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Entry-Level Recruiting Remains Strong as Firms Watch the Economy

Consistent with the relative strength of the overall legal econ-
omy, all of the markers that measure the strength of the legal
employment market for new lawyers, such as law firm recruiting
levels for summer programs and summer program outcomes, have
remained strong over the last four years. Based on information
provided by NALP members about fall 2007 recruiting, the market
for entry-level legal employment maintained its fast pace despite
some overall weakening of the national and legal economies.
Though the median class size remained unchanged from last year,
the average summer program size in 2007 reached a level not seen
since the late 1990s, the result of a few summer programs of more
than 100. At the same time, offer rates from summer programs
reached an all-time high. Perhaps revealing some signs of the
weakening economy, however, the acceptance rate on those offers
jumped for the first time in four years. The average number of offers

not seen since before 2001. Here too the median remained un-
changed, suggesting that a handful of offices and firms recruiting
for very large classes are driving the average number up. Consistent
with summer program offer acceptance rates, 2L offers were also
accepted at a slightly higher rate in 2007. Indicative perhaps of the
tremendous amount of interviewing that law firms are engaging in,
the percent of interviews resulting in offers actually declined even
as the average number of offers rose. There remains, of course,
tremendous variation in the size of summer classes and the number
of offers extended both by region and by individual employer,
though these average numbers continue to be a good gauge of the
health of the entry-level employment market generally. All indica-
tions are that law firms continue to hire carefully and are prepared
to constrict the level of entry-level recruiting should current eco-
nomic weaknesses persist into 2008 and beyond.

made by employers to 2Ls for summer positions also rose to a level

A Retrospective on Recruiting

SUMMER PROGRAMS FALL RECRUITING OF 2Ls
% of Interviews

Median Size Average Size % Receiving Offer | % Accepting Offer | Median # of Offers | Average # of Offers | Resultingin Offer | % Accepting Offers
8 11 84.3% 64.6% 14 30 55.7% 32.3%
6 10 87.3 63.5 18 31 47.7 32.6
8 12 88.2 60.1 24 40 52.3 30.0
9 13 89.0 68.4 26 49 42.4 28.6
8 13 88.9 65.2 21 41 63.8 29.0
8.5 14 89.7 65.8 22 44 62.6 31.0
6 12 84.2 72.8 11 26 51.4 34.9
5 11 80.9 74.0 11 23 49.8 35.1
5 10 87.0 77.0 11 29 52.9 31.4
5 11 91.0 724 13 34 56.8 31.2
6 12 90.6 73.0 16 37 59.6 30.3
6 11 90.8 73.4 15 37 62.7 28.8
6 13 92.8 76.8 15 39 60.0 29.1
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Introduction

Fall recruiting experiences are a topic of great
importance both to law schools and to legal employers,
particularly as activity in the employment market for
entry-level and summer associates is affected by the
economy as a whole. As a service to members and the
legal profession, NALP reports annually on:

o the level of employer activity on campus,

e employer and school participation in job fairs,
and

e outcomes of summer programs and of fall
recruiting.

The first part of this report details recruitment
activity on campus and at job fairs in fall 2007, pro-
viding comparisons with fall 2006 from the perspective
of both schools and employers. The second part of the
report provides information on the outcomes of 2007

m Law School Perspective

A total of 120 law schools, about two-thirds of
NALP’s U.S. law school members, provided informa-
tion on the number of employers participating in
on-campus interviewing (OCI), the number of job
fairs or consortia in which the school participated, and
the number of employers using video interviewing,
Most were also able to provide comparable figures for
fall 2006.

Because schools do not count employers on a
uniform basis, only changes in employer counts were
measured, and not absolute levels of activity. Job fair
participation is measured both in terms of change and
absolute levels.

o Over half of schools (56%) reported an increase of
5% or more in the number of employers on campus
in fall 2007 compared with fall 2006. About 30%
reported a change of less than 5%. Almost 32%
reported an increase of more than 10%, and the
remainder reported a decrease of 5% or more.

o Regional differences were evident. Decreases of 5%
or more were most likely in the Midwest and
West/Rocky Mountain Regions; increases of more
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summer programs and of fall recruiting for both
second-year summer associates and entry-level asso-
ciates. The findings in this report are based on law
school responses to NALP’s “Fall 2007 Recruiting
Snapshot Survey for Law Schools” and on legal em-
ployer responses to the “2007 Recruiting Snapshot
Survey for Legal Employers.”

Note: As in prior years, this report does not document every
aspect of recruiting nor include every category of hires.
Hiring of current first-year (Class of 2010) students and
current third-year (Class of 2008) students for summer 2008
associate positions is not included. Different from prior
years, documentation of summer program outcomes
includes only Class of 2008 graduates, and not any Class of
2007 graduates who participated after graduation. Results
of survey questions on lateral hiring were reported in the
March 2008 NALP Bulletin.

Fall 2007 Recruiting Activity

than 10% were most likely by far in the Mid-Atlan-
tic Region. Few schools in the Northeast and Mid-
Atlantic Regions reported a decrease of 5% or
more.

e Analysis by enrollment size shows that small
schools were most likely to have increased their
number of employers by 5% or more, but also were
most likely to report a decrease of 5% or more in
the number of employers on campus.

e An inquiry into the use of video interviewing re-
vealed that about two-thirds of schools did not use
this technology in 2007. About 28% of schools
reported using video interviews for one to three
employers. Just a handful of schools used the tech-
nology more extensively.

o Almost three-quarters of schools (71%) partici-
pated in five or more job fairs, and one-third
participated in more than ten. Regional contrasts
continue to be notable. Most schools reporting
from the Mid-Atlantic Region participated in five
or more job fairs. In the Northeast and Mid-Atlantic
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Regions, more than 41% of reporting schools par-
ticipated in more than ten job fairs, and nearly all
participated in five or more. Among schools in the
West/Rocky Mountain Region, in contrast, 40%
participated in fewer than five job fairs. As was the
case last year, only a handful of schools reported
no job fair participation.

Over half of schools (54%) reported no change in
job fair participation; this figure was highest
among the smallest schools and those in the
West/Rocky Mountain Region. Schools in the Mid-
Atlantic Region and large schools were most likely
to have increased job fair participation.

Although this year’s survey did not inquire about

resume bundling activity, schools commented on re-
sume bundling and offered other observations:

e “More employers seem to be interested in receiving

resumes from law students and interviewing those
selected at their local offices.”

“We are seeing more employers choosing to receive
resumes from students and then deciding to come

on campus or choosing to invite candidates of
interest to the firm. We had more students this year
than last who interviewed outside of our state.”

“Some out of state firms (7) that generally come
to campus to interview, did not come to recruit
on-campus this year. They collected resumes in-
stead.”

“Many of our OCI employers used Symplicity to
participate in our fall recruiting program. Instead
of coming on campus, they converted to resume
collection, job postings, or direct application em-
ployers and have participated fully in our recruit-
ment program. All three methods have resulted in
offers extended to [our] students.”

“We have a number of additional employers who
participate in our fall recruiting program via re-
sume collection. This year we had 22 employers
total participate in our fall recruiting program —
16 coming on campus, and five through resume
collection.”

Comparison of Fall 2007 and Fall 2006 On-Campus Recruitment Activity,
As Reported by Schools (percent or number of schools in each category)

NALP REGION FALL 2007 JD ENROLLMENT
Total Mid- Fewer More than
Northeast | Atlantic | Southeast | Midwest | West/RM | than550 | 550-750 | 751-1,000 1,000
# of employers on campus:
Increase of more than 10% .........ccccerereeierienenne 31.6% | 33.3% | 58.8% | 32.3% | 17.2% | 26.3% | 25.8% | 31.4% | 36.0% | 34.6%
Increase of 5-10% .....ccceerirereieiiinreceseneee 24.8 38.1 5.9 29.0 241 21.1 38.7 229 16.0 19.2
Change of less than 5% .......ccccccveereieincienenne 29.9 28.6 29.4 22.6 37.9 31.6 12.9 34.3 40.0 34.6
Decrease of 5% Or MOre .........ccoeeeeveeiiieenieennne. 13.7 0.0 5.9 16.1 20.7 211 22.6 11.4 8.0 11.5
Number of schools reporting ..........cccccoeverieeneennn. 117 21 17 31 29 19 31 35 25 26
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Job Fair Participation, Fall 2007, as Reported by Schools

(percent or number of schools in each category)

NALP REGION FALL 2007 JD ENROLLMENT

Total Mid- Fewer More than
Northeast | Atlantic | Southeast | Midwest | West/RM ] than550 | 550-750 | 751-1,000 1,000

# of Job Fairs or Consortia

Fewerthan 5 ... 29.1% | 19.0% | 11.8% | 37.5% | 29.6% | 40.0% | 54.8% | 29.7% 8.3% | 16.0%

B0 et 38.5 38.1 471 34.4 40.7 35.0 29.0 35.1 50.0 44.0

More than 10.......coooiiiiiiii e 325 42.9 41.2 28.1 29.6 25.0 16.1 35.1 41.7 40.0
Number of schools reporting ..........ccccevvercieeneeinenns 117 21 17 32 27 20 31 37 24 25

Change in # of Job Fairs Compared with Fall 2006

DECIEASE ..ottt 9.6 5.0 0.0 19.4 74 10.5 16.7 11.4 4.2 4.0
NO Change........ccceeiiiiiiiiiee e 53.5 60.0 41.2 51.6 51.9 63.2 56.7 54.3 50.0 52.0
INCIEASE ...t 36.8 35.0 58.8 29.0 40.7 26.3 26.7 343 45.8 44.0
Number of schools reporting ...........ccocovveeiiiiecincnns 114 20 17 31 27 19 30 35 24 25
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m Employer Perspective

Almost 400 employers — almost all of
which were law firms — provided infor-
mation on their recruiting activity. The
majority of responses were from firms of
more than 250 lawyers.

