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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 continued weaknesses in the economy. As a service to members and
the legal profession, NALP reports on:

m the level of employer activity on campus,
m employer and school participation in job fairs, and
B outcomes of summer programs and of fall recruiting.

The first part of this report details recruitment activity on campus and at job fairs, providing
comparisons with fall 2001 from the perspective of bothschools and employers. This informa-
tion was gathered in the “What’s Happening This Fall” and “Three Important Questions”
surveys to employers and schools, respectively. The second part of the report provides infor-
mation on the outcomes of 2002 summer programs and of fall recruiting forboth second-year
summer associates and entry-level associates, based on the “Snapshot Survey of the 2002
Recruiting Season.” As in prior years, therefore, this report does not document every aspect
of recruiting nor include every category of hires. Hiring of first-year (Class of 2005) students
and third-year (Class of 2003) students for summer associate positions is not included. Docu-
mentation of hires from the Class of 2002 includes only those who participated in a summer
program after graduation. Results of survey questions on lateral hiring were reported in the
March 2003 Bulletin.
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Fall 2002 Recruiting Activity

m Law School Perspective

A total of 108 law schools, about 60% of NALP’s law
school members, provided information on the number
of employers participating in on-campus interviewing
(OCI), the number of employers for whom they bun-
dled résumés, and on the number of job fairs or
consortia in which the school participated. Most were
also able to provide comparable figures for fall 2001.

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 The economic realities of 2002 are clearly reflected
in the employer numbers reported by schools. Not
quite one-quarter of schools — 24% — reported
an increase of 5% or more in the number of em-
ployers on campus in fall 2002 compared with fall
2001. About 22% reported a change of less than 5%,
and the remainder reported a decrease of 5% or
more. With respect to bundling of résumés, almost
as many schools reported a decrease of 10% or
more (37%) as reported an increase of 10% or more
(41%).

e Schools in the Southeast were most likely to report
an increase of 5% or more in the number of em-
ployers, and least likely by far to report a decrease
of 10% or more. Conversely, schools in the Mid-At-
lantic states and the West were most likely to report
a decrease of 10% or more in employer numbers,
with about 40% doing so. At the same time, schools
in the Southeast were also most likely to have
increased bundling activity by 10% or more. In
contrast most schools reporting from the Mid-At-
lantic region had changed their number by less
than 10% or decreased the number.

e Analysis by enrollment size shows that the majority
of the largest schools (68%) reported a decrease in

the number of employers on campus of 5% or
more. At smaller schools, somewhat less than half
reported declines of 5% or more. Just over one-third
of schools, regardless of size, reported decreases of
more than 10% in bundling activity.

Overall, the volume of employers on campus ex-
ceeded the volume of employers for whom résumés
were bundled by almost two to one. This figure was
higher in the Southeast and lower in the Northeast,
the Mid-Atlantic region, and at small schools.
Analyses of how individual schools are distributed
on this measure show that for 60% of the Northeast
schools and for three-quarters of the Mid-Atlantic
schools, the ratio was less than 1.5. In contrast, the
percentage of schools falling into this category was
less than half that in the Southeast.

About two-thirds of schools participated in five or
more job fairs and over one-third participated in
eight or more. Regional contrasts are notable. Most
schools reporting from the Mid-Atlantic region
participated in five or more job fairs, and almost
three-quarters participated in eight or more. In the
Northeast, two-thirds of reporting schools partici-
pated in five or more job fairs, and over half
participated in eight or more. Among schools in the
West, in contrast, over half participated in fewer
than five job fairs. As was the case last year, only a
few schools reported no job fair participation.

Half of schools reported no change in job fair
participation. Among smaller schools, the figure
was almost two-thirds. Schools in the Mid-Atlantic
region, the West, and larger schools were most
likely to have increased job fair participation. How-
ever, the largest schools and those in the Mid-At-
lantic region were also most likely to have
decreased participation.
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Comparison of Fall 2002 and Fall 2001 On-Campus Recruitment Activity,
As Reported by Schools (percent or number of schools in each category)

NALP REGION FALL 2002 JD ENROLLMENT
Total Mid- Fewer than More than
Northeast Atlantic Southeast Midwest West/RM 550 550-750 750
# of employers on campus:
Increase of 5% Or MOre.......cccceevcvveeevieeecciieeens 24.8% 71% 23.1% 34.4% 22.2% 25.0% 36.8% 22.2% 12.9%
Change of less than 5%.........cccccevveeiiieineencens 21.9 28.6 15.4 28.1 14.8 18.8 15.8 30.6 19.4
Decrease of 5-9% .......cccveeeiiieeciiieeeiee e 27.6 35.7 23.1 31.3 29.6 18.8 15.8 36.1 32.3
Decrease of 10% Ormore ........ccccceeveeeecnvnennnnn. 25.7 28.6 38.5 6.3 33.3 37.5 31.6 11.1 35.5
Number of schools reporting ..........cccccovcveriieneenene. 105 15 13 32 27 17 40 36 32
# of employers for whom résumés were bundled:
Increase of more than 35% ........cccceeecveeeviiieeeinnnnn, 22.3% 7.7% 23.1% 25.0% 26.9% 25.0% 25.0% 16.7% 25.8%
Increase of 10-35% .....cccveeeviuieeeiiie e 19.4 30.8 0.0 25.0 19.2 12.5 25.0 111 22.6
Change of less than 10% ......cccceeieeniiiiieiieieee 214 23.1 53.8 18.8 7.7 18.8 13.9 33.3 16.1
Decrease of more than 10%........cccceeveeeeiiiieeneeeenn, 36.9 38.5 23.1 31.3 46.2 43.8 36.1 38.9 35.5
Number of schools reporting ..........cccccovcveriiennenne. 102 13 13 32 26 16 36 36 31

Note: On-campus employer counts reported by schools may include firms conducting video or virtual (Treeba) interviews.

Comparison of Employers on Campus and Résumé Bundling Activity

NALP REGION FALL 2002 JD ENROLLMENT
Mid- Fewer than More than
Total Northeast | Atlantic | Southeast | Midwest | West/RM 550 550-750 750
Ratio of volume of employers on campus
to volume of employers for whom résumés
were bundled®...........cooeiieire e 1.9 1.7 1.4 25 2.0 22 1.5 2.0 2.1
Distribution of schools on ratio of employers
on campus to employers for whom résumeés
were bundled
Less than 1.5 ..o 46.3% 60.0% 76.9% 28.1% 51.9% 41.2% 47.5% 41.7% 50.0%
1.5 = B0 i 20.4% 6.7% 23.1% 25.0% 22.2% 17.6% 12.5% 30.6% 18.8%
More than 3.0......ccceiiiiiiie s 33.3% 33.3% 0.0% 46.9% 25.9% 41.2% 40.0% 27.8% 31.3%
Median ratio..........ccceeeriieeneseee e 1.7 1.1 1.1 23 1.5 22 1.7 1.8 1.6
Number of SChoOIS ..........cccooeviiiiiiiiiee 108 15 13 32 27 17 40 36 32

* Note: These 108 schools collectively reported 9,539 employers on campus and 4,941 employers for whom résumés were bundled.
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Job Fair Participation, Fall 2002, as Reported by Schools

(percent or number of schools in each category)

