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JOHN A. BANI($, JR. 
DIRECTOR DIVISION OF LEGISLATIVE SERVICES 

General Assembly Building 

POST OFFICE BOX 3·AG 
RICHMOND, VIRGINIA 23208 

910 Capitol Street 

IN RESPONSE TO 
THIS LETTER TELEPHONE 

(8041788r3591 

February 23, 1984 

'10 THE INDIVIDUAL ADDRESSED: 

At our final meeting this norning the Camnission by a unaninous 
vote (9-0) adopted the first 7 pages of the enclosed pro:p;,sed .. · 
report. Due to the diversity of views and to· an inability to _..,:
arrive at a consensus as to what recom:nen.dations, if any, should 
be made to the General Asse:nbly, the Comnission deleted the remainder 
of the rep::>rt beginning with the Recomnendations section on page 7. 

Each member has been requested to send me a short sumnary of their 
recomnendations. All of these recomne.ndations will be attached to 

the final report for sul:Jnission to the General Assanbly. 

Please send your conclusionary o:::mnents to me as soon as ··possible. 
A final printed copy of the report will be mailed to you when it is 
completed. 

ORB:asc 
Enclosure 

Members: 

Franklin P. Hall, Chail:man 
c. Richard Cranwell
Richard J. Holland
Johnny s. Joannou
William F. Parkerson, Jr.

Sincerely, 

!?s-e-R�:_ 
Oscar R. Brinson 
Conmission Counsel 

Justice A. Christian Compton 
Judge Henry D. Kashouty 
Aubrey E. IDving, Jr. 
Judge Edgar A. Massenburg 
Josiah P. Rowe, III 
Philip M. Sadler 
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REPORT OF THE 

COMMISSION EVALUATING THE USE OF PHOTOGRAPHY 

AND TELEVISION DURING COURTROOM PROCEEDINGS 
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HISTORICAL TRENn AND BACKGROUND OF THE COMMISSION 

Cameras and electronic recording devices were first 

used to cover courtroom proceedings in this country during 

the 1930's--with disastrous results. In the aftermath of 

these initial abuses by the news media, the American Bar 

Association in 1937 adopted Canon 35 of the Canons of 

Judicial Ethics which recommended against allowing cameras 

in courtrooms. Virtually every state, including Virginia, 

adopted Canon 35 by rule of court or statute following its 

promulgation. 

The movement to permit camera coverage of the judicial 

process did not begin to surface again until the mid-19SO's. 

Over the next several decades an ever-increasing number of 

states rescinded past prohibitions and began experimenting 

with such coverage. 

In 1981, in the case of Chandler v. Florida , 101 S. 

__ C.T. 802, the U.S. Supreme Court put to rest arguments that 

cameras in the courtroom were unconstitutional infringements 

upon a defendant's right to a fair trial. In that case, the 

court clearly enunciated the rule that a state can provide 

for radio, television and still photographic coverage of 

criminal trials and not, on a per se basis, violate a 

defendant's constitutional guarantees. 
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During the same year, the Virginia State Bar 

commissioned its Public Information Committee and Bar-News 

Media Committee to study this issue and report their 

findings to the Bar's governing Council. These reports, 

which reached opposing conclusions, were presented to the 

State Bar Council which, in late 1981, adopted the Public 

Information Committee's recommendation against allowing 

camera coverage of courtroom proceedings in Virginia. 

Encouraged by the Chandler decision, the nationwide 

movement to open courtrooms to electronic media coverage 

accelerated. In 1982, the American Bar Association's House 

of Delegates voted to end their forty-five-year opposition

to cameras in the courtroom, bringing the ABA into step with 

the thirty-eight states already permitting some level of 

camera coverage of judicial proceedings. 

Recognizing this historical trend toward such coverage, 

the 1982 Session of the General Assembly created this· 

Commission. Under its charter, the Commission was directed 

to evaluate the experiences of other jurisdictions, make 

whatever studies, surveys or experiments it deemed 

necessary, and determine if opening our courtrooms to 

electronic recording devices would be appropriate for and in 

the best interests of the Commonwealth. 

