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government, providing greater accountability over elected officials, the decisions they make 
and the taxpayer dollars they spend.  

 

As the commonwealth conducts a two-year review of that law, the Daily Press has frequently 
used its editorial page to take aim at the more than 170 exemptions the FOIA now contains. 
Our intent is to provide the public with practical examples of how those provisions are abused, 
and to encourage the Freedom of Information Advisory Council conducting the review to take a 
hard look at their value and necessity.  
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our readership is more informed about the value of open government laws and have been 
enlisted as partners in seeing them strengthened.  
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Sunday, May 11, 2014 
 
EXPAND PUBLIC ACCESS 

CURBING EXEMPTIONS AND ADDING PENALTIES TO FOIA REQUIRES CITIZENS' VOICES  

   Short of rewriting the Virginia Constitution, there is no better way to recast the relationship 

between citizens and state government than overhauling the Freedom of Information Act. The 

law enables oversight of officials who operate on the people's behalf, spend public money and 

should be subject to scrutiny.  

    Last month, officials began a thorough review of the legislation, looking for ways to streamline 

it and improve how it functions for the public. We applaud the commitment to this long-

overdue effort but we cannot help but be disappointed in its backward approach, which will 

review the law as it exists rather than starting with a clean slate.  

    When the Founding Fathers crafted the Constitution, they constructed a document that 

limited the size of government. This perspective intended to reserve all additional rights to the 

states and citizens, narrowing the federal scope to only specifically enumerated powers.  

    Virginia's FOIA should be designed similarly. The law should begin with the premise that all 

records generated by any government body, official or employee are public. Likewise, any 

gathering of officials which discusses the people's business should be open to the public. Any 

elected official or government agency wishing to narrow access should be required to openly 

explain why, in a venue open to public comment.  

    The FOIA was close to that standard when it was last reviewed 14 years ago, but it is nearly 

unrecognizable now. Lawmakers have chipped away at access by adding 172 exemptions that 

shield records and meetings from citizens. The law is now weighed down with scores of these 

caveats, effectively widening the distance between people and their government.  

    Earlier this year, the General Assembly ordered the commonwealth's FOIA Advisory Council to 

conduct a two-year review of the law. Under a proposed plan, the council would establish two 

subcommittees, one to review records exemptions and the other to examine meetings 

exemptions. Their recommendations will be folded into a report for lawmakers to be delivered 

by Dec. 1, 2016.  

    It would have been better for lawmakers to have ordered the council to begin with a clean 

FOIA, one based on the original standard of openness. Then it could look at including a limited 

number of exemptions as needed, adding only those necessary to government's service of the 

people.  

    As it is, this review will be no easy task. Most exemptions were inserted into the law for a 

specific reason, and those who lobbied for changes are unlikely to concede their loss quietly. 

Many of those exemptions are superfluous — or worse, impediments to information the public 

has a right to know.  
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    Citizens should have access to working papers and other information used in the creating of 

laws or policies. Records of disciplinary actions should be public records, just like salaries and 

titles. Once a decision has been made by a public body, records pertinent to the issue should be 

readily available.  

    For meetings, the ability to enter closed sessions must be narrowly designed and require 

specific citation for doing so. Too many parts of the law are written broadly and vaguely, giving 

wide latitude to public officials intent to operate behind closed doors.  

    Additionally, technology has substantially changed how officials communicate and should be 

reflected in an updated FOIA. It has been noted that email was used sparingly when the last 

review was conducted. Now text messages, video chats and virtual meetings are all employed by 

officials executing the people's business — and should be available to the public.  

    We also believe FOIA law requires teeth to dissuade those who would play fast and loose with 

its intent. Public officials who violate the law by withholding documents or taking action behind 

closed doors should be punished with stiff fines and, in extreme cases, jail time.  

    Illinois, for instance, levies fines of $5,000 against officials who knowingly violate the state's 

FOIA. In Oklahoma and Florida, the law allows for a maximum penalty of one year in jail.  

    In Virginia, the FOIA is toothless, depending only on voters' long memories to punish elected 

officials who act in violation. When fewer than 20 percent of voters turn out for elections — as 

happened Tuesday's in Newport News — that's cold comfort. In reviewing the law, the council 

should include how to create an administrative review process and reasonable but firm 

consequences for non-compliance.  

    We trust the council to approach this effort as advocates of openness and not defenders of 

the status quo. In doing so, they can strengthen the relationship between government and the 

governed, ensuring a more thorough oversight of public actions.  