NALP REGION FALL 2002 JD ENROLLMENT
Total Mid- Fewer than More than
Northeast Atlantic Southeast Midwest West/RM 550 550-750 750
# of Job Fairs or Consortia
Fewer than 5 .......cccooiiiiiiiiieee e 34.6% 33.3% 15.4% 25.0% 37.0% 56.3% 51.3% 25.0% 25.0%
BT e 29.9 13.3 7.7 53.1 29.6 25.0 30.8 30.6 28.1
8 OF MOttt 355 53.3 76.9 21.9 333 18.8 17.9 44 4 46.9
Number of schools reporting ............ccceveerieineeiiennns 107 15 13 32 27 16 39 36 32
Change in # of Job Fairs Compared with Fall 2001
DECIEASE .....ceveieerieiicre sttt 13.3% 14.3% 30.8% 12.5% 11.1% 6.3% 5.3% 11.1% 25.8%
NO Change........ccoeeiiiiiii e 49.5 57.1 30.8 53.1 55.6 50.0 63.2 47.2 35.5
INCIEASE ...t 37.1 28.6 38.5 34.4 33.3 43.8 31.6 41.7 38.7
Number of schools reporting ..........cccccovveriiinecincnns 105 14 13 32 27 16 38 36 31
4 Perspectives on Fall 2002 Recruiting ©2003 NALP
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m Employer Perspective

Atotal of 503 employers provided infor-
mation on their school visits and job fair
participation. Most of these, about 97%,
were law offices. Although these findings
represent for the most part the experiences
of larger firms, with just over two-thirds of
firm responses from firms of more than 100
attorneys, firms of 50 or fewer attorneys
represented a substantial minority of re-
spondents, about 17%.

Nationwide, the median number of
schools at which employers recruited was
7. Somewhat more than one-quarter of
respondents visited more schools in 2002
compared to 2001; the remainder were
evenly split between those visiting fewer
schools and those visiting the same num-
ber of schools.

e TFor firms of 50 or fewer attorneys and
51-100 attorneys, the medians were 3
and 5, respectively. The median was
highest, 11.5, at firms of 251-500 attor-
neys. It is also the case that for small
offices, regardless of overall firm size,
the median was 5 or fewer schools.

o Firms of more than 100 attorneys were
most likely to decrease the number of
schools at which they interviewed, with
about 2 in 5 reporting a decrease. In
contrast, firms of 100 or fewer attorneys
were most likely to have not changed
the number of schools visited, and least
likely to have visited fewer schools.

e On a regional basis, the median num-
ber of schools ranged from 5 in the
Southeast to 10 in the Northeast. Em-
ployers in the Northeast were also most
likely to interview at 11 or more
schools. Almost half did so, a frequency
more than twice that of employers in
the Southeast. Employers in the North-
east, along with those in the Mid-Atlan-
tic region, were also most likely to have
interviewed at more schools in 2002
compared with 2001. Employers in the
Midwest and West were most likely to
have interviewed at fewer schools.

e Regional averages are not necessarily
indicative of activity on the part of em-
ployers in a given city within that re-
gion. For example, employers in Kansas
City visited more schools than average—
a median of 12 compared to the re-
gional median of 8 — but were also
more likely to have decreased that
number. Atlanta differs similarly from
the Southeast as a whole, visiting a
median of 8 schools compared with the
regional median of 5. Firms in the San
Francisco area, while still visiting more
schools than the median of 6 for the
region as a whole, were also most likely
by far to have decreased the number of
schools visited. The median for Phoenix
firms was twice that of the region as a
whole. Firms there were also twice as
likely to have increased the number.
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Fall 2002 On-Campus Interviewing Activity and Comparison with Fall 2001,

As Reported by Employers — By Type and Size

(in percentages except for medians)

# OF SCHOOLS VISITED
Number NUMBER OF SCHOOLS VISITED COMPARED T0 2001
of Offices
2 or Fewer 35 6-10 11 or More Median Increase Decrease No Change
Total — All Employers ..............cccoceee. 505 13.9% 27.3% 25.5% 33.3% 7.0 26.6% 36.4% 37.0%
Firms of 50 or fewer attorneys...................... 84 47.6 32.1 15.5 4.8 3.0 16.9 28.9 54.2
Offices of 25 or fewer attorneys .............. 17 64.7 29.4 5.9 0.0 2.0 18.8 18.8 62.5
Offices of 26-50 attorneys............c.cccueee. 40 40.0 35.0 20.0 5.0 3.0 20.0 325 47.5
Firms of 51-100 attorneys ........c.ccccceevvvenene 74 10.8 41.9 40.5 6.8 5.0 333 22.2 44 .4
Offices of 26-50 attorneys............cccccuee.e 7 28.6 57.1 14.3 0.0 3.0 33.3 50.0 16.7
Offices of 51-100 attorneys..................... 30 13.3 30.0 53.3 3.3 6.0 30.0 26.7 43.3
Firms of 101-250 attorneys ...........ccccccoveueee 123 7.3 244 28.5 39.8 9.0 30.6 44.6 248
Offices of 25 or fewer attorneys .............. 11 27.3 455 9.1 18.2 3.0 63.6 18.2 18.2
Offices of 26-50 attorneys............c.cocuee. 8 125 62.5 125 12,5 3.5 42.9 28.6 28.6
Offices of 51-100 attorneys..................... 17 23.5 17.6 35.3 23.5 6.0 0.0 58.8 41.2
Offices of 101 or more attorneys............. 44 2.3 18.2 34.1 45.5 10.0 38.6 36.4 25.0
Firms of 251-500 attorneys ...........ccccccveveueee 89 5.6 213 18.0 55.1 12.0 294 424 28.2
Offices of 25 or fewer attorneys .............. 6 0.0 66.7 16.7 16.7 5.0 33.3 16.7 50.0
Offices of 26-50 attorneys..........cc.coc..... 15 13.3 60.0 20.0 6.7 3.0 38.5 231 38.5
Offices of 51-100 attorneys..................... 15 6.7 33.3 46.7 13.3 7.0 28.6 214 50.0
Offices of 101 or more attorneys............. 30 6.7 0.0 13.3 80.0 14.5 16.7 70.0 13.3
Firms of 501 or more attorneys .................... 118 6.8 22.9 26.3 441 9.5 23.3 37.9 38.8
Offices of 25 or fewer attorneys .............. 12 25.0 58.3 16.7 0.0 3.5 45.5 18.2 36.4
Offices of 26-50 attorneys............c.cccuc.e. 16 125 56.3 25.0 6.3 4.5 18.8 43.8 37.5
Offices of 51-100.......ccevvrierrrreereeene 34 8.8 26.5 441 20.6 7.0 15.2 424 42.4
Offices of 101 or more attorneys............. 42 0.0 0.0 21.4 78.6 16.0 21.4 38.1 40.5
Government/Public Interest Employers ........ 13 0.0 15.4 23.1 61.5 15.0 22.2 44.4 33.3

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:

(a) not all surveys included office size information, or (b) offices which indicated that they recruit for multiple offices are not included in analyses by office

size. The number of offices reporting both 2001 and 2002 information for the comparative analyses is somewhat smaller than the number shown in the

first column. Employers may have included in their school count schools with which they conducted video interviews.
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Fall 2002 On-Campus Interviewing Activity and Comparison with Fall 2001,
As Reported by Law Firms — By NALP Region and City

(in percentages except for medians)