During the course of its study, the Commission 

attempted to work closly with and receive input from the 

statewide bar associations. At the Commission's request, 

the Virginia State Bar recently reviewed the issue of camera 

coverage of judicial proceedings. To assist in the review 
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of the current status and most recent analyses of this 

issue 1 the Commission turned the bulk of its files over to 

the State Bar. These various materials included a 

preliminary staff report with updated figures and status 

charts; numerous reports, summaries and surveys from other 

states; copies of rules governing the use of electric 

recording devices in the courtrooms of several other states; 

various related articles; and copies of the minutes of all 

Commissions meetings and public hearings. Thereafter, on 

October 21 of this year, the State Bar Council adopted a 

resolution urging the General Assembly to authorize a 

two-year pilot project to experimentally allow cameras and 

recording devices into the Commonwealth's courtrooms. 

CONSIDERATIONS 

The Commission has reviewed and evaluated reports, 

rules and surveys from a number of other states on this 

issue. Numerous articles, court cases and dissertations 

have also been examined. Additionally, the Commission has 

held three public hearings in various·areas of the 

Commonwealth and solicited and received testimony from 

numerous groups and indiviuals including bar association 

_ representatives, educators, trial lawyers, an expert from 

the National Center of State Courts, TV and radio spokesmen, 

newspaper editors, eminent jurists and other individual 

citizens. 

Among the testimony received by the Commissioner was 

that of John Rockwell who directs studies of the cameras in 

the courtroom issue for the National Center of State Courts. 
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Mr. Rockwell concluded with his belief that courtroom 

cameras have the impact of making trials fairer rather than 

vice versa. He urged the Commission to at least recommend 

an experimental program in Virginia. Judge James B. 

Wilkinson, a circuit court judge from Richmond who presided 

over the Bar News Media Committee's mock televised trial 

last year, informed the Commission that initially he was 

opposed to opening courtroom to camera coverage. However, 

he was impressed with the medias' coverage and analysis of 

the mock trial and now believes that permitting electronic 

media coverage would result in a better educated public and 

greater respect for our legal system. Judge James H.- ·---

Bailey, Sr., Chief Judge of the Superior Court in Raleigh, 

North Carolina, and Judge Billy Ray Paxton, a Court of 

Appeals judge from Kentucky were solicited to testify in 

order to receive a first-hand report from jurists in states 

which allow camera coverage. Both judges enthusiastically 

commended such coverage to the Commission. 

Members of the Commission have also witnessed 

demonstrations of state-of-the-art photographic equipment 

and video cameras. Portions of one hearing were videotaped 

in the Marshall Wythe School of Law courtroom. 

As mentioned above, the thrust of the Commission's 

deliberations has been directed at evaluating the impact the 

courtroom use of cameras and recording devices would have 

upon our judicial system and determining whether such 

coverage would be appropriate for the Commonwealth. To this 

end, the Commission has encouraged participation by both 
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opponents and proponents in an attempt to receive a total 

and comprehensive response from a wide cross section of 

interested individuals and organizations. 

CONCERNS 

The Commission believes that technological advances in 

recent years have substantially lessened the threat to 

courtroom decorum posed by the physical distraction of 

cameras and recording devices. 

Most members also recognize that these advances have 

made it possible to institute good, workable systems which 

seem to adequately protect defendants and juveniles, assure 

privacy in sensitive cases and maiptain courtroom decorum in 

other jurisdictions. 

However, at the same time, the Commission has a number 

of concerns involving the potentially negative impact of 

allowing cameras into our courtrooms. The possibility of 

adverse effects on courtroom participants has been 

considered at great length. These include the fear that 

cameras would 1) elicit "performances" from publicity-minded 

defense attorneys, ambitious prosecutors and cocky 

witnesses, 2) intimidate and frighten timid or reluctant 

witnesses 3) have a prejudicial effect upon jurors and evoke 

their fear of condemnation and scorn by neighbors and 

friends following the trial, 4) allow witnesses to view the 

testimony of preceding witnesses and shape their own 

testimony to maximize its impact, S) lead to a distortion of 

the trial process by TV editing for dramatic effect, 6) 

result in the coverage of only notorious trials or infamous 
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defendants to meet commercial objectives of the media and 

highter dramatic appeal and 7) erode the protections now 

afforded the innocent, children and others in sensitive 

positions such as police informants and undercover agents. 