Nationwide, the median number of
schools at which employers recruited was
8. About 40% of respondents visited more
schools in 2007 compared to 2006, but
almost the same number, 39%, visited the
same number of schools.

e TFor firms of 100 or fewer lawyers and
101-250 lawyers, the medians were 4
and 8, respectively. The median was
highest, 15, at firms of 251-500 lawyers.
It is also the case that for small offices,
regardless of overall firm size, the me-
dian was 4 or fewer schools. It should
be kept in mind, however, that firm size
does not always correlate with the num-
ber of schools visited, because multi-
office firms vary a great deal in how
their OCI programs are structured. For
example: In some firms, each office
conducts its own visits, hence the num-
ber of schools visited by that office may
be relatively few, even though the firm
as a whole may visit many schools.
Other firms split up the school visits,
with each office responsible for visiting
a few schools and interviewing on be-
half of multiple, or all, offices, again
resulting in lower numbers per office.
In other firms, all visits are done by one
office, resulting in fairly large OCI
numbers. All of these structures and
more are present in the data reported
in these tables.

o Firms of more than 500 lawyers were
most likely to have increased the num-
ber of schools at which they inter-
viewed, with almost half reporting an

increase. In contrast, firms of 100 or
fewer lawyers were most likely not to
have changed the number of schools
visited.

On a regional basis, the median num-
ber of schools ranged from 6 in the
Southeast to 13.5 in the Northeast. Em-
ployers in the Northeast were also most
likely to interview at 15 or more
schools. Almost half did so, a frequency
more than four times that of employers
in the Southeast. Employers in the
Northeast and West/Rocky Mountain
Regions were most likely to have inter-
viewed at more schools in 2007 com-
pared with 2006. Employers in the
Southeast and Midwest were most
likely to have not changed the number
of schools at which they interviewed.

Regional averages are not necessarily
indicative of activity on the part of em-
ployers in a given city within that re-
gion. For example, firms in Chicago
and San Jose were much more likely to
have increased the number of schools
visited than were firms in their respec-
tive regions as a whole. Employers in
Boston visited fewer schools than aver-
age — a median of 7 compared to the
regional median of 13.5 — and were
also more likely to have not changed
that number. Atlanta likewise differs
from the Southeast as a whole, visiting
amedian of 9.5 schools, compared with
the regional median of 6; offices there
were more likely to have decreased the
number of schools visited. About 39%
of firms in the West/Rocky Mountain
Region visited the same number of
schools, but just 10% from the San Jose
area visited the same number.
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Fall 2007 On-Campus Interviewing Activity and Comparison with Fall 2006,
As Reported by Employers — By Type and Size

(in percentages except for medians)

#OF SCHOOLS VISITED
Number NUMBER OF SCHOOLS VISITED COMPARED T0 2006
of Offices
4 or Fewer 5-8 9-14 15 or More Median Increase Decrease No Change
Total — All Employers ............c.cccoeeueee 392 26.3% 25.5% 20.7% 27.6% 8.0 40.4% 21.0% 38.6%
Firms of 100 or fewer lawyers....................... 80 61.3 31.3 6.3 1.3 4.0 20.3 17.7 62.0
Offices of 25 or fewer lawyers ................. 20 85.0 10.0 5.0 0.0 2.0 10.0 25.0 65.0
Offices of 26-50 lawyers...........cccccrerueene. 31 58.1 38.7 3.2 0.0 4.0 25.8 9.7 64.5
Offices of 51-100 lawyers...........ccccceeueee. 25 48.0 40.0 8.0 4.0 5.0 20.0 20.0 60.0
Firms of 101-250 lawyers .........c.ccocevireinnnne 74 12.2 39.2 27.0 216 8.0 42.3 28.2 29.6
Offices of 25 or fewer lawyers ................. 5 100.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.0 0.0 20.0 80.0
Offices of 51-100 lawyers...........cccoeeueee. 15 6.7 33.3 33.3 26.7 11.0 53.3 26.7 20.0
Offices of 101-250 lawyers.............co.c...... 43 23 39.5 30.2 27.9 10.0 42.9 28.6 28.6
Firms of 251-500 lawyers .........c.ccccceevreenenne 59 16.9 8.5 23.7 50.8 15.0 421 246 333
Offices of 25 or fewer lawyers ................. 5 60.0 0.0 0.0 40.0 3.0 40.0 20.0 40.0
Offices of 26-50 lawyers..........ccccccoeeeeee. 5 60.0 0.0 0.0 40.0 3.0 20.0 20.0 60.0
Offices of 51-100 lawyers...........ccc.ceeuee. 13 15.4 38.5 15.4 30.8 8.0 50.0 25.0 25.0
Offices of 101-250 lawyers...........c..c....... 21 9.5 0.0 38.1 52.4 15.0 28.6 38.1 333
Offices of 251+ lawyers............cccccereeneenn. 9 0.0 0.0 22.2 77.8 20.0 66.7 0.0 33.3
Firms of 501-700 lawyers .........c.ccccceevreenenne 52 11.5 34.6 25.0 28.8 10.0 47.9 25.0 271
Offices of 25 or fewer lawyers ................. 6 66.7 16.7 16.7 0.0 4.0 66.7 16.7 16.7
Offices of 26-50 lawyers...........cccccoeeeeee. 13 15.4 61.5 231 0.0 6.0 41.7 8.3 50.0
Offices of 51-100 lawyers...........ccc.ceeuee. 12 0.0 58.3 33.3 8.3 6.0 33.3 25.0 41.7
Offices of 101-250 lawyers............cc....... 9 0.0 222 22.2 55.6 16.0 57.1 42.9 0.0
Offices of 251+ lawyers............cccccereeneenn. 10 0.0 0.0 30.0 70.0 22.0 44 .4 44 .4 111
Firms of 701 or more lawyers....................... 124 23.4 16.9 23.4 36.3 11.0 48.8 15.4 35.8
Offices of 25 or fewer lawyers ................. 11 63.6 27.3 9.1 0.0 3.0 54.5 0.0 455
Offices of 26-50 lawyers...........cccccveeueene. 21 47.6 38.1 14.3 0.0 5.0 40.0 25.0 35.0
Offices of 51-100 lawyers...........cc.ceeueee. 31 29.0 22.6 323 16.1 8.0 45.2 16.1 38.7
Offices of 101-250 lawyers............cc....... 37 8.1 5.4 35.1 51.4 15.0 48.6 13.5 37.8
Offices of 251+ lawyers............ccccereeneenn. 20 0.0 5.0 10.0 85.0 25.5 55.0 15.0 30.0

Note: Only law firms are included in the size analysis. Counts by office size within firm size do not add to the total count for the firm size because not all
surveys included office size information, particularly if they indicated that they recruit for multiple offices. The number of offices reporting both 2006 and
2007 information for the comparative analyses is somewhat smaller than the number shown in the first column.
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Fall 2007 On-Campus Interviewing Activity and Comparison with Fall 2006,
As Reported by Employers — By NALP Region and City/State

(in percentages except for medians)

# OF SCHOOLS VISITED
Number of NUMBER OF SCHOOLS VISITED COMPARED T0 2006
Offices
4 or Fewer 5-8 9-14 15 or More Median Increase Decrease No Change
AILFirms..........ccooiiiiiiiiiiiece 389 26.5% 25.2% 20.8% 27.5% 8.0 40.5% 20.9% 38.6%
Northeast...........cooviiiiiiiiiiee 60 15.0 1.7 25.0 48.3 13.5 48.2 214 30.4
Boston........cociiiiiii 12 41.7 8.3 16.7 33.3 7.0 25.0 25.0 50.0
New YOrk City .....cccocveriviciieiiiiieeen, 38 2.6 10.5 26.3 60.5 17.0 51.4 171 31.4
Mid-Atlantic...........ccccoociiiiiiiii 66 19.7 28.8 15.2 36.4 9.0 40.0 231 36.9
Philadelphia.........cccccooviiiiiiiiie 10 10.0 20.0 30.0 40.0 12.0 50.0 20.0 30.0
Washington, DC/Northern VA area ... 34 14.7 29.4 11.8 441 12.0 38.2 17.6 441
Southeast .........cccoeiiiiiiiii 72 43.1 23.6 222 11.1 6.0 35.2 211 43.7
Atlanta.........ccooooiiiii 10 30.0 10.0 50.0 10.0 9.5 30.0 40.0 30.0
Dallas .......ccocieiieiiieiiciiceec e 6 33.3 16.7 33.3 16.7 9.5 33.3 16.7 50.0
Houston...........ccceviiiiiiic e 9 44 4 33.3 0.0 222 5.0 62.5 12,5 25.0
Miami/Ft. Lauderdale/W. Palm Beach . 6 33.3 66.7 0.0 0.0 5.5 16.7 0.0 83.3
Raleigh.........ccooooiiiiii 5 80.0 20.0 0.0 0.0 3.0 20.0 20.0 60.0
Tennessee........ccoevveciieiiiiieeeee 5 20.0 20.0 40.0 20.0 10.0 60.0 0.0 40.0
Midwest ... 80 23.8 30.0 23.8 225 7.5 32.9 23.7 43.4
ChiCago ......ceeiuieriieiie e 17 11.8 294 235 35.3 10.0 52.9 11.8 35.3
Indiana .........ccoooeiiiiii 7 28.6 42.9 0.0 28.6 7.0 14.3 28.6 57.1
Michigan.........ccooiiiiiiiii 10 20.0 40.0 40.0 0.0 7.0 33.3 33.3 33.3
Minneapolis............cccooeiiiiiiiinnn. 12 16.7 16.7 33.3 33.3 10.0 36.4 18.2 45.5
MiSSOUN.....eeiiiiiiiiii e 10 30.0 20.0 20.0 30.0 8.5 11.1 66.7 22.2
OO . 12 8.3 50.0 25.0 16.7 8.0 27.3 18.2 54.5
West/Rocky Mountain............cccocoeeveenee. 105 295 295 20.0 21.0 7.0 43.3 17.3 39.4
Denver........cocoiviiiiiiiie 6 66.7 0.0 16.7 16.7 2.0 0.0 0.0 100.0
Los Angeles area..........ccccoeeveeueenne. 23 26.1 30.4 26.1 17.4 8.0 50.0 18.2 31.8
Orange County, CA ......ccoocvevvreeeenn. 8 0.0 50.0 25.0 25.0 9.0 37.5 12.5 50.0
PhoeniX ........ccocveiiiiiiiiiciec e 7 42.9 14.3 14.3 28.6 8.0 14.3 42.9 42.9
Portland...........ccccoooiiiiiiiii 7 14.3 57.1 14.3 14.3 6.0 71.4 14.3 14.3
San Francisco .........cccoccvevieiiieneeene. 19 31.6 31.6 211 15.8 5.0 52.6 211 26.3
San Jose area.........cccceeeeveiieeennenne. 10 20.0 30.0 40.0 10.0 8.5 70.0 20.0 10.0
Seattle. ... 10 40.0 30.0 10.0 20.0 5.5 30.0 30.0 40.0