# OF SCHOOLS VISITED
Number of NUMBER OF SCHOOLS VISITED COMPARED T0 2001
Offices
2 or Fewer 35 6-10 11 or More Median Increase Decrease No Change
AILFirms.........cccooiiiiiieeeee 492 14.2% 27.6% 25.6% 32.5% 7.0 26.7% 36.3% 37.1%
Northeast.........ccceeeiieiee e 75 10.7 16.0 25.3 48.0 10.0 33.8 324 33.8
BOStON ....ooiiiiee e 10 0.0 10.0 10.0 80.0 15.0 50.0 40.0 10.0
Connecticut .......cceveecieeiiieeieee 7 14.3 0.0 28.6 57.1 12.0 42.9 28.6 28.6
New York City 39 5.1 12.8 25.6 56.4 13.0 34.2 39.5 26.3
[ o] o101 (o T 6 33.3 0.0 50.0 16.7 9.0 33.3 16.7 50.0
Mid-Atlantic........ccceeveveeriiie e 83 8.4 20.5 33.7 37.3 9.0 31.7 354 329
Baltimore ........cooveeeiciieieeeceee 5 0.0 60.0 20.0 20.0 5.0 20.0 60.0 20.0
Philadelphia.........cccccoeniiiiiiieens 10 0.0 0.0 20.0 80.0 13.0 30.0 40.0 30.0
Pittsburgh ........cccooiiiiieees 5 60.0 0.0 20.0 20.0 2.0 0.0 60.0 40.0
Virginia .....ccoeeeeeeeeeiieeeee e 11 0.0 45.5 36.4 18.2 6.0 27.3 27.3 455
Washington, DC area.................... 41 4.9 171 39.0 39.0 9.0 40.0 30.0 30.0
Southeast ........ooeceviviiiieieeee e, 108 16.7 39.8 241 194 5.0 23.3 30.1 46.6
Alabama.........cccceeviiieiiieeceees 5 20.0 20.0 20.0 40.0 6.0 0.0 50.0 50.0
Atlanta.......cccooeeieeiie e 15 0.0 33.3 33.3 33.3 8.0 13.3 40.0 46.7
Charlotte .....ccoevieeiiieeiie e 7 0.0 28.6 28.6 42.9 8.0 28.6 28.6 42.9
Dallas .....cccceveeiieeeiieeeiee e 17 0.0 29.4 41.2 294 9.0 235 52.9 235
[ [oTUTS] (o] o P 14 28.6 42.9 71 214 3.5 33.3 8.3 58.3
Miami ..o 5 0.0 20.0 60.0 20.0 10.0 33.3 0.0 66.7
MidWeESt ... 108 14.8 27.8 222 35.2 8.0 28.6 41.0 30.5
(0] [1o= To o T 25 4.0 24.0 32.0 40.0 10.0 16.7 62.5 20.8
Columbus .......ooeiieiiieeeee e 9 111 22.2 22.2 44 .4 10.0 44 4 111 44 .4
Detroit ......ccveeeveieeeiiie e 10 0.0 70.0 20.0 10.0 4.0 40.0 40.0 20.0
Kansas City, MO.........ccceecveevennnn. 0.0 14.3 14.3 71.4 12.0 16.7 66.7 16.7
Milwaukee 6 16.7 16.7 0.0 66.7 11.5 16.7 33.3 50.0
Minneapolis 13 154 154 30.8 38.5 9.0 50.0 16.7 33.3
OmMaha ....ccooceveiee e 60.0 20.0 0.0 20.0 2.0 20.0 0.0 80.0
St. LOUIS weeeeiiieeiee e 0.0 50.0 25.0 25.0 6.5 375 25.0 375
West/Rocky Min. .......ccccveviiieiiiieens 118 17.8 28.8 24.6 28.8 6.0 19.8 40.5 39.7
[D7=Y 0 1YY 9 55.6 22.2 111 111 2.0 22.2 22.2 55.6
Los Angeles 33 0.0 33.3 33.3 33.3 7.0 18.2 42.4 394
Orange County, CA.......cccevvvennne 5 0.0 40.0 40.0 20.0 6.0 20.0 40.0 40.0
[ 0 ToT=Y o R 8 12.5 0.0 12.5 75.0 12,5 375 375 25.0
Portland.........cccooeeviiiiiiie e 6 16.7 33.3 33.3 16.7 5.5 16.7 50.0 33.3
San Francisco .......c.ccceeeveeveencnennne 13 7.7 30.8 15.4 46.2 8.0 18.2 72.7 9.1
San Jose area.... 13 154 38.5 231 231 5.0 231 46.2 30.8
Seattle....oooeieeieee 12 58.3 0.0 25.0 16.7 2.0 8.3 33.3 58.3

The number of offices reporting both 2001 and 2002 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. The San
Jose area includes offices in Palo Alto, Menlo Park, and Sunnyvale. Orange County includes offices in Costa Mesa, Irvine, and Newport Beach. Virginia

includes offices in Norfolk, Virginia Beach, Roanoke, and Richmond. Employers may have included in their school count schools with which they

conducted video interviews.
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A plurality of responding employers partici-
pated in no job fairs. Just over two-thirds of
employers participated in the same number of
job fairs in 2001 and 2002.

o About three-quarters of firms of 50 or fewer
attorneys and 45% of firms of 51-100 attor-
neys did not participate in any job fairs.
Likewise, the majority of small offices, re-
gardless of firm size, participated in no job
fairs.

o The majority of small firms and small offices
participated in the same number of job fairs
in 2001 and 2002. Over half of the largest
firms of 501 or more attorneys likewise par-
ticipated in the same number of job fairs, and
about one-quarter participated in more.

e On a regional basis, firms in the Northeast
and Mid-Atlantic region were most likely to
participate in job fairs, with 72% and 67%,
respectively, doing so. Firms in these two
regions were also most likely to participate in
two or more job fairs—52% and 42%, respec-
tively. The Northeast also had the highest
percentage by far of firms reporting an in-
crease in the number of job fairs in which
they participated (22%).

e Again, regional norms are not necessarily
indicative of activity within a given city. For
example, all firms reporting from Boston
participated in two or more job fairs, whereas
for the region as a whole, the figure was just
over half. Likewise, 70-80% of firms in Phila-

delphia, Dallas, and Chicago participated in
two or more job fairs, rates about twice those
their respective regions as a whole. In con-
trast, many offices in Connecticut (57%), Bal-
timore (60%), and Pittsburgh (80%)
participated in no job fairs; for the Northeast
and Mid-Atlantic regions as a whole, 28% and
33% of firms, respectively, did not participate
in any job fairs.

Firms in Dallas were most likely to partici-
pate in more job fairs in 2002 compared with
2001. All, or nearly all, of firms reporting
from Connecticut, Toronto, Pittsburgh, Ala-
bama, Miami, Virginia, Detroit, and Omaha,
did not change their level of participation.

