






 

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

I hereby certify that on this 16th day of January, 2026, a true and correct copy of the foregoing 
Petition for Writ of Mandamus was filed with the Clerk of the Circuit Court of the City of 
Richmond, Virginia, and that service was requested to be effected by the Clerk upon the 
Respondents as follows: 

Served via Clerk of Court: 

City of Richmond 

Office of Elections 

Department of Information Technology 

c/o City Attorney’s Office, Civil Litigation Division 

 900 East Broad Street 

 Richmond, VA 23219 

I further certify that courtesy copies of the file-stamped Petition will be transmitted electronically 
to the following individuals in their official capacities as FOIA officers: 

● Nicole Hicks, FOIA Officer, Office of Elections 
 

● Doug Gernat, FOIA Officer, Department of Information Technology 
 

Stamped courtesy copies will be provided for notice only. 

 

Brian Prince 

Petitioner, pro se 

Date: ___________ 

 
 
 
 
 

 



 

IN THE CIRCUIT COURT OF THE CITY OF 
RICHMOND, VIRGINIA 
Brian Prince, 

Petitioner, 

v. 

City of Richmond, 

Office of Elections, and 

Department of Information Technology, 

Respondents. 

 

PETITION FOR WRIT OF MANDAMUS 
(Va. Code § 2.2-3713) 

I. JURISDICTION AND VENUE 

1. This Court has jurisdiction pursuant to Virginia Code § 2.2-3713, which authorizes any 
person denied rights under the Virginia Freedom of Information Act (“FOIA”) to seek 
enforcement by petition for writ of mandamus. 
 

2. Venue is proper in the Circuit Court of the City of Richmond because the Respondents 
are public bodies located in Richmond, Virginia, and the records at issue concern the 
conduct of public business within the City. 

II. PARTIES 

3. Petitioner, Brian Prince, is a resident of Virginia and the founder of CorruptionFreeRVA. 
He is a “citizen of the Commonwealth” entitled to invoke FOIA. 
 

4. Respondent City of Richmond is a public body subject to FOIA. 
 

 



 

5. Respondent Office of Elections is a department of the City responsible for election 
administration. 
 

6. Respondent Department of Information Technology (DIT) is a department of the City 
responsible for records retention, data systems, and information governance. 

III. STATEMENT OF FACTS 

A. The FOIA Request 

7. On or about December 23rd, 2025 Petitioner submitted a written FOIA request to the 
City of Richmond seeking communications involving identified custodians related to City 
and Office of Elections business for the period January 1, 2024 through May 31, 2025. 
 

8. The request expressly stated, in relevant part: 

“This request includes records stored on City systems, personal devices, 
personal email accounts, or third-party platforms if such systems or accounts 
were used by the listed custodians to conduct public business.” 

9. The request further sought metadata and included an explicit preservation notice, 
directing the City to preserve all potentially responsive records, including records held by 
individual custodians, DIT, vendors, contractors, or third parties acting on behalf of the 
City. 

B. Accommodation of Election Administration 

10. Following receipt of initial responses, Petitioner voluntarily refrained from immediate 
enforcement action and afforded Respondents additional time to comply in light of the 
proximity of scheduled election activity and the public importance of uninterrupted 
election administration. 
 

11. This accommodation was provided in good faith and was not required under FOIA. 
 

 

 

 



 

C. Records Produced by the City 

12. Respondents produced a limited set of records, many of which were administrative in 
nature, such as weather notices. 
 

13. Among the records produced was at least one substantive email sent by Starlet Stevens, 
former Chair of the Richmond Electoral Board, from a personal AOL email account, 
concerning personnel compensation matters within the Office of Elections. 
 

14. That email: 
 

● originated from a personal account, 
 

● concerned City business, 
 

● was received and retained by City systems, and 
 

● was relied upon in the conduct of official duties. 
 

15. This production establishes that City business was conducted using personal accounts 
during the relevant period. 

D. Volume Deficiencies – Starlet Stevens 

16. The volume of records attributed to Ms. Stevens is inconsistent with her publicly 
documented level of activity. 
 

17. Ms. Stevens made repeated internal and public statements indicating that she engaged 
in conversations with other public officials, including the Inspector General and the City’s 
Director of Human Resources, and that she contacted multiple City departments during 
efforts to confiscate Office of Elections equipment she personally deemed wasteful.  

a. Ms. Stevens was also a long time, well known associate of Kirk Showalter. 
b. According to an October 30, 2025 article by Keyris Manzanares, Ms. Stevens 

had extensive conversation with reporters regarding her “…more hands-on 
approach with Richmond’s elections office, saying she was frequently on-site and 
had daily calls with Crump.”   

c. Stevens confirmed to VPN in this same article that “Richmond’s elections staff 
also turned to former longtime registrar Kirk Showalter…for help,…”. 
 