Basic to these concerns is the possibility that a 

defendant's right to a fair trial would be impaired by 

violating his right to privacy due to the distraction of 

wide public surveillance, by the impact of prejudicial and 

unfair publicity upon a supposedly impartial jury, or by 

violating the concept of the courtroom as a sanctuary from 

outside influences. 

Some members are concerned that there has not been.more 

public interest in or a demand for opening our courtrooms to 

cameras and recording devices. A number of members also 

doubt whether there is a valid need which justifies the use 

of electronic recording devices in the courtroom. Some 

members are concerned as to whether the risks involved are 

warranted if no significant advantage accrues to the public. 

Others feel that public understanding·of the judicial 

process would be enhanced, leading to a greater respect for 

the law and increased public confidence in our judicial 

system. 

# 
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DELETED FROM REPORI' BY COMMISSION VC1I1E 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

The Commission recognizes that there may be some merit 

in allowing electronic recording devices and cameras in our 

courtrooms as relates to public education and the 

possibility of deterrence of crime. They are also aware 

·that such coverage seems to work well in other
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jurisdictions. However, there is concern for the 

Commonwealth's judicial system and the impact another 

state's solution to this controversy would have here. 

The Commission will not attempt to pass judgment on 

whether judicial proceedings should be televised and 

broadcast·in the Commonwealth. Rather, the Commission 

believes this to be a question of public policy which should 

be decided by the General Assembly. 

Should the General Assembly be so inclined, it is 

recommended that a pilot project be established for two 

years and be instituted i� two trial courts of general 

jurisdiction to ensure coverage of all aspects of the 

judicial process. The Commission further recommends that 

one circuit court and one district court be utilized, with 

one of the courts being in an urban location and the other 

in a rural location. The experiment might also be extended 

to allow coverage of some Supreme Court proceedings. 

The Commission is of the opinion that the Supreme Court 

would be.the appropriate body to adrn�nistratively oversee 

such a pilot project. As guidelines for the experiment, the 

Commission recommends the use of the rules established for 

the current North Carolina pilot project, modified as the 

Supreme Court deems appropriate. (See North Carolina 

Supreme Court Order attached.) These rules, in part, 

provide: 

1. That the presiding judge have absolute and total

control over when and if cameras and recording devices can 

be used in the courtroom. 
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2. That coverage of certain types·of trials be

expressly prohibited in all circumstances (e.g. juvenile and 

domestic relations proceedings). 

3. That the location of recording and camera equipment

be strictly regulated so as not to be intrusive. 

4. That no distracting lights or sounds be permitted.

5. That coverage of certain categories of witnesses be

expressly prohibited (e.g. police informants, minors, 

victims of sex crimes and those victims' families, etc). 

6. That designated media associations appoint a

committee to serve as sole liaison between those judges 

whose courtrooms are used in the experiment and the press on 

all matters pertaining to courtroom coverage by electronic 

recording devices and cameras. 

This pilot project should be conducted at no cost to 

the Commonwealth, with all partitioning devices, microphones 

and related essential wiring being installed and maintained 

at media expense. 

If the pilot project is conductep, the Commission 

recommends that it be continued on a basically inactive 

basis to serve in an advisory capacity for the pilot 

project, to receive final reports from participating trial 

judges and the Supreme Court at the conclusion of the 

project, and to assess the experiment's impact on our 

judicial system and the people of the Commonwealth. 
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OLDEST CONTINUOUS ENGLISH SPEAKING SETTLEMENT IN AMERICA 

EDGAR A. MASSENBURG 
JUDGE 

NELSON T. OVERTON 
JUCGE. 