    There may be no more important process under way in Richmond and involvement is critical. 

The legislation authorizing review of the law instructs the FOIA Council to consider input from 

interested parties across the commonwealth, from media outlets and public officials to 

openness advocacy groups and private citizens.  

    So you have your charge. Write, call, email or visit your elected representatives and members 

of the council. Tell them you expect public business — your business — to be open and 

accessible. Tell them what you want from our Freedom of Information Act and demand they 

follow through. 
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Sunday, September 28, 2014 

ENABLING BAD BEHAVIOR 

VIRGINIA'S OPEN GOVERNMENT LAW LETS OFFICIALS KEEP PERSONNEL RECORDS SECRET — TO 

THE PUBLIC'S DETRIMENT  

   Virginia's Freedom of Information Act lets state and local governments hide critical 

information from you when officials do their jobs badly. It lets them keep secret when top public 

servants — such as city managers and others who wield significant influence— receive raises at 

taxpayers' expense.  

    Records of disciplinary action, including firings of county managers and school 

superintendents, as well as meetings to discuss the performance of those officials, can be 

shielded from citizens. The law doesn't mandate secrecy — but guess what happens when our 

brave public officials have the option to hide the truth?  

    As Virginia conducts its two-year review of the commonwealth's FOIA, special attention 

should be paid to how it is repeatedly abused in regard to information about public employees.  

    Consider a few recent examples.  

    In Richmond, Chief Administrative Officer Byron C. Marshall drew the attention of City 

Auditor/Inspector General Umesh Dalal for boosting a subordinate's pay in a way that would 

dramatically increase that employee's pension. Amid the dispute, Mr. Marshall abruptly 

departed his post on Sept. 15, submitting a resignation letter to the office of Mayor Dwight C. 

Jones.  

    Initially, the mayor's office refused to provide a copy of that letter or details of Mr. Marshall's 

severance package, citing the FOIA's personnel exemption. We later learned that Mr. Marshall 

will receive $163,617 from Richmond taxpayers, but the city still refuses to release the letter. 

Even City Council members were required to sign nondisclosure agreements in order to view it. 

Taxpayers should consider that as both cowardly and alarming.  

    We hear echoes of a similar experience locally, when Hampton Mayor George Wallace, then 

the city manager, filed suit after being forced from his job in 2005. The 2006 settlement paid 

$450,000 to the law firm representing Mr. Wallace, but that detail was kept confidential by both 

parties.  

    When Mr. Wallace sought elected office in 2008, a U.S. District Court judge ordered the gag 

order be lifted, calling the information a "political issue." But it was always a public issue about 

which city taxpayers deserved to know.  
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    Or look to Portsmouth, where the City Council recently wrestled with whether to keep City 

Auditor Jesse Andre Thomas. In his 17 months on the job, Mr. Thomas failed to deliver a single 

audit and logged into the city's financial system just twice in his first 14 months in office.  

    An auditor provides government scrutiny and oversight on behalf of citizens. Yet, when it 

came time to settle Mr. Thomas' future, the City Council went behind closed doors — where 

members debated and then voted to retain him. Why? Citizens apparently don't deserve that 

information.  

    In 2009, a similar scenario unfolded in Newport News when a majority of the City Council 

ousted longtime City Manager Randy Hildebrandt. Discussion was held behind closed doors, and 

at the time, Councilwoman Sharon Scott said, "Nobody should know what we discuss during 

closed sessions."  

    Given a chance to have his fate decided in closed session or before citizens, Mr. Hildebrandt 

— to his credit — chose to make his case in public. The majority was unmoved and, without 

debate, voted to dismiss him.  

    The Virginia Port Authority pays Port of Virginia CEO and Executive Director John Reinhart 

$450,000 annually. But when members recently negotiated new performance metrics for Mr. 

Reinhart, which could raise his compensation to $675,000, they did so behind closed doors. 

Pressure from The Daily Press led to the information's release, but our intervention shouldn't be 

required.  

    In 2013, the James City County Board of Supervisors decided to fire a county administrator 

and then interviewed potential replacements behind closed doors.  

    We could go on, and on, and on.  

    Change in influential positions is not an altogether bad thing. There are above-the-board 

reasons to dismiss a city manager or a chief administrative officer. Sometimes a council wants to 

head in a different direction or a board needs a different skill set to tackle a tough challenge.  

    But these decisions should be made in full view of citizens, not behind closed doors. The work 

of top executives in local government, school systems or police department is too vital for their 

performance to be weighed in secret — especially if those evaluations are hidden from the 

people who pay the bills.  