Fall 2002 Job Fair Participation and Comparison with Fall 2001,
As Reported by Employers — By Type and Size

(in percentages)
NUMBER OF JOB FAIRS/CONSORTIA COMPARED T0 2001
FALL 2002 JOB FAIR PARTICIPATION
Number of
Offices
None One Two or More Increased Decreased Stayed the Same
Total — All Employers..............c.ccccceenee. 505 40.7% 22.4% 36.9% 16.3% 15.6% 68.1%
Firms of 50 or fewer attorneys...........cccccceeveeeeen. 84 75.0 11.9 13.1 4.9 7.3 87.8
Offices of 25 or fewer attorneys ..................... 17 824 5.9 11.8 6.3 6.3 87.5
Offices of 26-50 attorneys..........cccceeveereenee. 40 70.0 17.5 12,5 5.0 7.5 87.5
Firms of 51-100 attorneys ..........c.ccceevvevvieieeninnn. 74 44.6 27.0 28.4 11.1 12,5 76.4
Offices of 26-50 attorneys...........ccoceeeeveeneene 7 42.9 14.3 42.9 0.0 16.7 83.3
Offices of 51-100 attorneys...........ccceeeerueennee. 30 23.3 33.3 43.3 20.0 10.0 70.0
Firms of 101-250 attorneys .........c.cccccevvivenienienns 123 341 30.9 35.0 15.6 14.8 69.7
Offices of 25 or fewer attorneys ..................... 11 63.6 36.4 0.0 18.2 0.0 81.8
Offices of 26-50 attorneys..........cccceeeveennenne. 8 87.5 12.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0
Offices of 51-100 attorneys..........c.cccceevvereene 17 29.4 353 35.3 23.5 29.4 471
Offices of 101 or more attorneys.................... 44 25.0 29.5 45.5 18.2 15.9 65.9
Firms of 251-500 attorneys ...........ccccccvvvvvenenienns 89 28.1 19.1 52.8 18.8 18.8 62.4
Offices of 25 or fewer attorneys ..................... 6 66.7 16.7 16.7 0.0 0.0 100.0
Offices of 26-50 attorneys.........ccccceeeveernenne. 15 80.0 20.0 0.0 0.0 154 84.6
Offices of 51-100 attorneys.........c.cccceeereennne. 15 20.0 26.7 53.3 28.6 214 50.0
Offices of 101 or more attorneys.................... 30 10.0 26.7 63.3 13.3 26.7 60.0
Firms of 501 or more attorneys .........ccc.ccceeeeeen. 118 34.2 22.2 43.6 23.9 21.2 54.9
Offices of 25 or fewer attorneys ..................... 12 75.0 16.7 8.3 0.0 27.3 72.7
Offices of 26-50 attorneys..........cccceeveereenee. 16 50.0 31.3 18.8 31.3 25.0 43.8
Offices 0f 51-100.......ccevereerrrieereceeeeeen 34 394 242 36.4 25.0 12,5 62.5
Offices of 101 or more attorneys.................... 42 16.7 19.0 64.3 26.8 24.4 48.8
Government/Public Interest Employers ............... 13 0.0 15.4 84.6 55.6 22.2 22.2

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:

(a) not all surveys included office size information, or (b) offices which indicated that they recruit for multiple offices are not included in analyses by office
size. The number of offices reporting both 2001 and 2002 information for the comparative analyses is somewhat smaller than the number shown in the
first column. Employers may have included in their school count schools with which they conducted video interviews.
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Fall 2002 Job Fair Participation and Comparison with Fall 2001,

As Reported by Law Firms — By NALP Region and City

(in percentages)

NUMBER OF JOB FAIRS/CONSORTIA FALL 2002

COMPARED T0 2001 JOB FAIR PARTICIPATION

Number of

Offices None One Two or More Increased Decreased Stayed the Same

AIlFirms ..., 492 41.8% 22.6% 35.6% 15.5% 15.5% 69.0%
Northeast...........ccooviiiiiiiii 75 28.0 20.0 52.0 21.9 12.3 65.8
Boston.......ccocoiiiiiii 10 0.0 0.0 100.0 30.0 10.0 60.0
Connecticut ........ccooveveninieiiiiens 7 57.1 14.3 28.6 0.0 14.3 85.7
New York City .... 39 15.4 30.8 53.8 324 10.8 56.8
Toronto .....cccceeviviiiiiiiic e 6 16.7 0.0 83.3 16.7 0.0 83.3
Mid-Atlantic..........cccooiiiiiii 83 32.5 253 42.2 13.4 244 62.2
Baltimore.........ccccoviiiiii 5 60.0 20.0 20.0 20.0 40.0 40.0
Philadelphia..........c.cccocoiiiinininn. 10 0.0 20.0 80.0 30.0 30.0 40.0
Pittsburgh ... 5 80.0 0.0 20.0 0.0 20.0 80.0
Virginia ... 11 54.5 18.2 27.3 9.1 0.0 90.9
Washington, DC area...................... 41 24.4 36.6 39.0 10.0 27.5 62.5
Southeast 108 49.1 21.3 29.6 16.3 7.7 76.0
Alabama 5 60.0 20.0 20.0 0.0 0.0 100.0
Atlanta.........cocooiiiiii 15 26.7 33.3 40.0 13.3 20.0 66.7
Charlotte .......c.coeoeevevieiiiiecies 7 28.6 14.3 571 28.6 0.0 71.4
Dallas .......cccooeiiiiiiiiiiiic i 17 11.8 17.6 70.6 47.1 17.6 35.3
Houston..........cccoeviiiiiii 14 64.3 0.0 35.7 25.0 0.0 75.0
Miami 5 20.0 80.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0
Midwest 108 44.4 21.3 34.3 124 16.2 71.4
ChiCago .....cccvvruiieeniinieii e 25 12.0 16.0 72.0 16.7 16.7 66.7
ColuMDBUS ..o 66.7 222 1.1 0.0 222 77.8
Detroit ......ccoooiiiiiii 10 50.0 40.0 10.0 10.0 10.0 80.0
Kansas City, MO..........ccoovvvevinnencnn 57.1 14.3 28.6 16.7 16.7 66.7
Milwaukee .........c.cooeiiiiiiii 33.3 16.7 50.0 33.3 16.7 50.0
13 38.5 231 38.5 0.0 33.3 66.7
80.0 20.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0
62.5 12.5 25.0 25.0 0.0 75.0
West/Rocky Mtn. .......cccoecveiinieiiiiinnns 118 47.9 24.8 274 15.0 17.7 67.3
Denver........ccooviiiiieiiiii 55.6 222 222 11.1 1.1 77.8
Los Angeles ........ccooeviiiiiiiniienn 33 48.5 242 27.3 121 121 75.8
Orange County, CA ......cccceeriveienne 5 40.0 40.0 20.0 20.0 20.0 60.0
PhoeniX .......ccoooviiniiiiiiici 8 62.5 12.5 25.0 25.0 0.0 75.0
Portland.........cccocoiniiiiii 6 33.3 16.7 50.0 33.3 16.7 50.0
San Francisco ... 13 38.5 38.5 231 10.0 60.0 30.0
San Jose area.........cccceeerveiiinnenns 13 58.3 0.0 417 8.3 25.0 66.7
Seattle......ccceriiii 12 33.3 33.3 33.3 25.0 16.7 58.3

The number of offices reporting both 2001 and 2002 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. The San
Jose area includes offices in Palo Alto, Menlo Park, and Sunnyvale. Orange County includes offices in Costa Mesa, Irvine, and Newport Beach. Virginia
includes offices in Norfolk, Virginia Beach, Roanoke, and Richmond.