JOHN D. GRAY 

JUDGE 

Mr. Oscar R. Brinson 

May 23, 1984 

Division of Legislative Services 
P. 0 .. Box 3-AG
Richmond, VA 23208

�i.slJtlJ Jwricial Qiirarit 
mJI� 

r. 

. 

RESPOND TO: 

P. 0. BOX 40 

In re: Commission Evaluating the Use of Photography 
and Television During Courtroom Proceedings 

Dear Mr .. Brinson: 

I am in receipt of your letter of May 9, 1984 requesting me 
to make a statement of recommendations for inclusion in a final 
report. 

� assume you were present at our last meeting in Richmond 
at which time a majority-of the proposed report was adopted. 
Your· letter states that this was done by unanimous vote, but my 
recollection is that I did not vote on this matter. 

I must reiterate that I was shocked to learn that at the 
same time we met to consider a report, legislation had already 
been introduced providing for a pilot program, and this legis
lation had passed the House. I understand that legislation 
was killed in the Senate.' Since the findings and opinion of the 
Committee were not considered prior to the introduction of the 
legislation, I can see no reason for me t.o COIT\Illent on the 
proposed recommendations. 

Very truly yours, 

EAM:skb 

cc 



I remain unconvinced of the need for carrera coverage of courtroom 
p:roceedin:]s in the Conm:::mwealth. The concerns that I have are basically 
those reflected on pages 6 and 7 of the Con:mission report. 

On the other hand, there is evidence that such o::>verage could p:r:o
vide a benefit to the public and not int>act adversely on our judicial 
system. 

Therefore, I am willing to support� limited pilot p:coject to. 
determine firsthand the effects of this coverage. I am reassured that 

.the rules p:roJ;XJsed to govern such an experirrent are tightly drawn to 
prevent any abuse a:nd that coverage of certain inappropriate types of 
trials will be p:cohibited. 

William F. Parkerson, Jr. 



Giq af � timeral �mid Giaurt
StJr 3Jubidal �wrid 

JUDGES 

T. H. WILSON, II 
HENRY D. KASHOUTY 

Oscar R. Brinson 
Commission Counsel 
Division of Legislative Services 
Post Office Box 3-AG 
Richmond, Virginia 23208 

February 28, 1984 

CLERK 
DANIEL L. WHIPPLE 

Re: Report of Commission Evaluating the Use of Photography and 
Television During Courtroom Proceedings 

Dear Mr . ·Brinson : 

�lease find enclosed� statement to be attached to the final draft of
the Commission Report. Kindly send me a copy of the revised Report when.it 
has been completed. 

HDK/bte 

Enclosure 

cc: Franklin P. Hall, Chairman 
C. Richard Cranwell
Richard J. Holland
Johnny S. Joannou
William F. Parkerson, Jr.
A. Christian Compton
Aubrey E. Loving, Jr.
Edgar A. Massenburg
Josiah P. Rowe, III
Philip M. Sadler

Sincerely, 

, £/11-uc/� 1¥u k-fitJ-
leSrv D. l{ashoutl \ Judge 
General District Court 



Statement to be Attached to the Study 
Commission's Report Evaluating the Use of Electronic 

Media in the Courtrooms of Virginia 

* * * 

It is of the highest importance in a free society that the 
public understand the role of the judicial system. In determin
ing what contributes to this understanding, it is necessary to 
make clear the distinction between sensation and knowledge. When 
stimulated by emotional problems, the response of the public is 
emotional. The media has a duty to perform while reporting to 
the public. That duty is to stimulate reason through knowledge. 
When the interest of the public has been ca?tured, you have a 
fertile condition for learning. If that which captures the at
tention and interest of the public is emotional, the response is 
negative and cannot be char.neled in a positive direction. The 
highest_motive, therefore, of all public service is to stimulate 
the public r s interest :or the purpose of education. The media 
has the means to influence the public; therefore, its power is 
great. To use this power to increase the understanding of the 
public, is the highest responsibility of the media. 