The number of offices reporting both 2006 and 2007 information for the comparative analyses is somewhat smaller than the number shown in the first
column. Specific city information may include firms that recruit for additional offices in other cities, and/or a few offices in suburban locations. City figures
generally do not include firms that submitted one survey form to cover recruiting activity and outcomes for multiple locations.
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About one-quarter of responding employers
participated in no job fairs, and over half of
employers (54%) participated in the same num-
ber of job fairs in 2006 and 2007.

o About half of firms of 100 or fewer lawyers
did not participate in any job fairs. The ma-
jority of small offices, regardless of firm size,
participated in fewer than two job fairs.

o Small firms and small offices generally par-
ticipated in the same number of job fairs in
2006 and 2007. About half of firms of 251 or
more lawyers maintained their job fair par-
ticipation and relatively few reported de-
creased participation.

e On a regional basis, firms in the Northeast
were most likely to participate in job fairs,
with 90% doing so, and 60% participating in
three or more. Firms in the Southeast and
West/Rocky Mountain Regions were most
likely to have not changed their participa-
tion, and firms in the Northeast were most
likely to have increased their participation,
with about 45% reporting thus.

e Again, regional norms are not necessarily
indicative of activity within a given city. For
example, over 80% of firms reporting from
Dallas participated in two or more job fairs,
whereas for the region as a whole the figure

was 41%. Likewise, over 80% of firms in Chi-
cago participated in two or more job fairs, a
rate far higher than that of the Midwest
Region as a whole. In contrast, firms in Los
Angeles and Phoenix were more likely not to
participate in job fairs compared with the
region as a whole.

e Firms in Portland, OR were most likely to
participate in more job fairs in 2007 com-
pared with 2006, whereas the majority of
firms reporting from other cities in the
West/Rocky Mountain Region maintained
their existing level of participation.

Fall 2007 Job Fair Participation and Comparison with Fall 2006,
As Reported by Employers — By Type and Size (in percentages)

NUMBER OF JOB FAIRS/CONSORTIA COMPARED T0 2006
FALL 2007 JOB FAIR PARTICIPATION
Number of
Offices Three or Stayed the
None One Two More Increased Decreased Same
Total — All Employers..............c.ccccceenee. 394 24.6% 18.3% 19.0% 38.1% 31.8% 14.1% 54.2%

Firms of 100 or fewer lawyers............cccccecueeennen. 81 50.6 27.2 16.0 6.2 13.8 11.3 75.0
Offices of 25 or fewer lawyers ............cccccee.e. 21 61.9 28.6 4.8 4.8 9.5 9.5 81.0
Offices of 26-50 lawyers..........cccccovvrcvenennnnne. 31 61.3 12.9 16.1 9.7 12.9 6.5 80.6
Offices of 51-100 lawyers..........cccovvrceerennenne. 25 28.0 44.0 24.0 4.0 20.0 20.0 60.0
Firms of 101-250 lawyers ..........ccocveveervinieeninen. 75 9.3 16.0 30.7 44.0 41.7 15.3 43.1
Offices of 25 or fewer lawyers ............cccccueee. 5 40.0 0.0 40.0 20.0 0.0 0.0 100.0
Offices of 51-100 lawyers..........ccccoveeenrenennnn. 16 0.0 6.3 37.5 56.3 68.8 6.3 25.0
Offices of 101-250 lawyers.........cccocvecverrereenne 43 7.0 16.3 27.9 48.8 38.1 214 40.5
Firms of 251-500 lawyers .........c.ccocevirvrceenennnns 60 10.0 6.7 16.7 66.7 37.9 121 50.0
Offices of 25 or fewer lawyers ............cccoceeeee. 5 60.0 0.0 0.0 40.0 0.0 0.0 100.0
Offices of 26-50 lawyers..........cccccervieenieneene 5 40.0 0.0 20.0 40.0 0.0 20.0 80.0
Offices of 51-100 lawyers..........cccvereerienennne. 13 7.7 15.4 15.4 61.5 41.7 8.3 50.0
Offices of 101-250 lawyers.........cccoceecveerrnuene 22 0.0 9.1 27.3 63.6 40.9 13.6 45.5
Offices of 251+ lawyers..........cocoeevveeieeneeenne. 9 0.0 0.0 11.1 88.9 66.7 11.1 22.2
Firms of 501-700 lawyers ..........ccccoveveercveeneenenenn 52 19.2 19.2 21.2 40.4 375 125 50.0
Offices of 25 or fewer lawyers ............cccoceeeee. 6 66.7 16.7 16.7 0.0 16.7 0.0 83.3
Offices of 26-50 lawyers..........cccccereieenieniene 13 38.5 231 38.5 0.0 33.3 0.0 66.7
Offices of 51-100 lawyers..........ccccoveeenerennnn 12 8.3 41.7 8.3 41.7 41.7 25.0 33.3
Offices of 101-250 lawyers.........cccoceecveerrnncnne 9 0.0 111 222 66.7 57.1 0.0 42.9
Offices of 251+ lawyers...........cceeervivenennnnne. 10 0.0 0.0 20.0 80.0 33.3 22.2 44 .4
Firms of 701 or more lawyers ...........ccccocvveveenenen. 123 26.8 17.9 14.6 40.7 33.3 17.1 49.6
Offices of 25 or fewer lawyers ............cccccueee. 11 63.6 27.3 0.0 9.1 27.3 18.2 54.5
Offices of 26-50 lawyers..........cccccervrvenenennn 20 40.0 30.0 25.0 5.0 20.0 25.0 55.0
Offices of 51-100 lawyers...........cccoveeenrenennne. 31 29.0 29.0 22.6 19.4 25.8 9.7 64.5
Offices of 101-250 lawyers 37 21.6 54 16.2 56.8 324 16.2 51.4
Offices of 251+ lawyers........c.cccoeevveeneeneeenne. 20 5.0 10.0 0.0 85.0 60.0 15.0 25.0

Note: Figures based on employers who interviewed on campus or participated in job fairs in either 2006 or 2007. Only law firms are included in the size
analysis. Counts by office size within firm size do not add to the total count for the firm size because not all surveys included office size information,
particularly if they indicated that participation was for multiple offices. The number of offices reporting both 2006 and 2007 information for the comparative
analyses is somewhat smaller than the number shown in the first column.
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Fall 2007 Job Fair Participation and Comparison with Fall 2006,
As Reported by Employers — By NALP Region and City/State

(in percentages)

NUMBER OF JOB FAIRS/CONSORTIA FALL 2007

COMPARED T0 2006 JOB FAIR PARTICIPATION

Number of
Offices Stayed the
None One Two Three or More Increased Decreased Same
AILFirms ..., 391 24.8% 17.9% 19.2% 38.1% 32.0% 14.2% 53.8%
Northeast.........ccoooiiiiiii 60 10.0 15.0 15.0 60.0 44.6 214 33.9
BoSton.......ccccciiiiiii 12 16.7 33.3 8.3 41.7 8.3 33.3 58.3
New YOrk City .....ccccceereiiiiiiiiiiieiees 38 7.9 5.3 15.8 711 54.3 171 28.6
Mid-Atlantic...........ccccooviiiiiii 66 22.7 16.7 15.2 45.5 38.5 20.0 41.5
Philadelphia.........ccccocviniiiiii 10 10.0 10.0 20.0 60.0 50.0 20.0 30.0
Washington, DC/Northern VA area ..... 34 20.6 26.5 11.8 41.2 38.2 20.6 41.2
Southeast .........ccoeviiiiiiii 72 37.5 20.8 19.4 22.2 26.4 6.9 66.7
Atlanta........cccoooiiii 10 0.0 60.0 20.0 20.0 30.0 20.0 50.0
Charlotte .......cccooeeiiiiiiies 5 20.0 0.0 40.0 40.0 60.0 0.0 40.0
Dallas.........ccooeviiiiiiiiiiicii 6 16.7 0.0 33.3 50.0 50.0 16.7 33.3
HOUStON......ociiiiiiii 8 37.5 37.5 12.5 12.5 37.5 0.0 62.5
Miami/Ft. Lauderdale/W. Palm Beach.. 6 50.0 16.7 16.7 16.7 0.0 0.0 100.0
Raleigh ... 5 100.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0
Tennessee..........occeveiiiiiiiciiicieee, 5 20.0 20.0 20.0 40.0 60.0 0.0 40.0
MidWest ... 82 232 18.3 244 34.1 30.8 12.8 56.4
ChiCago.....ccceevereeeceeee e 18 0.0 16.7 16.7 66.7 33.3 16.7 50.0
Indiana ... 7 42.9 0.0 28.6 28.6 14.3 14.3 71.4
Michigan..........ccoccoiiiiiiiiis 11 18.2 18.2 45.5 18.2 30.0 0.0 70.0
Minneapolis..........cccccoiviiiiiiiiiiies 12 8.3 250 16.7 50.0 455 18.2 36.4
MiSSOUFI......cooiiiiiiiiiii e 10 20.0 20.0 30.0 30.0 33.3 0.0 66.7
ORIO ..o 12 50.0 16.7 250 8.3 27.3 18.2 54.5
West/Rocky Mountain...........cccoceecvenennnene. 105 28.6 19.0 20.0 324 25.0 11.5 63.5
DeNVET ..o 6 0.0 33.3 50.0 16.7 0.0 0.0 100.0
Los Angeles area..........ccccceeeveeeennnnn. 23 43.5 26.1 17.4 13.0 13.6 4.5 81.8
Orange County, CA ........cceeiiiiiiiiiene 8 250 12.5 250 37.5 12,5 12.5 75.0
PhoeniX ........cccocoeviiiiiiiiii 7 42.9 14.3 14.3 28.6 28.6 14.3 571
Portland..........ccooviiiiiiniiie 7 14.3 0.0 14.3 71.4 71.4 14.3 14.3
San Francisco .........ccccecevineeienenenn, 19 15.8 15.8 36.8 31.6 421 26.3 31.6
San Jose area........cccoocvecieiiiiciees 10 20.0 30.0 10.0 40.0 30.0 0.0 70.0
Seattle......ccooeviii 10 30.0 20.0 0.0 50.0 20.0 10.0 70.0

