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Perspectives on Fall 2014 Law Student Recruiting

Entry-level Law Firm Recruiting Ticks Up

Six years after the Great Recession,
entry-level law firm recruiting activity in-
creased measurably in the summer and
fall of 2014. While law firms continue to
exercise cautious entry-level hiring, re-
cruiting activity by U.S. law firms on the
campuses of U.S. law schools increased
during the most recent recruiting season
compared with recruiting activity the year
before. Over the last five years law firms
have gradually increased their entry-level
hiring activity after the collapse in entry-
level hiring reflected by the data from
2008 and 2009.

However, unlike other periods of
growing recruiting activity, the recovery
has not been spread evenly across all
firms. While some firms have reported in-
creased recruiting activity, others have
reported not much change from the previ-
ous year, and still others, about a third, re-
port decreases in recruiting activity com-
pared to the prior year. This pattern holds

both for number of campus visits and for
number of offers for summer positions.
Fifty-two percent of law firms reported
making more offers for summer associate
positions than they did the year before,
and 14% reported making more than ten
additional offers compared to the previ-
ous year. At the same time, 35% of firms
reported making fewer offers than the
previous year, and 4% of firms reported
making more than ten fewer offers com-
pared to the previous year.

This net growth in recruiting activity
can be seen in other measures as well. For
the second year in a row, a higher percent-
age of callback interviews resulted in of-
fers compared to the previous year, and
the yield on those offers fell as there were
more offers in play. Similarly, the recruit-
ing volume for 3Ls rose slightly, though it
remains far below levels measured prior to
the recession.

In general, law firms continue to bring

in smaller summer classes than they did
prior to the economic slowdown, though
the average summer class size rose to its
highest level since 2009, and for the first
time since 2007, the overall offer rate
coming out of summer programs re-
turned to its pre-recession high, and in
fact was the highest in the 22 years that
NALP has compiled comparable informa-
tion. Not surprisingly, acceptance rates
for those offers remained high — far
higher than they were prior to the reces-
sion, reflecting in part the anemic market
for 3Ls. Even with these recent gains in the
recruiting market metrics, it remains a
buyer’s market for law firms, as evidenced
by the fact that overall law school graduate
employment rates remain at historic lows.

For members of the Class of 2015,
those who were summer associates in
2014, the offer rate for entry-level associ-
ate positions rose almost two percentage
points to 93.4% from 91.6% the previous

A Retrospective on Recruiting

Summer Programs Fall Recruiting of 2Ls
Median # of Average # of % of Interviews % of Offers
Median Size Average Size | % Receiving Offer | % Accepting Offer Offers Offers Resulting in Offer Accepted
8 10 77.8% 67.0% 15 27 48.2% 33.0%
7 11 83.1 62.4 15 26 53.6 30.1
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 72.4 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
6 13 89.9 79.7 10 30 46.6 325
6 12 69.3 84.5 7 16 36.4 42.8
4 8 87.4 82.7 9 19 40.6 40.4
5 8 91.4 85.0 10 22 46.4 37.1
5 9 90.2 85.5 8 20 44.2 38.2
5 11 91.6 83.9 8 27 47.0 354
5 12 93.4 84.5 9.5 35 52.1 33.8
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year. This is a huge change from the stark
offer rate of only 69% measured in 2009,
and slightly exceeds the 92.8% offer rate
recorded in 2007. The offer acceptance
rate was about 85%, a figure that is almost
8 percentage points higher than the offer
acceptance rates measured in 2007, the
only other year in which an offer rate of
close to 93% was measured. The median
summer class size remained flat at 5 for
the fourth year in a row, after having been
6 for the period from 2005 to 2009, and
then tumbling to 4 in 2010, but the aver-
age class size rose from 11 to 12, suggest-
ing that there are some summer pro-
grams that are once again growing quite a
bit in size while others remain quite
small.

For members of the Class of 2016,
those who went through the OCI process
in the summer and fall of 2014, the mark-
ers all ticked upwards, and can now
clearly be seen to describe a recovering
market. Across employers of all sizes, the
median number of offers extended rose
to 9.5 after sitting at 8 for two years in a
row, and the mean number of offers rose
from 27 to 35, the largest figure recorded
since 2007 when the mean was 39. These
2L recruiting numbers are far higher
than the historic lows of 7 (median) and
16 (average) measured in 2009, but re-

main below the historically high figures
reached prior to the recession. The per-
cent of callback interviews resulting in
offers for summer positions rose five per-
centage points, from 47% to 52%, again
the highest figure recorded since 2007.
Conversely, with more offers on the table,
the offer acceptance rate fell by just overa
percentage point, from 35% to just under
34%, down from the historic high of
nearly 43% reached in 2009, but consid-
erably higher than the rates in the high
20s and low 30s that were the norm in the
years leading up to the recession.
“During the last couple of years we
have seen some bobbling numbers in the
markers that describe law student re-
cruiting volumes, but this past fall, for
the first time since the recession, we see
some clear markers of recovery, says
James Leipold, NALP’s Executive Direc-
tor. “Nonetheless, just as we are seeing
some separation in law firm financial re-
sults, we are seeing some law firms’ sum-
mer programs increasing in size at the
same time that others’ programs are con-
tinuing to shrink, while many are main-
taining historically small programs. At
the end of 2014, for the first time since
the recession we saw a clear uptick in the
demand for legal services, driven largely
by transactional volume, with predic-
tions of continued increased demand in
2016. Nevertheless, the downward pres-

sures on the costs for providing those
services continue unabated, and indus-
try-wide realization rates continue to fall
to new historic lows. It is likely that fur-
ther stratification in the market will
mean that some firms will continue to
regrow their summer programs while
others maintain programs that are much
smaller than they were prior to 2009”
Leipold concluded, “In 2014, then, for
the first time a clear picture of a recover-
ing market began to emerge, though that
recovery was not spread evenly across all
law firms. Geographic differences were
also apparent, underscoring the fact that
the recovery for the legal economy has
been uneven, varying by location and
practice area. In general law firms remain
cautious in their first-year hiring, but in
some sectors that hiring is once again be-
coming aggressive, particularly in the
race for perceived ‘top talent, driven per-
haps in part by some anxiety that smaller
entering law school classes going forward
will mean a slimmer talent pool to be di-
vided amongst competitors. Certainly
the industry continues to experience
change at a breakneck pace, and it is hard
to look very far ahead with any confi-
dence, but it seems pretty clear that the
summer and fall recruiting season that is
shaping up for 2015 will be one of the
most competitive we have seen in some
time?”

Introduction

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 af-
fected by the economy as a whole. As a service to members and the
legal profession, NALP reports annually on:

e the level of employer activity on campus,
e employer and school participation in job fairs, and

e outcomes of summer programs and of late summer/fall
recruiting.

The first part of this report details recruitment activity on cam-
pus and at job fairs in late summer/fall 2014, providing compari-
sons with 2013 from the perspective of both schools and employers.
The second part provides information on summer program char-
acteristics and start dates for the most recent incoming associate
class. The third part of the report provides information on the out-
comes of 2014 summer programs and of late summer/fall 2014 re-
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cruiting for both second-year summer associates and entry-level
associates not previously employed by that employer. The findings
in this report are based on law school responses to NALP’s “Fall
2014 Survey of Law Schools on Fall Recruiting” and on legal em-
ployer responses to the “2014 Survey of Legal Employers on Fall

Recruiting ” Throughout the report, the terms “firm”, “office,” and
“employer” are used interchangeably.

Note: As in prior years, this report does not document every aspect of re-
cruiting nor include every category of hires. Hiring of current first-year
(Class 0of 2017) students and current third-year (Class of 2015) students for
summer 2015 associate positions is not included. Documentation of sum-
mer 2014 program outcomes includes only Class of 2015 graduates, and
not any Class of 2014 graduates who participated in the summer 2014 pro-
gram after graduation. Class of 2016 (1L) participation in the summer
2014 program is reported on separately. Results of survey questions on lat-
eral hiring will be reported in the April 2015 NALP Bulletin.
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Late Summer/Fall 2014 Recruiting Activity
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m Law School Perspective

A total of 106 law schools, about half of NALP’s

U.S. law school members, provided information on
the number of employers participating in on-cam-
pus interviewing (OCI), the number requesting re-
sume collection, the number of job fairs or consortia
in which the school participated, and the number of
employers using video interviewing.

Because schools do not count employers on a uni-

form 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.

e Over one-third of schools (36.8% ) reported an

increase of 5% or more in the number of employ-
ers on campus in late summer/fall 2014 compared
with 2013. One-third reported steady numbers
and 3 in 10 reported a decrease of 5% or more.

e Regional differences were evident, with schools in

the Northeast least likely by far to report an in-
crease of 5% or more, and most likely to report a
decrease. Schools in the Mid-Atlantic Region
were most likely to report relatively steady num-
bers. Schools in the Southeast were most likely to
report an increase of more than 5%. Further anal-
yses by enrollment size show that the smallest
schools were most likely to have reported a
change, either up or down.

e Over half of schools reported an increase of 10%

or more in the number of employers requesting
resume collection, with the percentage highest
among schools in the Northeast, followed by
schools in the Southeast. Variations by school size
are not large.

e Aninquiry into the use of video interviewing re-
vealed that about 37% of schools did not use this
technology in 2014. About 41% of schools re-
ported using video interviews for one to three
employers. Relatively few schools used the tech-
nology more extensively.

e Almost 71% of schools participated in five or
more job fairs and 29% participated in more than
ten. Regional contrasts continue to be notable.
Nearly all schools reporting from the Mid-Atlan-
tic Region participated in five or more job fairs,
but schools in the Northeast are more likely by far
to participate in more than ten. Schools in the
West/Rocky Mountain Region, by contrast, were
evenly split between those that participated in
five or more job fairs and those that participated
in fewer than five job fairs. Schools in the South-
east and Midwest fell in between those ranges.
Larger schools were more likely to participate in
five or more job fairs.

e Over 57% of schools reported no change in job
fair participation; this figure was highest among
schools in the Midwest and West/Rocky Moun-
tain Regions, but was fairly constant across sizes.
Schools in the Southeast and Midwest were most
likely to have increased job fair participation. A
number of schools mentioned that tracking job
fair participation is becoming more difficult to
the extent that students register/participate inde-
pendent of the career services office.
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Comments provided by schools offer

some additional perspective. The follow-
ing comments, which may have been ed-
ited for clarity or greater anonymity, are
representative of those received.
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“This year we opened up our fall re-
cruitment to externship recruiting as
well”

“Our OCl included five employers who
had never participated in fall OCI pre-
viously”

“OCI was little changed this year. There
was a slight drop in employer numbers,
but a slight increase in the number of
openings overall”

“We saw an increase in requests for
video interviews this year, a trend that
we expect to continue. Out-of-state
firms are very interested in recruiting
our students, but often cannot justify
the time and expense related to travel,
especially for initial screening inter-
views”

“We continue to struggle with corpora-
tions participating alongside law firms.
Corporations want top candidates like
the law firms. However, corporations
move at a different speed. We continue
to struggle on advising our top students
on how to juggle the difficulties of “in
house” versus firm and the very con-
flicting offer timelines for both. As we

continue to want to bring in more alter-
native career opportunities, we struggle
with this dilemma.”