The material and testimony presented to the Co�mission has 
not, in my opinion, supported the conclusion that this importa�t 
understanding of the role of"the judiciary in a free society will 
be furthered in any significant way. The media does have an im
portant role to play, together with the judiciary, in the devel
opment of this understanding; and it is my opinion that the time 
has come to begin this undertaking with the highest commitment of 

responsibility from both institutions. I do not feel that open
ing the courtrooms of Virginia fo electronic media is the way to 
achieve this important goal at this time. 

February 28, 1984 

/. y j . 
:kk1,UlA i.i ."/"{t,!-1{.i-"Zct( 
Henry D.( Kashouty, 
Me�ber of the Commission 



<-iilnttr, jahkr, �ngram, 
jutlyerlanh anh �uttnn 

MIDTOWN PROFESSIONAL OFFICE BUILDING 

P.O. BOX 878 

PULASKI, VIRGINIA 24301 

TELEPHONE 17031 980· 1 380 

Mr. Oscar R. Brinson 
Commission Counsel 
Commonwealth of Virginia 
Division of Legislative Services 
P. 0. Box 3-AG
Richmond, Virginia 23208

Dear Oscar: 

LAW OFFICES 

February 28, 1984 

HOWARD C. GILMER, JR. 119011· I 97!11 

ROBV K. SUTHERLAND I 1909· 1 97!11 

PHILIP M. SADLER 

ROBERT J. INGRAM 

JAMES L. HUTTON 

THOMAS J. MC CARTHV. JR. 

RANDOLPH D. ELEY, JR. 

JOHN J. GILL IYA. It N.Y. BARSI 

GARY C. HANCOCK IYA. It D.C. BARS! 

H. GREGORY CAMPBELL. JR. 

JACKSON M. BRUCE 

GRAHAM MARTIN PARKS 

ROBERT JETT INGRAM. JR. 

MICHAEL J. BARBOUR 

SAMUEL D. CAMPBELL 

BLACKSBURG OFFICE 
201 W. ROANOKE STREET 

P.O. BOX 908 

BLACKSBURG, VIRGINIA 24060 

TELEPHONE 17031 !1!12·1061 

GALAX OFFICE 
2091'.1 W. OLDTOWN 

P.O. BOX 798 

GALAX. VIRGINIA 24333 

TELEPHONE 17031 2311-11441 

Although it may not be in the proper form, I authorize 
you to use the letter I wrote to Chairman Hall as my comments on 
the Commission's report. I assume that you have a copy of this; 
if not, I am enclosing a copy to you. 

With best personal wishes to you, I am, 

1/pas 

enclosure 



QIL'l\l.T�H, S.\DLER, ING.R.-\)f, SU�PH.F:RL.AND c...'!� JJU'J:'l'ON 
.AT-ru1�.:-.J-:Ys .A:--.u cou:--.$�:r�i�or.:s AT J�AW 

HOWA.�0 C. GILM'!!R. JR. U 90'5·1975) 
ROSY K. sun�FRLANO l 1909· I 975) 
PHlllP M. SAOI..ER 
HO� .... H r J. l""":RAM 
JAMES L. HU I \"ON 

TUCJ.tAS J MC: CA..'{TliY. JR. 

C::.;.'.:!:�.2:l..: ::-..:::-. �.-.-:�:....t 
RAt,;OQLPli 0. 1::LE'I', JR. 
JOHN J. GII..L CVA. AND N.Y. BA.RSI 
CARY C. HANCOCK IV.A. ANO D.C. BARSI 

H. GREGORY C.A'l.4PB£LL. JR. 
J'°r."''S�N !14.. BrlUCE 
GR.:.HAM MARTIN PAJIIKS 

AOYERT JETT 1.NGPIAM. JR. 
�IC!1AE"L J. B.t.RBOUA 
S.e.MUEL D. CAMP3EI.L 

MIDTOWN PROFESSIONAL OFFICE BUILDING 

P.O. BOX 878 

PULASli'[, VIl{Of:-:I.A 2-1301 

TELEPHONE 703 950·1360 

Febru�ry 20, 1984 

The Honorable Franklin P. Hall, Chairrr�n 
Commission on the Study of Car.ieras in the 