The number of offices reporting both 2006 and 2007 information for the comparative analyses is somewhat smaller than the number shown in the first
column. Specific city information may include firms which recruit for additional offices in other cities, and/or a few offices in suburban locations. City
figures generally do not include firms that submitted one survey form to cover job fair participation and recruiting outcomes for multiple locations.
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Summer programs were typically 10
to 12 weeks long, regardless of firm size.
Almost three-quarters of offices reported
summer programs of either 10, 11, or 12
weeks, although the lengths reported
ranged from 4 to 17 weeks. For the vast
majority of offices (80%), the 2007 sum-
mer program length was the same as in
2006. About 9% reported that their pro-
gram was one or two weeks shorter com-
pared with 2006; however, about 8%
reported that their summer program
was one or two weeks longer.

e On a regional basis, the Southeast
and Midwest varied the most from
the norm, with shorter programs, es-
pecially 6-week programs, much more
common in the Southeast (27%); in
the Midwest 56% of firms reported
holding a 12-week program.

e Areas in the Southeast where 6-week
programs were most common in-
clude Charlotte and Tennessee. Some
offices in the Southeast run two 6-
week programs.

o Ten- or eleven-week programs were
most common in Philadelphia, fol-
lowed by Boston.

Most programs again ended in early
to mid-August, as was the case for the
previous four summers for which NALP
has collected this information. The end
dates reported ranged from June 22 to
as late as the third week of September. It
should be noted that end dates at a firm
may vary from the reported end date
depending on specific student circum-
stances. Some firms reported having no
specific end date. The most common
ending period reported for 2007 was the
week of August 6, reported by 34% of
firms. This was followed closely by the
week of July 30, reported by 30% of firms.
For the vast majority of offices, their
ending date in 2007 was within a week
of their ending date in 2006. About 14%
of respondents reported an ending date
that was a week or more earlier than in
2006. However, a nearly equal percent-
age reported ending a week or more
later in 2007 as compared with 2006.
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Length of Summer 2007 Programs

RANGE OF LENGTHS REPORTED
MOST COMMON PROGRAM LENGTHS AND % REPORTING EACH (WEEKS)
Average # of Offices
Length Minimum Maximum
6 Weeks 10 Weeks 11 Weeks 12 Weeks 13 weeks Length Length
Total — All Employers................ 6.1% 21.3% 15.7% 36.3% 10.5% 1 4 17 427
By Firm Size
100 or fewer lawyers ...........cccceeveenne. 9.6 241 4.8 38.6 8.4 11 4 14 83
101-250 lawyers.........cccovevveeireeneennne. 10.5 18.4 18.4 329 9.2 11 6 17 76
251-500 lawyers.........cocoeevverireeneenne. 2.7 13.3 20.0 42.7 12.0 12 6 15 75
501-700 lawyers.........cccoeereeeieenennne. 3.4 20.3 16.9 37.3 15.3 11 6 16 59
701+ JaWYETS ..ooiiiiiieieeeee e 4.5 25.8 18.2 33.3 9.8 11 6 16 132
By Office Size
25 or fewer lawyers ........ccccceeeeeneenne. 12.5 21.4 12.5 32.1 54 10 4 14 56
26-50 laWyers.........ccocvirveenieneeneee 7.4 21.0 11.1 39.5 11.1 11 6 16 81
51-100 lawyers 2.7 24.3 11.7 414 9.0 11 6 16 111
101-250 lawyers..........cccceeveeenieenieenne. 5.3 211 21.9 31.6 12.3 11 6 17 114
251+ [aWYETS ... 2.6 7.7 20.5 46.2 15.4 12 6 15 39
By NALP Region and City/State
Northeast.........c.covvvieiiiiiiice 0.0 27.9 20.6 324 8.8 11 8 15 68
Boston area.........cccceeveiiiieiiieeee 0.0 46.2 23.1 30.8 0.0 11 10 12 13
New YOrk City ......cccoeeveveiieniieieeienn 0.0 18.2 22.7 36.4 11.4 12 9 15 44
Mid-Atlantic..........cocoeriiiirice e 41 329 20.5 26.0 12.3 11 6 16 73
Philadelphia.........ccccoiiniiiiiiiics 0.0 70.0 30.0 0.0 0.0 10 10 11 10
Washington, DC/Northern VA............. 24 22.0 171 31.7 19.5 12 6 16 41
Southeast .......cccocveviiiiiiiie 27.2 16.0 12.3 19.8 8.6 9 4 16 81
Atlanta 7.7 23.1 38.5 154 7.7 11 6 13 13
Charlotte .......cccooeeiiiiiiiiieeeeeen 40.0 0.0 20.0 20.0 20.0 10 6 13 5
Dallas ......cccooueemieeiieeieiie e 375 12.5 12.5 12.5 12.5 9 6 13 8
HOUSTON ..ot 25.0 12.5 0.0 25.0 0.0 9 4 16 8
Miami/Ft. Lauderdale/W. Palm Beach. 0.0 50.0 12.5 25.0 0.0 11 10 14 8
TenNNeSSee.......coovueeeiiieeie e 100.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 6 6 6 7
MIAWEST ... 1.2 11.6 8.1 55.8 15.1 12 6 15 86
ChiCag0 ...cvveeveeiieeiie e 0.0 5.6 0.0 72.2 16.7 12 10 15 18
INdiana .......coceeiieiiiie e 0.0 14.3 28.6 28.6 14.3 12 10 14 7
Michigan........ccooveiiniiieen 0.0 10.0 0.0 60.0 20.0 12 10 14 10
Minneapolis/St. Paul.............c.cccccc..... 71 14.3 0.0 57.1 14.3 12 6 14 14
Missouri... 0.0 10.0 0.0 90.0 0.0 12 10 12 10
ORhiO ..o 0.0 7.7 30.8 154 38.5 12 10 14 13
West/Rocky Mountain..........cccccccoeenennee. 0.0 21.9 17.5 41.2 7.9 12 7 17 114
DENVET ..ottt 0.0 14.3 28.6 42.9 14.3 12 10 13 7
Los Angeles area........ccccceeeveenneenen. 0.0 36.0 20.0 36.0 4.0 11 10 16 25
Orange County, CA ......cccooeiiieiiieen. 0.0 12,5 25.0 50.0 0.0 12 10 14 8
PhOENIX .....ooiiiiiieiiieeee e 0.0 16.7 33.3 50.0 0.0 11 10 12 6
Portland, OR area ..........cccccceeviveienne 0.0 14.3 0.0 57.1 0.0 13 10 15
San Francisco .......ccccovcveevvenieniieennen, 0.0 20.0 25.0 40.0 10.0 12 10 14 20
San Jose area.........cccoceeeieniieieennnn. 0.0 20.0 30.0 20.0 10.0 12 10 15 10
Seattle area........ccocceeieiiiiiiiieee 0.0 25.0 0.0 50.0 8.3 12 10 17 12

Note: Some offices reported that there is no fixed length for their summer program — they are excluded from this analysis. For offices reporting a range
of lengths, generally the larger figure was used. For offices reporting that their program consists of two sessions (e.g., two 6-week sessions), the 6-week
figure was used rather than the 12-week total. Specific city information may include a few suburban locations.
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End Dates of Summer 2007 Programs

