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Executive Summary & Analysis

BY JAMES LEIPOLD, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR

Robust Entry-level Law Firm Recruiting Activity Reflects
Broader Competition for Legal Talent

Industry data indicate that 2021 was another banner year
financially for law firms, the most profitable year for law
firms since before the Great Recession with the strongest
growth in demand for legal services since before the onset of
the COVID-19 pandemic. Following conservative financial
and hiring decisions made at the beginning of the pandemic,
and a post-shutdown surge in legal work, law firms have been
scrambling for talent at both the lateral and entry levels.

As a result, recruiting activity in 2021 was robust, with offer
rates for summer spots reaching their highest mark since
2007 with 73% of all responding law firms reporting that they
made more offers for summer programs in 2022 than they
did for the 2021 summer program. And, while the rate of
growth in early offers slowed, both law schools and law firms
reported a higher number of pre-OCI offers than ever before
with early offers representing 12.3% of all offers for summer
program spots.

Law Schools

Law schools reported more employers on campus in 2021
than in 2020, recruiting 1Ls, 2Ls, and for the first time in a
long time, 3Ls as well. Year over year, 46% of law schools
reported they had more employers “on campus” (in person
or virtually) recruiting Class of 2023 1Ls as compared to
Class of 2022 1Ls, 53% of law schools reported they had more
employers “on campus” (in person or virtually) recruiting
Class of 2023 2Ls as compared to Class of 2022 2Ls, and
55% of law schools reported they had more employers “on
campus” (in person or virtually) recruiting Class of 2022
3Ls as compared to Class of 2021 3Ls. The increased firm
recruiting reported by schools was fairly evenly distributed
across regions and by enrollment size, with the exception
that more law schools in the Northeast reported increased
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3L recruiting activity than in any other region (82% of

the responding law schools in the Northeast reported an
increase in 3L recruiting of more than 10% compared to

the previous year). In addition, law schools with more than
1,000 JD students were the least likely to report increases in
the number of employers recruiting 1Ls (15% of schools),
and schools in the Mid-Atlantic region were the most likely
to report an increase in the number of employers recruiting
2Ls (85% of schools). Law schools also reported a higher
level of post-OCI recruiting compared to any time in the last
five years, with 70% of responding law schools reporting that
they had employers returning post-OCI to seek additional
candidates.

Law Firms

The data from participating law firms reflects similarly
robust recruiting activity. Notably, 73% of law firms reported
making more offers for summer associate positions for
summer 2022 compared to summer 2021. Another marker
of note is the jump in the offer rate for summer programs. In
2021 58% of callback interviews resulted in offers for summer
positions, the highest offer rate measured since 2007 when
the offer rate hit 60%. Not surprisingly, with more offers out
there, the yield on those offers fell by 4 percentage points

to 37%. Summer class size,

==-ems Q=
however, has not grown
—
measurably, with an average - - -_--

summer class of just 12,
compared to 11 in 2020,
and the average summer
class size at the largest
firms remained static, at

14. These data suggest that
(continued on page 6)

2022 NALP




(continued from page 5)

once again class size varied enormously, from some very large
programs to many that were quite small. The median summer
class size was 5, a figure that has been constant since 2018.
For office-specific reports the median was 4 this year. The
overall mode (the most common class size) was 2 (13.5% of
employers reported this class size.) The mode for office-spe-
cific reports was also 2 (15.4% reported this size). Meanwhile,
offer rates coming out of summer programs remain at
historic highs, with employers reporting a summer program
offer rate of 97% in 2021, the same as in 2020, and only one
point off of the historic high of 98% measured in 2019. (In
fact, this year’s figure was only 0.2 percentage points off the
historic high. This year’s actual offer rate was 97.4, compared
to 97.6 in 2018. When rounded, they are a point off, but in
actuality the figures were much closer, and the three years’
worth of data really describe a flat line.)

Similarly, the offer acceptance rate for post-summer offers
reached an all-time high of 89%. Also, significantly, as

1L recruitment continues to heat up, the offer rate to 1Ls
to return for a second summer reached a historic high of

Perspectives on 2021 Law Student Recruiting

93%. And, as noted above, law firms reported making more
pre-OCI offers than ever before — 1,771 in total, representing
12.3% of all summer offers for 2Ls, and those pre-OCI offers
continued to have a higher yield rate, with 43% of pre-OCI
summer offers accepted compared to 37% of summer offers
overall. Finally, 28% of law offices reported that they reached
out to schools to solicit more 2L candidates after the comple-
tion of the school’s OCI program, up from 14% last year.

The perspective from 30,000 feet is that the pandemic

has changed some of the methodologies of the law firm
recruitment process, but it has not dampened any of the
competition. The OCI screening interview process is likely
to remain virtual, or at least partially so, and 2L recruiting is
likely to continue to happen early and fast. For 1Ls, recruiting
is also likely to be robust, particularly for diversity fellow-
ships, and with a little luck, the renewed energy around 3L
recruiting will remain for some time. Tempering that fairly
rosy picture is the inevitable boom and bust cycle of law firm
profitability. This hot talent market will inevitably cool, one
way or another.

© 2022 NALP



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 affected by the economy as a whole, and in the
two most recruiting cycles, by the impacts of the COVID-19
pandemic. While OCI dates for second-year law student
recruiting returned to their normal July/August timeframe
this cycle, interviews remained predominately virtual this
year.

As a service to our members and the legal profession, NALP

annually reports on the level of employer activity on campus,

employer and school participation in job fairs, and the

outcomes of summer programs and recruiting. The first part

of this report details recruitment activity for summer 2022
on campus (both in-person and virtually) and at job fairs,
providing comparisons with the summer 2021 recruiting
cycle from the perspective of both schools and employers.
The second part provides information on summer program
characteristics. The third part of the report provides infor-
mation on the outcomes of summer 2021 programs and of
summer 2022 recruiting for both second-year summer asso-
ciates and entry-level associates not previously employed by
that employer, as well as information related to that process
including:

« timing of responses to offers,
o early OCI activity,

o the extent to which employers returned to campus

(in-person or virtually) post-OCI to solicit additional 2L

candidates and,

o the use of assessment tools in the recruiting process.

NALP Geographic Regions

Finally, this year’s report includes a new fourth section

that provides the full findings from NALP’s Survey for Law
Students Who Interviewed with Law Firms for Summer 2022.
This survey is made available to law schools on a periodic
basis to administer to their second-year students who par-
ticipated in their school’s OCI program to pursue a summer
associate position for the following summer. The survey
covers the full scope of interviewing for a law firm summer
associate position, including factors and resources influ-
encing decision-making about which employers to apply to,
pre-OCI interviewing, considerations weighed in evaluating
multiple offers, and when offers were accepted. Additionally,
this year's survey was the first to gather information about
student perceptions of virtual screening and callback inter-
views and their format preferences.

The findings in this report are based on law school responses
to NALP’s Survey of Law Schools on 2021 Recruiting, on
legal employer responses to the Survey of Legal Employers

on 2021 Recruiting, and on student responses from the
student survey previously mentioned above. 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 recruiting, nor does it include every category of
hires. Hiring of first-year (Class of 2024) students and third-
year (Class of 2022) students for summer 2022 associate
positions are not included. Documentation of summer 2021
program outcomes includes only Class of 2022 graduates,
and not any Class of 2021 graduates who participated in the
summer 2021 program after graduation. Class of 2023 (1L)
participation in the summer 2021 program is reported on
separately from the 2L program in this report.

