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Introduction

On May 31, 2006, the Economic and Technology Survey was mailed to a randomly
selected sample of 3400 Mississippi Bar Association members. The purpose of this
survey was to gather demographic, economic and technological data to provide
Mississippi attorneys with useful information on law firm management and
administration in Mississippi. This was the sixth bi-annual survey to be conducted
since 1996. The survey consisted of 40 questions related to compensation, billing,
practice management and technology.

The questionnaire was developed by the Mississippi Bar Association. A letter from
the Executive Director, Larry Houchins, was enclosed with the survey to explain the
process and need for the survey. The questionnaire was requested to be completed
and returned by June 23, 2006. The accounting firm of Grantham, Poole, Randall,
Reitano, Arrington & Cunningham, PLLC, provided the Bar Association with
distribution, tabulation and analysis of the surveys. Every effort was made to
encourage participation and to insure confidentiality of the participants’ responses.
The number of usable questionnaires returned was 414 or 12% of the total members
provided with a survey to complete.
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Introduction (Continued)

Out of 3400 surveys issued, we received 414 usable surveys. The largest response
received was from Hinds County, with 27.5% of the total. Other high response
counties were Madison, 7.0%, Harrison, 5.3%, DeSoto, 4.3%, Rankin 3.9%, Forrest,
3.6%, Warren, 3.6% and Washington, 3.6%. No responses were received from the
following counties: Benton, Carroll, Clarke, George, Issaquena, Itawamba, Jefferson,
Jefferson-Davis, Kemper, Newton, Noxubee, Perry, Quitman, Stone, Tate,
Tishomingo and Walthall.

In order to provide Bar members with current economic and technological
information, we performed an analysis of the survey responses received.

For calculations involving salaries, the average and median salaries are presented to
make the information more useful. The median represents a salary in the middle of
all of the responses (50% fall below and 50% are above).

When applicable comparative data is presented from the 2004 and earlier surveys.
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Firm Structure of Respondents

Proprietorship 33.2%

Partnership - 12.4%

Professional
Limited Liability 31.1%
Co.

Professional

0
Corporation 23.3%




Private Practice Firms Responding to Survey

The following chart reflects the firm size for responses to the 2006 survey compared
to 2004 responses.
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Years of Experience for Respondents

0-5 years | 14.2%
6-10 years | 13.4%
11-15 years | 11.2%
16-20 years | 11.2%
21-25 years | 10.9%
More than 25 | 39 1%
years



Annual Income Comparison by Employment Type

The highest average compensation of attorneys for 2005 by type of employment was
reported by Partner/Shareholder with $227,110 and the lowest by Associates of 0-5
years at $67,285. Generally, compensation for 2005 increased from 2003, yet the
survey data indicated a decline in associate compensation. The largest decrease from
2003 occurred at the Associate 0-5 level.

Average Annual Compensation

$351,000.00
< $301,000.00 —
= $251,000.00
£ $201,000.00
£ $151,000.00 -
S  $101,000.00 - u I —
$51,000.00 -
$1,000.00 -
Sole Partner/  Associate  Associate Non-equity
Practitioner Shareholder (0-5years) (6-10years) Partners
Employment Type
B 2005 [7 2003 [ 2001 [ 1999 m 1997
2005 Median Salary 2005 Average Salary
Sole Practitioner $ 100,000.00 $ 150,637.00
Partner / Shareholder $ 174,000.00 $ 227,110.00
Associate (0-5 years) $ 70,000.00 $ 67,285.00
Associate (6-10 years) $ 75,000.00 $ 82,308.00
Non-equity Partners $ 120,000.00 $ 129,500.00



Average Income by Experience
and by Type in Mississippi
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Average Income by Experience
and by Type in Mississippi (Continued)
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Non-Equity Partner Income by Experience
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Average Income for Associates,
Legal Secretaries and Legal Assistants in 2005

Associate Compensation

M Annual Compensation
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Hourly Billing Rate Comparison

by Employment Type

The following chart reflects the hourly billing rates for 2005 compared to 2003, 2001, 1999 and

1997 by employment type.