MOST COMMON END DATES AND % REPORTING EACH RANGE OF END DATES REPORTED
Week of Week of Week of Week of Week of Median End Earliest End Latest End # of Offices
June 26 July 24 July31 August 7 August 14 Date Date Date
Total — All Employers........... 6.5% 30.3% 33.7% 12.3% 4.4% 08/10 06/22 09/21 413
By Firm Size
100 or fewer lawyers .... 3.9 23.7 27.6 211 9.2 08/10 06/22 09/14 76
101-250 lawyers........ccceevevvecuenncnns 7.0 211 38.0 12.7 1.4 08/10 06/22 09/15 71
251-500 lawyers........cccceercuvenueennnn. 8.1 35.1 23.0 13.5 41 08/03 06/22 09/07 74
501- 700 lawyers........ccccoecvevernenne. 1.7 32.8 345 8.6 8.6 08/10 06/22 09/21 58
701+ JaWYers ......ccovvevveeniiniceeene 9.1 34.8 40.2 8.3 1.5 08/10 06/28 09/07 132
By Office Size
25 or fewer lawyers ..........ccccceenee. 6.0 30.0 24.0 20.0 6.0 08/08 06/22 08/31 50
26-50 laWyers........c.cccveervenircrcnnenne 0.0 27.6 39.5 11.8 7.9 08/10 06/22 09/14 76
51-100 lawyers........ccccecvercvreneeennnn. 9.2 275 294 13.8 6.4 08/10 06/22 09/21 109
101-250 lawyers........ccceeevvecvenncnns 7.9 34.2 34.2 10.5 0.9 08/05 06/22 09/07 114
251+ laWYersS ....cooeveiieiceeeeee 2.6 33.3 43.6 7.7 2.6 08/10 06/22 09/07 39
By NALP Region and City/State
Northeast ........cccocovviiiiiniiie 3.0 46.3 37.3 6.0 3.0 08/07 07/27 08/31 67
BOStON ..o 0.0 69.2 231 0.0 7.7 08/03 08/03 08/24 13
New York City.......cccoceeneerneens 4.7 44.2 41.9 4.7 23 08/07 07/27 08/31 43
Mid-Atlantic ........cccocevveniriiieiee 9.7 43.1 33.3 4.2 1.4 08/03 06/29 09/03 72
Philadelphia.........ccccooiniiiiiens 20.0 60.0 10.0 0.0 0.0 08/03 07/20 08/10 10
Washington, DC/
Northern VA area........... 4.9 39.0 41.5 4.9 24 08/10 07/20 09/03 41
Southeast 12.8 21.8 21.8 7.7 1.3 08/03 06/22 08/31 78
Atlanta 53.8 7.7 15.4 0.0 7.7 07/27 06/22 08/24 13
Charlotte........cccoovvveiiniiine 0.0 0.0 20.0 20.0 0.0 07/20 06/26 08/17
Dallas........cocoveveeiiiiiieeiiciieene 12.5 12,5 25.0 12,5 0.0 07/30 06/22 08/17 8
Houston .......cccoovvveiiniiicie 0.0 42.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 08/03 06/29 08/31 7
Miami/Ft. Lauderdale/
W. Palm Beach............... 12,5 37.5 50.0 0.0 0.0 08/07 07/27 08/10
Tennessee .......c.cccevvercveenieennnn. 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 06/22 06/22 06/22
Midwest.......c.covvieriiieiceee 4.9 19.5 41.5 22.0 7.3 08/10 07/06 09/07 82
Chicago ......ccoeveeeieeiiiiceiene 0.0 18.8 43.8 18.8 6.3 08/10 08/03 09/07 16
Indiana 28.6 28.6 14.3 14.3 0.0 08/03 07/27 08/31 7
Michigan .......cccccoeoeiniiniiiieens 0.0 20.0 50.0 20.0 10.0 08/10 08/03 08/24 10
Minneapolis .........cccccevveceernenne. 0.0 214 214 28.6 214 08/12 07/06 08/24 14
MiSSOUN ....couveiiiiiiiiiciceieee 10.0 10.0 60.0 20.0 0.0 08/10 07/27 08/17 10
Ohio........ 0.0 27.3 54.5 9.1 9.1 08/10 08/03 08/24 11
West/Rocky Mountain ................... 3.7 26.6 321 18.3 7.3 08/10 07/27 09/21 109
DENVer .....cccoccvevvirieiine e 0.0 28.6 42.9 28.6 0.0 08/10 08/03 08/17 7
Los Angeles........ccccooeeneenneens 8.0 32.0 48.0 4.0 4.0 08/10 07/27 08/31 25
Orange County, CA.........ccccueee 0.0 0.0 62.5 25.0 0.0 08/10 08/10 09/01 8
PhoeniX.........cccovevieiiiiniciieens 0.0 50.0 16.7 16.7 16.7 08/07 08/03 08/24 6
Portland ........cccooevveiiniiicne 0.0 0.0 16.7 0.0 33.3 08/27 08/11 09/21 6
San Francisco 5.3 47.4 31.6 10.5 5.3 08/03 07/27 08/24 19
San Jose area ..........ccoceeevenne 10.0 40.0 20.0 20.0 10.0 08/05 07/27 08/24 10
Seattle ... 0.0 0.0 0.0 27.3 9.1 09/07 08/17 09/15 11

Note: Some offices reported that their summer program has no set ending date; they are excluded from this analysis. The end dates reported by
individual offices may or may not apply to the whole class, depending on the firm and specific student circumstances. For offices reporting that their

program consists of two sessions (e.g., two 6-week sessions), the end date of the first session was used.
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Outcomes of Summer Programs and Fall Recruiting

A total of 425 employers reported informa-
tion on the outcomes of their 2007 summer
programs. All but a few responses were from law
firms, and about 45% of respondents repre-
sented firms of 501 or more lawyers. Firms of
100 or fewer lawyers represented about 19% of
respondents. However, about 60% of individual
office outcomes reported were from offices of
100 or fewer lawyers. Somewhat more than
one-third of respondents were from the North-
east and Mid-Atlantic Regions combined. The
Southeast, the Midwest, and the West accounted
for 19%, 20%, and 27% of respondents, respec-
tively. It should be noted that for firms submit-
ting one survey to cover multiple, or all, offices,
the information generally was not attributed to
a city, and in some cases not even a region if
offices are nationwide.

B OQutcomes of Summer
2007 Programs

Responding employers reported a combined
total of 5,359 individuals from the Class of 2008
participating in their 2007 summer programs,
with an average class size of 13. The median
class size was 6. The fact that the average is
considerably above the median, especially in the
larger firms, indicates the presence of some
relatively large programs. Most, 93%, of partici-
pants received an offer for an associate position
— up from 91% in 2006 — and 77% of these
offers were accepted — also up from the 2006
figure of 73%. Figures for 2007 thus suggest a
continuation of summer program sizes and out-
comes seen in the prior three years, but at a level
that has not yet matched the average of 14 and
median of 8.5 in 2000. The overall offer rate for
the past four years has, however, again matched
the 90% mark seen in the late 1990s and 2000.
Acceptance rates continued to be well above the
66% rate of the late 1990s and 2000.

e Measured in terms of either the average or
the median, summer class sizes were largest
in the Northeast, and smallest in the
West/Rocky Mountain Region.

Some markets with relatively large firms, but
certainly not all, had summer programs which
on average were far larger than for their respec-
tive region as whole. Those that did include New
York, Philadelphia, Dallas, Houston, Chicago,
Missouri, and San Jose. Those that did not in-
clude Boston and Seattle. Programs in Miami,

© 2008 NALP (www.nalp.org)

Outcome of Summer Programs

SIZE OF PROGRAM % of
Participants
Receiving | % of Offers #of
Median Average Offers Accepted Offices
Total — All Employers .............cc......... 6.0 13 92.8% 76.8% 425
By Number of Lawyers Firmwide
100 or fewer lawyers............ccccecveeennnen. 3.0 3 73.0 73.6 82
101-250 lawyers 8.0 9 87.6 78.3 77
251-500 lawyers 9.0 13 90.5 77.5 74
501-700 laWyers.......ccooueriueenieiieeieeene 6.5 14 94.8 81.1 58
701+ JaWYETS...coiiiiiiiieeeeee e 8.0 19 96.5 751 133
By Number of Lawyers in Office
25 or fewer lawyers...........ccccoeveeeiieenne 2.0 2 82.1 76.0 55
26-50 [aWYETS.....ceeeiiieiieiiecieenieese e 3.0 3 81.3 73.3 80
51-100 laWYers......ccoceirciienieeieenieeineene 6.0 7 88.6 79.8 111
101-250 [aWyers.........cccoeereeeieeiieiiens 12.0 14 92.1 74.8 114
2514 [aWYETS....eeiiieie e 36.0 46 98.1 77.8 39
By NALP Region and City/State
Northeast ........occoeeiiiii e 11.0 26 98.6 80.1 66
Boston area ........ccoocoeeiiiiiiiee 9.0 16 97.9 80.1 12
New YOrk City .......cccoeereeriieniniieeeee 22.0 33 99.0 79.5 43
Mid-Atlantic .........cooevvrieeee e 9.0 11 92.5 75.8 74
Philadelphia ..........cccoooiiiiiiiiice 16.0 15 92.7 814 10
Washington, DC/Northern VA ............... 9.0 10 94.7 71.9 41
Southeast.........cooeeviiiiiiiie e 5.0 10 81.9 64.7 82
Atlanta........ooooeiii e 4.0 9 87.6 67.0 13
Charlotte .......cccoveiiiiiiiiee e 7.0 7 75.8 80.0 5
Dallas.......ccoovveeneeiieieeseeeee e 17.0 17 85.0 47.8 8
HOUSTION .. 8.0 15 83.7 60.9 7
Miami/Ft. Lauderdale/W. Palm Beach ... 3.0 4 86.2 84.0 8
TenNNESSEe ......ccovcvveeeviiieeeeeee e 3.0 9 74.2 63.3 7
MIAWESL .....eeeiiieiieiie e 6.0 10 90.0 80.1 86
ChiCag0....cuveeieeeiiieiie et 9.0 15 95.3 81.7 18
Indiana.......cocoeieeiiiiie 4.0 7 92.2 83.0 7
Michigan .......cccooeviviiiieeeeeee e 7.0 9 82.4 75.7 10
Minneapolis/St. Paul .............cccceeeenne 7.5 10 94.3 78.9 14
MISSOUN ..o 10.5 11 89.9 87.8 10
ORIO . 6.0 7 84.6 74.0 13
West/Rocky Mountain ...........cccccoeeiiieennnes 4.0 7 91.8 76.9 112
DeNVEr ..o 4.0 5 73.5 72.0 7
Los Angeles area..........oeecuvveeeeeeeiinnnens 5.5 9 91.0 77.6 24
Orange County, CA.......ccceiiiieeiiiiees 4.5 8 89.1 89.5 8
PhOENIX......ccoviiiieiieiieieeee e 8.0 10 91.9 80.7 6
Portland, OR area 5.0 5 89.5 79.4 7
San FranCiSCo .......cocoeveveieeeiiiee e 5.0 6 94.5 65.8 20
San JOSE area.......cccueeueeiieiieeieeeee 7.0 10 95.8 72.8 10
Seattle area .........cccoeveviiiiiii 2.0 4 93.9 80.4 12

Note: Figures reflect participation by students in the Class of 2008 during the summer of 2007. The number

of employers reporting a summer program is shown in the last column. Information by size of firm reflects

law firms only. Average figures are rounded to the nearest whole number. Specific city figures may include

acceptances to work in a different office of a firm or a few offices in suburban locations. City figures

generally do not include firms that submitted one survey form to cover recruiting activity and outcomes for

multiple locations.
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Tennessee, and Seattle were among those Acceptance Rates from Summer 2007 Program

that were relatively small.