18. The limited number of records produced does not reasonably reflect the volume of 
communications that would ordinarily be generated by such activities and associations. 

 



 

E. Volume Deficiencies – Tina Crump 

19. Respondents produced only a small number of emails attributed to Tina Crump, who 
served as Voter Services Manager and later as Acting General Registrar. 
 

20. The majority of these emails consist of routine notices, such as weather-related closures. 
 

21. Given Ms. Crump’s responsibilities for daily personnel supervision, operational 
coordination, and her expanded authority during her tenure as Acting General Registrar, 
the production does not reasonably reflect the full universe of responsive records. 

a. There should be extensive communications with HR Director Alexander Tyrome. 
b. There should be extensive communications with Kirk Showalter. 
c. There should be extensive communications with Starlet Stevens. 

 

F. Leadership Transition and Showalter Communications 

22. During the leadership transition period from December 2024 into early 2025, multiple 
references were made to Ms. Crump contacting and messaging former General 
Registrar Kirk Showalter for operational guidance. 
 

23. Between approximately March and May 2025, Ms. Showalter was reported to be 
regularly present in the Office of Elections building, allegedly assisting with budget 
matters and City equipment. This was later alluded to in a news article in 2025 as 
previously mentioned. 
 

24. This period coincided with a reported incident involving the removal of a USB device 
from the premises, which prompted a complaint and resulted in the City’s Security 
Manager being tasked with retrieving the device. 
 

25. Despite the operational sensitivity of these events, Respondents produced only partial 
and truncated messages referencing Ms. Showalter:  

a. A text dated March 7th, 2025 was for emailing the GREB Handbook of which is 
available to the public online via the VA Dept. of Elections website.  That email 
nor any other was produced.  

b. Three texts dated May 2nd, 2025 stating “Hi kirk can you call me when you get a 
chance”, “i have a quick question”, “please” 

c. A truncated message dated November 3rd, 2025 about a phone call and a call 
back. 

 

 



 

G. Final Denial 

26. After Petitioner requested a supplemental search consistent with the original scope, 
Respondents issued a final written denial stating, in substance, that: 
 

● personal email accounts and personal cellular devices would not be searched, 
 

● third-party platforms would not be searched, 
 

● FOIA obligations extend only to systems owned or controlled by the City, and 
 

● the response was “complete.” 
 

27. Petitioner acknowledged the denial in writing. No further administrative remedy exists. 
 

IV. FOIA VIOLATIONS 

A. Improper Restriction of “Public Records” 

28. FOIA defines public records by their content and use in the transaction of public 
business, not by device ownership or account type. 
 

29. Respondents impermissibly narrowed FOIA by refusing to search personal accounts and 
personal devices used to conduct City business. 
 

B. Failure to Conduct an Adequate Search 

30. Once a requester raises a good-faith challenge to completeness supported by evidence, 
a public body must conduct a search reasonably calculated to locate responsive records 
or explain with particularity why it cannot. 
 

31. Respondents acknowledged personal-account use, produced evidence of such use, yet 
categorically refused to search those channels and failed to identify custodians or 
systems searched. 
 

 

 



 

C. Independent Adequacy Failures 

32. Respondents failed to conduct adequate searches with respect to: 
 

● communications attributable to Starlet Stevens, 
 

● communications attributable to Tina Crump, and 
 

● communications during the December 2024–May 2025 leadership transition involving 
Kirk Showalter. 
 

D. Preservation Concerns 

33. Respondents’ refusal to search known repositories of responsive records following 
receipt of a clear preservation notice raises concerns regarding compliance with FOIA’s 
obligation to preserve existing public records. 

V. RELIEF REQUESTED 
Petitioner respectfully requests that the Court: 

1. Issue a Writ of Mandamus compelling Respondents to comply with Virginia FOIA; 
 

2. Order Respondents to conduct a supplemental search reasonably calculated to locate 
responsive records, including records created or used on personal email accounts, 
personal cellular devices, and third-party platforms when used to conduct City business; 
 

3. Order Respondents to search records associated with Starlet Stevens, Tina Crump, and 
communications involving former Inspector General James Osuna, former Human 
Resources Director Alexander Tyrome, and former General Registrar Kirk Showalter 
during the relevant period; 
 

4. Require Respondents to describe with particularity the custodians and systems 
searched; 
 

5. Order Respondents to preserve all potentially responsive records pending resolution of 
this matter; and 
 

6. Grant such other and further relief as the Court deems just and proper. 

 



 

VI. VERIFICATION 
I, Brian Prince, verify under oath that the factual statements contained in this Petition are true 
and correct to the best of my knowledge and belief. 

 

Brian Prince 

Date: ___________ 

 

 



 

Exhibit A: Initial FOIA Request for Data Preservation 12.23.25 

 



 

 



 

 

 
 

 



 

Exhibit B: Denial of Data Preservation FOIA 1.15.26 
 

 



 

 
 

 