Courtroom 
General Asser.i.bly Building 
Richmond, Virginia 23219 

BLACKSi'..tURG OFFICE 

201 w. ROA.NOKE srREET 

P.O. BOX. 908 

BLACKsa,;RG. v,=-.�1N1., 24060 

TELEPHONE 17031 llo5Z·10451 

GALAX OFFICE 

209 I /2 W. OLDTOWN 

P.O. BOX 798 

GALAX. VIRGINIA 24333 

TELEPHO.._E 17031 236·6,UI 

Re: Com..-nission on the Stu<ly of Ca::?cras in the Courtroom 

D�ar Mr: Cha icman: 

I am sorry I cannot attend the last ma�ting of this Cb�mission. I apprccJ�tc very 
much the oppo"rtunity I have had to participate with other members of that Commission 
in the study of this most important quastion. 

I would 1 ike this opportunity to e:-�pri�ss rr.y fr�li ags .:-.nd state my opinions ·on the 
use of television cat:!!� ras in the Cot�rtrvvi::!:i: "f th� C(.·�.,:nonw,::-a 1th. 

First, after listening to the guests we have had from other stat�s, I am persuaded 
that using cameras in the courtroom, under the guidelines that have been set up in 
these states, would do no violence to the orderly conduct of criminal trials in the 
Cor.m,onw-cal th, despite the cor.unettts of· my good ft· iend, De lega ta Jester. Second, I am 
deeply concerned with the use that rr.ay be made of the television film by members of 
the television rn�dia. I am not p�rsuaded that all of the television personnel wl� 
�ill be supervising the uses of such film in their newscasts are really concerned 
r.�)out the proper administration of justice. w� all know that television broadc:lsting
is a highly co�petitive industry and that s�nsation�lism attracts vieweis; the more
vic• ... ·ers a station attra.cts, the better its rating which, in turn, means hi.gher advcr""'.'
tising rates, which, in turn, means more dollars.

As a mc!!iber of the lesal prof essi.on, I an\" app.:tlled at the present rapid erosion of our 
!:asi.c constitutional rights which gu-?.rantac certain freedoms to all our citizens, be 
th�y innocent or guilty of crimes. The r;·!o:;;t S3Cr'2d and fundar .. ental of these is th:-:t 
any pt?rson charged with a ct· ime j s prcsun:cd to be innocent until proven guilty beyond 
a reason.1ble doubt. Public opinion in our Country at this time is putting pressure 
on our Courts and l�gis1ative bodies to permit short cuts, ornmissions and commissions 
which seriously threaten th.:?sia constitutlvna.l £uarantees. If we lose thP.$e safeguards 
that protect the defendants in criminal cases, we all lose our freedom and our Country. 
in time, could become a polite state. 

Perhaps putting c::im .. ::ras in the �\'.Jurtt·oom is thought to be a sm3ll drop ln the buc:k-c?t, 
but we must rememh�r tha.t television is today the prime :rr:oldcr of pubUc opinion in 
our St3t� and Nation. 



The Honorable Fr...'.l.nklin P. Hall 
February 20, 1984 
Page 2 

To insure that the use of telavisi'on to portray criminal trials does not adversely 
affect the rights of a person charged with a crime, I believe· the Corr:missfon, or 
thl? study group set up by the Supreme Court on the propas,�d pilot project, should 
adopt the following guidelines: 

(a) That if the filming of a trial is per�itted, such filming should be
of the entire trial, gavel to gavel;

(b) That the vid�otape of the entire trial be stored with the Supreme
Court, or some agency designated by it, such as the Virginia State Bar.

(c) That a copy of the part of the vid�ot�pe which is aired by any tele
vision station should also be stored with the Suprc:r.ie Court, or the
group which it might designate;

. (d) A vie·.·dng of th.� videotapt? of the entire trial be made by an irapartial 
par-.el and that the �·.1.rne panel view thQse p,1rtions of the proceedings 
which have been u:;.:d by any tal�vision st3.tion to determine whether 
such ?oct� on is a foir prcsr::�totion t\J the p'.!bl i.c when ccmp�r,?d with the 
t::ntire pcocead-tngs, or wh-=thcr ,,r not its use ,1li::;�1t be conuid�red unfair 
to the accused or the Com:ilOl1wealth. 