©2003 NALP

Perspectives on Fall 2002 Recruiting



Outcomes of Summer Programs and Fall Recruiting

Outcome of Summer Programs

A total of 429 employers reported detailed S1ZE OF PROGRAM oof
(]
information on the outcomes of their 2002 Participants
summer programs and of their 2002 fall re- . Receiving | % of Offers # of
" " Median Average Offers Accepted Offices
cruiting. An additional 25 respondents re-
ported lateral hiring only. All but a few Total ....ccovvvvrn. e 5.0 11 80.9% 74.0% | 401
responses were from law firms; of these law By Number of Attorneys Firmwide
. ) 50 OF fEWET ..o 2.0 3 63.8 76.5 52
firm responses, about 70% were firms of more 50 5 7921 68.2 58
than 100 attorneys, and 30% of respondents 70 9 792 78.8 82
represented firms of 501 or more attorneys. 95 12 75.6 771 78
Again, however, a substantial minority of re- 7.0 16 87.0 71.7 127
spondents, about 17%, were firms of 50 or By Number of Attorneys in Office
fewer attorneys. About one-third of respon- 25 Or feWer......ooeveiieeie e 2.0 2 69.2 80.6 45
dents were from the Northeast and Mid-Atlan- g??go """""""""""""""""""""""""""" 28 g ;gi ;gg g;
tic dreglons dcﬁmbmed' The Sdof‘lthea(ft’ ti‘e Lo L L T 15.5 21 855 736 | 128
Midwest, and the West accounte : or 25%, 22%, By NALP Region and City
and 20% of respondents, respectively. N O 6.0 16 91.9 79.2 62
Boston area .........ccccceeeeeeeiiiiiiie e 8.5 16 95.3 80.5 8
f Greenwich/Stamford, CT ............cc..... 3.0 3 64.7 90.9 5
m Qutcomeso T O o
New York 13.0 24 93.3 78.2 33
Sum mer 2002 Mid-Atlantic ...... 6.0 9 78.3 718 72
Baltimore 4.0 4 81.0 941 5
P NEW JESEY wvvvvveeeeeeeeeseseseeeeeeseeseeeeeee 40 5 78.6 86.4 6
rograms Philadelphia area...........ccccoeiieiiiiieenns 11.0 11 75.3 86.6 8
R di I ted Pittsburgh.........cccoiiiie 5.0 9 83.7 72.2 5
_ nesponding €MpIOyers reportec a com- Washington, DC area........................... 6.5 10 78.0 67.1 38
bined total of 4,233 individuals from the WAIINNGRON oo 5.0 5 84.6 86.4 5
Classes of 2002 and 2003 participating in their SOUNEASE oo 6.0 12 72.3 64.0 93
most recent summer programs, with an aver- Alabama...........cooeueeeeeeereeeieeeeeeeeenens 7.0 9 70.5 61.3 5
age class size of 11. The median class size was Atlanta.........oociiieei 12.0 25 81.3 78.4 10
5. The fact that the average is considerably AUSEIN ... 6.0 8 63.3 48.4 6
above the median, especially in the 1arger Dallas......ooooeueeeiieeeeeeeee e 20.0 25 71.6 60.4 13
firms, indicates the presence of some relativel Houston 8.0 19 763 49.6 o
’ presen e refatively Miami........ 45 6 64.7 68.2 6
large programs. About 81% of participants re- Tampa... 20 3 92.9 69.2 5
ceived an offer for an associate position—com- Midwest ......... 5.0 10 82.8 77.8 92
pared to 84% in 2001 — and 74% of these Chicago 10.0 13 90.5 67.5 22
offers were accepted—compared to 73% in CiNGINNGL ..o 4.0 7 79.4 74.1 5
2001. Figures for 2002 thus represent the sec- In'dia.na .................................................. 2.0 5 77.8 91.4 9
ond consecutive year of decreased class sizes Michigan ........cooooeiiiiii e 7.0 8 73.0 82.6 8
. . Milwaukee 6.5 19 74.5 82.0 8
(from an average of 14 and a median of 8.5 in ; :
2000. and £12 and di 6 Minneapolis area ...........cccoecveriieneennn. 6.0 11 83.8 85.5 7
“0U0, and an average of 12 anc a mecian o Y 10.0 11 82.3 83.9 10
in 2001), decreased offer rates (from about WeSt/ROCKY MOUNAIN ..vvvveoeoooooooroooo 5.0 7 787 77.7 82
90% in 2000 and the late 90's), and increased LOS ANGElES area..........vveveevereeeeereeeenns 6.0 8 825 78.8 15
acceptance rates (from about 66% in 2000 and Orange County, CA.........cocoooveurvereernnnn. 4.0 5 92.6 76.0 6
the late 90’s.) Offer rates in 2002, in fact, were PhoeniX.......cooviiiiiiiii 6.0 10 69.9 76.5 7
similar to what they were after the summer of POriand area ..o, 4.0 5 63.0 70.6 6
1993—about 78% San Francisco area.............ccoceeeeenenene 5.0 7 81.7 78.6 18
' San JOSe ar€a..........ccvvverereerrereerieen. 16.0 19 78.6 73.9 6
o Measured in terms of both the average and Seattlearea ............cccoeeveeeeeeeieeeieeeeenn. 2.0 7 75.0 74.4 8
the median, summer class sizes were Note: Figures reflect participation by students in the Classes of 2002 and 2003 during the summer of 2002.
smaller in the West. Some cities with rela- Some Class of 2003 students may have participated during the prior summer and received a permanent
tively large firms such as NewYork, Atlanta, offer at that time. The number of employers reporting a summer program is shown in the last column.
Dall ds table for havi Information by size of firm reflects law firms only. Average figures are rounded to the nearest whole number.
allas, and San Jose ar'e notable for having Firms indicating that they recruit for multiple offices are excluded from the city figures if the reporting city
summer programs which on average were and its suburban areas account for less than 75% of the firms attorneys. Some city figures include a few
far larger than for their respective region offices in suburban locations. Orange County includes Costa Mesa, Irvine, and Newport Beach. The San
as whole. This was not true of Boston, Jose area includes Menlo Park, Palo Alto, and San Jose. Figures for New Jersey exclude Haddonfield,

which is included in the Philadelphia area.
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Washington, D.C., and Los Angeles,
however, where median class sizes
were 8.5, 10, and 6, respectively.

o Average class sizes increased with firm
size, as did offer rates. Acceptance
rates varied from 68% to 79%, depend-
ing on firm size. Offer rates were high-
estin the Northeast, and in Boston and
New York specifically, and lowest in
the Southeast, particularly in Austin
and Miami.

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 pre-
vious analysis which is based on volumes,
gives equal weight to each office. For ex-
ample, the acceptance rate for a small
firm has equal weight with that of a very
large firm. About one-third each of offices
reported acceptance rates of less than
67%, acceptance rates between 60% and
99.9%, and acceptance rates of 100%. The
median acceptance rate was 80%, but in
the smallest firms it was higher.

e On a regional basis, somewhat more
than 40% of offices in all regions but
the Mid-Atlantic and Southeast re-
ported acceptance rates of 100%.
Firms in the Southeast were also most
likely by far to have reported accep-
tance rates of less than 67%. The me-
dian acceptance rate was also
correspondingly lower, about 69% in
the Southeast. Half or more of the
offices in Alabama, Austin, and
Houston, reported acceptance rates
of less than 67%. Offices in Hartford,
Greenwich/Stamford, Baltimore, In-
diana, Portland, and Seattle are
among those with median acceptance
rates higher than their region as a
whole and higher than other cities in
their region.