— Danielle A. Taylor,
NALP Director of Research

Region States Included

o 1 o o e A R
Mid-Atlantic | bc,DE,MD,N,PAVA
Southeast | AL AR, FL, GA KY, LA, MS, NC, OK, SC, TN, TX, W
Midwest | IAILIN,KS, M|, MN, MO, NE,ND, OH,SD, WI
West/Rocky Mountain | AK,AZ, CA, CO, HI, ID, MT, NM, NV, OR, UT, WA, WY

© 2022 NALP
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Table 1. Summer Program Outcomes and Fall Recruiting, 1993-2021
(as reported by firms)

: % % : % of % of

Year Mefjlan Ave.rage Receiving | Accepting Median # | Average # Intervu-:\ws Offers
Size Size Offer Offer of Offers of Offers R.esultlng Accepted
in Offer

2021 5 12 97.4% 88.9% 10 31 57.8% 37.3%
2020 5 11 96.7 87.8 8* 29* 50.0* 41.2*
2019 5 13 97.6 87.5 11 33 51.0 36.5
2018 5 14 96.9 87.5 11 36 53.2 34.9
2017 6 14 95.0 86.1 12 38 51.9 344
2016 6 14 94.6 85.5 11 38 53.3 33.2
2015 6 13 95.3 84.1 12 38 53.8 327
2014 5 12 93.4 84.5 9.5 35 52.1 33.8
2013 5 11 91.6 83.9 8 27 47.0 35.4
2012 5 9 90.2 85.5 8 20 44.2 38.2
2011 5 8 914 85.0 10 22 46.4 371
2010 4 8 87.4 82.7 9 19 40.6 40.4
2009 6 12 69.3 84.5 7 16 36.4 42.8
2008 6 13 89.9 79.7 10 30 46.6 325
2007 6 13 92.8 76.8 15 39 60.0 29.1
2006 6 11 90.8 73.4 15 37 62.7 28.8
2005 6 12 90.6 73.0 16 37 59.6 30.3
2004 5 11 91.0 72.4 13 34 56.8 31.2
2003 5 10 87.0 77.0 11 29 52.9 314
2002 5 11 80.9 74.0 11 23 49.8 35.1
2001 6 12 84.2 72.8 11 26 51.4 34.9
2000 8.5 14 89.7 65.8 22 44 62.6 31.0
1999 8 13 88.9 65.2 21 41 63.8 29.0
1998 9 13 89.0 68.4 26 49 424 28.6
1997 8 12 88.2 60.1 24 40 52.3 30.0
1996 6 10 87.3 63.5 18 31 47.7 32.6
1995 8 11 84.3 64.6 14 30 55.7 323
1994 7 11 83.1 62.4 15 26 53.6 30.1
1993 8 10 77.8 67.0 15 27 48.2 33.0

*Figures for 2020 include recruiting that took place through spring 2021 for summer 2021 programs.

Note: The figures presented in this table provide key measures of second-year summer programs held at law firms in these years and key measures of recruiting for the
second-year summer program for the following summer. These figures have been compiled from NALP’s annual survey of employers on their summer program and fall
recruiting activity. NALP has collected comparable information on this topic since 1993. Figures include a small number of students who spent their 1L summer with the office/
firm and received an offer for an associate position at that time.

Perspectives on 2021 Law Student Recruiting 8 © 2022 NALP



Table 2. Total Number of Second-Years Participating in Summer Programs
and Receiving Offers, 2007-2021

(as reported by firms)
Year Sicr:r:(t;:tlj?errc:tgsr:r‘n i ;feisij\f:ﬁ;ts # of Offices
Associate Offers

2021 5,411 5,268 466

2020 ss74+ | 5,390* 510°

2019 5587 5452 417
7”20187” o 75,17270” o 4962 36%
7”20177” o 75,1754” o 4898 3773”
7”2016” o 75,37172” o 5025 37;'5”
7”20157” o 74,37279” | 4,12”7” 3357
7”20147” o 74,4733” | 4141 36;3”
7”2013;” - 74,57(7)1” o 4121 4167
7”20127” o 72,7769” o 2498 3057
7”20117” o 72,27(730” | 2,067‘75” 2778;7
7”2016” o 71,87871 - 1,64477 2427
7”20097” o 73,77779” o 2620 30%
7”2008”' o 75,071733” | 4523 3774”
7”20077” o 75,37579” o 4974 4257

* Figures for 2020 include both offices that hosted a summer program and those that originally planned to host a summer program, but
canceled it due to the COVID-19 pandemic.

Note: Figures include a small number of students who spent their 1L summer with the office/firm and received an offer for an associate
position at that time.

Perspectives on 2021 Law Student Recruiting 9 © 2022 NALP
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Chart 1. Summer Programs — Median and Average Class Sizes, 1993-2021
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Chart 2. Summer Program Outcomes — Percentage of Summer Associates
Receiving and Accepting Offers, 1993-2021
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Chart 3. Total Number of Second-Years Participating in
Summer Programs and Receiving Offers, 2007-2021

5587 5574
5,359 5,312 5’411

5,268

4,974 5,025 4,898 4,962

4,121 4,141 4,127

1,644
2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021
—o—# of Students in Summer Program —o—# of Students Receiving Associate Offers

Chart 4. Fall Recruiting of 2Ls — Median and Average Number of
2L Offers for Summer Associate Positions, 1993-2021
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Chart 5. Fall Recruiting of 2Ls —
Percentage of Interviews Resulting in Offers to 2Ls and
Percentage of Offers Accepted, 1993-2021
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Law School Perspective

A total of 101 law schools, or approximately half of NALP’s
U.S. law school members, participated in the school survey;
however, some did not answer every question, so individual
table analyses may vary and are generally are based on
somewhat smaller counts.

Because schools do not count employers on a uniform
basis, only percentage changes in employer activity were
measured, and not total figures. Job fair participation is
measured both in terms of percent change and the number
of job fairs reported.

In previous years, the number of employers participating in
fall and spring OCI were reported out separately by schools
within the survey. In last year’s report, due to changes in
the timing of OCI for the 2020-21 recruiting cycle, there
was no differentiation between fall and spring OCI and

all employers were reported in aggregate for the entire
recruiting cycle from fall 2020-spring 2021. Since fall and
spring comparisons between 2020 and 2021 would still not
be comparable this year, recruiting data are broken out by
class year for 1Ls, 2Ls, and 3Ls for the first time in Tables 3
and 4 of the report.

« Approximately 39% of law schools reported a decrease
of more than 10% in the number of employers coming
on campus (either in-person or virtually) to recruit
Class of 2023 1Ls as compared to Class of 2022 1Ls. In
most cases, recruiting for Class of 2023 1Ls occurred in
winter/spring 2021 and recruiting for Class of 2022 1Ls
occurred in winter/spring 2020. About 15% of schools
reported fairly steady numbers with changes of 10%
or less in either direction for 1L recruiting, and 46%
of schools reported an increase of more than 10% in
the number of employers recruiting 1Ls during OCI.
Nearly one-quarter of law schools reported an increase
of more than 50%.

Perspectives on 2021 Law Student Recruiting 14

Some regional differences were evident in 1L recruiting,
with schools in the Northeast and Mid-Atlantic regions
most likely to report a decrease of more than 10% in the
number of employers interviewing on campus and least
likely to report an increase of more than 10%; while
those in the Midwest were the most likely to report an
increase of more than 10%. Further analyses by enroll-
ment size show that smaller schools with enrollment
sizes of 750 or fewer JD students were less likely to
report decreases of more than 10% in the number of
employers recruiting 1Ls, while schools with JD enroll-
ments of more than 1,000 students were most likely to
report decreases of more than 10%. At least half of law
schools in each enrollment size category reported an
increase of more than 10% in the number of employers
recruiting 1Ls, with the exception of law schools
enrolling more than 1,000 JD students (See Table 3.)

Over half (53.1%) of law schools reported an increase
of more than 10% in the number of employers coming
on campus (either in-person or virtually) to recruit
Class of 2023 2Ls as compared to Class of 2022 2Ls. In
most cases, recruiting for Class of 2023 2Ls occurred
in summer/fall 2021 and recruiting for Class of 2022
2Ls occurred in winter/spring 2021. Approximately
16% of schools reported an increase of more than 50%.
About 31% of schools reported fairly steady numbers
with changes of 10% or less in either direction for 2L
recruiting, and 16% of schools reported a decrease of
more than 10% in the
number of employers
recruiting 2Ls during
OCIL.

Regional differences
were also apparent
in 2L recruiting,

with schools in the

(continued on page 15)
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(continued from page 14)

Mid-Atlantic region most likely to report an increase
of more than 10% in the number of employers inter-
viewing on campus and least likely to report a decrease
of more than 10%; while those in the West/Rocky
Mountain region were the most likely to report a
decrease of more than 10%. By enrollment size, smaller
schools with enrollment sizes of fewer than 550 JD
students were most likely to report decreases of more
than 10% in the number of employers recruiting

2Ls, while schools with JD enrollments of 751-1,000
students were most likely to report increases of more
than 10%. At least half of law schools in each enroll-
ment size category reported an increase of more than
10% in the number of employers recruiting 2Ls, with
the exception of law schools enrolling fewer than 550
JD students (See Table 3.)