Hourly Rate
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©
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$50
Sole Partner/  Associate  Associate  Non-equity
Practitioner Shareholder (0-5years) (6-10years) Partners
Employment Type
H 2005 E 2003 E2001 m 1999 &= 1997
Hourly Rate 2006 2003 2001 1999 1997
Sole Practitioner $ 162 $ 137 $ 18 $ 123 $ 12
Partner / Shareholder $ 186 | $ 162 3 161 $ 1% $ 19
Associate (0-5years) $ 1% $ 123 $ 119 $ 14 $ %
Associate (6-10years) | $ 140 $ 142 $ 136 $ 125 ¢ 13
Non-equity Partners $ 180 | $ 180 $ 148 $ 125 $ 103
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Billable Hours Comparison
by Employment Type

The following chart reflects the monthly billable hours for 2005 compared to 2003, 2001, 1999
and 1997 by employment type.

Monthly Billable Hours
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Percentage of Fees Billed Using the Different
Billing Methods

Fixed flat fee

24.0%
27.8%

Contingent fee

22.4%
24.4%

Hourly rate

Blended hourly
rate

Retainer

Fixed or flat fee
plus hourly rate

Other

0.4%
1.4%

2.1%
1.8%

3.2%
3.3%

4.8%
4.5%

36.9%

43.1%

& 2005

02003




Percentage of Gross Fees by Area of Practice

Bankruptcy Business/
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Comparison of Percentage of Gross Fees by Area of Practice
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Other

6.0%
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10.0%
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Malpractice Insurance Coverage by Firm

Sole Practitioner Malpractice Insurance

]

CNA 21.8%
GREAT AMERICAN 10.0%
ST. PAUL 7.3%
WESTPORT 6.4%

OTHER _ 24.5%

2-5 Attorneys Malpractice Insurance

CNA

GREAT AMERICAN
ST. PAUL
WESTPORT

OTHER 34.3%

6-19 Attorneys Malpractice Insurance

CNA

GREAT AMERICAN
ST. PAUL
WESTPORT

OTHER 43.3%

20+ Attorneys Malpractice Insurance

16.3%
GREAT AMERICAN 16.3%
ST. PAUL 7.0%

WESTPORT |4l 2.3%

OTH ER 58.1%
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Biggest Threats to Profitability
2006 vs. 2004

02006

W 2004

|
Shortage of 11.4%
experienced staff 12.1%
, 13.3%
wlowcoleetons # 18.6%

0,
Legislative changes 21.3%

Firm transition
(retirement/admission
of partner)

Internal conflict

15.9%
Other _ﬁ%
None 18.1%
17.7%

17



Computers

Software

Consultants

Training

Scanners,
Cameras, Etc.

Average Technology Cost

$6,411

$15,500

N $2,404

$11,779

] $3,527

$8,507

$2,176

$15,705

$18,673
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Technology Cost In Coastal
Counties Affected by Katrina

$0 $50,000 $100,000 $150,000 $200,000
Hancock
Computers =
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Personal Computer Use

Bookkeeping/Accounting

Case Management

Communications

Conflict Checking

Database

Docket/Calendar

Electronic Discovery
Management

Internet Research

Legal Research

Litigation Support l 4.3%

Time and Billing

Word Processing

Other

|

40.6%

34.8%

67.1%

53.6%

60.1%

68.8%

66.2%

72.71%

88.4%

93.0%

85.0%

83.8%



Computer Security Controls Utilized

Anti-Virus
Software

E-mail Encryption

Hardware Firewall

Passwords

Software Firewall

Third Party 0
Provider - 11.6%

Don't Know F

11.6%

23.4%

39.4%

56.8%

71.7%

87.9%



Technology In Use

Respondents

Cellular Phone
Cellular Phone/ PDA Combo |
Color Printer |
Digital Camera 7
LCD Projector |
External E-mail |
Internal E-mail |
Fax Machine 7

Internet
Legal Research |
Pager |
Personal Desktop Computer |
Laptop Computer |

Personal Digital Assitant

1342

1227

1231

1110

1371

| 286

1 406

1401

1341

132

1 338

1272

1111

1280

Scanner 7EI 29
Other 1105
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Technology In Use (Continued)

Percentage

Cellular Phone

Cellular Phone/ PDA Combo
Color Printer

Digital Camera

LCD Projector

External E-Mail

Internal E-Mail |

Fax Machine

182.6%

| 54.8%

|55.8%

26.6%

189.6%

169.1%

198.1%

196.9%

Internet

182.4%

Legal Research [17.7%

Pager

181.6%

Desktop Personal Computer

|65.7%

Laptop Computer 26.8%

|67.6%

Personal Digital Assistant

Scanner [17.0%
Other 25.4%
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Commonly Used Software