“Our school has an open OCI, so em-
ployers are able to interview at any time
of year, in both the fall and spring se-
mester.”

“Students were able to opt in to our Di-
verse View Book, and employers were
able to request this resume book in ad-
dition to the resume collection and OCI
options”

“Students were able to opt in to our Re-
gional Resume Collections for Hous-
ton, Philadelphia, Miami and Chicago.
These were sent to various firms in
these geographical areas”

“We additionally had six firms request
students write directly to apply for posi-
tions with them in 20147

“Many employers have started to transi-
tion to requesting direct mail so that
they can review applications as they are
received and/or so they can run the ap-
plications through their own websites,
rather than asking for resume collects”

“Even though on-campus interview
slots were offered for dates before
classes began, most employers were in-
terested in dates after classes started and
throughout the fall semester”

Perspectives on Fall 2014 Law Student Recruiting



Comparison of Fall 2014 and Fall 2013 Employer Activity, As Reported by Schools

(percent or number of schools in each category)

NALP REGION BY FALL 2014 JD ENROLLMENT
Total Mid- Fewer than More than
Northeast Atlantic Southeast | Midwest West/RM 550 550-750 750
Change in # of employers on campus
2013-2014:
Decrease of 5% Or more .........c.cccocevevieeneennenne 30.2% 50.0% 11.1% 17.9% 34.8% 42.1% 44.0% 27.6% 7.4%
Change of less than 5% ........cccceceiiiiciiniennnne 33.0 33.3 55.6 28.6 21.7 31.6 18.0 48.3 44 .4
Increase of 5= 15% ..c.oocveviiieiiniciiieccnecee 20.8 111 111 28.6 26.1 211 24.0 10.3 25.9
Increase of more than 15% .......cccceeviiriiennenns 16.0 5.6 222 25.0 17.4 5.3 14.0 13.8 222
Number of schools reporting...........cccccceviiriieinennns 106 18 18 28 23 19 50 29 27
Change in # of employers requesting
resume
collection:
Decrease of 10% Or more .........ccccceeeeveieneennne 26.2% 17.6% 23.5% 17.9% 34.8% 38.9% 26.0% 32.1% 20.0%
Decrease of less than 10% ........cccccoeeveiinieenne 223 11.8 41.2 25.0 17.4 16.7 22.0 14.3 32.0
Increase of 10% Or More .........ccceccveeviirciienneens 51.5 70.6 35.3 57.1 47.8 44 4 52.0 53.6 48.0
Number of schools reporting...........cccccceviriiiinennns 103 17 17 28 23 18 50 28 25

Job Fair Participation, Fall 2014, As Reported by Schools

(percent or number of schools in each category)

NALP REGION BY FALL 2014 JD ENROLLMENT
Total Mid- Fewer than More than
Northeast | Atlantic | Southeast | Midwest | West/RM 550 550-750 750
# of Job Fairs or Consortia
Lessthan 5. 29.1% 27.8% 5.6% 25.0% 38.1% 50.0% 48.0% 13.8% 8.3%
D10 i 41.7 22.2 61.1 35.7 47.6 44 .4 34.0 41.4 58.3
More than 10........cccvviiiiiiiee e 29.1 50.0 33.3 39.3 14.3 5.6 18.0 44.8 33.3
Change in # of Job Fairs Compared with
Fall 2013
DECIEASE ....vveeeeeeeeeee e 25.2% 44 .4% 38.9% 25.0% 4.8% 16.7% 28.0% 17.2% 29.2%
NO Change .......cooiiii e 57.3 44 .4 50.0 50.0 71.4 72.2 56.0 58.6 58.3
Increase 17.5 111 111 25.0 23.8 111 16.0 241 12.5
Number of schools reporting ...........cccocveiiiioiiieennnn. 103 18 18 28 21 18 50 29 24
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m Employer Perspective

A total of 388 law firm employers provided some
information on recruiting activity or recent summer
programs. Almost three-quarters of responses were
from firms of more than 250 lawyers. Nation-wide,
the median number of schools at which employers
recruited was 7. About equal percentages of employ-
ers either increased or decreased the number of
schools visited (27.1% and 31.5%, respectively),
while 41.4% reported visiting the same number of
schools.

e Medians ranged from 3 at firms of 100 or fewer
lawyers to 9 at firms of more than 500 lawyers. It is
also the case that for small offices, regardless of
overall firm size, the median was typically 3 or
fewer schools. It should be kept in mind, however,
that firm or office size does not always correlate
with the number 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 number of schools visited by that office
may be relatively low, 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, but 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, as is
some composite firm-wide reporting, covering
activity at all offices nation-wide.

e The proportion of firms falling in each of the
three change categories varied somewhat by firm
size but in no particular pattern. For example, of-

fices in firms of 501-700 lawyers were most likely
to have increased the number of schools visited.
Offices in firms of 101-250 lawyers were most
likely to have maintained the number of schools
visited, and least likely to have increased the num-
ber of schools visited.

On a regional basis, the median number of
schools ranged from 4 in the Southeast to 10 in the
Northeast. Employers in the Northeast were also
most likely to interview at 9 or more schools — al-
most 51% — followed by employers in the Mid-
Atlantic Region — at 42%. These rates are far
higher than those of employers in the Southeast
and the West/Rocky Mountain Regions. The per-
centage of offices increasing the number of
schools visited varied from 20% to 33%. No
change was most likely in the West/Rocky Moun-
tain, Southeast, and Mid-Atlantic Regions. The
proportion of offices visiting fewer schools also
ranged from 20% to 33%.

Regional averages are not necessarily indicative of
activity on the part of employers in a given city
within that region. For example, offices in the San
Jose area were more likely to have decreased the
number of schools visited than were offices in
their respective regions as a whole, whereas of-
fices in San Francisco and Los Angeles/Orange
County were more likely not to have changed the
number of schools visited. Employers in Michi-
gan visited more schools than average — a median
of 8 compared to the regional median of 7, and
they were also less likely to have decreased the
number of schools visited compared to the region
as a whole. Not surprisingly, offices in New York
City visit the most schools, with a median of 14.5.
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Fall 2014 On-Campus Interviewing Activity and Comparisons with Fall 2013,

As Reported by Employers — By Size

(in percentages except for medians)

# OF SCHOOLS VISITED
Number NUMBER OF SCHOOLS VISITED IN 2014 COMPARED TO 2013
of Offices
None* 1-3 4-8 9 or More Median** Decrease No Change Increase
Total — All Employers.............ccceeuenne 322 1.9% 26.7% 30.7% 40.7% 7.0 31.5% 41.4% 27.1%
Firms of 100 or fewer lawyers...............c....... 39 2.6 51.3 33.3 12.8 3.0 35.9 38.5 25.6
Offices of 26-50 lawyers ............cccoeeveeee 9 0.0 88.9 0.0 111 2.0 33.3 66.7 0.0
Offices of 51-100 lawyers ............cccceeeee 24 4.2 37.5 41.7 16.7 4.0 33.3 25.0 41.7
Firms of 101-250 lawyers...........ccccceevveceennnne 54 3.7 7.4 57.4 31.5 6.5 31.5 481 20.4
Offices of 51-100 lawyers ............ccccveeeee 19 0.0 5.3 78.9 15.8 5.0 36.8 421 211
Offices of 101-250 lawyers ............ccc...... 26 3.8 7.7 42.3 46.2 8.0 26.9 46.2 26.9
Firms of 251-500 lawyers...........cccceceeneenne. 68 0.0 294 294 41.2 7.0 29.9 40.3 29.9
Offices of 25 or fewer lawyers ................. 8 0.0 100.0 0.0 0.0 15 12.5 62.5 25.0
Offices of 26-50 lawyers ............cccceeveene 14 0.0 42.9 50.0 71 4.5 0.0 50.0 50.0
Offices of 51-100 lawyers ..........cccceeveene 12 0.0 33.3 41.7 25.0 4.5 25.0 50.0 25.0
Offices of 101-250 lawyers ............c.c....... 16 0.0 12,5 313 56.3 11.5 53.3 26.7 20.0
Offices of 251+ lawyers .........cccccccveeeene 15 0.0 0.0 13.3 86.7 14.0 40.0 333 26.7
Firms of 501-700 lawyers...........cccccecuveneenne. 33 3.0 30.3 18.2 48.5 9.0 27.3 36.4 36.4
Offices of 51-100 lawyers ...........ccccueeee. 5 20.0 20.0 40.0 20.0 5.0 20.0 20.0 60.0
Offices of 101-250 lawyers ..........cccccce.... 11 0.0 27.3 36.4 36.4 7.0 36.4 36.4 27.3
Offices of 251+ lawyers ........ccccccccveeeene 7 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0 21.0 14.3 42.9 42.9
Firms of 701+ lawyers.........ccccevvriviiinciennnnne 128 1.6 25.0 22.7 50.8 9.0 32.0 41.4 26.6
Offices of 25 or fewer lawyers ................. 16 6.3 62.5 25.0 6.3 3.0 31.3 37.5 31.3
Offices of 26-50 lawyers ............ccceeeeene 19 5.3 57.9 36.8 0.0 3.0 26.3 52.6 211
Offices of 51-100 lawyers............c..cce..e. 23 0.0 30.4 34.8 34.8 6.0 43.5 34.8 21.7
Offices of 101-250 lawyers ............ccce... 37 0.0 8.1 24.3 67.6 11.0 324 324 35.1
Offices of 251+ lawyers .........ccccccceeeeene 23 0.0 0.0 43 95.7 19.0 30.4 52.2 17.4

This table includes offices/firms that reported visiting at least one school in 2013 or 2014. The number of offices reporting both 2013 and 2014

information for the comparative analyses is somewhat smaller than the number shown in the first column. 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.