©2003 NALP

Acceptance Rates from Summer 2002 Program

(percent of offices in each range of acceptance rates)

ACCEPTANCE RATES Median
Acceptance #of
Less than 67% 67-99.9% 100% Rate Offices
Nationwide ............cccccocennen. 31.0% 31.0% 38.0% 80.0 387
By Number of Attorneys Firmwide
50 Or feWer .....ocveeiieeiiieieiieene 31.9 4.3 63.8 100.0 47
51-100 i 40.4 17.5 42.1 75.0 57
101-250 ... 21.0 34.6 444 90.9 81
251-500 ....ciiiiiiiieee e 28.0 38.7 33.3 81.8 75
BOTH oo 35.0 39.8 25.2 76.5 123
By Number of Attorneys in Office
25 or fewer ......ccceveeiieiiiiiice, 20.0 7.5 72.5 100.0 40
26-50 ... 42.9 17.5 39.7 75.0 63
51100 .. 29.8 26.2 44.0 81.7 84
TOTH e 28.9 53.1 18.0 77.0 128
By NALP Region and City
Northeast.........cccoovirieeiieniiee, 16.3 424 41.3 88.9 92
BOStoN ..o 13.3 53.3 33.3 90.0 15
Hartford ... 0.0 42.9 57.1 100.0 7
New YOrk......coooveiieniiiieieen 20.0 455 34.5 86.4 55
Mid-Atlantic...........ccovveiieiiieeeen 355 255 39.1 83.3 110
Baltimore .........cccocoeiiiiiiiee, 0.0 16.7 83.3 100.0 6
Philadelphia area ..........ccccc...... 235 35.3 41.2 90.9 17
Richmond .......c..ccocoviiiiiieeee. 66.7 33.3 0.0 60.6 6
Washington, DC area................. 46.4 25.0 28.6 71.4 56
Southeast .......cccoeeiiiiiiii 54.4 184 27.2 66.7 125
Atlanta ..o 50.0 375 12.5 68.7 16
AUSEIN . 63.6 18.2 18.2 55.6 11
Dallas .....ccccveevveiriiiiieniieieees 62.5 18.8 18.8 60.0 16
Houston .......cccoeviieeieeeeee 80.0 13.3 6.7 58.8 15
Miami......coooioiiiiiiien 25.0 12,5 62.5 100.0 8
Tampa/St. Petersburg.................. 62.5 12.5 25.0 50.0 8
Midwest .......ccoeviiiiiiieen. 24.0 34.6 41.3 81.8 104
Chicago 32.0 40.0 28.0 74.2 25
Cleveland ........ccccceviiiiiinecnnen. 28.6 42.9 28.6 80.0 7
Columbus.... 20.0 20.0 60.0 100.0 5
Indianapolis ..........cccceereerieeninnns 40.0 20.0 40.0 824 5
Kansas City .......cccceerveeieenennnen. 33.3 50.0 16.7 73.3 6
Milwaukee ...... 11.1 55.6 33.3 84.6 9
Minneapolis 11.1 66.7 22.2 77.8 9
St LOUIS eeeeiieieeieeie e 25.0 25.0 50.0 93.3 8
West/Rocky Mountain.... 27.8 31.6 40.6 80.0 133
Denver area.........ccccceeevveeennen. 16.7 25.0 58.3 100.0 12
Los Angeles area ..........ccccceeeenee 27.6 34.5 37.9 80.0 29
Orange County, CA .. 0.0 30.0 70.0 100.0 10
PhoeniX .......cccoeviieeiiiceieeee, 20.0 60.0 20.0 90.0 5
Portland area...........ccoceevveeenee. 429 14.3 429 75.0 7
San Diego .......... 20.0 60.0 20.0 86.7
San Francisco 40.0 20.0 40.0 76.0 20
Seattle area........ccoceveeeieiieeennn 37.5 25.0 37.5 77.0 16
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m Hiring for Summer 2003

A total of 384 employers reported issu-
ing an average of 60 callback invitations
each to second-year students, or a total of
23,141 callback invitations. The median
figure was smaller, 33, again indicating
that some employers issued a large number
of callback invitations. The average num-
ber of invitations was highest in the North-
east—over twice the average for the
Mid-Atlantic region and over three times
the average in the Southeast and West.
Nationwide, over three-quarters of these
callback invitations were accepted. Accep-
tance rates were somewhat lower in the
Northeast compared with other regions.
The level of activity is similar to that of
2001, when the average and median num-
ber of callback invitations were 60 and 33,
respectively. Both 2002 and 2001, however,
are in contrast to an average of 95 and a
median of 55 in 2000, suggesting consider-
able moderation in recruiting in fall 2001
that carried over into 2002.

e About half of callback interviews re-
sulted in an offer, with employers aver-
aging 23 offers each. The median
number of offers was 11. The percent-
age of callback interviews resulting in
an offer was considerably lower in firms
of 100 attorneys or less, and somewhat
higher in the largest firms. These per-
centages were also somewhat lower in
the Mid-Atlantic region and somewhat
higher in the Southeast. Employers in
the Southeast, Midwest, and West made
the fewest offers, with medians of 7, 9
and 10.5, respectively, and averages of
18, 19, and 16, respectively. This com-

pares with figures about three times
higher in the Northeast. It is also worth
noting that the offer rate of 50% is simi-
lar to that for fall 2001, but a decline
from about 63% in 2000.

Some cities departed from their re-
gional norm with respect to offers
made. For example, firms in Washing-
ton, D.C., Chicago, and Phoenix re-
ported relatively high offer rates
compared to their regions as a whole,
whereas the opposite was true of Hart-
ford, Baltimore, Philadelphia, New Jer-
sey, Miami, and Missouri. Offer rates
were highest in Atlanta, Austin, Dallas,
and Houston, about two-thirds, com-
pared with rates of 30% or less in Hart-
ford, Greenwich/Stamford, and Miami.

Overall, just over one-third of offers
were accepted, a figure that trends with
recent years. A larger percentage of of-
fers from firms in the Southeast were
accepted — 47.2% — while accep-
tance rates were lower in the Northeast
— 27.5%. Acceptance rates were high-
est at firms of 50 or fewer attorneys and
at offices of 50 or fewer attorneys.

At the city level, acceptance rates were
lowest at firms in New York and the San
Jose area, where about one-quarter of
offers were accepted. Acceptance rates
were highest in Greenwich/Stamford,
Baltimore, Miami, and Missouri, where
half or more of offers were accepted,
followed by Pittsburgh, Houston,
Tampa, and Indiana, where close to half
of offers were accepted.

Perspectives on Fall 2002 Recruiting
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Outcomes of Callback Invitations to and Interviews of
Class of 2004 Students for Summer 2003 Positions