Similar to 2L recruiting, more than half (55.4%) of
law schools reported an increase of more than 10% in
the number of employers coming on campus (either
in-person or virtually) to recruit Class of 2022 3Ls as
compared to Class of 2021 3Ls. Approximately 28%
of schools reported an increase of more than 50%.
About 20% of schools reported fairly steady numbers
with changes of 10% or less in either direction for

3L recruiting, and one-quarter of schools reported a
decrease of more than 10% in the number of employers
recruiting 3Ls on campus.

As with 1L and 2L recruiting, some regional differences
were also evident in 3L recruiting, with schools in the
Northeast most likely to report an increase of more
than 10% in the number of employers interviewing on
campus and least likely to report a decrease of more
than 10%; while schools in the West/Rocky Mountain
region were the most likely to report a decrease of more
than 10%. By enrollment size, schools with 751-1,000
JD students were most likely to report increases of
more than 10% in the number of employers recruiting
3Ls, while schools with 550-750 JD students were most
likely to report decreases of more than 10%. At least
half of law schools in each enrollment size category
reported an increase of more than 10% in the number
of employers recruiting 3Ls, with the exception of law
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schools enrolling more than 1,000 JD students (See
Table 4.)

Of schools that were able to track early offer activity,
31% reported that there were no early offers to 2Ls for
employment in summer 2022, while 38% reported more
than 5 early offers. The total number of early offers
reported by law schools for summer 2022 positions was
981, up from 937 for summer 2021. Despite the increase
in early offers, at the majority of schools the total
number of pre-OCI offers received was 10 or fewer,
although a handful of schools reported 60 or more

early offers. Some schools were not tracking these data;
and therefore, were unable to report figures. It should
be noted that counts of early offers are not uniformly
robust. (See Table 5.)

In total, 70% of schools reported that OCI employers
returned (in-person or virtually) post-OCI to solicit
additional 2L candidates for summer 2022, up from
50% for the summer 2021 recruiting cycle. Schools in
the Northeast and with enrollments of more than 1,000
JD students were most likely to report return visits. The
overall median number of employers returning was

5, although the median was much higher for schools

in the Northeast (13) and for schools with more than
1,000 JD students (25.5). (See Table 6.)

Nearly half of schools (47%) reported an increase of

5% or more in the number of job opportunities posted
outside of OCI from July 1, 2020-June 30, 2021, as
compared to July 1, 2019-June 30, 2020. Approximately
23% of law schools reported a stable number of job
postings, and 30% reported a decrease of 5% or more

in job opportunities. Schools in the Midwest were most
likely to report an increase of 5% or more, as were small
schools with fewer than 550 JD students

(See Table 7.)

Nearly 60% of schools participated in 5 or more job
fairs (in-person or virtually) and 15% participated in
more than 10. Regional differences continued to persist.
For example, 73% of Southeast law schools participated
in 5 or more job fairs, while schools in the West/Rocky

(continued on page 16)
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Mountain region, by contrast, were most likely to par-
ticipate in fewer than 5 job fairs. None of the schools in
the West/Rocky Mountain region participated in more
than 10 job fairs. By school enrollment size, schools of
550 or fewer JD students were least likely to participate
in 5 or more job fairs.

o More than half (56%) of schools reported no change
in job fair participation from July 1, 2020-June 30,
2021, as it compares to July 1, 2019-June 30, 2020. This
figure was highest among schools in the West/Rocky
Mountain region and for schools with more than 1,000
JD students. By enrollment size, law schools of fewer
than 550 JD students reported the highest percentage of
schools with an increase in job fair participation. (See
Table 8.)

o Schools were also asked to report whether they had any
employers coming to campus (in-person or virtually)
to recruit for JD Advantage jobs from July 1, 2020-June
30, 2021. Overall, 33% of schools reported that they had
employers on campus recruiting for JD Advantage jobs.
Regionally, schools in the Southeast were most likely
to report JD Advantage recruiting, while schools in the
Mid-Atlantic region were least likely to do so. By enroll-
ment size, schools with more than 1,000 JD students
were least likely to report JD Advantage recruiting. For
those schools with employers on campus recruiting for
JD Advantage jobs, 24% reported recruiting of 1Ls, 73%
reported recruiting of 2Ls, and 85% reported recruiting
of 3Ls/4Ls. (See Table 9.)

Comments provided by schools on job opportunities
beyond those specifically counted as OCI or a job posting,
as well as on the recruiting season in general offer some
additional perspective. The following comments, which
may have been edited for clarity or greater anonymity, are
representative of those received.

o “This recruiting season is the busiest I have seen in a long
time. We don't have full stats yet — but many students
are getting jobs, and firms keep contacting us for summer
and post-graduate positions.”

o “It has been a wild ride this year with some big firms
even hiring 2Ls in early November. We also have seen

Perspectives on 2021 Law Student Recruiting 16

more big firms coming back to market for 3Ls and recent
grads.”

“Our 2021 Fall OCI was the largest in memory. Hiring
through Fall OCI was fast and furious. Many interviews
were still conducted remotely. Many employers registered
for in-person OCI and then changed to remote due to

the rise in COVID cases in September. Some employers
tell us they will continue with remote initial interviews
indefinitely due to cost savings and convenience. Most
callback interviews were in-person, but not all. We

are seeing robust hiring in all geographic areas and all
practice areas.”

“We noticed that the firms did a lot of pre-OCI recruiting
in 2020 at T25 schools and many of their summer
associate slots were filled by our OCI in January 2021.
Virtual interviewing disadvantages the regional schools
and gives even more advantage to the T25 when it comes
to Big Law recruiting. We saw this continue in 2021.”

“We definitely heard of employers reaching out to 2Ls
ahead of OCI who they had interviewed as 1Ls but not
extended offers to. These students were called back for
interviews prior to OCI but were not extended offers
prior to OCI as far as we know”.

“Our school requires that students participate in a pro-
fessional development program, which requires students
to go out into the legal community and make personal
connections via attendance at networking events, partici-
pating in pro bono activities, attending legal conferences,
etc. Through the professional development program,
students are making those personal connections and then
being recruited directly by the attorneys and firms they
are meeting.”

“We post public service opportunities in a Public Service
Newsletter, and diversity opportunities in a Diversity
Newsletter. We also do direct outreach to students for
some positions that are not posted on Symplicity or
formally part of OCI. Some firms accept our student
applications for their summer programs through select
resume submissions, outside of the formal OCI process.”

(continued on page 17)
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o “We host a Recent Grads for Hire Program subsequent
to the July bar examination, during which employers
recruit recent graduates for entry-level positions.”

o “Our law school publishes a weekly job leads email for
3Ls and recent graduates that includes job listings not
otherwise posted internally. We also use opt-in email lists
to notify students of opportunities such as judicial clerk-
ships and diversity fellowships that are not posted on the
job board.”

+  “We continue to advertise our OCI and Resume Collect
opportunities to a wide variety of employers, including
those who are not regular users of organized recruiting
programs like small firms and corporate legal depart-
ments. We will continue to take a hybrid approach to
programs such as OCI which allows us to increase stu-
dent's exposure to opportunities in outside regions.”

o “Occasionally we email job opportunities to students
when employers do not want to post, especially if the
employer is looking for a narrow or unique practice area.
We often promote federal and state government employ-
ment opportunities, fellowships, and other jobs not
posted on our system via email and social media.”
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Table 3. Comparison of Employer Activity in 1L and 2L Recruiting for the
Classes of 2022 and 2023, as Reported by Schools

(percent or number of schools in each category)