*

These employers did visit schools in 2013.

** Medians are calculated based on employers making visits in 2014.
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Fall 2014 On-Campus Interviewing Activity and Comparisons with Fall 2013,
As Reported by Employers — By NALP Region and City/State

(in percentages except for medians)

# OF SCHOOLS VISITED
Number NUMBER OF SCHOOLS VISITED IN 2014 COMPARED TO 2013
of Offices
None* 1-3 4-8 9 or More Median** Decrease No Change Increase
All Employers........cccoccovvnieiinieeiens 322 1.9% 26.7% 30.7% 40.7% 7.0 31.5% 41.4% 271%
Northeast.........ccocveiiriiiiiicce e 61 1.6 16.4 311 50.8 10.0 32.8 37.7 29.5
BOStON ..o 9 0.0 33.3 33.3 33.3 6.0 111 66.7 22.2
New York City .....ccooveveeiienieiecieieene 41 24 7.3 24.4 65.9 14.5 34.1 31.7 34.1
Mid-Atlantic .........coovvrviiiieeeeee 51 2.0 31.4 25.5 41.2 7.0 29.4 431 27.5
Washington, DC/Northern VA area...... 26 3.8 19.2 23.1 53.8 9.0 26.9 42.3 30.8
Wilmington ........cccoeveiiiiiiiiiecceeee 5 0.0 40.0 0.0 60.0 9.0 20.0 40.0 40.0
Southeast 53 1.9 43.4 37.7 17.0 4.0 25.0 42.3 32.7
Atlanta 5 0.0 60.0 0.0 40.0 3.0 20.0 60.0 20.0
Charlotte .......cccoevieiicieceeeeee 5 0.0 20.0 80.0 0.0 6.0 25.0 25.0 50.0
Dallas......cccooeeieiieieieeeceeeeeee 6 16.7 50.0 0.0 33.3 3.0 33.3 33.3 33.3
HOUSTON ..o 8 0.0 87.5 12.5 0.0 2.5 125 62.5 25.0
Miami/Ft. Lauderdale/W. Palm Beach . 7 0.0 14.3 71.4 14.3 5.0 14.3 42.9 42.9
MIAWESE ... 54 1.9 18.5 46.3 333 7.0 38.9 37.0 241
(0731107 Vo [o J S 15 0.0 13.3 46.7 40.0 8.0 40.0 40.0 20.0
Michigan ........ccccovveererieeeeeeeeee 7 0.0 14.3 42.9 42.9 8.0 28.6 28.6 42.9
Minneapolis........cccevereereieeeseeeen 8 12.5 125 50.0 25.0 6.0 25.0 37.5 37.5
MISSOUN ..o 10 0.0 10.0 60.0 30.0 7.0 50.0 40.0 10.0
5 0.0 0.0 60.0 40.0 7.0 20.0 40.0 40.0
West/Rocky MtNn. ......ccoooevieiiiiieieeee 65 3.1 40.0 323 24.6 5.0 354 44.6 20.0
Los Angeles and Orange County......... 21 0.0 28.6 47.6 23.8 6.0 28.6 57.1 14.3
Portland ... 5 0.0 80.0 20.0 0.0 3.0 40.0 40.0 20.0
San FrancisCo........cccocvvveiiiiiiciieinene 8 0.0 62.5 12.5 25.0 2.5 375 50.0 12.5
San JOSE Area........ccouvrueeeenieeieiieeeennes 9 111 111 33.3 44 .4 8.0 55.6 222 22.2
Seattle ..o 6 0.0 50.0 16.7 333 4.5 33.3 33.3 33.3

This table includes offices/firms that reported visiting at least one school in 2013 or 2014. The number of offices reporting both 2013 and 2014
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 offices that submitted one
composite survey to cover recruiting activity in multiple cities nation-wide.

* These offices did visit schools in 2013.

** Medians are calculated based on schools making visits in 2014.
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One-quarter of responding employers partic-

ipated in no job fairs, and 60% of employers par-
ticipated in the same number of job fairs in 2013
and 2014.

e Among firms of 100 or fewer lawyers, 39% did

not participate in any job fairs. Most small of-
fices, regardless of firm size, participated in
fewer than two job fairs. Small firms and small
offices generally participated in the same
number of job fairs in 2013 and 2014.

On a regional basis, offices in the Northeast
and Midwest Regions were most likely to par-
ticipate in job fairs, with about 84% doing so.

Oftices in the Northeast were most likely by
far to have participated in three or more job
fairs, and to have increased their job fair par-
ticipation. Offices in the Southeast were most
likely not to have changed their participation,
followed by those in the Mid-Atlantic and
Midwest Regions.

Again, regional norms are not necessarily in-
dicative of activity within a given city. For ex-
ample, offices in New York City, Chicago, and
San Jose were considerably more likely to par-
ticipate in three or more job fairs compared
with their respective regions as a whole.

Fall 2014 Job Fair Participation and Comparisons with Fall 2013,
As Reported by Employers (in percentages)

NUMBER OF JOB FAIRS/CONSORTIA COMPARED TO 2013
FALL 2014: JOB FAIR PARTICIPATION:
Number of
Offices Three or Stayed the
None One Two More Increased Decreased Same
Total — All Employers............c.cccenenen. 328 25.0% 26.5% 15.5% 32.9% 21.4% 18.3% 60.2%
Firms of 100 or fewer lawyers ..........c.ccccceeveeenen. 41 39.0 39.0 4.9 171 12.2 14.6 73.2
Offices of 26-50 lawyers ...........cccceoveieenenenne 9 55.6 44 .4 0.0 0.0 0.0 22.2 77.8
Offices of 51-100 lawyers ...........cccceveerennnne 25 32.0 36.0 8.0 24.0 16.0 12.0 72.0
Firms of 101-250 lawyers..........ccocvvveeriieeniennns 56 23.2 33.9 17.9 25.0 14.3 19.6 66.1
Offices of 51-100 lawyers ...........cccccevvernennne 20 25.0 50.0 5.0 20.0 15.0 25.0 60.0
Offices of 101-250 lawyers ..........ccccccveevrrennne. 27 18.5 22.2 25.9 33.3 14.8 18.5 66.7
Firms of 251-500 lawyers 69 17.4 31.9 21.7 29.0 16.2 16.2 67.6
Offices of 25 or fewer lawyers..............ccee..e. 8 50.0 50.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 12.5 87.5
Offices of 26-50 lawyers ..........ccccccveeneerneennn. 14 42.9 35.7 214 0.0 214 7.1 71.4
Offices of 51-100 lawyers ...........cccceeveernenne. 12 8.3 41.7 50.0 0.0 8.3 16.7 75.0
Offices of 101-250 lawyers ..........cccceeeereennee. 17 5.9 17.6 235 52.9 37.5 6.3 56.3
Offices of 251+ lawyers .........cccccoeviieenenenne 15 0.0 26.7 13.3 60.0 6.7 40.0 53.3
Firms of 501-700 lawyers 33 18.2 18.2 18.2 455 242 24.2 51.5
Offices of 51-100 lawyers .........c.cccoeveerernne 5 40.0 40.0 20.0 0.0 20.0 20.0 60.0
Offices of 101-250 lawyers .........ccccccceveruenunne 11 0.0 18.2 36.4 455 27.3 36.4 36.4
Offices of 251+ lawyers .........cccevveiiieninenne. 7 14.3 0.0 0.0 85.7 42.9 28.6 28.6
Firms of 701+ [aWyers ........cccccvvveeviiieeiinieieeens 129 271 18.6 14.0 40.3 29.5 18.6 51.9
Offices of 25 or fewer lawyers.............cc.c....... 16 81.3 12,5 0.0 6.3 18.8 25.0 56.3
Offices of 26-50 lawyers 20 65.0 30.0 0.0 5.0 10.0 5.0 85.0
Offices of 51-100 lawyers .........cccccecvveeerennene 23 17.4 3438 26.1 21.7 17.4 21.7 60.9
Offices of 101-250 lawyers .........cccccccoverernene 37 10.8 18.9 27.0 43.2 35.1 16.2 48.6
Offices of 251+ lawyers ........ccccccoeeveieeniennne 23 43 43 8.7 82.6 60.9 43 34.8

Note: Figures are based on employers who interviewed on campus or participated in job fairs in either 2013 or 2014. 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.
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Fall 2014 Job Fair Participation and Comparisons with Fall 2013,

As Reported by Employers — By NALP Region and City/State (in percentages)

