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The Clients’ Protection Fund was established in 1976 to make monetary awards to persons who have suffered
financial losses due to dishonest conduct of Virginia lawyers. The fund is operated by a fourteen-member board
appointed by the Virginia State Bar Council. The board has lay and lawyer members. Board members investigate all
petitions from clients for payments from the fund, and the board discusses and acts on each petition.

As of July 1, 2005, forty-one claims were pending from the previous fiscal year. A total of forty-two new claims
were received during the year, and one closed claim originally filed in fiscal year 2005 was opened for
reconsideration. The total amount paid during 2005–2006 was $143,307, representing forty-one claims. The board
denied thirty-four claims. As of June 30, 2006, there were nine pending claims.

The fund began the fiscal year on July 1, 2005, with a cash balance of $3,346,421. Interest income for the
2005–2006 fiscal year totaled $135,464. The fund received restitutions from Attorney General’s collections, debt set-off
and individual restitutions in the amount of $17,430. As of June 30, 2006, and after payment of $143,307 in claims, the
cash balance in the fund was $3,336,496. Pursuant to the rules governing the Clients’ Protection Fund, all funds are
invested in certificates of deposit, U.S. government securities and federal agency securities.

The board began the 2005–2006 fiscal year with two new board members: H. David Natkin of Lexington and
Jeffrey R.B. Notz of Prince William.

Although the board’s workload was considerably lighter than in the past several years, the Clients’ Protection
Fund board members should be commended for the many hours they spend investigating claims and tending to the
business of the board.
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The Virginia State Bar’s Indigent Defense Task Force hosted for a second consecutive year a forum-style
gathering, at the Virginia State Bar’s 2006 Annual Meeting. The June 15, discussion allowed representatives of the
VSB, voluntary bars, government agencies and public interest groups to update activities related to indigent defense
reform. The exchange also offered an informal opportunity for the task force to carve out a flexible agenda that will
dovetail with other groups’ efforts. 

Due to important activities on several fronts, this report also cites efforts by entities other than the task force.
These entities share goals and concerns regarding indigent defense. Coordinating information about parallel initiatives
gives perspective and context, and allows the task force to avoid duplication and redundancy.

The task force agreed at its June 2006 meeting to continue efforts to remove or substantially alter nonwaiveable
caps on court-appointed fees and to support substantive procedural reform, such as discovery reform, that will aid the
fair administration of justice. The goal is to be well-positioned to share information with major players prior to the
next session of the Virginia General Assembly and to answer questions about the fiscal impact of proposed reforms.
This is consistent with VSB Executive Director Thomas A. Edmonds’s request that the task force respond to certain
preliminary recommendations he excerpted for its review from the preliminary report of the Supreme Court of
Virginia futures commission, formally known as the Commission on Virginia Courts in the Twenty-First Century: To
Benefit All, To Exclude None.

The task force is pleased to join the work of other bar committees asked to respond to different preliminary
recommendations, and it appreciates the expressions of concern voiced by John E. Lichtenstein, 2006–2007 chair of
the VSB Criminal Law Section. These views will be in September with VSB President Karen A. Gould and the VSB
Executive Committee. The task force is grateful for the executive committee’s decision to respond formally to the
futures commission with respect to matters deemed central to its regulatory and other missions. 

Among other reforms, the futures commission’s preliminary recommendations call for an adequately staffed
statewide public defender system (1.11) supplemented by adequately compensated appointed counsel and removal of
the fee caps (1.8). Additionally, the commission’s preliminary report recommends that public defender offices receive
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