NUMBER OF CALLBACK INVITATIONS | % of Callback % of Callback NUMBER OF OFFERS EXTENDED
Invitations Invitations % of Offers #of
Median hverage Accepted Resulting in Median hverage Accepted Offices
Offer
Nationwide ..............c.cccceein 33.0 60 78.5% 49.8% 11.0 23 35.1% 398
By Number of Attorneys Firmwide
50 or fewer......cccceeveiveeiiineniennn 9.0 11 87.0 36.9 3.0 3 61.2 50
51-100 oo 24.0 28 84.0 36.1 7.0 9 444 58
101-250 ... 41.0 52 80.8 43.2 15.0 18 36.4 81
251-500 ... 34.0 63 771 50.0 12.0 24 36.7 82
50T+ i 52.0 96 771 55.0 19.0 41 32.1 125
By Number of Attorneys in Office
25 0r feWer......eovueiiiiiicieie 8.0 10 83.9 42.9 3.0 3 41.7 47
26-50 ....... 16.0 18 79.7 429 5.0 6 42.7 73
51-100 37.0 43 79.2 40.7 11.0 14 375 82
TOTH e 89.0 124 77.4 54.3 33.0 52 32.2 127
By NALP Region and City
Northeast ........cccccoveeviiniiii 55.0 131 71.9 49.0 19.5 46 27.5 64
Boston area ........coceeeeeiieeinnne 137.0 144 77.3 43.9 43.0 49 345 8
Greenwich/Stamford, CT ........... 20.0 23 69.8 19.8 3.0 3 50.0 5
Hartford.......cccoooveiieiiieeeee 34.0 33 89.2 291 10.0 9 40.0 7
NEW YOrK .....ccevverieeiiieiieiecene 123.0 200 69.7 52.8 32.0 74 25.2 33
Mid-Atlantic ...........ccceeeeeveeire 41.0 60 81.5 459 14.0 22 334 66
Baltimore .........cccooiiiiiiii 30.0 28 95.0 32.1 5.0 9 51.2 5
New Jersey ........ccoevvvveneenecenn 39.0 43 82.6 34.7 9.5 12 33.8 6
Philadelphia area....................... 97.0 85 79.8 33.2 24.0 22 411 9
Pittsburgh.........cccooveiiiniin 38.0 45 88.3 46.7 14.0 18 48.9 5
Washington, DC area. ................ 56.5 73 80.4 52.7 23.5 31 28.5 32
Southeast........cocceeveeiiiiiiiice 19.0 39 82.5 57.5 7.0 18 47.2 96
Atlanta .......cccoeeveiieeeeeee 91.0 102 86.4 62.6 50.0 55 421 9
AUSHIN ... 11.5 15 79.3 63.0 6.5 8 435 6
Dallas.......cccooeerveenieiiieicecene 77.0 88 75.4 64.5 32.0 43 45.9 13
Houston .........cccceeiiiiiiiiie 50.0 53 82.4 63.4 15.5 27 48.3 10
Miami....oooviiiiie 16.0 20 80.4 304 3.5 5 50.0 8
TampPa....coooeieieieeeee e 14.0 20 92.0 40.2 7.0 7 48.6 5
Midwest...... 29.0 45 83.2 49.3 9.0 19 38.2 90
Chicago ... 57.0 84 82.5 55.9 23.0 38 31.9 22
Indiana..... 9.0 19 88.0 371 4.0 6 49.0 8
Michigan .. 26.5 32 87.3 43.6 8.5 12 42.7 8
Milwaukee.............. 50.0 88 741 51.1 15.0 33 36.3 7
Minneapolis area ...........c...cc...... 28.0 37 84.2 53.2 15.0 18 30.4 7
MiSSOUN ....ooveiiiiiiiiiiieeiee 31.0 41 90.4 35.0 10.0 13 57.4 11
West/Rocky Mountain ............cc....... 27.0 42 81.7 48.5 10.5 16 33.9 82
Los Angeles area...........c.coceee. 37.0 61 79.0 51.4 15.0 24 31.9 15
Orange County, CA..........cce.... 19.0 22 85.4 47.7 9.0 9 415 6
PhoENiX......cccveeiieiieiiieeiieeeeene 34.0 41 93.0 55.3 15.0 21 44.8 6
San Francisco area.................... 31.5 42 81.9 451 12.5 16 31.1 18
San Jose area ........cccceveeenenn 45.5 86 75.2 51.1 20.0 33 26.8 8
Seattle area ..........ccooeeeeeiennne 14.5 22 93.1 48.0 25 10 35.1 10

Note: Figures for callback invitations and outcomes are based on 384 employers issuing a total of 23,141 callback invitations and do not include 16

offices which did not report the number of callbacks and interviews. Figures for offers and offer outcomes are based on 398 employers making a total of

9,166 offers. An additional 49 offices, or about 11% of all survey respondents, reported that they did not recruit second-year students. Median and
average offer figures are based on all 398 employers who 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. Firms indicating that they recruit for multiple offices are excluded from the city figures if
the reporting city and its suburban areas account for less than 75% of the firms attorneys. Some city figures include a few offices in suburban locations.

Orange County includes Costa Mesa, Irvine, and Newport Beach. The San Jose area includes Menlo Park, Palo Alto, and San Jose. Figures for New
Jersey exclude Haddonfield, which is included in the Philadelphia area.
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Grouping offices according to their

individual acceptance rates, about one-
third each of offices reported accep-
tance rates of less than 33%, 27% of
offices reported acceptance rates be-
tween 33% and 49.9%, and 40% re-
ported acceptance rates of 50% or more.
The median acceptance rate was about
41%.

14

Small offices and firms more fre-
quently reported acceptance rates in
excess of 50%, as did offices in the
Southeast. At the city level, median
acceptance rates and the percent of
offices reporting acceptance rates of
more than 50% were highest in Bal-
timore, Indiana, Missouri, and Seat-
tle. In contrast, three-quarters of
offices in New York reported accep-
tance rates of less than 33%, as did
over half of offices in Washington,
D.C., Chicago, and Minneapolis.

Acceptance Rates for Summer 2003 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
Nationwide...............c.ccoeeeen. 32.7% 27.4% 39.8% 41.3 394
By Number of Attorneys Firmwide
50 Or feWer .....coeecveeeeiiieeiieeene 8.3 10.4 81.3 66.7 48
51100 19.0 32.8 48.3 44.9 58
101-250....c i 35.8 32.1 321 40.0 81
251-500 ..o 26.3 33.8 40.0 42.7 80
51.2 248 24.0 32.1 125
By Number of Attorneys in Office
25 or fewer .....cccooveeviieceieen, 33.3 20.0 46.7 40.0 45
26-50 ...t 254 225 52.1 50.0 71
51100 28.0 32.9 39.0 40.0 82
TOTH e 48.4 34.4 17.2 33.3 128
By NALP Region and City
Northeast........ccocoveiiiiieieee 54.0 19.0 27.0 30.8 63
Boston area...........ccccocieneennn. 375 37.5 25.0 37.3 8
Hartford ..o 28.6 14.3 571 50.0 7
NS (o] o 75.8 21.2 3.0 24.6 33
Mid-Atlantic..........coeveeeriiienennnn 37.3 26.9 35.8 35.7 67
Baltimore.........ccccevivveciiiienne 20.0 20.0 60.0 60.0 5
New Jersey ... 33.3 33.3 33.3 42.2 6
Philadelphia area .... 33.3 222 44 .4 42.6 9
Pittsburgh ..........c........ 20.0 20.0 60.0 50.0 5
Washington, DC area............... 56.3 25.0 18.8 28.9 32
Southeast ........cccooeviieiiiiiceiee 18.9 26.3 54.7 50.0 95
Atlanta........coooviiiiins 33.3 44.4 222 44.4 9
AUSEIN (e 16.7 33.3 50.0 47.2 6
Dallas.......cccccevivieiiiieiieene 15.4 30.8 53.8 50.0 13
Houston........cccoeveeiiniiiiiiiee 20.0 60.0 20.0 43.5 10
Miami .o 12.5 12.5 75.0 50.0 8
TamPa ..o 40.0 0.0 60.0 52.9 5
MidWest .....cooveriiiriiiee 28.4 27.3 44.3 43.7 88
Chicago.....cocvrvveeniieeeeeee, 54.5 36.4 9.1 31.1 22
Indiana ......ccoeveieiieeeeee 25.0 0.0 75.0 70.3 8
Michigan........cccoceviniieicninnens 125 50.0 37.5 41.0 8
Milwaukee ............ 14.3 71.4 14.3 34.4 7
Minneapolis area............cccc..... 57.1 28.6 14.3 28.0 7
MiISSOUR.....ccviiiiiieiiiiciiriene 18.2 9.1 72.7 63.6 11
West/Rocky Mountain.................... 33.3 35.8 30.9 36.4 81
Los Angeles area..................... 46.7 46.7 6.7 34.9 15
Orange County, CA .................. 33.3 0.0 66.7 53.6 6
PhoeniX .......cccooviieeiiiiieiiiieene 0.0 83.3 16.7 39.6 6
San Francisco area................... 50.0 33.3 16.7 30.0 18
San Jose area..........cccoeevrueen. 50.0 50.0 0.0 31.7 8
Seattle area.........cccceeeennn 222 22.2 55.6 66.7 9
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m Third-Year Hiring

Recruiting of third-year students not
previously employed by the employer was
reported by 154 employers, or just 25% of
survey respondents. The median number
of callback invitations was 4.5, and the
average was 7. Compared with fall 2001,
the level of activity was diminished not so
much with respect to the volume of inter-
views per employer, but rather in terms of
how widespread third-year interviewing
was. About 43% of respondents the prior
year reported interviewing third-year stu-
dents. For fall 2000, about 33% of respon-
dents reported third-year recruiting, and
among those that did recruit, the level of
activity was much higher, with the median
and average number of callbacks about
twice as high — 8 and 17, respectively.