JOB FAIR PARTICIPATION COMPARED
Number of NUMBER OF JOB FAIRS/CONSORTIA FALL 2014: TO 2013:
Offices None One Two Three or More | Increased Decreased Stayed the
Same
All Employers ............ccccoooeviveiennnne 328 25.0% 26.5% 15.5% 32.9% 21.4% 18.3% 60.2%
Northeast .........cccoevviiiiiiiii e, 61 16.4 26.2 11.5 459 27.9 16.4 55.7
BOStON .o 9 22.2 333 22.2 22.2 111 22.2 66.7
New YOrk City ......cccovveeeeriiieniiiieniciene 41 14.6 171 9.8 58.5 36.6 171 46.3
Mid-Atlantic .........ccoovveviiie e 53 28.3 28.3 20.8 22.6 18.9 11.3 69.8
Washington, DC/Northern VA area ....... 26 26.9 30.8 23.1 19.2 23.1 19.2 57.7
WilmINGton .......cooeeiviiieeciee e 5 0.0 20.0 40.0 40.0 40.0 0.0 60.0
Southeast........cocoveriiieiiieeeee e 53 453 30.2 11.3 13.2 9.6 154 75.0
Atlanta ..o 5 20.0 40.0 0.0 40.0 0.0 20.0 80.0
Charlotte ......coovvvveeeee e 5 20.0 60.0 20.0 0.0 25.0 0.0 75.0
Dallas......c.cooueeiiiiiiiiiieecee e 6 66.7 16.7 0.0 16.7 0.0 33.3 66.7
HOUSTON ..o 8 375 375 12.5 12.5 12.5 0.0 87.5
Miami/Ft. Lauderdale/W. Palm Beach... 7 71.4 0.0 14.3 14.3 14.3 0.0 85.7
MIdWeSt.......ooiiiiiiie e 55 16.4 291 23.6 30.9 16.4 14.5 69.1
(073 1107= T [o TP USROS 15 6.7 20.0 26.7 46.7 13.3 6.7 80.0
Michigan ........ccoceoiiiiiiiiieieee 7 42.9 42.9 14.3 0.0 0.0 14.3 85.7
MINNEapolis .......ccccvrveeeieiiereceene 9 0.0 55.6 33.3 1.1 22.2 222 55.6
MISSOUN ... 10 0.0 10.0 30.0 60.0 30.0 10.0 60.0
(@ 1o S 5 20.0 20.0 20.0 40.0 40.0 0.0 60.0
West/Rocky M. .......cccooiiiiniiiiniieics 68 35.3 35.3 16.2 13.2 191 221 58.8
Los Angeles and Orange County .......... 23 39.1 30.4 17.4 13.0 21.7 17.4 60.9
Portland .......... 5 20.0 40.0 20.0 20.0 20.0 20.0 60.0
San Francisco 8 50.0 25.0 12.5 12,5 0.0 62.5 37.5
San JOSE @rea ......ccoevveeeniiaeieeeenn 9 22.2 22.2 111 44 .4 55.6 333 111
Seattle ..o 6 0.0 66.7 33.3 0.0 16.7 0.0 83.3

Note: Figures are based on employers who interviewed on campus or participated in job fairs in either 2013 or 2014. 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 offices
that submitted one composite survey to cover recruiting activity in multiple cities.

© 2015 NALP (www.nalp.org)

Perspectives on Fall 2014 Law Student Recruiting

10



An inquiry into participation in diversity job fairs revealed that, among offices participating in jobs fairs,
56% participate in one or two and that 70% participate in one or two diversity job fairs. Almost 14% did not
participate in any diversity job fairs. This inquiry also shows that, for firms participating in one or two job
fairs, those job fairs are typically diversity jobs fairs — 79% and 63% of the cumulative number of job fairs
reported, respectively. For firms participating in five or more job fairs in contrast, just 41% of the job fairs
collectively reported were diversity job fairs.

Employer Participation in Job Fairs

Among Employers Participating in at Least One Job Fair
in Fall 2014, As Reported by Employers

Percent Participating in:
None One Two 3-4 5 Or more
Overall job fair participation ...... — 35.4% 20.7% 25.2% 18.7%
Diversity job fair participation.... 13.8% 46.0 243 121 3.8

Note: These figures are based on 246 firms/offices that participated in at least one job fair and reported a figure for

participation in diversity job fairs. The latter number may be zero.

Employer Participation in Diversity Job Fairs
Compared to Overall Job Fair Participation in Fall 2014,
As Reported by Employers

For Those Who Participated in:
One Two - 5 or More Any Number of
Job Fair Job Fairs Job Fairs Job Fairs Job Fairs
The cumulative number of job fairs
repOrted Was:........oovvruieiiiiiieneeeiee e 84 102 208 321 715
Of this cumulative number, the percentage
that were diversity job fairs was: .................. 78.6% 62.7% 52.9% 41.1% 52.0%

Summer Program Characteristics

Summer programs were typically 8 to
10 weeks long. Over three-quarters of of-
fices reported summer programs of 8, 9, or
10 weeks, although the lengths reported
ranged from 4 to 14 weeks. For the most
part, offices reporting a summer program
in both 2012 and 2014 have not changed
the length of the program; just 3% of offices
reporting a summer program in both 2012
and 2014 reported that the length of their
summer program decreased. About 9% re-
ported that the length of their summer pro-
gram increased. Another way of looking at
this is that the average length of the sum-

© 2015 NALP (www.nalp.org)

mer program has remained at 9.7 weeks for
the last three years.

e Onaregional basis, 8-week programs are

more common in the Southeast. On the
other end of the spectrum, 12-week pro-
grams were most common in smaller
firms, in Michigan, and in San Francisco.

Ten-week programs are the most com-
mon overall and remained the norm in
much of the Northeast, Midwest and
West/Rocky Mountain Regions.

Among offices having a summer pro-
gram in at least one of the past three
years or planning to in 2015, almost 84%

Perspectives on Fall 2014 Law Student Recruiting

of offices held a summer program each
summer from 2012 to 2014 and will do
so again in 2015. This percentage is
lower in firms of 501-700 lawyers, in
smaller offices, and in the Mid-Atlantic
and Southeast Regions. About 5% of of-
fices did not hold a summer program in
2013 but did or will in the other three
years. An even smaller percentage of
employers, 3%, reported having a pro-
gram in all years except 2014. These
three scenarios are the most common
nation-wide, though not necessarily for
smaller units of analysis, particularly
cities.
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Length of Summer 2014 Programs

MOST COMMON PROGRAM LENGTHS AND RANGE OF LENGTHS
% REPORTING EACH REPORTED (WEEKS)
. X Average | Average | Average
Minimum | Maximum | | angth Length Length | Number of
6 Weeks | 8 Weeks | 9 Weeks | 10 Weeks | 12 weeks | Length Length 2014 2013 2012 Offices*
Total — All Employers...............ccocoee 13.0% 9.1% | 54.1% 6.6% 9.7% 4 14 9.7 9.7 9.7 362
By Number of Lawyers
Firm-wide
100 OF FEWET.....ccvvieeeecieeieeeeee ) 12.8 5.1 35.9 2.6 28.2 4 14 9.8 10.0 9.8 39
101-250 i) 12.3 15.8 421 10.5 7.0 6 14 9.5 9.5 9.4 57
251-500 ...ooiiiiiiieeeee e 1.4 9.9 66.2 9.9 1.4 6 14 9.8 9.7 9.8 71
501-700 ...ooiiiiiiecieeeeee e 20.6 235 441 0.0 5.9 6 13 9.4 9.7 9.6 34
TOTH e 16.8 4.3 59.6 6.2 10.6 6 12 9.8 9.7 9.7 161
By Number of Lawyers
in Office
25 0 fEWET ... 10.3 3.4 51.7 6.9 13.8 6 12 9.3 9.6 9.6 21
26-50 i 241 7.4 46.3 3.7 5.6 4 14 9.5 9.4 9.6 46
512100 .o 15.2 6.1 51.5 71 12.1 6 12 9.5 9.6 9.6 96
T01-250 . 10.8 12.7 60.8 4.9 6.9 6 12 9.6 9.7 9.6 98
251 e 41 8.2 57.1 12.2 12.2 8 14 10.3 10.4 10.4 49
By NALP Region and City/State
Northeast .........cocceeiiiiiiiiiiiieee) 11.9 104 50.7 9.0 134 4 13 10.0 10.1 9.9 67
Boston area.........cccceeveeiiniiieee 18.2 18.2 54.5 9.1 0.0 8 11 9.5 9.4 9.6 11
New York City......cccooeevieiiiiiiiie 111 6.7 53.3 8.9 13.3 4 13 10.1 10.2 10.0 45
Mid-Atlantic .........ccooveeiiiiii 13.8 10.3 56.9 8.6 6.9 8 14 10.0 10.0 9.9 58
Washington, DC/Northern VA ............. 6.5 3.2 61.3 9.7 12.9 8 14 10.5 10.4 10.3 31
Southeast........cccooeiiiiiiiiiiii 25.8 7.6 28.8 15 4.5 6 12 8.3 8.1 8.2 66
Atlanta ..... 25.0 375 12.5 0.0 0.0 6 10 8.3 8.5 8.8 8
Charlotte 20.0 0.0 20.0 20.0 0.0 7 11 8.6 8.2 NC 5
Dallas ......cooeeiiiiieiiieeeeeee e 375 0.0 25.0 0.0 12.5 6 12 8.5 8.4 8.7 8
Houston 0.0 0.0 44 4 0.0 0.0 6 10 7.8 7.4 7.7 9
Miami/Ft. Lauderdale/W. Palm Beach.§ 22.2 22.2 55.6 0.0 0.0 8 10 9.3 9.4 9.4 9
MIAWEST ... 8.2 6.6 59.0 9.8 14.8 8 14 10.2 10.2 10.1 61
ChiCago .....couvviiieiiieiieeiceee e 10.5 0.0 63.2 10.5 15.8 8 12 10.2 10.0 9.9 19
Michigan ........cccooeieiiieiieceeee e 0.0 0.0 429 14.3 42.9 10 12 11.0 10.9 10.6 7
Minneapolis ..........ccocceevieiiiniie 0.0 0.0 100.0 0.0 0.0 10 10 10.0 10.5 10.5 8
MISSOUN ..o 30.0 20.0 40.0 0.0 10.0 8 12 9.4 10.0 9.3 10
ORI it 0.0 12,5 62.5 25.0 0.0 9 11 10.1 9.9 9.9 8
West/Rocky Mountain.............cccoceeeneenn 10.3 6.4 64.1 6.4 12.8 8 12 10.1 10.1 10.1 78
Denver.......cccoiiiiiiiiiiiieiceee 40.0 20.0 40.0 0.0 0.0 8 10 9.0 NC NC 5
Los Angeles and Orange County ........] 15.4 0.0 69.2 7.7 7.7 8 12 9.9 9.8 10.0 26
Portland, OR.......cccooiiiiiiiiiicc 0.0 0.0 66.7 16.7 16.7 10 12 10.5 10.6 10.6 6
San Jose area ........cccoeeveviiieiiieiee 0.0 9.1 72.7 9.1 9.1 9 12 10.2 10.1 10.1 11
Seattle area 0.0 0.0 75.0 12,5 12.5 10 12 10.4 10.6 10.7 8

Specific city information may include offices in a few suburban locations. However, it generally does not include firms that submitted one survey for
multiple offices nation-wide. These firms are also excluded from regional analyses. However, information by region does include firms submitting a
firm-wide form but whose offices are predominantly or wholly in that region. The summer program lengths reported in this table are the five most

common nation-wide for summer 2014. These five may not be the most common for smaller units of analysis.