Electronic Mail Software

AOL

Eudora

Groupwise

Hotmail

MCI Malil

MS Outlook

MS Outlook Express
MS Exchange

50.0%

Netscape Messenger
Other

Word Processing Software

Corel Word
Perfect

57.1%

MS Word 41.2%

Other 1.7%

Internet Browser Software

Firefox
Microsoft Internet Explorer 75.7%
Netscape Navigator

Other
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Commonly Used Software (Continued)

Case Management Software Use

|

Amicus Attorney 20.0%
Abacus Law
Law Base

PINS/Needles

ProLaw

TimeMatters F 16.5%
Other — 44.3%

Document Management Software Use
]

None Used 84.5%

PC Docs Open i 2.4%

TimeMatters 3.4%

Worldox || 2.2%

Other 7.5%
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Commonly Used Software (Continued)

Time and Billing Software Used

None Used — 49.4%

BillingMatters

PCLaw/PCLaw, Jr.
Quicken
Quickbooks

TABS Il

Timeslips

Other 13.8%

J

Document Assembly Software Use

None Used 94.0%

HotDocs 93.1%

Other 92.9%
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Commonly Used Software (Continued)

Litigation Support Software Use

None Used 88.2%

CaseMap 12.9%

Summation 6.3%

Other | ]2.7%

Presentation Software Use

|

None Used F 64.0%

PowerPoint 34.3%

Sanction Il 10.2%

Trial Director || 1.2%

Other 0.2%
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Commonly Used Software (Continued)

Voice Recognition Software Use

None Used ﬁggﬂ%

Dragon Naturally

0.5%
Speaking °

Other 0.5%

Scanning Equipment Use

No
26%

Yes
74%
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Technology Use

Scanning Equipment Use

Everything is scanned and stored
electronically

Specifically chosen items are scanned
for specific purposes

Scanning is done on a case by case
basis

Scanning is only used for optical
character recognition on select
documents

We have a scanner but we don't use it

Other

Lawyers do none of their own word
processing

Lawyers do some of their own word
processing (less than 50%)

Lawyers do most of their own word
processing (more than 50%)

8.8%

| 63.4%
| 20.3%

[ ]2.9%

[]2.6%

[]2.0%

Respondents - Word Processing Use
14.0%
40.9%
27.8%
12.3%

Lawyers do all of their own word
processing

Unknown

4.8%
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Technology Use (Continued)

Internet Access Type

Cable ;15.5%
DSL 48.8%
Dial Up 6.8%
Other 3.1%
Unknown 7.5%
Internet/Online Service Use - Percentile

Access automated clipping service

Access customizable news delivery service
Access court records

Collaborate with clients on documents
Communicate with clients

Communicate with colleagues

Continuing legal education (CLE)

File court documents electronically

File SEC documents through EDGAR
Legal research

Locate expert witnesses

Marketing

Non-legal research

Participate in private discussion groups
Post or publish firm's documents electronically
Other

B51%
B4.3%

162.3%
143.7%

169.1%
1'70.5%

1 21.3%

151.9%

B3.9%

182.4%

[ 29 204
[ 26.8%

151.9%
F15.9%

110.4%

011.4%
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Technology Use (Continued)

Percentage of Law Firms

with Internet Web Sites

Yes
w No
53.9%
2005
46.1%
45.1%
2003
54.9%

Firms that Utilize Backup Systems for
Computers and Networks

No, 17.1%

Yes, 82.9%
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Technology Use (Continued)

Media/Storage Use

CDh 1—|30.2%
DVD 9.9%
Internal Hard Drive - Network 24.6%
Online 4.1%

Removable Hard Drive [ 712.3%
Zip Drive 11.6%

Other 9.9%

Backup Software Use

MS Windows |
Backup

43.0%
2.2%

Retrospect |0.0%

Fle-l%

Ot | 38 5%

Backup/Storage Frequency

Weekly 30.3%
Monthly
Annually

Never

Other/Daily
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ECF SYSTEM

ECF SystemUse
|
No lawvyers use the ECF system in Federal cases H 34.2%
Some lawyers use the ECF system in Federal 14.3%
cases (less than 50%) 70

IMost lawyers use the ECF system in Federal
cases (more than 50%)

Al lawyers use the ECF system in Federal cases H 30.0%
No response H 12.3%

Reasons for Not Using the ECF System

9.3%

Not techno-savvy enough 10.4%

Don't have a scanner or other necessary

. Jo.2%
equipment

Systems setup for paper route and don't want :I 1.9%
to change them

—

Don't have an email address |[0.2%

Other 18.4%
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