NALP Region Fall 2021 JD Enrollment

Total | Northeast | M | Southeast| Miawest | Roeky | FEWer | sso7s0 | 751-1,000 | More than
ota ortheast | atlantic | SOU"eas WESE | louctai | than 550 - g 1,000
ountain
Change in Number of Employers on Campus™* Recruiting 1Ls — Class of 2023 as compared to Class of 2022
R e e e e
More than 15.9% 27.3% 30.8% 4.8% 10.5% 16.7% 15.6% 8.3% 23.1% 23.1%
0% i e
Decrease
of 10.1%— 23.2 27.3 23.1 33.3 10.5 22.2 18.8 25.0 15.4 38.5
300%
Change of 14.6 9.1 77 14.3 21.1 16.7 15.6 12,5 7.7 23.1
10% or Less
T e e e e
of 10.1%— 22.0 27.3 7.7 23.8 26.3 22.2 21.9 33.3 15.4 7.7
D00% i
Increase of
More than 24.4 9.1 30.8 23.8 31.6 22.2 28.1 20.8 38.5 7.7
0%
# of Schools | g5 11 13 21 19 18 32 24 13 13
Reporting
Change in Number of Employers on Campus* Recruiting 2Ls — Class of 2023 as compared to Class of 2022
e e e e
More than 16.3 111 7.7 17.4 13.0 28.6 20.6 16.7 111 12.5
0% i
Change of 30.6 333 77 30.4 304 42.9 412 30.0 1.1 313
10% or Less
T B e e
of 10.1%— 18.4 16.7 30.8 17.4 21.7 9.5 14.7 13.3 33.3 18.8
230%
Increase
of 25.1%— 18.4 11.1 46.2 17.4 13.0 14.3 11.8 20.0 33.3 12.5
D00% e
Increase of
More than 16.3 27.8 7.7 17.4 21.7 4.8 11.8 20.0 111 25.0
0% )
FoSenools | gg 18 13 23 23 21 34 30 18 16
eporting
* Includes employers interviewing either in-person or virtually.
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Table 4. Comparison of Employer Activity in 3L Recruiting for the
Classes of 2021 and 2022, as Reported by Schools

(percent or number of schools in each category)

NALP Region Fall 2021 JD Enrollment

ORI S ;T PN I o Fewer | 550 750 | 751-1,000 | MOre than
Atlantic Mount;’in than 550 ; 1,000

Decrease of

More than 245% | 11.8% | 154% | 26.1% | 28.6% | 350% | 25.0% | 27.6% | 17.6% | 25.0%
10%

Change of 20.2 5.9 46.2 13.0 23.8 20.0 18.8 17.2 17.6 31.3
10% orLess | = R
Increase of

1017 25.00% | 149 235 7.7 21.7 4.8 15.0 25.0 6.9 11.8 12.5
Increase of

o5 100 80.0% | 128 17.6 7.7 13.0 19.0 5.0 6.3 241 11.8 6.3
Increase of

More than 27.7 412 23.1 26.1 23.8 25.0 25.0 24.1 41.2 25.0
50%

#of Schools | o, 17 13 23 21 20 32 29 17 16

Reporting

* Includes employers interviewing either in-person or virtually.
Note: For schools with part-time programs, these figures also include any 4L recruiting.
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Table 5. Fall 2021 Recruiting Cycle Early Offer Activity, As Reported by Schools

NALP Region Fall 2021 JD Enrollment

Mid- West/ Fewer More
Total Northeast Atlanti Southeast | Midwest Rocky 550-750 | 751-1,000 than
antic M . than 550
ountain 1,000
% of Schools
Reporting 31.2% 6.7% 27.3% 44.4% 36.8% 35.7% 46.7% 28.6% 23.5% 0.0%
None
% of Schools
Reporting 7.8 6.7 18.2 5.6 5.3 71 13.3 0.0 11.8 0.0
One
0,
% of Schools | 4, 26.7 27.3 11.1 26.3 28.6 33.3 19.1 11.8 222
Reporting 2-5
% of Schools
Reporting 37.7 60.0 27.3 38.9 31.6 28.6 6.7 52.4 52.9 77.8
More than 5
Cumulative
# of Early 981 269 208 173 237 94 65 290 345 281
Offers
Reported
Range of
Early Offers | 4 125 | 4-85 | 1-122 | 1-61 1-79 | 1-41 1-25 | 2-61 1-79 | 3-122
Reported per
School*
Number of
Schools 77 15 11 18 19 14 30 21 17 9
Reporting

* For schools reporting at least 1 early offer.

Note: Early offers are offers received by 2Ls prior to the start of the official OCI program, but do not include offers from employers with whom students were employed during
their 1L summer. Figures exclude schools that did not report early offer numbers or noted that this information is not collected.
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Table 6. Employers Returning Post-OCl to Seek Additional Candidates,
as Reported by Schools — Fall 2021 Recruiting Cycle

NALP Region Fall 2021 JD Enrollment

Employers Mid- . West) Fewer 751- More than
Returning Total Northeast Atlantic Southeast | Midwest Rocky_ than 550 550-750 1,000 1,000
Post-OClI Mountain

% of

Schools

Reporting 70.0% 88.9% 76.9% 58.3% 56.5% 77.3% 52.8% 74.2% 83.3% 86.7%
Post-OCI

Visits o

Median 5 13 4 5 2 5 3 6.5 5 25.5
Number

Average 16 21 14 11 12 19 3 19 13 34
Number

Note: A total of 100 schools answered the question about return visits. Of the 70 schools reporting that employers returned post-OCl, 68 reported the number of employers
with a median of 5 and an average of 16. Averages are rounded to the nearest whole number.

Table 7. Comparison of the Number of Job Opportunities
Posted Outside of OCl in 2020/21 with 2019/20

(percent in each category)

NALP Region Fall 2021 JD Enrollment

. West/

humber of Job | fotal | Northeast | ,fo | Southeast| Midwest = Rocky | FWer!"" | s50-750 | 751-1,000 | MOrS than

ostings Atlantic . 550 1,000

Mountain

Decrease of
More than 7.5% 5.9% 16.7% 13.0% 0.0% 5.6% 8.8% 7.4% 6.3% 6.3%
25% o
Decrease of
5%-25% 22.6 35.3 16.7 13.0 26.1 22.2 14.7 22.2 43.8 18.8
C'héhge of ..........................
Less than 22.6 35.3 8.3 304 13.0 22.2 11.8 25.9 18.8 43.8
5%
Increase of
5%—25% 29.0 23.5 33.3 21.7 39.1 27.8 35.3 25.9 25.0 25.0
i ﬁéféase of .........................
More than 18.3 0.0 25.0 21.7 21.7 22.2 294 18.5 6.3 6.3
25%
Number of
Schools 93 17 12 23 23 18 34 27.0 16.0 16.0
Reporting

Note: Figures include opportunities advertised outside of OCI, such as job postings, resume collect, etc. Data are reported from July 1-June 30 of each year (e.g., July 1,
2020-June 30, 2021).
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Table 8.2020/21 Job Fair Participation, as Reported by Schools

(percent or number of schools in each category)

NALP Region Fall 2021 JD Enroliment

Mid- West/ | cower than More than
Total Northeast . Southeast | Midwest Rocky 550-750 | 751-1,000
Atlantic Mountain 550 1,000

Number of Job Fairs or Consortia Programs Students Participated In*

Less than 5 40.2% | 47.1% 35.7% 27.3% 40.0% 52.6% 51.5% 33.3% 33.3% 35.7%

5-10 446 | 412 42.9 455 45.0 47.4 455 44.4 44.4 42.9
More than 10 | 15.2 18 214 273 15.0 0.0 3.0 22.2 22.2 21.4
#of Schools | o, 17 14 22 20 19 32 27 18 14
Reporting

Decrease 17.6 0.0 28.6 28.6 20.0 10.5 15.6 259 1.1 14.3
‘NoChange | 560 | 647 | 357 47.6 450 | 842 | 469 | 556 61.1 71.4
Increase 264 | 353 35.7 23.8 35.0 5.3 375 18.5 278 14.3
ﬁg;frfi:‘éo's | o 17 14 21 20 19 32 27 18 14

*Includes in-person or virtual job fair participation.
Note: Data are reported from July 1-June 30 of each year (e.g., July 1, 2020-June 30, 2021).