*  This is the number of offices that reported a summer program in 2014. Average summer program length for each year is based on offices reporting

a program for that year, however. Thus, the number of offices on which the averages for 2012 and 2013 are based may vary from this number.

An “NC” in the columns reporting averages indicates that fewer than five offices responding to the 2014 survey had a summer program in that year.
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Summer Program Trends — 2012 - 2015

% Holding % Holding % Holding Program
Program Program in in Number
in All Four All Years All Years of Offices
Years Except 2013 Except 2014 Reporting
Overall...........ccoooiiiiiiiie 83.8% 5.4% 3.1% 388
By Number of Lawyers Firm-wide
100 OF FEWET ... 81.4 23 7.0 43
101-250 85.3 0.0 3.3 61
251-500 85.5 6.6 53 76
501 -700 72.2 16.7 0.0 36
TOTH e 85.5 5.2 1.7 172
By Number of Lawyers in Office
25 or fewer 375 225 7.5 40
2650 .. 66.7 111 7.9 63
51-100 .. it 90.3 2.9 29 103
101-250 .o 96.1 2.0 0.0 102
25T e 100.0 0.0 0.0 50
By NALP Region and City/State
Northeast ........ccooiiiiiiii e 90.0 2.9 14 70
BOSION ..o 91.7 0.0 8.3 12
New YOrk City......cooveeiiiiiiiieiieecee 91.5 4.3 0.0 47
Mid-Atlantic ... 77.8 9.5 3.2 63
Washington, DC/Northern VA .................. 76.5 8.8 2.9 34
Southeast 78.9 7.0 2.8 71
Atlanta 75.0 0.0 0.0 8
Charlotte.......coeeviiiieiiie e 100.0 0.0 0.0 5
Dallas ....ccooevieeeiiee e 55.6 33.3 0.0 9
HOUSTON ... 80.0 10.0 0.0 10
Miami/Ft. Lauderdale/W. Palm Beach....... 60.0 0.0 20.0 10
MIAWEST ... 87.7 0.0 4.6 65
ChiCag0 ....veevieiiieieeeee e 94.7 0.0 0.0 19
Minneapolis .........ccccooiiiiiiiiii 77.8 0.0 111 9
MISSOUN ... 90.0 0.0 0.0 10
West/Rocky Mountain..........cccoceeiiiiininens 79.1 9.3 3.5 86
Denver.......coociiiiiiiiieeeec e 80.0 20.0 0.0 5
Los Angeles and Orange County.............. 88.9 7.4 3.7 27
Portland, OR........coiviiiiiiiieee 83.3 16.7 0.0 6
San DI€gO ..eeevieiiieiiieie e 60.0 20.0 0.0 5
San Francisco . 72.7 0.0 0.0 11
AN JOSE @r€a ....ccveeieiiiiiiieeiee e 83.3 8.3 0.0 12
Seattle ..o 70.0 0.0 10.0 10

Note: Offices/firms included in this table held, or will hold, a summer program in at least one of the four years.

This table shows percentages for the three most frequently reported combinations overall, which account for 92.3%
of responses. These may not be the three most frequently reported combinations for smaller units of analysis.

This table includes both firm-wide and office-specific reports. City information may include offices in adjacent
areas. State information may include consolidated information reported by firms whose offices are primarily in that
state. However, regional and city-specific figures generally do not include offices which reported one consolidated
form to cover activity in offices nation-wide.
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This year’s survey asked employers
about when their incoming associates
from the graduating Class 0of2014 (those
who had been summer associates dur-
ing summer 2013) started work. Most
firms/offices — 78% — reported that
this class started together; the smallest
firms were most likely to report that
they had set more than one start date
(excluding exceptions to accommodate
individual circumstances and to ac-
count for judicial clerkships). For offices
reporting a single start date, that date
was typically in September or October.
Most offices in firms of 250 or fewer law-
yers reported a September start date.
The start date for offices in the largest
firms, which also accounted for the ma-
jority of responses, is typically in Octo-
ber; about 12% reported a January 2015
start date. Looking at when Class 0of 2014
associates started, almost 91% of the
3,267 incoming associates reported
started in the September to November
2014 time period. Nearly all incoming
associates in firms of 251-700 lawyers
started in the fall.

© 2015 NALP (www.nalp.org)

Use of Staggered Start Dates for Incoming Class of 2014
Associates (2013 Summer Associates)

% Reporting Staggered Start # of Offices/Firms
Dates*
Overall.........ccoooviiiiiiee 21.9% 342
By Firm Size (# of Lawyers)
100 or fewer 43.2 37
101-250. .. 17.0 59
251-500....c.ccieeiiieeeseee e 26.9 67
501700 11.5 26
TOTH e 18.3 153

* Note: “Staggered start dates” is intended to include offices which, as a matter of policy, set
more than one start date for these incoming associates. Accommodating individual associate

circumstances, the specific needs of a practice area, and judicial clerks is not considered to
constitute staggered start dates.

Start Dates for Incoming Class of 2014 Associates
(2013 Summer Associates)
for Offices/Firms with a Single Start Date

START DATES IN:
# of Offices
September | October 2014 November January 2015 Reporting
2014 2014
Overall ........cccovvveeiveiiiiiene 51.1% 40.2% 1.9% 5.6% 266
By Firm Size (# of Lawyers)
250 or fewer ..........ccceeuvneen 84.1 10.1 2.9 0.0 69
251-700.....cccoeeeeeeeeeein 73.6 22.2 2.8 0.0 72
TOTH oo 20.0 67.2 0.8 12.0 125

* Note: Start dates prior to September 2014 accounted for just over 1% of the start dates reported.

Timing of Start for Incoming Class of 2014 Associates
(2013 Summer Associates)

Number % Starting Before | % Starting December 1,
Accepting Offer* December 1, 2014 2014 or Later**
Overall............coovviiiiiiiiieicee e, 3,267 90.7% 9.3%
By Firm Size (# of Lawyers)
100 Or feWer.......cocviiiiiiiiciiieiees 78 85.9 14.1
101-250. ... 242 87.2 12.8
251-500....ccciiiiiiiieiee e 578 96.4 3.6
501-700 293 94.2 5.8
TOTH e 2,076 89.2 10.8

* Counts do not include summer associates who initially accepted the offer but then did not start

with

the firm.

** These counts include a handful of Class of 2014 graduates who started before fall 2014 after

grad

uating in December 2013.

*** Includes associates who will start after completing a judicial clerkship.
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Outcomes of Summer Programs and Fall Recruiting

A total of 363 employers reported in- Outcome of Summer Programs

formation on the outcomes of their 2014
1 % of SIZE OF PROGRAM % of
summer programs. Almost 45% of re- Participants | % of Number
e WY . o Lot OVerall Total e 50 | 12 93.4% | 84.5% | 363
t‘ ose large firms were often rom small of- Firm-wide reports
fices of the firm. About one-third of re- Al fif-Wide rePOMS ....vvvvvvvoesroeoroo 150 | 26 93.1 87.3 70
spondents were from the Northeast and By # of lawyers firm-wide
Mid-Atlantic Regions combined. The 101-250 .o 6.0 8 77.4 75.6 14
Southeast, Midwest, and West/Rocky 122 ;‘1‘ ggg ggg 1‘7"
Mountalon Reflons eaih ";Ccounted for YOO LT 355 | 48 9.5 | 883 24
about 18%, 17%, and 21% of responses, re- By NALP region
spectively. Note that for firms submitting Mid-AtANHC ......o.eooveeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeen. 11.0 13 924 738 5
one survey to cover multiple, or all, offices, Southeast ........ccccceeveeeveeeeeeeeea 115 13 66.3 75.4 8
the information generally was not attrib- Midwest .................. — 10.0 11 85.1 90.2 15
utedtoa city, and in some cases not even to ) WesF/Bocky Mountain.........ccoccveenen. 13.5 17 95.5 87.3 8
ion if offices are nation-wide Office-specific reports
areglonl : All office SPecific FeportS .........vvververveveeenn.. 4.0 9 93.6 826 | 293
By # of lawyers firm-wide
B OQutcomes of Summer 100 OF FEWE ..o oo 3.0 3 675 | 785 | 38
4.0 6 87.1 78.5 43
2014 Programs 40 | 9 914 | 848 | 57
2.0 13 97.8 84.2 17
Responding employers reported a com- TOH e, 5.0 11 96.9 82.4 138
bined total of 4,433 individuals from the By # of lawyers in office
Class of 2015 participating in their 2014 25 OF fEWET ... 2.0 2 83.0 81.8 29
s ith i 26-50 ............ 2.0 3 87.8 82.0 52
ummer programs, with an overall average
1 ize of 12, and a median class size of 5 °1-100.... 4.0 > 89.7 798 8
c'ass Size ot 14, : > 101-250 . 7.0 8 92.3 84.3 77
Distinguishing between firms that submit- X E 29.0 36 96.7 82.5 39
ted a composite survey to cover activity in By NALP region and city/state
multiple’ or all, offices from those that sub_ Northeast.........oooveeeeieieeee e, 6.0 19 98.1 82.7 66
mitted a survey pertaining to that office Boston e s 4.0 7 97.4 84.0 11
Iy reveals that. on a per office basis. the New YOrk City ......cccoeeeieeiiiiineiiieeene 14.0 26 98.6 82.8 45
only reve: g P SIS, Mid-AtIaNtC .ooooroooovoeoeeooo 5.0 8 84.7 75.9 53
median size was 4, and the average size was Washington, DC/Northern VA 6.5 10 85.8 715 30
9. For firms reporting on a firm-wide basis, SOUtNEASE ..o 3.0 5 89.4 81.9 58
the median class size was 15, and ranged Atlanta 3.5 S 95.1 87.2 8
from 6 in firms of 101-250 lawyers to about CD)hlellrlotte """""""""""""""""""""""" gg g ggg ;gg g
. 0 i Q@S ) ) )
35 in firms of 701+. Overall, 93.4% of par HOUSLON ..o 6.0 7 937 814 9
ticipants received an offer for an associate Miami/Ft. Lauderdale/W. Palm Beach| 2.5 4 867 | 846 8
position, compared with just under 92% MIAWESL ... 4.0 7 91.2 90.4 46
for the prior summer and up considerably ChICAGO .oooovvs 5.0 1 93.8 88.7 19
from the 69% recorded for the summer m!nneapohs ---------- gg ‘51 gii gzg 2
. ISSOUI ... . ) .
2009 program. The offer rate in 2014 repre- West/Rocky Mountain ............ooovovvvvvvee.. 35 5 93.4 82.8 70
sents a historic high in the 22 years that Los Angeles and Orange County ....... 3.0 5 96.7 79.7 24
NALP has compiled comparable figures, PORIANG .o 25 2 92.9 76.9 6
exceeding by a bit the 92.8% mark in 2007. San Francisco.........cooveveereeeeneninnenns 4.0 4 87.2 73.5 9
The overall figures for 2014 that are com- San Jose area .........ccoceveieeiiiiiienne 5.0 7 93.3 87.5 9
Seattle area.......ccccveceeciieesiie e, 3.5 4 93.8 93.3 8

parable to those compiled in prior years
show that the downsizing of summer class Note: Figures reflect participation by 4,433 students in the Class of 2015 during the summer of 2014.
sizes that started in 2010 has been main- The number of employers reporting .a summer program is shown in the last column. ThIS tab!e