    Ambiguity in Virginia's Freedom of Information Act provides elected officials cover, which they 

are all too quick to seek out. That honors neither the letter, nor the spirit, of the FOIA statute. It 

does not honor our basic notions of how democracies ought to work.  

    Other states require disclosure of this information. Consider Montana, where the Supreme 

Court said, "The public has a clear and unambiguous right to know the information involved in 

the internal investigation of a public employee for any alleged violation of any policy, law or 

rule."  
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    As the Virginia FOIA Advisory Council conducts its review of the law, we urge members to pay 

special attention to the personnel exemption that effectively enables this behavior. And we call 

on citizens, as well, to tell elected officials who engage in this nonsense that we deserve — and 

demand — better. 
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Sunday, October 19, 2014 

THE COURT'S CONTEMPT 

WE OBJECT TO THE VIRGINIA JUDICIARY HIDING BEHIND A FOIA EXEMPTION TO CONCEAL 

PUBLIC RECORDS  

   For evidence as to why an open government law riddled with exceptions does not serve the 

public, look no further than a battle the Daily Press is having with the Virginia court system.  

    For years, a compilation of records from Virginia's court system showing basic information 

about criminal and civil cases was readily accessible to the public. It's an important database 

since it allows analysis of court performance, helping to determine how well it serves the public.  

    Now, court administrators are shielding it from view, citing a dubious exemption in the state's 

Freedom of Information Act.  

    As much as this is a question about access to a particular record, it is also about how the 

leadership of the commonwealth's court system approaches open government. While some in 

the public sector view transparency as a duty and responsibility, others see it as a burden — and 

will use every excuse to avoid it.  

    The numerous exemptions in Virginia's FOIA enable this type of behavior and citizens will 

continue to see roadblocks like this erected until the law is reformed. Information created and 

compiled by government at the taxpayers' expense and on the taxpayers' behalf should, in 

general, be public. The law should reflect that.  

    The state's open government law mandates that court records be available for the public to 

review. That makes sense since decisions that could lead to the state revoking a citizen's life, 

liberty or property play out in the courtroom. It's important that these proceedings be 

transparent.  

    Theoretically, someone wishing to learn about a particular case could attend open court, 

where the information is available. An individual could review paper records of the files. Or an 

interested member of the public could review case information available both online and at 

public access terminals in a clerk's office.  

    However, for some time, citizens could also review a compilation of these case files, 

maintained by the Office of the Executive Secretary of the Virginia court system.  

    For criminal proceedings, the record includes the basics: the defendant's name, the charges, 

the judge's decision, when a criminal offense occurred, when a defendant was arrested and 

whether the original charge was reduced. For civil cases, it reports plaintiff and defendant, the 

reason for the lawsuit and its disposition.  
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    Together, the information contained in this compiled record offers a unique view into how 

well the criminal justice system and the courts are doing their jobs. It shows patterns in plea 

deals and sentencing, and delays between criminal incidents, arrests and prosecution.  

    So it would make logical sense that the Virginia judiciary, in the interest of openness, would 

want to ensure that record's accessibility.  

    Yet, without warning, the office that administers the court system this summer abruptly 

decided it was no longer a public record. By way of explanation, spokeswoman Kristi S. Wright 

cited a FOIA exemption for records court clerks are required by law to keep.  

    Again, this is a database that had always been public until this summer. But Ms. Wright told 

the Daily Press, "These are public records and are currently available to you, but not in the 

statewide and searchable format you want them."  

    That argument does not hold. The executive secretary, whose office compiles the record, is 

not a court clerk. And while the database is used by court clerks to file this information, the law 

does not require those clerks to use that system to keep the records.  

    This is not simply a question of access to a particular record, however important it may be. 

Rather it is about an approach that views the open government law as a curtain for 

government's benefit rather than a window that should be open to citizens.  

    "The biggest hurdle to overcome is the resistance to FOIA in general," said Megan Rhyne, 

executive director of the Virginia Coalition for Open Government.  

    We could not agree more. Government exists to serve the public. Its actions, decisions, 

meetings and records should be readily accessible to the people. That affords the oversight 

needed to keep officials on the right course.  

    The Freedom of Information Act should codify those principles. But because the Virginia 

statute has more than 100 exemptions it is little better than a sieve. It allows records like this, 

which have always been public, to be inexcusably shielded on a bureaucratic whim, with no 

justification.  