Table 9.2020/21 )D Advantage Recruiting, as Reported by Schools

(percent or number of schools in each category)

NALP Region Fall 2021 JD Enrollment

. West/
Mid- . Fewer than More than
Total Northeast Atlantic Southeast | Midwest MROCky' 550 550-750 | 751-1,000 1,000
ountain
% of Schools
Reporting
On-Campus | o570 | 5789, | 719% | 458% @ 39.1% | 31.8% | 30.6% | 38.7% | 33.3% | 25.0%
Recruiting for
JD Advantage
Jobs
Number of
Schools 101 18 14 24 23 22 36 31 18 16
Reporting

Note: Figures include any JD Advantage recruiting that occurred on campus (in-person or virtually) between July 1, 2020-June 30, 2021. For the 33 schools that reported
JD Advantage recruiting, 24.2% reported 1L recruiting, 72.7% reported 2L recruiting, and 84.9% reported 3L/4L recruiting.
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A total of 381 employers, mostly law firms, provided infor-
mation on recruiting activity. Nearly 86% of responses
were from firms of more than 250 lawyers. Nationwide,
the median number of schools at which employers
recruited was 7, up from 6 in the previous recruiting cycle.
Employers were much more likely to report an increase in
the number of schools at which they recruited (46%) than
they were to report a decrease in the number of schools
(16%). Nearly 38% of employers reported no change in the
number of schools. (See Tables 10-11.)

o By firm size, medians ranged from 5 schools at firms
of 101-250 lawyers to 8 schools at firms of 251-500
lawyers. For smaller offices, regardless of overall firm
size, the median was typically 4 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; therefore, 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 may split
up the school visits, with each office responsible for
visiting a few schools, but interviewing on behalf of
multiple, or all offices, again resulting in lower numbers
per office. In other firms, all visits are done by a single
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 nationwide.

» Offices in firms of 100 or fewer lawyers were most likely
to have made no change to their school numbers (50%)
and offices in firms of more than 251-500 lawyers and
501-700 lawyers were most likely to report an increase
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Employer Perspective

in their school numbers (51%). Only 8% of offices in
firms of 501-700 lawyers decreased their number of
schools visited.

On a regional basis, the median number of schools
ranged from 4 in the Southeast to 8 in the Northeast.
Employers in the Northeast were also the most likely
to interview at 9 or more schools (49%), followed by
employers in the Mid-Atlantic region (38%). The per-
centage of offices by region increasing the number
of schools visited ranged from 33% in the Northeast
to 58% in the Southeast and Midwest. Offices in the
Northeast and Mid-Atlantic regions were the most
likely to report no change in the number of schools
visited.

Regional averages are not necessarily indicative of
activity on the part of employers in a given city or
state within that region. For example, offices in Boston
and San Diego were more likely to have decreased

the number of schools visited than were offices in
their respective region as a whole; whereas offices in
the Miami area and Ohio were more likely to have
increased the number of schools visited compared to
their regions. Offices in Wilmington, DE visited the
most schools, with a median of 13.

Information collected on the number of screening
interviews conducted at the schools visited show that
approximately 42% of employers had fairly steady
screening interview figures for summer 2022 programs
as compared to summer 2021. About 19% of employers
had a decrease of more

than 10% in their -
number of screening
interviews and 39%

(continued on page 24)
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(continued from page 23)

experienced an increase of more than 10% in their
number of screening interviews.

These distributions varied considerably by firm size and
region. For example, offices in the Northeast were more
likely to have fairly stable screening interview numbers
that changed by 10% or less (59% of offices). Offices

in the Southeast were most likely to have reported an
increase of more than 10% in their screening inter-
views (67% of offices), while those in the West/Rocky
Mountain region were most likely to report a decrease
of more than 10% in their screening interviews (29%

of offices). By firm size, firms of more than 700 lawyers
were most likely to have experienced increases of more
than 10% in their number of screening interviews (41%
of offices); while firms of 100 or fewer lawyers were
most likely to have experienced decreases of more than
10% (29% of offices). Screening interview numbers were
most stable in firms of 501-700 lawyers. (See Table 12.)

Almost one-third (33%) of responding employers did
not participate in any job fairs and 62% of employers
participated in the same number of job fairs for the
summer 2022 recruiting cycle as compared to the
summer 2021 cycle. Small offices, regardless of firm
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size, typically participated in fewer than 2 job fairs. (See
Tables 13 and 14.)

On a regional basis, offices in the Midwest were most
likely to participate in job fairs, with 85% doing so.
Conversely, offices in the West/Rocky Mountain region
were least likely to participate in job fairs, with only half
participating. Offices in the Northeast were the most
likely to have participated in 3 or more job fairs (28%).
Maintaining the number of job fairs was the norm,
particularly in the West/Rocky Mountain region, where
71% of employers reported the same number of job
fairs compared to the prior recruiting cycle.

Again, regional norms are not necessarily indicative of
activity within a given city or state. For example, offices
in New York City and Wilmington, DE were more
likely to participate in 3 or more job fairs compared
with their respective regions as a whole; while offices

in Charlotte and the Los Angeles/Orange County area
were more likely to indicate that they did not par-
ticipate in any job fairs compared to their respective
regions.
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Table 10. On-Campus Interviewing Activity (in person or virtually) for Summer 2022 and
Comparisons with Recruiting for Summer 2021 as Reported by Employers — By Size
(in percentages except for medians and counts)

Number of Schools Visited for the

Summer 2022 Recruiting Cycle

Number of Schools Visited
Compared to the Summer

2021 Recruiting Cycle

# of . 9 or S No
Offices None 1-3 4-8 More Median Decrease Change Increase

Total —All 381 21% | 24.4% | 36.0% | 37.5% 7.0 16.0% | 37.7% | 46.3%
Employers
Firms of 100 or |, 0.0 273 | 364 36.4 7.0 30.0 50.0 20.0
Fewer Lawyers

Offices of 51— 6 0.0 16.7 50.0 33.3 7.0 20.0 60.0 20.0

100 Lawyers
Firms of 101- 44 2.3 34.1 40.9 227 5.0 114 477 40.9
250 Lawyers

Offices of 25 or 5 0.0 60.0 40.0 0.0 3.0 0.0 40.0 60.0

Fewer Lawyers

Offices of 26-50 | ¢ 0.0 83.3 16.7 0.0 15 16.7 50.0 33.3

Lawyers

Offices of 51— 5 0.0 60.0 20.0 20.0 3.0 20.0 80.0 0.0

100 Lawyers

Offices of 101~ 20 0.0 150 | 550 30.0 6.5 5.0 45.0 50.0

250 Lawyers
Firms of 251- 42 2.4 21.4 28.6 47.6 8.0 14.6 34.1 51.2
500 Lawyers

Offices 0126-50 | ¢ 143 | 429 | 429 0.0 3.5 14.3 42.9 42.9

awyers

Offices of 51— 6 0.0 50.0 33.3 16.7 3.0 33.3 33.3 33.3

100 Lawyers

Offices of 101~ 7 0.0 14.3 57.1 28.6 6.0 14.3 42.9 42.9

250 Lawyers

Offices of 251+ 6 0.0 0.0 33.3 66.7 12.0 33.3 50.0 16.7

Lawyers

(continued on page 26)
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(continued from page 25)

Number of Schools Visited for the

Summer 2022 Recruiting Cycle

Number of Schools Visited
Compared to the Summer
2021 Recruiting Cycle

# of " 9 or P~ No
Offices None 1-3 4-8 More Median Decrease Change Increase

Pirms of 501- 40 0.0 375 | 375 25.0 6.0 8.1 405 51.4
700 Lawyers

Offices of 25 or 5 0.0 | 100.0 0.0 0.0 1.0 — — —

Fewer Lawyers

Offices of 26-50 | 44 0.0 63.6 36.4 0.0 3.0 0.0 60.0 40.0

Lawyers

Offices of 51~ 6 0.0 16.7 66.7 16.7 5.5 0.0 33.3 66.7

100 Lawyers

Offices of 101~ 6 0.0 33.3 50.0 16.7 7.0 16.7 33.3 50.0

250 Lawyers

Offices of 251+ 5 0.0 0.0 40.0 60.0 11.0 — — -

Lawyers
Firms of 701+ 244 25 209 | 361 40.6 7.0 17.8 35.5 46.7
Lawyers

Offices of 25 or 21 190 | 381 33.3 9.5 4.0 23.8 28.6 476

Fewer Lawyers

Offices 0f26-50 | 4q 2.0 51.0 38.8 8.2 3.0 20.4 245 55.1

Lawyers

Offices of 51- 60 17 20.0 55.0 23.3 5.0 16.7 33.3 50.0

100 Lawyers

Offices of 101~ 60 0.0 8.3 433 483 8.0 16.7 50.0 333

250 Lawyers

Offices of 251+ 35 0.0 2.9 5.7 91.4 15.0 17.6 41.2 41.2

Lawyers

Note: This table includes office/firms that reported visiting at least 1 school in the recruiting cycle for summer 2021 and/or the recruiting cycle for summer 2022. The number
of offices reporting both summer 2021 and summer 2022 information for the comparative analyses is somewhat smaller than the number shown in the first column, which
is the number of offices/firms that reported visiting at least 1 school in either recruiting cycle. Dashes are included in the columns related to the number of schools visited
compared to the summer 2021 recruiting cycle if the number of offices with data for both years was less than 5. Counts by office size within firm size do not add up to the
total count for the firm size because office size information is not included for surveys that reported multi-office or firm-wide data.