. . excludes survey respondents that did not host a summer program for 2Ls. However, it does include
tained. The median has stood at 5 for the offices that did not make any offers from the summer program or whose offer process was not
four most recent summers, although the  complete as of December 1, 2014. Overall, firms reported that an offer decision had not been made
average increased to 12, making 2014, as for just over 1% of summer program participants. Average figures are rounded to the nearest whole
measured by either the median or the aver- number. Following the overall total shown in the first line, the table separates out surveys that
age, most comparable to the early 2000s. .reported. mformahop flrm-W|de, pr for muIt.lpIe. offices, fr.om those that .reported offlce-s.pemﬂc
information. Firm-wide information by region includes firms whose offices are predominantly or
The fact that the offer rate has recovered wholly in that region. However, office-specific information includes some instances of firms with most
compared from its low point in 2009 must  jawyers located in that city or whose additional offices are located primarily in adjacent areas, and of
be viewed in the context of generally  multi-office nation-wide firms consolidating two geographically adjacent offices onto one survey.
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smaller class sizes. Moreover, the
acceptance rate remained high by
historical standards.

e Measured in terms of either the av-
erage or the median, summer class
sizes were largest in the Northeast,
and smallest in the Southeast and
West/Rocky Mountain Regions.

e Some cities with relatively large
firms, but certainly not all, had
summer programs which on aver-
age were larger than for their re-
spective region as whole. Dallas
and New York City are examples.
Programs in Boston were smaller
than the Northeast average. Pro-
grams in the West/Rocky Moun-
tain Region were quite consistently
small and in line with the regional
average, with the exception of San
Jose and Portland.

e Average class sizes generally in-
creased with firm size, whether
looking at firm-wide reports or of-
fice-specific reports, as did offer
rates. However, figures based on
office-specific reports varyless, re-
flecting the fact that large multi-
office firms may have individual
offices which are quite small. Offer
rates were highest in the Northeast,
and lowest in the Mid-Atlantic Re-
gion. Among cities with larger pro-
grams (those with a median size of
five or more), New York and Bos-
ton led the way with nearly all sum-
mer associates receiving an offer,
followed closely by Los Angeles.
Acceptance rates were over 80% in
most cities, although lower accep-
tance rates are noted for Washing-
ton, DC, Charlotte, and Dallas.

e An offer decision had not been
made as of December 1, 2014, for
whatever reason, for just over 1%
of summer program participants.

A different perspective on summer
outcomes is provided by examining
the distribution of acceptance rates
for each of the offices reporting this
information. This procedure, unlike
that of the previous analysis which is
based on volumes, gives equal weight
to each office. For example, the accep-
tance rate for a small office has equal
weight with that of a very large office.

© 2015 NALP (www.nalp.org)

Acceptance Rates from Summer 2014 Program

(percent of offices in each range of acceptance rates)

ACCEPTANCE RATES Average
Acceptance | Number of
75% orLess | 75.1-99.9% |  100% Rate Offices
Overall Total ...........ccoooeiiiiiiene 24.5% 27.4% 48.1% 84.5% 351
By Number of Lawyers Firm-wide

100 OF fEWeT.....coiiiiiieieeieee e 294 8.8 61.8 78.9 34
101-250 ..o 38.2 12.7 49.1 80.9 55
251-500 .o 257 214 52.9 87.2 70
501-700 .ot 16.1 38.7 452 87.7 31
TOTH e 19.9 36.6 435 85.0 161

By Number of Lawyers in Office
25 OF fEWET....oiiiiiiiiieeeee 23.1 3.8 73.1 84.3 26
30.0 6.0 64.0 82.4 50
354 11.5 53.1 81.0 96
22.0 30.0 48.0 88.2 100
12.0 74.0 14.0 84.5 50

By NALP Region and City/State
Northeast .........cooovviiiiiiiiie e 26.9 38.8 34.3 82.6 67
Boston area........cccccveeviiieeiie e 36.4 18.2 45.5 79.9 11
New YOrk City......cceeereerireeeiceeeee 19.6 52.2 28.3 84.2 46
Mid-Atlantic .........ccoooiiiiii e 38.9 204 40.7 78.7 54
Washington, DC/Northern VA................ 46.7 13.3 40.0 77.5 30
Southeast.........ccoeiieiiiiiiiii 30.6 16.1 53.2 81.9 62
AtlaNta ..o 25.0 25.0 50.0 721 8
Charlotte ......coeeiiiieiiieeeeeeeee 60.0 20.0 20.0 69.8 5
Dallas ....ccooeeeeeeieee e 25.0 50.0 25.0 76.7 8
Houston 22.2 222 55.6 87.4 9
Miami/Ft. Lauderdale/W. Palm Beach... 14.3 0.0 85.7 88.6 7
MIAWEST ... 15.5 241 60.3 89.2 58
ChiCago .....oooveeiiiiiiciie e 11.1 38.9 50.0 88.2 18
Michigan ........cccoeviiiiiiiee e 28.6 0.0 71.4 917 7
Minneapolis area ..........cccccceeciiiieinens 14.3 14.3 71.4 90.0 7
MISSOUN ..ot 0.0 30.0 70.0 95.6 10
ORI et 12,5 25.0 62.5 91.7 8
West/Rocky Mountain...........ccccceeviiiiieninnn. 20.5 14.1 65.4 86.9 78
DeNVEr.....coiiiiiieiiieee e 0.0 0.0 100.0 100.0 5
Los Angeles and Orange County .......... 19.2 7.7 73.1 89.4 26
Portland .........cooooieiiiie 50.0 0.0 50.0 70.8 6
San FranciSCo ........cccceeevieeeeiiieeiiiieees 44.4 0.0 55.6 75.0 9
San Jose area 9.1 45.5 45.5 88.4 11
Seattle area.........cccceveeeiieiiiice 12.5 12.5 75.0 94.7 8

Note: This table excludes offices that did not make any offers to their summer associates or had

not made any offers as of December 1, 2014. This table includes both firm-wide and office-specific
reports. However, figures by region include firm-wide/multi-office reporting only if the firm is wholly or
predominantly located in that region, and city-specific figures generally do not include offices in that
city which submitted a composite survey for offices nation-wide.
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About one-quarter of offices re-
ported acceptance rates of 75% or
less; 27% reported acceptance rates
between 75% and 99.9%; and 48% re-
ported acceptance rates of 100%. The
average acceptance rate was 84.5%.
The smallest offices were most likely
to report a 100% acceptance rate. By
overall firm size, the prevalence of
100% acceptance rates varied from
43.5% to almost 62%.

e On a regional basis, offices in the
Mid-Atlantic Region were least
likely to report acceptance rates of
100% and also most likely to have
reported acceptance rates of 75%
or less. It follows that the average
acceptance rate was lowest there
as well — about 79%. The average
acceptance rate was greater than
80% in the majority of cities.

M First-year
Participation in
Summer Programs

About 61% of responding firms
reported that their summer 2014
program included one or more first-
year (Class of 2016) students. A few
offices hosted first-years only.

e These firms collectively employed
603 first-years, with a median of 2
and an average of 3 overall; for
firms providing firm-wide re-
ports, both the median and the
average were 4. Measured by the
median and the average, first-year
presence was greatest in the
Northeast and Midwest. In other
areas, the typical number of first-
years was one.

e Overall, about 60% of these
first-years received an offer to re-
turn for some or all of the summer
2015 program. For office-specific
reports, this figure ranged from
37.5% to over 83% depending on
firm or office size. On a regional
basis offer rates were generally
just over half, but 68% in the
Mid-Atlantic Region.
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Presence of First-Years in Summer Programs

NUMBER OF 1Ls % Receiving
i Offers to Return Number of
Median Average Next Summer Offices
Overall Total.............ccooviiiniiiee 2.0 3 59.7% 217
Firm-wide reports
All firm-wide reports.........c.cccceeviveeennnnn. 4.0 4 62.5 59
By # of lawyers firm-wide
101-250 ... 2.0 2 32.0 11
251-500.... 3.0 4 56.4 11
501-700......cciiiieiieieeee e 4.0 6 62.6 16
TOTH e 5.0 5 72.4 20
By NALP region
Mid-Atlantic ........cccocevvreeiiieee 4.0 4 85.7 5
Southeast.......ccccoceeiiiiiiii 4.5 5 55.6 6
MidWeSt ......ccviiiiiiiieicc e 3.0 4 43.5 12
West/Rocky Mountain .................... 1.0 4 68.2 6
Office-wide reports
All office specific reports ..........ccccceeueeee. 1.0 2 57.4 153
By # of lawyers firm-wide
100 or fewer .... 1.0 2 57.9 17
101-250....cciiiiiiiieeceeeeeee 1.0 2 37.5 27
251-500......ciiiiiiiieee e 1.0 2 60.4 33
501700 ....c.ceiieieieeeene e 3.0 3 81.3 5
TOTH i 1.0 3 59.6 71
By # of lawyers in office
25 or fewer .....ccccovveviiiiiiieecs 1.0 1 55.6 8
26-50 ... 1.0 1 54.8 21
51100 ..o 1.0 2 54.4 46
101-250 ... 1.0 2 64.0 51
251+ 4.0 5 56.8 23
By NALP region and city
Northeast ... 1.5 3 55.8 36
BOSton ... 1.0 2 37.5 5
New York City ......cocovevveriicneiiinnne 2.0 4 58.4 28
Mid-Atlantic.........ceverieiiiicciece 1.0 2 68.2 28
Washington, DC/Northern VA ........ 1.0 2 60.0 13
Southeast .....ccceeveviiiiieecee e 1.0 2 57.4 29
Houston.........ccoiiiiiiiiie 1.0 3 65.0 6
MIdWeSt.......ccoeoiiiiiieeee 2.0 2 55.6 28
ChiCag0 ....c.eveiiiiiieiceee e 1.0 2 87.5 7
Minneapolis ........ccccoiieeiiiieiieee 3.0 3 35.3 5
West/Rocky Mountain 1.0 1 53.3 32
Los Angeles and Orange County ... 1.5 2 35.7 8
San Jose area.......cccccoeeeiiiiicinenn. 1.0 1 57.1 6
Seattle area..........ccoceeieieiiiicnne 2.0 2 60.0 5