    The Virginia Freedom of Information Advisory Council is conducting a two-year review of the 

statute, looking at ways to make it more streamlined and effective. Removing exemptions ripe 

for abuse, like this, would be a good start.  

    However, the council's work cannot change an attitude in government that takes an 

adversarial view of the public and its right to know. That can only come through an active 

citizenry aware of the problems, engaged in civic affairs and contributing to the solutions by 

participating in this review process and favoring champions of openness at the ballot box.  

    This law is supposed to serve citizens, not protect government officials. It's time we make that 

clear to members of the advisory council and to the officials elected to serve this region in the 

General Assembly. 
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Sunday, January 18, 2015 

OBSTACLES TO ACCESS 

NEWPORT NEWS PREACHES A COMMITMENT TO OPENNESS, BUT ITS ACTIONS LAST WEEK TELL 

A DIFFERENT TALE  

   Please take a moment to read today's Op-Ed column by Newport News City Manager Jim 

Bourey on the facing page. He writes in response to an editorial we published on Thursday, 

calling into question how the city handled a request we made under the Virginia Freedom of 

Information Act.  

    We are not in the habit of writing rebuttals to opinion columns criticizing us, as a matter of 

balance. But we make exceptions when someone misrepresents the facts, as Mr. Bourey has 

done in his characterization of our actions and our intent regarding this particular request.  

    To recap: Our Thursday editorial took issue with the city's response to a request we filed 

under the state's public records law seeking emails exchanged between city officials and the 

developer of Tech Center at Oyster Point, a mixed-use project being built in the heart of 

Newport News. That project has generated not a little controversy in recent months and is a 

legitimate topic of public interest.  

    In December, Daily Press reporters filed a formal request with the city, outlining the 

documents we wanted. The city said the request would include a large number of emails and 

other documents and estimated their cost of compliance to be $1,100.70.  

    We offered to reduce the scope of our request after discussing the burden it imposed on city 

officials. The city estimated it would cost $354.88 to provide the documents, and we paid the 

amount promptly by check.  

    Last week, the city manager provided the Daily Press with a revised cost of meeting our 

request. In an itemized email outlining in great detail the cost incurred for reviewing the more 

than 1,600 emails in question, Mr. Bourey included the following specifics:  

    Total cost: $1,853.83  

    Less: $354.88 (deposit)  

    Balance: $1,498.95  

    Mr. Bourey quibbles with our depiction of his email as a bill in Thursday's editorial. We have 

to concede, it was not stamped "Invoice" nor did it include a perforated remittance that we 

could tear off to include with payment. But to allow him to focus on this grammatical point 

would obscure the fact that the city told us we'd have to pay more than $1,800 to release those 

emails.  
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    He also misrepresents the Daily Press when he says we believe we should not have to pay any 

cost for obtaining documents that are a matter of public record. We readily paid the sum we 

were cited by the city's spokeswoman for our revised request in December.  

    It seems reasonable to us to reimburse the city for the cost of finding the emails and for 

someone to review them to see if they contain material a public body has the option to withhold 

from citizens.  

    What we objected to was the subsequent demand for $1,500 in additional charges to pay for 

Mr. Bourey and a group of his lieutenants to further comb through the emails, for reasons about 

which we will not speculate. They are welcome to do so, but not on our dime.  

    After all, this newspaper is also a taxpayer. Last year we paid Newport News more than 

$110,000 in property, real estate and other taxes.  

    On one point we do agree with Mr. Bourey: We challenge many facets of Virginia's open 

records act. But that is because our lawmakers seeded the law with hundreds of loopholes for 

officials to hide behind.  

    When a citizen in a neighboring county accused a police officer of abusing him and alleged the 

officer had a history of anger issues, the police hid behind the personnel exemption in the FOIA 

law to shield his record from the press. When the aggrieved individual filed suit, it subsequently 

came out that the policeman's personnel record documented some history of questionable 

behavior, and had eventually been fired. That's just one of many ways in which governing bodies 

can use FOIA exemptions to shield internal problems from the taxpayers' eyes.  

    Another loophole is the lack of limits on what public bodies are allowed to charge to fulfill 

FOIA requests, the area in which we crossed swords with Mr. Bourey. This provision is ripe for 

abuse, since a high cost effectively dissuades the average citizen from seeking public 

documents. This is a tactic commonly employed across the state, and one we've run into plenty 

of times before in other jurisdictions.  