* These employers did visit schools for the summer 2021 recruiting cycle.

**Medians are calculated based on employers making visits for the summer 2022 recruiting cycle.
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Table 11. On-Campus Interviewing Activity (in person or virtually) for Summer 2022 and
Comparisons with Recruiting for Summer 2021
as Reported by Employers — by NALP Region and City/State

(in percentages except for medians and counts)

Number of Schools Visited
Compared to the Summer
2021 Recruiting Cycle

Number of Schools Visited for the

Summer 2022 Recruiting Cycle

Offic;:es None* 1-3 4-8 ::;L Median** | Decrease Ch'::ge Increase
Total — All Employer 381 21% | 24.4% | 36.0% | 37.5% 7.0 16.0% | 37.7% | 46.3%
Northeast | 59 | 00 10.2 40.7 492 | 80 | 175 4941 | 333
Boston 14 | o0 21.4 42.9 357 | 55 | 357 500 | 143
NewYorkCity | 42 | 00 71 38.1 548 | 110 | 125 500 | 375
Mid-Atlantic 81 | o0 18.0 44.3 377 | 70 | 153 492 | 356
NewJdersey | 5 | 00 | 600 | 400 | 00 | 20 | — | — | —
Liashington, DC/ 36 0.0 8.3 417 50.0 9.0 16.7 55.6 278
Wilmington 5 | o0 0.0 20.0 800 . 130 | 00 400 | 600
Southeast | 72 | 28 | 458 | 403 | 114 | 40 | 111 | 306 | 583
Charlotte .6 | 00 33.3 66.7 00 | 40 | 00 333 | 667
Dallas 12 |83 50.0 16.7 250 | 30 | 167 | 250 | 583
Houston IR L 21.1 57.9 158 | 40 | 105 211 | 684
. Lauderdatef 10 0.0 70.0 30.0 0.0 3.0 10.0 20.0 70.0
OtherareasinFlorida | 9 | 0.0 77.8 22.2 00 | 30 | 111 444 | 444
Midwest 47 | o0 25.5 426 319 | 60 | 222 200 | 57.8
Chicago 1 22 | o0 18.2 59.1 227 | 50 | 318 31.8 | 364
OB ot B o B0, 122 o e T B
West/Rocky Mountain | 95 | 5.3 32.6 31.6 305 @ 50 | 168 442 | 389
Denver | 8 | 125 | 625 | 250 | 00 | 20 | 125 | 375 | 500
'(')‘;:%“egg'sjn‘gt‘y 31 0.0 323 355 323 5.0 19.4 54.8 258
San Diego 86 | o0 50.0 33.3 167 = 50 | 333 167 | 500
San Francisco | 17 | 59 17.6 47.1 204 | 70 | 18 58.8 | 204
Siliconvalley | 10 | 100 10.0 20.0 60.0 | 100 | =200 300 | 500

Note: This table includes office/firms that reported visiting at least 1 school in the recruiting cycle for summer 2021 and/or the recruiting cycle for summer 2022. The number
of offices reporting both summer 2021 and summer 2022 information for the comparative analyses is somewhat smaller than the number shown in the first column, which

is the number of offices/firms that reported visiting at least 1 school in either recruiting cycle. Dashes are included in the columns related to the number of schools visited
compared to the summer 2021 recruiting cycle if the number of offices with data for both years was less than 5. Specific city information may include firms which recruit for
additional offices in other cities and/or a few offices in suburban locations. City figures generally do not include offices that submitted a single composite survey to cover
recruiting activity in multiple cities nationwide. Other areas in Florida includes locations reported outside of the Miami/Ft. Lauderdale/W. Palm Beach area.

*These employers did visit schools for the summer 2021 recruiting cycle.

**Medians are calculated based on employers making visits for the summer 2022 recruiting cycle.
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Table 12. Screening Interview Activity for the Summer 2022
Recruiting Cycle Compared with Summer 2021
as Reported by Employers

Number of Screening Interviews for Summer 2022
Compared to Summer 2021

Decrease of More than Change of 10% or Increase of More than # of
10% Less 10% Offices
Total — All Employers 19.1% 41.5% 39.4% 277
By Number of Lawyers Firm-Wide
T ——— —— T — A—
101-250 240 36.0 1400 25
251-500 94 531 375 32
501-700 B &2 577 346 2%
701+ 214 380 406 187
By NALP Region
e — T — T — —
Mid-Atlantic 196 478 326 46
Southeast 102 24 673 49
Midwest 207 414 379 29
West/Rocky Mountain 729.5 ..... 36.1 ...... 7 34..7“ .7'2 .
By City/State
R—— e — S —
Chicago 22 556 222 18
Dallas 125 125 75.0 8
Houston 167 1.7 667 2
(L;: %neggsjn%y 38.5 42.3 19.2 26
pamirF. Lauderdalef 16.7 333 50.0 6
New York City 135 | 649 216 37
Other areas in Florida 13 143 714 7
San Diego 333 """ 16.7 """"" 50.'0“
San Francisco “21 4 ..... 4 29 : 35..7“7 .1.4 )
Silicon Valley 333 """" 4 44 22.'2'“ 9 )
Washington, DC/ 19.4 51.6 29.0 31

Northern VA area

Note: This table includes offices/firms that reported having screening interviews for both the summer 2022 and summer 2021 recruiting cycles. 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 composite
figures to cover recruiting activity in multiple cities nationwide. Other areas in Florida includes locations reported outside of the Miami/Ft. Lauderdale/W. Palm Beach area.
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Table 13. Job Fair Participation (in person or virtually) for the
Summer 2022 Recruiting Cycle Compared with

Summer 2021 as Reported by Employers — by Size

(in percentages except for counts)

Number of Job Fairs/Consortia Programs

Job Fair Participation Compared to

for the Summer 2022 Recruiting Cycle

the Summer 2021 Recruiting Cycle

#.Of None One Two LD &7 Increased | Decreased SISO
Offices More Same
Total — Al 302 | 327% | 306% | 16.6% | 202% | 247% | 13.8% 61.5%
Employers
Firms of 100 or 13 30.8 38.5 23.1 7.7 18.2 9.1 72.7
Fewer Lawyers
Offices of
26-50 Lawyers 5 60.0 40.0 0.0 00 20 o0 o0
Offices of 7 14.3 42.9 42.9 0.0 0.0 16.7 83.3
51-100 Lawyers : o o ' o . .
Firms of
101-250 Lawyers 42 35.7 31.0 19.0 14.3 28.6 16.7 54.8
Offices of 25 or 5 80.0 20.0 0.0 0.0 20.0 0.0 80.0
Fewer Lawyers
Offices of 6 66.7 33.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0
26-50 Lawyers ' ) . ) . . . . . .
Offices of
101-250 Lawyers 19 10.5 316 .317.6. 26.3 421 10.5 47.4
Firms of
251-500 Lawyers 45 33.3 267 111 28.9 311 4 oad
Offices of
26-50 Lawyers 10 50.0 500 OO 00 300 o0 09
Offices of
1100 L awyers 7 57.1 14.3 14.3 14.3 28.6 0.0 71.4
Offices of
101-250 Lawyers 7 28.6 429 00 286 29 o0 o7
Offices of 6 16.7 50.0 0.0 33.3 0.0 16.7 83.3
251+ Lawyers : ) ) ' o . '
Firms of 501-700 41 317 36.6 7.3 24.4 13.5 5.4 81.1
Lawyers R R IS
Offices of 25 or 5 40.0 60.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0
Fewer Lawyers R R [
Offices of 12 58.3 33.3 0.0 8.3 0.0 10.0 90.0
26-50 Lawyers ' o o ' B . '
Offices of 6 33.3 50.0 16.7 0.0 33.3 0.0 66.7
51-100 Lawyers ' T S ' ] . -
Offices of 6 16.7 50.0 16.7 16.7 0.0 0.0 100.0
101-250 Lawyers ' U ' o ' '
Offices of 5 0.0 40.0 0.0 60.0 25.0 0.0 75.0
251+ Lawyers o o o e e . .
(continued on page 30)
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(continued from page 29)