Note: Figures reflect participation by 603 students in the Class of 2016 during the summer of 2014. The
number of employers reporting that their summer program included 1Ls is shown in the last column and
may include 1L programs specifically for diversity candidates and/or programs in cooperation with or

sponsored by bar associations or similar organizations. The figure for number of offices includes a few

offices that hosted 1Ls only. Average figures are rounded to the nearest whole number. Following the
overall total shown in the first line, the table separates out surveys that reported information firm-wide,
or for multiple offices, from those that reported office-specific information. Firm-wide information by

region includes firms whose offices are predominantly or wholly in that region. However, office-specific

information includes some instances of firms with most attorneys located in that city or whose additional
offices are located primarily in adjacent areas, and of multi-office nation-wide firms consolidating two

geographically adjacent offices onto one survey.
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B Hiring for Summer 2015

A total of 360 employers reported issuing a
median of 35 and an average of 87 callback invi-
tations each to second-year students, or a total of
31,484 callback invitations. Figures are based on
offices that had interviewed at least one 2L, even
if the process ended with no offers being made,
or none had been made as of December 1, 2014.
Distinguishing between firms that submitted a
composite survey to cover activity in multiple or
all offices from those that submitted a survey
pertaining to one office only reveals that, on a per
office basis, the median was 29, and that the aver-
age was 63. For firms reporting on a firm-wide
basis, medians and averages ranged from 31 to
over 377, depending on firm size. The average
and median numbers of invitations per office
were highest by far in the Northeast, with an av-
erage almost three times that of the region with
the next largest numbers, the Mid-Atlantic Re-
gion. Nation-wide, 77.2% of these callback invi-
tations were accepted. Acceptance rates were
lower in the Northeast compared with other
regions.

Based on figures which are comparable to
those of prior years, the callback activity level, as
measured by medians, was up from 30 in 2013,
after being essentially flat in the prior five years,
with the exception of a nudging up to 33 in 2011.
The average number of callback invitations also
increased from 74 in 2013 to a level comparable
to those from 2005-2008. However, averages can
be pushed up by firm-wide reports or especially
large programs. By the more moderated measure
of the median, activity still remains well below
that of 2008 and 2007, with 2007 being the last
year of a six-year upward trend.

e About 52% of callback interviews resulted in
an offer, with a median and average of 9.5 and
35 offers, respectively. For offices reporting
office-specific information, the median was 8,
and the average was 26. The overall median of
9.5 is up from 8 in both 2012 and 2013, and
has exceeded the historic low median of 7 in
2009 every year since, though generally not by
a great deal. The offer rate increased once
again, and generally has trended up since its
low point in 2009. Both figures, however, re-
main off from those of the three years prior to

2008, when the offer rate was about 60% and
the median number of offers was 15 or 16.
Prior to 2008, comparable offer rates were last
experienced from 2001-2003 and had only
fallen below 50% a few times since NALP be-
gan compiling these figures in 1993. The per-
centage of callback interviews resulting in an
offer generally increased with firm size for of-
fice-specific reports. This percentage was
somewhat lower for offices in the Southeast
and West/Rocky Mountain Regions. On an
individual office basis, employers in the
Southeast Region made the fewest offers, with
a median of 4. This compares with a median
of 16 and an average of 68 in the Northeast.

Some cities and states departed from their re-
gional norm with respect to offers made. For
example, firms in Chicago, Dallas, and Hous-
ton reported relatively high offer rates com-
pared to their regions as a whole, whereas the
opposite was true in a number of cities includ-
ing Boston, the Miami area, Minneapolis,
Portland, and Seattle. Offer rates ranged from
about 27% in Portland to 62% in New York
City. Some of these differences reflect differ-
encesin the firm sizes typical for these cities.

Opverall, almost 34% of offers were accepted,
down about 1.5 percentage points from 2013,
and also exhibiting a generally fluctuating
pattern over the years. Nonetheless the accep-
tance rate remains higher than rates that were
typical of those prior to 2008. Moreover, the
acceptance rates of the last five years remain
the highest since NALP began tracking these
figures in 1993, with the exception of 2001
and 2002. A larger percentage of offers from
offices in the Southeast were accepted — 48%
— while acceptance rates were lower in the
Northeast — about 29%. Acceptance rates
were highest at firms of 100 or fewer lawyers
and at offices of 50 or fewer lawyers.

At the city and state level, acceptance rates
were lowest at offices in New York, Washing-
ton, DC, and San Jose, where just 29% of of-
fers were accepted. Acceptance rates were
highest in Seattle at almost 67%, followed by
the Miami area at about 63%.
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Outcomes of Callback Invitations to and Interviews of
Class of 2016 Students for Summer 2015 Positions

NUMBER OF CALLBACK % of Callback [ NUMBER OF OFFERS EXTENDED
INVITATIONS % of Callback | Interviews % of Offers Number of
Median Average IZ‘:::;;:T Resglftf::’g " Median Average Accepted Offices
Overall Total ..o 35.0 87 77.2% 52.1% 9.5 35 33.8% 366
Firm-wide reports
All firm-wide reports ..........cccoevvveiiiiecnennens 93.0 186 75.2 50.2 29.5 70 34.6 72
By # of lawyers firm-wide
101-250 .. 31.0 31 87.0 40.8 10.0 11 53.0 15
251-500 ..o 66.0 90 74.3 50.6 17.0 34 36.3 17
B501-700 ..ot 101.5 121 78.5 38.7 28.0 37 41.2 16
TOTH e 377.0 412 741 53.2 113.0 163 324 23
By NALP region
Mid-Atlantic ......ccoveveriiercee e 52.0 70 85.5 58.0 30.0 35 33.9 5
Southeast ........ccocveviriiiiniicicce 25.0 36 86.7 46.0 11.0 14 61.1 10
MIAWESE ... 44.0 52 82.1 31.8 13.0 14 55.2 5
West/Rocky Mountain .... 58.0 67 83.2 51.2 20.0 29 45.0 7
Office-specific reports
All office specific reports .........cccoceeevieeeeiiieeens 29.0 63 78.7 53.4 8.0 26 33.3 294
By # of lawyers firm-wide
100 OF fEWET ... 10.0 18 747 33.3 3.0 4 53.8 39
T01-250 .. 28.5 38 79.0 36.2 7.0 11 43.5 41
251-500 .. 24.0 65 73.4 54.8 8.5 26 324 58
B501-700 .o 275 89 84.0 60.2 9.0 45 34.9 16
TOTH e 36.5 77 80.0 55.4 11.5 34 31.7 140
By # of lawyers in office
25 0r fEWET ..o 9.0 11 79.1 36.6 2.0 3 48.6 33
11.0 16 81.1 40.2 3.0 5 45.2 53
28.0 36 76.6 415 7.0 11 34.1 87
T01-250 .. 46.0 58 80.3 45.6 14.5 21 36.7 74
251+ Lo 161.0 242 78.4 62.9 80.0 119 30.8 39
By NALP region and city
Northeast .........cccooivieiiiiiiee 64.5 156 76.3 59.0 16.0 68 29.5 64
BOStON ..o 47.0 60 79.8 36.3 12.0 17 35.1 12
New YOrk City ......ccceevevvrceeriinciienns 116.0 204 76.0 61.8 30.0 96 28.9 43
Mid-Atlantic .........cooverereeeeee 40.0 57 80.0 50.4 10.0 23 325 52
Washington, DC/Northern VA.. 65.0 75 80.7 54.8 25.5 32 29.0 30
Southeast.......ccoovviiieiiiiciies 14.0 23 83.2 442 4.0 8 48.2 58
Atlanta ..... 7.0 28 84.4 47.6 3.0 11 47.5 7
Charlotte .......ccoevieiiiiiieee, 42.0 36 83.0 38.4 12.0 12 46.6 5
Dallas......cccocevirieiiieiiieiee e 26.5 32 81.0 51.0 12.5 13 39.4 8
HOUSON ..o 21.0 33 82.2 57.4 7.0 14 44.0 10
Miami/Ft. Lauderdale/W. Palm Beach 14.0 21 81.4 28.7 3.0 5 63.3 10
MIAWESE ... 28.5 39 82.5 49.6 7.0 16 40.4 47
ChiCago ..c.veeveeiiiieieeeee e 47.0 64 80.6 56.0 14.0 29 33.8 18
MIinNeapolis .........ccceeeeriiiiiicieee 255 22 89.4 38.1 6.0 8 50.8 8
MiISSOU ... 32.0 30 85.4 34.9 6.5 9 50.9 6
West/Rocky Mountain ...................... 21.0 32 81.8 43.2 6.0 11 39.5 73
Los Angeles and Orange County........ 27.0 34 80.2 46.5 6.5 13 42.0 24
Portland, OR area..........cccccocvveevrinunnne 14.0 13 94.9 27.0 3.0 3 45.0 6
San FrancisCo.........cccevvviiieiiecieeen, 28.0 40 79.9 371 8.5 12 34.7 10
San JOSe area ........cccceveeiiiiieieneenn 49.5 67 80.9 48.7 18.5 26 29.0 10
Seattle area ........cccccovviiiiiiiii, 13.0 20 84.8 30.8 3.0 5 66.7 9