    What Mr. Bourey terms a fishing expedition, we call journalism. When governments make 

mistakes, or behave poorly, they rarely call press conferences to announce it.  

    His essay effectively evades the reason this entire impasse occurred: Tech Center has become 

a controversial project for a variety of reasons, including its cost to taxpayers, aesthetics and the 

use of capital to move a school bus center that city school officials believe could be better spent 

on other projects. That is entirely worthy of our journalistic attention.  

    It strikes us as incongruous for Mr. Bourey to profess a desire for transparency, as he does in 

his Op-Ed column, while throwing up obstacles to access to the email trail between the city and 

the developer of a prominent public project.  

    Let us conclude by giving some practical advice to Mr. Bourey and other public officials who 

view FOIA requests as an obstacle to their work: You are dealing with other people's money. 

Transparency is the price of admission.  
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    We believe Mr. Bourey is a talented public servant who can help make Newport News a better 

place to live and work. To the extent he maintains open dialogue with all citizens, including the 

press, he stands a better chance of success. 
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Sunday, March 15, 2015 

RIDDLED WITH LOOPHOLES 

THE VIRGINIA FREEDOM OF INFORMATION ACT HAS BEEN WEAKENED BY AMENDMENTS, 

DETRACTING FROM ITS INTENT  

   The preamble of Virginia's Freedom of Information Act states clearly that, "The affairs of 

government are not intended to be conducted in an atmosphere of secrecy since at all times the 

public is to be the beneficiary of any action taken at any level of government."  

    Yet, in the years since the General Assembly last overhauled the statute, lawmakers have 

diluted its potency by approving more than 100 exemptions that make it more difficult, and in 

some cases impossible, to access meetings and obtain records.  

    We believe strongly in the necessity of transparency by public officials and the value of open 

government laws. And we are concerned that the commonwealth's FOIA is so riddled with 

loopholes that it no longer functions effectively.  

    March 15-21, known as Sunshine Week, offers an ideal opportunity to put a spotlight on these 

issues. And we hope to use this time to enlist citizens' help in advancing solutions for making 

government more accessible and to illustrate how inadequate laws and noncompliance by 

public officials harm our communities.  

    In 1966, President Lyndon B. Johnson reluctantly signed the federal Freedom of Information 

Act into law. The legislation won passage following years of congressional hearings about 

government secrecy, but was vehemently opposed by the Johnson administration, which 

believed the law would be used as a weapon against it.  

    Instead, the FOIA ushered in a new era of transparency for citizens, since it put in their hands 

the tools needed to scrutinize the business being done in their name. It also prompted state 

legislatures, including Virginia's, to follow suit and pass similar laws requiring government 

openness.  

    The most recent overhaul of the commonwealth's statute took place in 1999, and included 

the addition of language that presumed meetings and records be accessible to the public. But 

the years since have seen lawmakers weaken the law by tacking on dozens of exemptions to 

that straightforward approach.  

    These include shielding official notes and working papers from public view. Personnel records 

are almost uniformly exempt, and officials employ those provisions with alarming frequency — 

and oftentimes without justification — to keep files hidden. One subsection specifically exempts 

the names and addresses of subscribers to Virginia Wildlife magazine from being released. 
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    The result is that Virginia's FOIA is no longer the powerful weapon against secrecy it was 

intended to be. And it prompted the General Assembly to last year authorize a review of the 

statute by the state's Freedom of Information Advisory Council, which has been instructed to 

consider the purpose and value of each exemption.  

    We contend that a law so riddled by amendments may not be worth saving. Better that the 

commonwealth adopt a new open government law, one that states unequivocally that all 

meetings and records be presumed open and that is free from frivolous excuses that allow 

officials to conceal information from the public.  

    If there is any doubt about the vital importance of such a statute, or if there are questions as 

to the impact such a law has on our public life on the Peninsula, we would implore you to 

consider the following:  

    In the coming days, our news pages will feature stories about how Daily Press reporters used 

Virginia's open government law to throw back the curtains on government actions and provide 

readers a more thorough understanding of the work being done in their name.  

    In the last year, we used open records requests to:  

    * Dive into lawmakers' financial disclosure forms to provide a detailed accounting of what 

"The Virginia Way" really means in state government  

    * Compare the effectiveness of emergency rooms in our area, measuring each on the quality 

of care it provides  

    * Explore the relationships between the city, a local construction firm and the Thomas 

Jefferson National Accelerator Facility as they pertain to the Tech Center development project in 

Newport News  

    * Examine the specifics of the Hampton Roads Telephone Analysis Sharing Network, an 

agreement among area cities and law enforcement agencies to collect cellphone call data from 

area residents  

    * Detail the spending of $270 million in tax money and bond sales on a plan to expand U.S. 