o Average class sizes increased with firm (percent of offices in each range of acceptance rates)

size, as did offer rates. Offer rates were -
highest in the Northeast, and in New ACCEPTANCE RATES Ar::t'::m 4of
York specifically, and lowest in the Lessthan 67% | 67-99.9% 100% Rate Offices
Southeast, particularly in Charlotte
and Tennessee. Acceptance rates varied Total — All Employers.................... 29.0% 36.8% 34.1% 81.8 410
from 74% to 81%, depending on firm By Number of Lawyers Firmwide
size. Acceptance rates varied by city and 100 OF feWer [aWYers ........................ 333 9.7 56.9 100.0 72
state, from less than half in Dallas to 101-250 IAWYEIS oo 27.6 42.1 30.3 80.0 76
almost 90% in Orange County, CA. 251-500 [QWYErS ....ooeeeeeeeeerrerreee 26.4 50.0 23.6 83.3 72
A different perspective on summer out- 501- 700 [aWYETS .....coverrcercercenereenes 21.4 42.9 35.7 85.7 56
comes is provided by examining the distri- 701+ [AWYETS ..o 32.3 38.3 29.3 78.6 133
bution of acceptance rates for each of the By Number of Lawyers in Office
offices reporting this information. This 25 O feWer [aWYers ............oo... 319 43 63.8 1000 | 47
procedure, unlike that of the previous 26-50 [AWYEIS oo 405 6.8 52.7 100.0 74
analysis which is based on volumes, gives
equal weight to each office. For example, 51-100 IaWYers ......cceeeevveeeriieeeeneen. 25.5 32.7 41.8 86.2 110
the acceptance rate for a small firm has 101-250 [AWYETS .......ooocceerereeee 28.1 56.1 15.8 750 | 114
equal welght with thatof a very large firm. 251+ laWYErS ... 17.9 76.9 5.1 82.5 39
About 29% of offices reported acceptance By NALP Region and City/State
rates of less than 67%; 37% reported accep- NOFhEASE ..., 13.6 57.6 28.8 86.2 66
tance rates between 67% and 99.9%; and BOStON Ar€@.........ovooosose oo 0.0 58.3 47 88.6 12
34% reported acceptance rates of 100%. NeW YOrk Gity ..o 16.3 67.4 16.3 825 | 43
The median acceptance rate was almost MIA-AHANEC ... oo 31.9 37.7 30.4 80.0 69
82%. The smallest firms were most likely ) )
o Philadelphia 20.0 60.0 20.0 76.8 10
to report a 100% acceptance rate.
Washington, DC/Northern VA........... 38.5 33.3 28.2 78.9 39
* On a regional basis, firms in the SOUNEASE .....or oo 50.0 20.7 29.3 67.6 82
West/Rocky Mountain Region were N PO 61.5 15.4 23.1 66.7 13
most likely to report acceptance rates
of 100%, followed by firms in the Mid- Charlotte.......cccovveveieiieeee e 40.0 0.0 60.0 100.0 5
west. Firms in the Southeast were most Dallas 87.5 12,5 0.0 417 8
likely by far to have reported accep- Houston ... 57.1 14.3 28.6 60.0 7
tance rates of less than 67%. The me- Miami/Ft. Lauderdale/W. Paim Beach ... 12.5 25.0 62.5 100.0 8
dian acceptance rate was also quite a TENNESSEE ....eneecerceereieereeeereeeeees 85.7 14.3 0.0 50.0 7
bit lower, about 68%, in the Southeast. MIGWESL ..o 175 438 38.8 86.6 80
Nearly all of the offices in Dallas and CRICAGO vvvrrr oo 5.6 55.6 38.9 89.4 18
Tennessee reported acceptance rates of INGIANG ..o 28.6 286 42,9 91.7 7
less than 67%. In only a few cities — Michi 300 60.0 10.0 728 10
Charlotte, Miami, Minneapolis, and Se- ichigan ... . . . .
attle — did more than half of offices Minneapolis/St. Paul......................... 71 35.7 57.1 100.0 14
report 100% acceptance rates. MiSSOU.....eeiiiiieiiie e 111 55.6 33.3 88.2 9
(0] [ 1o NPT 36.4 455 18.2 75.0 11
West/Rocky Mountain...........c.cccceeveenee. 30.6 27.8 41.7 83.3 108
Denver.......cocoeeiiiieeee e 50.0 16.7 33.3 69.7 6
Los Angeles area .........ccccoveerevnnene 30.4 30.4 39.1 85.0 23
Orange County, CA .......ccccoeeieeineene 12,5 37.5 50.0 97.0
PhoeniX ......ccoueeeiiieiieeeeeeeeee 16.7 66.7 16.7 75.0
Portland, OR area ..........cccccvveeeeennn. 16.7 16.7 66.7 100.0 6
San FranciSCo .......cccevceeeviieeencennns 50.0 25.0 25.0 64.1 20
San JOSe ar€a......ccceeeveeeeniiieenennns 60.0 30.0 10.0 66.7 10
Seattle area.........cccceeveceeeviieeeee 8.3 25.0 66.7 100.0 12

14 Perspectives on Fall 2007 Law Student Recruiting © 2008 NALP (www.nalp.org)



m First-Year
Participation
in Summer
Programs

About two-thirds of the responding

firms reported that their summer 2007
program included one or more first-year
(Class of 2009) students. The distribution
of firms reporting that they employed one
or more first-years is quite similar to that
of responding firms as a whole.

o These firms collectively employed 898

first-years, with a median of 2 and an
average of 3 per office or firm. Meas-
ured by the median and the average,
first-year presence is greatest in Hous-
ton and Missouri. In most other mar-
kets, the typical number of first-years
was 2 or 3.

Overall, 60% of these first-years re-
ceived an offer to return for some or
all of the summer 2008 program. This
figure was notably lower in small
firms, however, and on a city-by-city
basis ranged from 33% in Denver to
91% in Chicago.

© 2008 NALP (www.nalp.org)

Presence of First-Years in Summer Programs

NUMBER OF 1Ls % Receiving
Offers to Return # of Offices
Median Average Next Summer
Total — All Employers................... 2.0 3 60.0% 270
By # of Lawyers Firmwide
100 or fewer lawyers .................. 1.0 2 46.8 39
101-250 lawyers .........cccceeeeeueeenn. 2.0 3 50.7 49
251-500 lawyers .........cccceeeenueenn. 2.5 4 60.0 54
501-700 lawyers.......c.ccceeeveeeennes 2.0 3 55.2 37
701+ lawyers 2.0 4 70.6 90
By # of Lawyers in Office
25 or fewer lawyers .................... 1.0 1 40.6 25
26-50 lawyers .........coeeviieeeiineenn. 1.0 2 50.7 38
51-100 l[awyers .......cccocvveeviveeenes 2.0 2 57.8 7
101-250 lawyers ........ccccceeeeeeeenne 3.0 4 59.2 86
251+ lawyers ......coooceeeiiieeeiiieenn. 6.0 6 71.4 32
NALP Region and City/State
Northeast.........cccooiiiiiiiiii, 3.0 4 61.5 49
Boston area.........ccccccevciiiienn. 2.5 3 64.0 8
New YOork City ......ccccovrvecvenennnn. 3.0 4 64.4 35
Mid-Atlantic.........cccovvevenenieiineen, 2.0 3 61.7 45
Philadelphia........c.ccccooveiininnenne. 25 3 53.8 10
Washington, DC/Northern VA..... 2.0 3 73.6 19
Southeast 2.0 4 56.4 47
Atlanta 2.0 3 69.6
Charlotte..........ccocveviiiiiiie. 2.0 3 60.0
Houston.........cccoooviciiiiiiies 3.5 6 48.6
MidWeSt ..o 2.0 4 61.6 61
Chicago ......ccooeviiiiiieiieeeieeee 3.0 5 90.9 7
Indiana ..o, 2.0 6 43.2 6
Michigan .........cccceevevniiicnennnn 1.0 3 77.8 7
Minneapolis/St. Paul... 2.0 3 52.8 11
MiSSOUr.....ccoviiiiiiiiii 4.0 4 55.3 9
OOt 2.0 3 48.5 11
West/Rocky Mountain...................... 1.5 2 56.5 64
Denver.......cccocoiiiiiciiiiiiiees 1.0 1 33.3 5
Los Angeles area ..........cccueeenee 1.0 2 80.8 13
Portland, OR area ..........ccceeueeee. 2.0 2 41.7 5
San Francisco .........ccocveevereenenn. 1.0 2 731 11
San Jose area.... 2.0 2 421 9
Seattle area.........cccccvvvevenennnn 2.0 3 421 7

Note: Figures reflect participation by students in the Class of 2009 during the summer of 2007. The
number of employers reporting that their summer program included 1Ls is shown in the last column.
Information by size of firm reflects law firms only. Average figures are rounded to the nearest whole
number. Some city figures include a few offices in suburban locations. City figures generally do not
include firms that submitted one survey form to cover recruiting activity and outcomes for multiple

locations.
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m Hiring for Summer 2008

A total of 430 employers reported issu-
ing an average of 93 callback invitations
each to second-year students, or a total of
38,729 callback invitations. The median
figure was much lower than the average,
46, again indicating that some employers
issued a large number of callback invita-
tions. The average number of invitations
was highest by far in the Northeast, over
five times the average in the Southeast and
West/Rocky Mountain Regions. Nation-
wide, 72% of these callback invitations
were accepted. Acceptance rates were
somewhat lower in the Northeast com-
pared with other regions. The level of ac-
tivity is somewhat higher than in 2006,
when the average and median number of
callback invitations were 82 and 42. With
the generally upward trend in this decade,
the volume of interviewing has begun to
approach the level in 2000, when the aver-
age was 95 and the median was 55.

e About 60% of callback interviews re-
sulted in an offer, with employers aver-
aging 39 offers each. The median
number of offers was 15. The percent-
age of callback interviews resulting in
an offer was considerably lower in firms
of 100 lawyers or less, and higher —
about two-thirds — in the largest
firms. These percentages were some-
what higher in the Northeast and below
average in other regions. Employers in
the Southeast and West/Rocky Moun-
tain Regions made the fewest offers,
with medians of 8 and 10, respectively,
and an average of 19. This compares
with a median of 44 and an average of
102 in the Northeast. It is also worth
noting that the offer rate has been on a
general upward track since hiring for
summer 2003, and that, despite a small

