural, electrical, asbestos, and sanitation risks. The only way | have been able to identify and cross-check these
discrepancies is by using the TPIA to obtain City permitting records, TDLR files, Titus CAD appraisal data, and related
correspondence. If Ordinance 2025\u8209 -24 is used to label me “vexatious” or sharply limit my allowable research time
under Government Code § 552.275, that will impair my ability to continue documenting these concerns and bringing them
to the Council’s attention.

At the same time, Ordinance 2025\u8209 -24 has been placed on the Council agenda and is being framed as a response
to “vexatious” requests and staff burden, while:

| have active open records/cost-related complaints  with the Texas Attorney General involving the City's
handling of my requests and the City Secretary’s certifications

In response to my November 25, 2025 request for “all records related to Ordinance 2025\u8209 -24, "1 was
informed that the City had “no responsive records,” even though an Agenda Item Report describing Ordinance
2025\u8209 -24 and listing the City Secretary as staff contact clearly exists, and the same email referenced seeking
an Attorney General opinion on “emails with the attorney” that are, by definition, responsive records (even if the
City believes them to be privileged in whole or in part).

In this context, moving forward with Ordinance 2025-24 risks appearing less like a neutral administrative tool and more
like a response to a specific whistleblower’s lawful exercise of public information rights . It may also chill legiti