By either measure, the level of activity
was highest by far in the Northeast, with a
median of 5 and an average of 10 call-
backs. Among cities, New York, not sur-
prisingly, and Chicago reported the
greatest volume. About 90% of these call-
back invitations were accepted, a figure
that varied some, but not a great deal, by
size and region.

e About 30% of interviews resulted in an
offer, with a median of 1 and an aver-
age of 2 offers made, as was the case
for fall 2001. By comparison, the me-
dian and average number of offers was
about three times greater for fall 2000,
at3 and 7, respectively. Offer rates were
lowest in the smallest firms and in the
Northeast. For example, about 34% of
interviews conducted by firms of more
than 500 attorneys resulted in an offer,
compared with a figure of 25% in firms
of 50 or fewer attorneys. The figure of
about 22% in the Northeast contrasts
with 38% in the West. Offer rates were
highest by far in Chicago and Los An-
geles, followed by Houston. Offer rates
were lowest in Hartford.

o About 59% of offers made to third-year
students were accepted. On a regional
basis, the acceptance rate was consid-
erably higher than average in the West
and lower in the Northeast. For indi-
vidual cities, acceptance rates ranged
from about 37% in Houston and San
Francisco, to 100%, or nearly all, in
Hartford and Los Angeles.

©2003 NALP

Outcomes of Callback Invitations to and Interviews of

Class of 2003 Students for Associate Positions

NUMBER OF CALLBACK % of NUMBER OF
INVITATIONS % of Callback OFFERS
Callback | Invitations EXTENDED % of
Invitations | Resulting Offers #of
Median | Average | Accepted | inOffer | Median | Average | Accepted | Offices
Nationwide.................... 4.5 7 90.3% | 30.3% 1.0 2 58.7% | 154
By Number of Attorneys
Firmwide
50 or fewer 6.0 7 94.0 246 1.0 1 76.3 26
51-100 ..o 4.0 6 96.6 32.1 1.0 2 69.4 21
101-250 ..o 4.0 8 88.0 27.7 1.0 2 48.4 33
251-500 ..o 3.0 5 90.3 30.4 1.0 1 52.9 23
50T+ e 5.0 7 88.3 34.0 1.0 2 56.3 50
By Number of Attorneys
in Office
25 or fewer.... 3.0 3 95.0 23.7 1.0 1 90.0 13
26-50 ... 2.0 4 96.3 28.2 1.0 1 54.2 22
51-100 c.ciiiiieienieeeeee 2.0 6 90.1 324 1.0 2 65.9 27
101+ e 6.0 9 87.5 325 1.5 2 53.3 62
By NALP Region and City
Northeast 5.0 10 91.8 22.2 1.0 2 47.2 36
Hartford 3.0 4 90.0 111 0.0 0 100.0 5
New YorK.......cccoevvenennns 6.0 11 91.7 27.8 1.5 3 47.4 20
Mid-Atlantic...........cccccnenen. 5.0 7 85.9 29.9 1.0 2 58.0 28
Washington, DC area........ 3.5 5 86.2 30.4 1.0 1 44 .4 13
Southeast ........ccccevveienene. 4.5 5 90.6 35.4 1.0 1 51.4 24
Houston .......c.cccoeveeniinienns 4.0 5 94.4 41.2 1.0 2 37.5 5
Midwest .......ccceeviniiiiiien. 3.0 6 91.8 35.6 1.0 2 64.3 35
Chicago ....c.ccevvvreieenienienns 8.0 11 77.8 51.0 2.0 4 57.7
Indiana........cccoeeeeniniincns 3.5 5 100.0 30.0 1.0 1 57.1
West/Rocky Mountain......... 4.0 6 90.0 38.2 1.0 2 71.4 31
Los Angeles area.............. 5.0 5 91.9 52.9 1.0 3 77.8
San Francisco area .......... 1.5 6 86.4 211 0.5 1 37.5

Note: Figures for callback invitations and outcomes are based on 146 employers issuing a total of 1,008

callback invitations and do not include 8 offices which did not report the number of callbacks and inter-

views. Figures for offers and offer outcomes are based on 154 employers making a total of 283 offers. An

additional 335 offices, or about 74% of all survey respondents, reported that they did not recruit third-year

students. Median and average offer figures are based on all 154 employers who recruited third-year

students, even though some ultimately made no offers as a result of callback invitations. The number of

offices reporting interviewing third-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. Firms indicating that they

recruit for multiple offices are excluded from the city figures if the reporting city and its suburban areas

account for less than 75% of the firms attorneys. Some city figures include a few offices in suburban

locations. Orange County includes Costa Mesa, Irvine, and Newport Beach. The San Jose area includes

Menlo Park, Palo Alto, and San Jose. Figures for New Jersey exclude Haddonfield, which is included in

the Philadelphia area.
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About one-quarter of offices reported acceptance rates of less
than 25%, but over 45% reported that their acceptance rate was
100%. Small firms were least likely to report acceptance rates of
less than 25%, and also most likely to report 100% acceptance
rates. The median rate was 75%.

e On a regional basis, the percentage of offices in which the
acceptance rate was 100% ranged from about 25% in the
Southeast to over half in the Midwest and West.

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
Nationwide ...........cccoooviiiiiiiiie 24.6% 29.8% 45.6% 75.0 114
By Number of Attorneys Firmwide
50 OF feWET ..o 10.5 15.8 73.7 100.0 19
51100 oo 0.0 46.2 53.8 100.0 13
101-250 ..o 42.3 11.5 46.2 58.3 26
251-500 ..o 313 313 37.5 50.0 16
B0 T e 25.6 43.6 30.8 50.0 39
By Number of Attorneys in Office
25 or fewer 0.0 12.5 87.5 100.0 8
26-50 ..o 26.7 20.0 53.3 100.0 15
51100 oo 10.0 35.0 55.0 100.0 20
TOTH e 35.3 35.3 29.4 50.0 51
By NALP Region and City
Northeast .........cccoiivieiiiii 40.7 18.5 40.7 50.0 27
NEW YOIK ..o 44 .4 27.8 27.8 45.0 18
Mid-Atlantic .......cccoveeereree e 174 435 39.1 50.0 23
Washington, DC area ..........ccccceeveenieenne. 33.3 33.3 33.3 50.0 9
Southeast.........ccooviiieiinie e 313 43.8 25.0 50.0 16
MIAWEST ... 11.5 30.8 57.7 100.0 26
ChiCagO ..o 16.7 33.3 50.0 86.4 6
West/Rocky Mountain .........c.ccoceeeiniieeniennne 22.7 18.2 59.1 100.0 22
Los Angeles area..........cceeeveeeiiieeniiienene 14.3 28.6 57.1 100.0 7
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