16

decline in 2007, rates for the last two
years were last reached for the summers
of 2000 and 2001.

e Some cities and states departed from
their regional norm with respect to of-
fers made. For example, firms in Wash-
ington, D.C., Atlanta, Dallas, Houston,
Chicago, Phoenix, and San Jose re-
ported relatively high offer rates com-
pared to their regions as a whole,
whereas the opposite was true in a
number of cities including Charlotte,
Raleigh, Miami, much of the Midwest,
Denver, and Portland. Offer rates were
highest in New York, at over two-thirds,
followed by Boston, Dallas, Chicago,
and San Jose, at 63%—04%. This con-
trasts with rates of 40% in Raleigh and
Miami. Some of these differences of
course result from differences in the
firm sizes typical for these cities.

e Overall, about 29% of offers were ac-
cepted, a figure that has fluctuated
some over the past ten years and is now
at a level similar to that of the late
1990s. A larger percentage of offers
from firms in the Southeast were ac-
cepted — 40% — while acceptance
rates were lower in the Northeast —
24%. Acceptance rates were highest at
firms of 100 or fewer lawyers and at
offices of 25 or fewer lawyers.

o At the city and state level, acceptance
rates were lowest at firms in Boston,
New York, Washington, D.C., Chicago,
and San Jose, where about one-quarter
of offers were accepted. Acceptance
rates were highest in Raleigh, Tennes-
see, and Portland, at over half.

Perspectives on Fall 2007 Law Student Recruiting

Footnote to table on opposite page:

Note: Figures for callback invitations and outcomes are
based on 416 employers issuing a total of 38,729
callback invitations and do not include 14 offices which
did not report the number of callbacks and interviews.
Figures for offers and offer outcomes are based on 430
employers making a total of 16,913 offers. About 8% of
all survey respondents reported that they did not recruit
second-year students. Median and average offer figures
are based on all 430 employers that recruited second-
year students, even though a few ultimately made no
offers as a result of callback invitations. The number of
offices reporting interviewing second-year students is
shown in the last column. Information by size of firm
reflects law firms only. Averages are rounded to the
nearest whole number. City figures may include a few
offices in suburban locations. City figures generally do not
include firms that submitted one survey form to cover
recruiting activity and outcomes for multiple locations.
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Outcomes of Callback Invitations to and Interviews of
Class of 2009 Students for Summer 2008 Positions

NUMBER OF CALLBACK INVITATIONS % of Callback NUMBER OF OFFERS EXTENDED
% of Callback Invitations % of Offers #of
Invitations Resulting in Accepted Offices
Median Average Accepted Offer Median Average
Total — All Employers............. 46.0 93 72.2% 60.0% 15.0 39 29.1% 430
By Number of Lawyers Firmwide
100 or fewer lawyers.................. 15.0 18 80.7 39.1 4.0 5 491 79
101-250 lawyers ........c.cceevueeeeenn 52.5 59 78.4 47.6 17.0 22 35.6 77
251-500 lawyers ..........ccoceeveene 46.0 89 71.5 60.4 19.0 39 29.0 74
501-700 lawyers .........ccooeeruenee. 56.0 104 711 55.7 16.0 41 30.5 60
701+ laWyers.......ccceevueeneencncene. 79.0 147 70.9 65.8 30.0 69 26.7 137
By Number of Lawyers in Office
25 or fewer lawyers.................... 10.0 12 78.8 42.9 3.0 4 42.9 56
26-50 lawyers ........cccoeoeeieeninene 19.5 25 75.5 443 6.0 8 32.1 82
51-100 lawyers ........cccceveeenenne 42.0 55 711 47.9 14.0 19 32.2 112
101-250 lawyers ........ccccevueeneen. 86.0 110 711 56.8 33.0 44 29.9 114
251+ laWyers......ccoveeviiiiiieiene 208.0 334 7.7 71.1 127.0 170 26.1 39
By NALP Region and City/State
Northeast ........ccooviviiiiniiie 153.5 238 67.0 65.0 44.0 102 242 67
Boston area ........cccoceeeeiiieinnne 59.0 124 75.7 64.3 20.0 60 25.3 13
New York City ........ccoceeieiieinnne. 218.5 304 65.4 67.0 87.5 133 235 44
Mid-Atlantic ..........ccccooeiiiiii 87.0 95 70.3 56.1 28.0 36 28.1 71
Philadelphia.........cccoooeniinenn 132.5 131 72.0 51.5 46.5 48 28.7 10
Washington, DC/Northern VA .... 96.0 105 67.0 60.0 29.0 42 241 38
Southeast 23.0 45 79.1 56.2 8.0 19 39.7 88
Atlanta 39.0 50 73.7 61.8 14.0 23 30.9 13
Charlotte ........cccoeevvveniiiiiee 39.0 44 78.0 40.0 13.0 14 42.6 5
Dallas......ccccooeeeieeiiriiieieeeen 53.5 68 78.6 62.8 21.5 34 41.9 8
Houston .........ccccoeiiiiiiii 22.0 46 84.9 61.6 14.0 24 44.7 9
Miami/Ft. Lauderdale/
W. Palm Beach........c.c........ 27.0 28 79.4 37.3 6.5 7 271
Raleigh ....cooevviieeeeeeeee 11.0 11 92.4 39.3 3.5 4 54.2
Tennessee ........ccoceeveeeeiieeennnen. 20.5 40 77.5 55.4 5.0 15 54.8
Midwest .......cooiiiiiiiii 40.0 61 78.4 54.8 12.0 26 324 84
ChiCago .....cooveevieeiieeieeieeee 94.0 129 74.3 63.7 345 61 253 18
Indiana........cccoooeeiiiiiee 31.5 34 91.7 45.5 12.0 13 40.0 7
Michigan ........ccccceveviiiininncee 32.0 37 79.6 45.4 13.0 13 415 11
Minneapolis .. 42.0 48 79.1 59.6 12.0 23 35.8 13
MiISSOUM ..o 51.0 51 90.3 42.0 240 19 46.3 9
(@] o P 28.5 30 82.9 43.9 8.5 11 43.9 12
West/Rocky Mountain ..................... 32.0 45 76.9 53.8 10.0 19 325 115
Denver 20.0 22 87.6 41.0 5.0 8 41.8 7
Los Angeles area..........cccccueeenee 35.0 56 72.3 58.2 10.0 24 27.6 27
Orange County, CA..........ccec..... 29.0 44 83.7 55.3 9.5 20 38.9
PhoeniX........cccooveineeiiiiniinicene 36.5 38 81.9 58.9 15.5 18 33.0
Portland, OR area... 30.0 28 83.2 40.5 8.0 9 56.1
San Francisco........cccceevvveeneennn. 43.0 55 77.4 48.9 13.0 21 30.0 21
San Jose area .......cccceeveeeeennennn. 72.0 73 70.0 62.5 27.0 32 25.4 11
Seattle area ..........ccoeeeeeeiene 26.0 35 85.9 48.5 6.5 15 414 10

(See footnote on opposite page.)
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Grouping offices according to their

individual acceptance rates, about 44%
of offices reported acceptance rates of
less than 33%; about 28% each of offices
reported acceptance rates between 33%
and 49.9%; and acceptance rates of 50%
or more. The median acceptance rate
was 35%.

18

Small offices and firms more fre-
quently reported acceptance rates in
excess of 50%, as did offices in the
Southeast. At the city and state level,
median acceptance rates and the
percent of offices reporting accep-
tance rates of more than 50% were
highest in Charlotte, Raleigh, Ten-
nessee, and Portland. In contrast,
nearly all offices in New York and
Boston reported acceptance rates of
less than 33%, as did 82% of offices
in San Jose.

Acceptance Rates for Summer 2008 Program

(percent of offices in each range of acceptance rates)

ACCEPTANCE RATES Median
Acceptance #of
Less than 33% 33-49.9% 50% or More Rate Offices
Total — All Employers ........... 43.8% 28.2% 28.0% 35.0% 422
By Number of Lawyers Firmwide
100 or fewer lawyers .. 23.0 16.2 60.8 50.0 74
101-250 lawyers.........cccceeveeene 28.6 37.7 33.8 40.0 77
251-500 lawyers.........cc.cccveeenee. 40.5 33.8 257 35.1 74
501- 700 lawyers..........ccceueenee. 43.3 38.3 18.3 341 60
701+ lawyers 66.4 21.6 11.9 27.3 134
By Number of Lawyers in Office
25 or fewer lawyers .................. 33.3 11.8 54.9 50.0 51
26-50 lawyers.........ccceeveeneenne. 37.5 22.5 40.0 384 80
51-100 lawyers........cccceeereenne. 41.4 30.6 27.9 36.8 111
101-250 lawyers........cccccueeveene 45.6 37.7 16.7 33.3 114
251+ lawyers .....ccoceecveeneenneenne. 74.4 20.5 5.1 26.3 39
By NALP Region and City/State
Northeast..........cccoevieiiiiiiiiee. 76.1 16.4 7.5 23.3 67
Boston area 92.3 7.7 0.0 211 13
New York City ......ccccevvveereennnen. 86.4 13.6 0.0 22.6 44
Mid-Atlantic...........cocoeveeiieeneen. 47.9 29.6 225 33.3 71
Philadelphia.........cccccooviiniennen. 60.0 40.0 0.0 27.9 10
Washington, DC/Northern VA... 63.2 26.3 10.5 27.3 38
Southeast ........cccoceviiiciii 27.7 28.9 43.4 42.9 83
Atlanta.........ccooiiiiiii 53.8 15.4 30.8 325 13
Charlotte ........ccoeviiiiiiie 20.0 20.0 60.0 50.0
Dallas 12,5 375 50.0 49.6
Houston 11.1 33.3 55.6 50.0 9
Miami/Ft. Lauderdale/