Number of Job Fairs/Consortia Programs | Job Fair Participation Compared to
for the Summer 2022 Recruiting Cycle the Summer 2021 Recruiting Cycle

#.Of None One Two Three or Increased | Decreased Stedie
Offices More Same
Firms of 701+ 251 32.3 29.9 18.3 19.5 24.9 16.5 58.6
Lawyers
Offices of 25 or 23 56.5 26.1 13.0 4.3 26.1 17.4 56.5
FewerLawyers | °° A R B
Offices of 26-50 52 48.1 42.3 5.8 3.8 23.1 9.6 67.3
Lawyers 1 T
Offices of 51-100 62 45.2 29.0 14.5 1.3 21.0 16.1 62.9
Lawyers %4
Offices of 101-250 60 16.7 35.0 30.0 18.3 33.3 13.3 53.3
awyers
Offices of 257+ 35 11.4 22.9 20.0 45.7 17.6 29.4 52.9
awyers

Note: Figures are based on employers that interviewed on campus or participated in job fairs for either the summer 2022 or summer 2021 recruiting cycles. Counts by office
size within firm size do not add up to the total count for the firm size because office size information is not included for surveys that reported multi-office or firm-wide data.
The number of offices for the comparative analyses is slightly smaller than the number shown in the first column.
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Table 14. Job Fair Participation (in person or virtually) for the Summer 2022
Recruiting Cycle Compared with Summer 2021 as Reported by Employers —
by NALP Region and City/State

(in percentages except for counts)

Number of Job Fairs/Consortia Programs

for the Summer 2022 Recruiting Cycle

Job Fair Participation
Compared to the Summer
2021 Recruiting Cycle

# of Offices None One Two Three or More | Incr d Decr d e Ui
Same
Eﬁ::'lo_y:r! 392 327% | 30.6% @ 16.6% 20.2% 247% | 13.8% 61.5%
Northeast 61 | 213 | 279 | 230 27.9 15.3 254 | 593
orieest.... T s 8 22 e
NewYorkCity 42 | 190 | 238 | 190 | 381 125 275 | 60.0
Mid-Atlantic 64 406 35.9 10.9 125 19.4 11.3 69.4
e e - - e e
Philadelphia 5 | 00 1000 | 00 | 00 200 | 200 | 600
Lashington, DO/ 38 42.1 36.8 7.9 13.2 18.4 13.2 68.4
e Yhares e - - e
Jndien... e e 20 e
Aana | 6 | 167 | 667 | 167 | 00 20.0 00 | 800
Charlotte 6 66.7 33.3 0.0 0.0 33.3 0.0 66.7
S e o e S e
i s e oo i 192 O
U 19| 81 421 1105 56 | 500
Lauderdale/ 10 30.0 50.0 10.0 10.0 30.0 20.0 50.0
W. Palm Beach
gt:rie(;aareas in 9 66.7 22.2 0.0 1.1 1.1 22.2 66.7
ode e - - e
Chicago | 22 | o1 | 182 | 409 | 318 318 | 91 | 591
Ohio 5 40.0 60.0 0.0 0.0 20.0 20.0 60.0
‘I\’nvsjzfa‘l’:ky 98 50.0 28.6 16.3 5.1 16.3 12.2 714
Dever ¢ | 556 333 | 14 | 00 11.1 00 | 889
'E)‘;:%“eg‘é'gjngt‘y 29 65.5 24.1 10.3 0.0 10.3 13.8 75.9
range oy e e - - o e
San Francisco 97 ] 204 | 529 | 176 0.0 0.0 235 | 765
Sen Franches e o0 20 08 T8
Silicon Valley 11 e | 273 | 455 18.2 36.4 182 | 455

Note: Figures are based on employers that interviewed on campus or participated in job fairs for either the summer 2022 or summer 2021 recruiting cycles. The number
of offices for the comparative analyses is slightly smaller than the number shown in the first column. Specific city information may include firms which recruit for additional
offices in other cities and/or a few offices in suburban locations. City figures generally do not include offices that submitted a single composite survey to cover recruiting
activity in multiple cities. Other areas in Florida includes locations reported outside of the Miami/Ft. Lauderdale/W. Paim Beach area.
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In summer 2020, legal employers made significant modifi-
cations to their summer programs. While some law firms
canceled their summer programs outright, the majority of
employers made the decision to continue with shortened,
virtual programs. Summer 2021 saw a return to longer
programs, but most summer programs maintained at least
a partial virtual component. About 60% of summer 2021
programs were hybrid with some mix of in-person and
virtual programming, while 28% were entirely virtual, and
just 12% were entirely in person. The average summer 2021
program length was 9.5 weeks, compared to just 5.7 weeks
for these same offices in summer 2020. More than two-
thirds of offices (69%) reported that their summer 2021
program was 10 weeks in length. Across all offices, summer
programs ranged from 5 to 13 weeks. (See Tables 15 and
16.)

o On aregional basis, summer program lengths were
fairly similar, but there was more variation among indi-
vidual cities and states. The Raleigh/Durham area had
the shortest average program length of 7.8 weeks, while
Austin had the longest average program length of 10
weeks.

+ By firm size, offices in firms of more than 700 lawyers
had the longest average summer 2021 program (9.7
weeks) and firms of 101-250 lawyers had the shortest
average program length (9.0 weeks).

Perspectives on 2021 Law Student Recruiting

Summer Program Characteristics

Among offices holding a summer program at least once
from 2019-2021 and/or planning to host a summer
2022 program, 74% held a summer program each
summer from 2019 to 2021 and were planning to host

a summer 2022 program. This percentage is lower in
firms of 101-250 lawyers, in smaller offices, and in the
Southeast region. Offices hosting a program in all years
except 2020 accounted for 9% of offices, followed by
offices holding a program in all years except 2022 at 4%,
and offices holding a program only in 2022 at 3%. These
4 scenarios are the most common nationwide, but not
necessarily for smaller units of analysis, particularly
within individual cities. (See Table 17.)
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Table 15. Format of Summer 2021 Programs

Percentage of Offices by Format Type

100% Virtual 100% In-Person Hybrid Model* # of Offices
Total — All Employers 27.6% 12.0% 60.4% 467
By Number of Lawyers Firm-Wide
100 or Fewer 6.3 31.3 62.5 16
101-250 25.5 17.0 57.4 47
251-500 21.2 19.2 59.6 52
501-700 33.9 13.6 52.5 59
701+ 29.0 8.5 62.5 293
By Number of Lawyers in Office
25 or Fewer 13.2 18.4 68.4 38
26-50 21.0 16.2 62.9 105
51-100 30.0 8.2 61.8 110
101-250 27.7 8.9 63.4 112
251+ 48.9 2.1 48.9 47
By NALP Region and City/State
Northeast 421 5.3 52.6 76
Boston 50.0 0.0 50.0 18
New York City 37.0 5.6 57.4 54
Mid-Atlantic 28.8 7.5 63.8 80
Philadelphia 50.0 0.0 50.0 6
Pittsburgh 16.7 16.7 66.7 6
Washington, DC/Northern 347 4.1 61.2 49
VA area
Wilmington 16.7 0.0 83.3 6
Southeast 7.0 221 70.9 86
Atlanta 12.5 12.5 75.0 8
Austin 16.7 16.7 66.7 6
Charlotte 0.0 20.0 80.0 5
Dallas 5.9 11.8 82.4 17
Houston 10.5 31.6 57.9 19
Miami/Ft. Lauderdale/
W. Palm Beach 8.3 8.3 83.3 12
Other areas in Florida 0.0 37.5 62.5 8
Raleigh/Durham area 0.0 33.3 66.7 6

(continued on page 34)
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(continued from page 33)

Percentage of Offices by Format Type

100% Virtual 100% In-Person Hybrid Model* # of Offices
Midwest 18.3 28.3 53.3 60
Chicago 22.2 14.8 63.0 27
Minneapolis 16.7 16.7 66.7 6
Ohio 0.0 66.7 33.3 9
West/Rocky Mountain 36.8 5.6 57.6 125
Denver 30.0 20.0 50.0 10
oS %”eg‘ggjngt‘y 32.4 2.7 64.9 37
San Diego 37.5 0.0 62.5 8
San Francisco 39.1 4.3 56.5 23
Seattle 66.7 0.0 33.3 6
Silicon Valley 53.3 0.0 46.7 15

Note: Specific city information may include offices in a few suburban locations, or firms where most attorneys are in that city. However, it generally does not include firms
which submitted one survey for multiple offices nationwide. These firms are also excluded from regional analyses. Information by region does include firms submitting a
firm-wide form but whose offices are predominantly or wholly in that region. Other areas in Florida includes locations reported outside of the Miami/Ft. Lauderdale/W. Palm
Beach area.