460  

    And the list goes on. We cannot stress enough how important Virginia's Freedom of 

Information Act is to our work — and how vital it is to citizens seeking a better understanding of 

the public sector.  

    A state's open government laws help define the relationship between public officials and 

citizens. And ideally, we would like Virginia's laws to be straightforward and unencumbered by 

exemption.  
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    But, at the least, the council reviewing the statute should look with skepticism on any 

exemption that steps back from the preamble's thoughtful philosophy. Virginians deserve 

nothing less. 
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Thursday, March 19, 2015 

YOUR LAWS, YOUR VOICE 

VIRGINIA'S FREEDOM OF INFORMATION ACT BELONGS TO CITIZENS AND DESERVES VIGOROUS 

ADVOCACY  

   During Sunshine Week (March 15-21), the Daily Press Editorial Board has advocated greater 

transparency in government. We called for a streamlined Freedom of Information Act, urged 

that technology be employed to improve citizens' access to information, and decried officials 

who conduct the people's business behind closed doors.  

    Now it is your turn.  

    Open meetings and public record laws obviously help journalists keep tabs on elected officials 

and examine the details of government on your behalf, but they are not reserved exclusively for 

our use. Rather, these are laws citizens should themselves employ thoughtfully and frequently 

whenever needed.  

    So we urge you to get involved by learning to use open government laws, by offering your 

thoughts on the ongoing FOIA review and by favoring candidates who honor the need for 

government transparency. These are the most promising ways to keep government responsive 

and accountable to citizens.  

    Loudon County resident Brian Davison believes that data used to evaluate Virginia public 

school teachers should be a matter of public record. Last year he filed a request under the 

state's Freedom of Information Act to acquire it.  

    The state Department of Education denied his petition, citing the oft-abused personnel 

exemption included in the law. Mr. Davison filed suit and a Richmond judge ruled in his favor in 

January, but the release has been on hold following an appeal by state officials.  

    The information in this case could shed light on the performance of individual teachers and 

help improve public schools across the commonwealth. It could encourage scrutiny of education 

spending, which typically is the largest budget item for city and county governments.  

    Already, the case has put a needed spotlight on how government officials use the personnel 

exemption of the Virginia FOIA. And it aptly demonstrates how one citizen, using the state's 

open government laws, can affect great change in our commonwealth.  

    We already know the importance of those statutes. The Daily Press has used Sunshine Week 

to recount the many ways our reporters have used FOIA requests to obtain public documents. 

Our editorials have highlighted how officials tend to abuse the law's flexibility and the plentiful 

loopholes that have been added in recent years.  



17 

    But we fear many citizens do not know that they are entitled to use those laws as well. A 

better understanding of it can ensure requests are honored and that information made public 

by state law is indeed accessible.  

    The best resource about the law and its provisions is foiacouncil.dls.virginia.gov, which is the 

website of the Virginia Freedom of Information Advisory Council. It features sample forms and 

letters to help citizens file requests for documents or petition their officials for information.  

    In addition to being a clearinghouse for news about the law, the advisory council provides 

guidance and oversight as to its use. If you have any questions, you can call the council toll free 

at 866-448-4100 or send email to: foiacouncil@dls.virginia.gov.  

    Incidentally, the advisory council also is conducting the two-year review of the Virginia FOIA, 

looking at the more than 170 exemptions it now contains. We have urged members to consider 

removing most of those amendments in the public's interest, and you should tell them the same 

using that contact information.  

    Finally, legislative elections will take place in November. Next year will bring presidential and 

congressional elections as well as decisions in numerous local races. The year after will see the 

offices of governor, lieutenant governor and attorney general back on the ballot.  

    That's a great many candidates who will be coming to your communities, maybe to your 

home, to shake your hand and ask for your vote. They will come seeking your trust and your 

confidence. And they may even ask you what concerns are on your mind.  

    When you answer, make sure that government transparency and public access are prominent 

parts of the conversation. Tell them you want elected officials to be accountable and to conduct 

your business out in the open. Make sure they know that anything less than full compliance with 

the Freedom of Information Act is unacceptable.  

    We will continue to do our part on these issues, but we cannot — and should not — go it 

alone. So we ask you to take up this issue, to get involved and to make these laws and this cause 

your own. 