W.Palm Bea.........cccoene. 714 28.6 0.0 25.0 7
Raleigh ........ccocoeiiiiiiiiiee, 0.0 40.0 60.0 50.0
Tennessee........ccoceeeenieneninenn. 0.0 28.6 71.4 60.0

Midwest .......ooiiiiiiieee 329 31.7 354 38.8 82
Chicago......cccovveeieeiieciieiecee 61.1 27.8 11.1 29.3 18
Indiana .......ccccoovviiiiiiiiiees 0.0 57.1 42.9 41.7 7
Michigan........c.ccoeviiiiencnnen. 18.2 36.4 45.5 44 .4 11
Minneapolis/St. Paul................. 50.0 33.3 16.7 32.3 12
MiSSOUN....ceeiiiiiiiiieieeen 222 33.3 444 42.3 9
ORNIO . 33.3 25.0 41.7 38.8 12

West/Rocky Mountain... 421 30.7 27.2 34.8 114
Denver.......ccoooeiiieiieneeeen 28.6 14.3 57.1 50.0 7
Los Angeles area............c........ 61.5 23.1 15.4 29.8 26
Orange County, CA .................. 25.0 375 375 37.2 8
Phoenix......ccccccccevenns 33.3 50.0 16.7 39.0
Portland, OR area 0.0 28.6 71.4 61.9 7
San Francisco ........cccoeeveeennee 57.1 28.6 14.3 29.2 21
San Jose area.......ccocceeevieeenne 81.8 18.2 0.0 25.0 11
Seattle area.........ccoceeeveeenne 30.0 50.0 20.0 34.8 10
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m Third-Year Hiring

Recruiting of third-year students not

Outcomes of Callback Invitations to and Interviews of

Class of 2008 Students for Associate Positions

. % of NUMBER OF
previously employed by the employer was NUMBER OF CALLBACK |  %of | Callback OFFERS
reported by 179 employers, or about 38% INVITATIONS Callback |Invitations EXTENDED % of
s _ Jinvitations | Resulting Offers #of
of survey resp01.1de'nts.. The median num Median Average | Accepted | inOffer Median Average | Accepted Offices
ber of callback invitations was 5, and the
average was 11. This level of activity is
similar to that for the prior four years, and Total — All Employers | 5.0 11 81.1%| 38.4%|] 1.0 3 61.2% | 179
when compared with fall 2002, activity in
each of the last five years has been both By Number of Lawyers
higher and more widespread. However, it~ Firmwide
is not at the level of 1999 and 2000, when 100 or fewer lawyers ..... 4.0 6 90.0 | 317 1.0 2 783 28
almost two-thirds of respondents re- 101-250 lawyers........... 4.0 8 889 | 335 1.0 2 70.9 32
cruited third-years, with the median and 251-500 lawyers............ 60 | 10 828 | 409 2.0 3 646 | 24
average number of callbacks at 8 and 17,
. 501-700 lawyers............ 5.0 10 77.3 37.6 1.0 3 55.3 27
respectively.
By either measure, the level of activity 701+ lawyers................. 45 12 81.3 43.7 1.0 4 57.7 67
in 2007 was highest by far in the North-
. . By Number of Lawyers
east, withamedian of 15.5and an average | office
of 26 callback invitations. Among cities 50 or fewer lawyers ....... 35 5 866 | 33.8 1.0 1 704 | 41
and states, New York City, not surprisingly,
. . 51-100 lawyers.... 2.0 5 80.0 40.8 1.0 2 56.3 45
reported the greatest volume. Nationwide,
about 81% of callback invitations were 101-250 lawyers............ 5.0 10 85.5 32.9 2.0 3 66.7 56
accepted, but in the Midwest the figure 251+ lawyers................. 13.0 | 22 80.3 | 443 4.0 8 552 | 27
was 89%.
By NALP Region and
o About 38% of interviews resultedinan ~ City/State
offer, with a median of 1 and an aver- Northeast..........coovvueeeuene. 15.5 26 77.9 34.7 3.0 7 56.3 37
age of 3 offers made. This offer rate and Boston area................... 6.0 | 12 81.0 | 338 1.0 3 60.9 7
volume is somewhat below that of New York City ............... 19.0 | 31 770 | 353 7.0 8 546 | 25
2006 W_heil thedf;;gures W‘;?es ZI:)d Sk’ Mid-Atantic. ....................... 4.0 852 | 304 1.0 2 634 | 38
respectively, and has not climbed bac . .
Philadelphia .................. 4.5 89.5 32.4 1.0 1 76.9 9
to the level of 2000, when the median i P
d d ivel Washington, DC/
and average were 3 and 7, respectively. Northern VA......... 35 | 7 847 | 330 | 10 | 2 581 | 16
Offer rates were lowest in the smallest o\ 0~ 2.0 5 832 | 548 15 2 719 | 28
firms and in the Mid-Atlantic Region. Adant 40 A 88.9 438 10 ] 571 5
For example, about 44% of interviews . AN e ' ' ‘ : '
conducted by firms of more than 700 Midwest ........cccovveeiieiiiins 4.0 6 89.0 39.2 1.0 2 75.4 31
lawyers resulted in an Offer’ Compared Minneapolis ................... 4.0 7 90.0 33.3 1.0 2 60.0
with a figure of 32% in firms of 100 or MiISSOUIi......ocvviriciinne 6.0 5 82.6 52.6 2.0 2 70.0
fewer lawyers. The figure of 30% inthe ~ West/Rocky Mountain......... 4.0 7 81.2 43.3 1.0 2 52,5 42
Mid-Atlantic Region contrasts with Los Angeles area.......... 3.0 4 80.0 | 417 1.0 1 20.0 7
43% in the West/Rocky Mountain Re- San Francisco ............ 35 | 7 |6 |39 | 10| 2 |69 10
gion. Offer rates were highest in Mis- San Jose area.............. 5.0 7 80.0 | 538 2.0 3 46.4 9
souri, followed by Atlanta. Offer rates

were lowest in Philadelphia.

Note: Figures for callback invitations and outcomes are based on 171 employers issuing a total of 1,842

callback invitations and do not include 8 offices that did not report the number of callbacks and interviews.
Figures for offers and offer outcomes are based on 179 employers making a total of 574 offers. About 62%
of all survey respondents reported that they did not recruit third-year students. Median and average offer
figures are based on all 179 employers that recruited third-year students, even though a few ultimately
made no offers as a result of callback invitations. The number of offices reporting interviewing second-year
students is shown in the last column. Information by size of firm reflects law firms only. Averages are
rounded to the nearest whole number. City figures may include a few offices in suburban locations. City
figures generally do not include firms that submitted one survey form to cover recruiting activity and
outcomes for multiple locations.
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e About 61% of offers made to third-year students were accepted. On a
regional basis, the acceptance rate was considerably higher in the Midwest.
For individual cities, acceptance rates ranged from 20% in Los Angeles to
77% in Philadelphia.

o About 14% of offices reported acceptance rates of less than 25%, and 44%
reported that their acceptance rate was 100%. Firms of 100 or fewer lawyers
and 251-500 lawyers were least likely to report acceptance rates of less
than 25%, and those of 100 or fewer were also most likely to report 100%
acceptance rates. The median acceptance rate was 75%.

e On aregional basis, the percentage of offices in which the acceptance rate
was 100% ranged from about one-third in the West/Rocky Mountain
region to well over half in the Mid-Atlantic and Midwest Regions. About
57% of offices reporting from San Francisco had a 100% acceptance rate,
compared with 17% in Minneapolis.

Acceptance Rates for Third-Year Hiring

(percent of offices in each range of acceptance rates)

ACCEPTANCE RATES Median
Acceptance #of
Less than 25% 25-99.9% 100% Rate Offices
Total — All Employers............c.ccccenenen. 13.8% 42.1% 44.1% 75.0% 145
By Number of Lawyers Firmwide
100 or fewer lawyers..........ccocuvereeieeiieeenne 4.5 31.8 63.6 100.0 22
101-250 |aWYETS .....oorveeeerieieieeeee e 10.7 42.9 46.4 80.9 28
251-500 [aWYETS .....corvviiieriiieiiiieeeeeie 4.8 47.6 47.6 75.0 21
501- 700 IaWYErS ....ccvevvveriniieeerieiiereniee 22.7 40.9 36.4 55.0 22
70T+ [aWYETS. ..ot 19.6 431 37.3 66.7 51
By Number of Lawyers in Office
50 or fewer lawyers 16.1 22.6 61.3 100.0 31
51-100 JaWYers ......cccoovveriiriieiieeeeneee 16.1 355 48.4 83.3 31
101-250 [aWYETS ....oorvvieerieieeeeee e 16.7 39.6 43.8 78.9 48
251+ JaWYETS.....oeieeeieeeeeee e 7.4 741 18.5 53.8 27
By NALP Region and City
Northeast .........ccevivieiiiiee 8.6 54.3 37.1 68.4 35
Boston area .........cccocoeeiiiiiiiiiie, 14.3 42.9 42.9 80.0 7
NEeW YOrk City .....cccoevereeveeniiienienieeienece 8.7 60.9 30.4 53.8 23
Mid-Atlantic .......cccovveereree e 10.3 31.0 58.6 100.0 29
Philadelphia ........ccccoovvieniineiiicee 12.5 25.0 62.5 100.0 8
Washington, DC/Northern VA ................... 16.7 33.3 50.0 87.5 12
Southeast.........ccevivieiiic e 9.1 455 45.5 81.7 22
MIAWEST ...t 12.0 32.0 56.0 100.0 25
MiIiNNEaPOIIS ....evvvveeeiiiiiiee e 33.3 50.0 16.7 58.3 6
MISSOU ..ot 20.0 40.0 40.0 75.0
West/Rocky Mountain .........cccocoeeiiieieniiennns 29.0 38.7 323 60.0 31
San Francisco 14.3 28.6 57.1 100.0 7
San Jose area ........ccoceeviiiiieiieeec 33.3 222 44 .4 60.0 9
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