Note: Figures for callback invitations and outcomes are based on 360 employers issuing a total of 31,484 callback invitations and do not include 6 offices
which did not report the number of callbacks and interviews. Figures for offers and offer outcomes are based on 366 employers making a total of 12,676
offers. Median and average offer figures are based on all employers who interviewed at least one second-year student, even though a few ultimately
made no offers as a result of callback invitations, or had not yet completed their second-year hiring as of December 1. The number of offices reporting
interviewing second-year students is shown in the last column. Averages are rounded to the nearest whole number. Following the overall total shown

in the first line, the table separates out surveys that reported information firm-wide, or for multiple offices, from those that reported office-specific
information. Firm-wide information by region includes firms whose offices are predominantly or wholly in that region. However, office-specific information
includes some instances of firms with most attorneys located in that city or whose additional offices are located primarily in adjacent areas, and of
multi-office nation-wide firms consolidating two geographically adjacent offices onto one survey.
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Grouping offices according to
their individual acceptance rates,
about 36% of offices reported ac-
ceptance rates of less than 35%;
36% of offices reported acceptance
rates between 35% and 60%; and
28% reported acceptance rates of
more than 60%. The average accep-
tance rate was about 49%.

e Small offices more frequently
reported acceptance rates in ex-
cess of 60%, as did offices in the
Southeast. At the city and state
level, average acceptance rates
and the percent of offices re-
porting acceptance rates of
more than 60% were highest in
Ohio, the Miami area, and Seat-
tle. In contrast, over two-thirds
of offices in New York City and
Chicago reported acceptance
rates of less than 35%, as did
over half of offices in Washing-
ton, DC, and the San Jose area.

© 2015 NALP (www.nalp.org)

Acceptance Rates for Summer 2015 Program
(percent of offices in each range of acceptance rates)

ACCEPTANCE RATES
Average
Less than Morethan I acceptance | Number of
35% 35-60% 60% Rate Offices
Total — All Employers.................. 35.9% 36.2% 27.9% 49.4% 359
By Number of Lawyers Firm-wide
100 Or fEWET ...veeeeieeeiee e 23.7 21.1 55.3 65.5 38
101250 .. 20.0 50.9 291 54.8 55
251-500.... 34.7 37.3 28.0 48.4 75
501700 ....c e 25.0 46.9 28.1 51.1 32
TOTH e 47.2 32.1 20.8 43.7 159
By Number of Lawyers in Office
25 0r fEWET ..o 20.0 40.0 40.0 57.1 30
2650 ... 241 37.0 38.9 56.6 54
512100 it 36.4 29.3 34.3 52.4 99
101250 354 44 .4 20.2 46.0 99
251 e 60.0 28.0 12.0 374 50
By NALP Region and City/State
Northeast..........cccoeiiiiiiii 57.6 27.3 15.2 39.9 66
Boston area.........ccoceeeiiiiiiiiiie 41.7 50.0 8.3 38.5 12
New YOrk City .....cccveeveeeiieiieeieeeieee 68.2 20.5 11.4 35.1 44
Mid-Atlantic .........ccooiiiiiii 421 35.1 22.8 454 57
Washington, DC/Northern VA .............. 58.1 25.8 16.1 40.0 31
Southeast .......ccevvieerinieeee e 16.4 41.8 41.8 59.4 67
Atlanta ... 28.6 42.9 28.6 54.3 7
Charlotte ........ccoooviiiiiiieice 20.0 60.0 20.0 44.9 5
Dallas ......cccovveeieeeieecee e 25.0 75.0 0.0 411 8
HOUStON.....ooiiiiiii e 20.0 50.0 30.0 52.3 10
Miami/Ft. Lauderdale/W. Palm Beach . 0.0 30.0 70.0 69.2 10
MIdWESE ... 271 33.9 39.0 56.2 59
ChiCag0 . .cveeeiieiiie et 66.7 27.8 5.6 36.7 18
Michigan.........ccoeiiiiiiiiieic e 14.3 28.6 57.1 58.7 7
Minneapolis.........ccccoeiiiiiiiniiiee 0.0 50.0 50.0 66.0 8
MISSOUN......coiiiiiieiiieeie e 222 44 4 33.3 50.8 9
ORNIO et 0.0 28.6 71.4 75.3 7
West/Rocky Mountain ..........cccoecvinieennen. 26.9 43.6 295 52.0 78
DENVET ..o 20.0 60.0 20.0 48.4 5
Los Angeles and Orange County......... 30.8 42.3 26.9 50.9 26
Portland........ccoooeiiiiiiie e 333 16.7 50.0 51.6 6
San Francisco.... 33.3 33.3 33.3 45.5 9
San JOSe area.......ccceeueeiiiiiiiiiiee 54.5 45.5 0.0 32.6 11
Seattle area........ccceeeveeveiiiieeeen 12.5 25.0 62.5 75.9 8

Note: This table excludes offices that interviewed but then did not make any offers for summer 2015.

This table includes both firm-wide and office-specific reports. However, figures by region include

firm-wide/multi-office reporting only if the firm is wholly or predominantly located in that region, and
city-specific figures generally do not include offices in that city which submitted a composite survey for

offices nation-wide.
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Firms were also asked to provide the number of offers made the pre-
vious year (2013) for summer 2014 positions. Based on firms having a
summer 2014 program and planning to do so in 2015 and reporting the
comparative 2013 figure, the volume of offers was up by almost 13%. At
the largest firms, which also accounted for the majority of offers, the in-
crease was just over 15%. Cities varied widely on this measure. Among
those reporting at least 200 offers, the number of offers changed by 2%
or less in Chicago and Washington, DC. In Boston, the San Jose area,
and New York City, by contrast, the volume of offers was up by between
12 and 17%. Although the volume of offers was at least relatively flat, if
not up, in larger cities, not every office made more offers. In fact about
52% of oftices overall made more offers, and about 13% made about the
same number of offers. Among the larger cities, offices in Boston and
the San Jose area were most likely to have made more offers.

Although the differences in the number of offers ranged from a de-
crease of more than 20 to an increase of more than 100, the median dif-
ference was just one.

m Third-Year Hiring

Hardly unexpected, third-year hiring remained severely con-
stricted, with just 19% of offices reporting any activity at all, or in a few
cases planned activity. Offices recruiting third-years (Class of 2015
graduates not previously working for the employer) typically made one
or two offers. Because a number of the offices that did interview 3Ls ul-
timately made no offers, the median number of offers was two, and the
724 accepted callback invitations resulted in only 315 offers. About 70%
of these offers were accepted.
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Comparison of Offer Volumes for Summer 2015 and Summer 2014

# of Offers PERCENT OF OFFICES MAKING
Made in Change from # of
2014 2013 Fewer Offers No Change More Offers Offices

Overall Total...........ccoooiiiiiiiiieee 11,934 12.8% 34.6% 13.4% 52.0% 321
By # of Lawyers Firmwide

100 OF FEWET ..o 149 0.7 40.0 20.0 40.0 35

569 0.2 32.0 24.0 44.0 50

251-500 ....cceeeeeeee e 2,049 12.9 314 14.3 54.3 70

B501-700 ... 1,160 43 333 0.0 66.7 24

TOTH e 8,007 15.4 35.9 9.9 54.2 142
By # of Lawyers in Office

25 0r fEWET ..o 190 34.8 26.3 5.3 68.4 19

26-50 ... 244 13.5 34.8 17.4 47.8 46

51100 i 1,084 5.7 27.0 23.6 49.4 89

101-250 ... 2,702 7.6 39.4 9.6 51.1 94

2514 5,781 14.5 40.8 2.0 57.1 49
By NALP Region and City
Northeast.........ccooeiiriiiiieiecc 4,244 12.2 34.9 111 54.0 63

BOStON ..o 208 16.9 33.3 0.0 66.7 12

New YOrk City ....cccoovveiriiiiiiieeiene 3,983 11.9 36.6 12.2 51.2 41
Mid-Atlantic.........c.oovveviiineie 1,342 -0.3 44.0 4.0 52.0 50

Washington, DC/Northern VA ............. 970 -1.2 40.7 3.7 55.6 27
Southeast ........cceviiiiiiiiieicee 531 -2.0 40.7 22.2 37.0 54

Atlanta ... 85 -3.4 42.9 14.3 42.9

Dallas ......ccoveveiiiiiiiieee e 90 -12.6 40.0 40.0 20.0

HOUStON ... 112 15.5 16.7 50.0 33.3

Miami/Ft. Lauderdale/W. Palm Beach 37 8.8 42.9 0.0 57.1 7
MIAWESTE ... 898 4.5 291 20.0 50.9 55

ChiCago ....cceveeiiiieiiieecceeeee e 494 2.1 29.4 23.5 471 17

Michigan.........cceveiiiiiiiicceee 80 -19.2 42.9 28.6 28.6

Minneapolis.........coocvveeveeeiiiiiiiieeeeee 59 28.3 0.0 28.6 71.4

MISSOUN ..o 111 22.0 25.0 12.5 62.5 8

OhiO. e 82 0.0 42.9 14.3 42.9 7
West/Rocky Mountain ...........ccccoeceeneenne. 991 12.9 27.9 16.2 55.9 68

Los Angeles and Orange County........ 372 11.7 16.7 20.8 62.5 24

Portland.........ccooveoeiiie e 19 -5.0 40.0 20.0 40.0

San Francisco..... 108 31.7 28.6 14.3 57.1

San Jose area........ccoceevveeiiiiciienee 307 16.7 30.0 0.0 70.0 10

Seattle area..........cccoevevvieiiiiic 48 4.3 25.0 12.5 62.5

Note: Figures reflect employers who had a summer program in 2014 and will do so in 2015 and reported offer numbers for both years. This table

includes both firm-wide and office-specific reports. However, figures by region include firm-wide/multi-office reporting only if the firm is wholly or

predominantly located in that region, and city-specific figures generally do not include offices in that city that submitted a composite survey for offices

nationwide. The number of employers reporting is shown in the last column.
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