" 

I ra.:iliza that this suggestfoq may .,.·ell be cri.tized because it will b.e. time consuming 
and will �ntail the o,1tl�y of funds for the �cr�ening. Ho��ver, I believe th3t the 
protection it will givt? will j 1 !stify the tb!� :rnd .::xpt:1�se il�volvcd. 

�ith my best personal wishes to you and the other u.embers of the Commis�ion, I am 

xc: The Honorable �illi3m F. ?�rkerson, Jr. 
Senate of Virginia 
General Assembly Building 
Richmond, Virginia 23219 

bxc: Tha Honor�ble Daniel W. Bird, Jr. 
The Honorable J. Rob�rt Dobyns 
}ir. N. Ssmuel Clifton 

Very truly yours, 
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1HETELEVISION CORRJRATION STATIONS 

Mr. Oscar R. Brinson 

Commission Counsel 

GENE LOVING 
Chauman of the Board 

March 7, 1984 

Division of Legislative Services 

General Assembly Building 

P. o. Box 3-AG

Richmond, VA 23208

Dear Mr. Brinson: 

lJp 

Enclosure 

Re: Report of Conmu.ssion 
Evaluating the Use of 

Photography and Television 
During Courtroom Proceedings 

ttached to the 

Please send me 

completed. 

156 Newtown Road/Suite Al./ Virginia Beach, Virginia 23462 / (804)499-9£00 
wrvz Norfulk/ltttsmouth/Newport NeM. WJl'M 1V Greensboro/High-lbnt/Winston·Salem WRLH 1V Richmond/Petersburg 



P. O. BOX 1315 

RICHMON 0. \/IRGINI ... 23210 

CHAM81EAS or 

JUSTl<.:t A. CHRISTIAN COMPTON 
February 23, 1984 

Mr. Oscar R. Brinson 
Commission Counsel 
Division of Legislative Services 
General Assembly Building 
P. 0. Box 3-AG
Richmond, Virginia 23208 

Dear Mr. Brinson: 

Re: Report of Commission 
Evaluating the Use of 
Photography and Television 
During Courtroom Proceedings 

-, I am enclosing a statement to be attached to the 

final draft of the Connnission Report. Please send me a 

copy of the Report when it has been completed. 

Sincerely, 

<�!� �-!--__ .. 

ACC/jat
Enclosure 

A. Christian Compton

cc: Franklin P. Hall, Chairman 
C. Richard Cranwell
Richard J. Holland
Johnny S. Joannou
William F. Parkerson, Jr.
Henry D. Kashouty
Aubrey E. Loving, Jr.
Edgar A. Massenburg
Josiah P. Rowe, III
Phillip M. Sadler



Statement to be Attached to the Final 
Report of the Commission Evaluating the 

Use of Photography and Television 
During Courtroom Proceedings 

* * * 

I have considered and studied the information, written 
and oral, presented to the Commission. Based upon this 
analysis, and-drawing on experience as a trial and appellate 
judge, I have concluded that the intrusion of electronic 
media into the state courtrooms of Virginia would be harmful 
to the system of justice in the Commonwealth. I am also of 
the belief that such intrusion would do lit�le to strengthen 
public confidence in that system. 

Accordingly, I vote against any action by the Commission 
that would endorse the use, experimental or otherwise, of 
still photography, tape recording, or television in court
ro<oms during court sessions. The reasons for my conclusion 
essentially are the same as those set forth in the Report of 
the Virginia State Bar Public Information Committee, dated 
October 19, 1983, filed among· the Commission documents. 

February 23, 1984 

<.�t�� 
A. Christian Compton, 
Member of the Commission 



On the basis of the info:r:mation presented to the Commission during 
the course of its study, I approve permitting the use of electronic 
rea:::>rding devices or caneras in the a:::>urtrooms of the Conm:mwealth, 
eitller as an experimental or permanent basis. 

Johnny S. Joannou 