* A hybrid model includes some mix of in-person and virtual programming.
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Table 16. Length of Summer 2021 Programs

Most Common Program Range of Lengths

Reported (Weeks)

Lengths and
% Reporting Each

Average Length (Weeks)

Minimum | Maximum Average | Average | Average # of
8 Weeks | 9 Weeks | 10 Weeks Lenath Lenath Length Length Length Offices*
9 9 2021 2020 2019
Total — 13.9% | 11.3% | 69.4% 5 13 9.5 5.7 9.8 468
All Employers
By Format of Summer Program
100% Virtual 4.7 13.2 75.2 5 13 9.7 6.0 9.9 129
100% In-Person 5.4 14.3 78.6 6 10 9.7 5.8 9.8 56
Hybrid Model 19.9 9.9 64.9 6 13 9.4 5.6 9.8 282
By Number of Lawyers Firm-Wide
100 or Fewer 12.5 12.5 50.0 6 13 9.1 6.9 9.5 16
101-250 34.0 12.8 34.0 5 12 9.0 6.5 9.5 47
251-500 28.8 13.5 50.0 6 13 9.3 59 9.9 52
501-700 1.7 21.7 73.3 6 10 9.6 5.4 9.7 60
701+ 10.6 8.5 78.8 6 11 9.7 5.6 9.9 293
By Number of Lawyers in Office
25 or Fewer 15.8 15.8 63.2 6 10 9.3 6.2 9.3 38
26-50 171 15.2 61.9 6 11 9.3 5.8 9.7 105
51-100 13.6 5.5 75.5 6 13 9.7 5.6 9.9 110
101-250 15.2 13.4 67.0 5 11 9.5 5.5 9.8 112
251+ 6.3 4.2 83.3 8 13 9.9 5.6 10.2 48
By NALP Region and City/State
Northeast 10.4 11.7 714 5 11 9.6 5.6 9.9 77
Boston 5.6 16.7 72.2 8 11 9.8 5.6 9.8 18
New York City 9.1 9.1 76.4 6 11 9.7 55 101 55
Mid-Atlantic 16.3 17.5 61.3 6 13 9.5 5.6 9.8 80
Philadelphia 16.7 33.3 50.0 8 10 9.3 55 9.3 6
Pittsburgh 50.0 16.7 33.3 8 10 8.8 NA 10.2 6
Washington, DC/
Northern VA area 10.2 6.1 77.6 6 13 9.7 5.6 9.9 49
Wilmington 16.7 33.3 33.3 8 11 9.5 7.0 9.9 6
(continued on page 36)
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(continued from page 35)

Most Common Program

Lengths and

% Reporting Each

Range of Lengths
Reported (Weeks)

Average Length (Weeks)

Minimum | Maximum Average | Average | Average # of
8 Weeks | 9 Weeks | 10 Weeks Lenath Lenath Length Length Length Offices*
9 g 2021 2020 2019
Southeast 15.1 5.8 69.8 6 11 9.4 5.7 9.4 86
Atlanta 12.5 12.5 62.5 6 10 9.1 5.7 9.8 8
Austin 0.0 0.0 100.0 10 10 10.0 7.2 9.0 6
Charlotte 40.0 20.0 40.0 8 10 9.0 4.4 9.3 5
Dallas 11.8 5.9 82.4 8 10 9.7 5.7 9.6 17
Houston 5.3 0.0 94.7 8 10 9.9 5.6 9.8 19
Miami/Ft.
Lauderdale/ 33.3 8.3 58.3 8 10 9.3 5.2 9.3 12
W. Palm Beach
(Fjlth?'r areas in 25.0 0.0 75.0 8 10 9.5 53 9.8 8
orida
Raleigh/ 16.7 0.0 16.7 6 1 7.8 56 8.6 6
Durham area
Midwest 13.3 13.3 70.0 6 13 9.6 59 9.9 60
Chicago 111 7.4 81.5 8 10 9.7 5.6 10.0 27
Minneapolis 50.0 16.7 16.7 8 13 9.3 7.0 9.8 6
Ohio 0.0 33.3 55.6 6 10 9.2 7.0 10.0 9
West/Rocky 16.0 10.4 71.2 6 11 9.5 5.6 9.8 125
Mountain
Denver 30.0 20.0 50.0 8 10 9.2 5.3 9.8 10
Los Angeles & 13.5 54 75.7 6 11 9.6 5.4 9.8 37
Orange County
San Diego 12.5 12.5 75.0 8 10 9.6 6.4 9.9 8
San Francisco 0.0 8.7 91.3 9 10 9.9 5.4 9.9 23
Seattle 16.7 0.0 66.7 6 10 9.0 54 10.0 6
Silicon Valley 13.3 13.3 73.3 8 10 9.6 59 10.1 15

*This is the number of offices that reported a summer program in 2021. Average summer program length for each year is based on offices reporting a program for that year;

thus, the number of offices on which the averages for 2019 and 2020 are based may vary from this number.

Note: Specific city information may include offices in a few suburban locations, or firms where most attorneys are in that city. State information may include consolidated
information reported by firms whose offices are primarily in that state. However, it generally does not include firms which submitted a single survey for multiple offices
nationwide. These firms are also excluded from regional analyses. 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 3 most common nationwide for summer 2021. These 3 may not be the most common for
smaller units of analysis. Other areas in Florida includes locations reported outside of the Miami/Ft. Lauderdale/W. Palm Beach area.
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Table 17. Summer Program Trends 2019-2022

% Holding % Holding Program % Holding % Holding
Program in All in All Years Except Program in All Program Only in # of Offices
4 Years 2020 Years Except 2022 2022
Total — 74.1% 8.8% 3.5% 3.3% 513
All Employers

By Number of Lawyers Firm-Wide

100 or Fewer 75.0 6.3 12.5 0.0 16
101-250 62.7 21.6 3.9 2.0 51
251-500 67.8 16.9 0.0 1.7 59
501-700 66.2 1.5 10.3 2.9 68
701+ 78.7 6.9 2.2 4.1 319

By Number of Lawyers in Office

25 or Fewer 28.4 6.0 1.5 13.4 67
26-50 70.7 9.5 3.4 5.2 116
51-100 85.1 5.3 3.5 0.9 114
101-250 83.0 12.5 45 0.0 112
251+ 95.9 0.0 2.0 2.0 49

By NALP Region and City/State

Northeast 78.5 1.4 5.1 0.0 79
Boston 75.0 10.0 10.0 0.0 20
New York City 81.8 10.9 3.6 0.0 55

Mid-Atlantic 75.0 8.0 45 4.5 88
New Jersey 33.3 16.7 0.0 16.7 6
Philadelphia 57.1 14.3 14.3 0.0 7
Pittsburgh 42.9 14.3 14.3 14.3 7

Washington DC/

Northern VA area 90.2 2.0 3.9 2.0 51

Wilmington 71.4 14.3 0.0 0.0 7
Southeast 65.7 3.7 0.9 8.3 108

Atlanta 40.0 20.0 10.0 10.0 10

Austin 44 .4 0.0 0.0 22.2 9

Charlotte 57.1 14.3 14.3 14.3 7

Dallas 78.9 0.0 0.0 5.3 19

Houston 82.6 0.0 0.0 4.3 23

Miami/

Ft. Lauderdale/ 66.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 15

W. Palm Beach

Other areas in Florida 54.5 9.1 0.0 18.2 1"

Raleigh/Durham area 57.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 7

(continued on page 38)
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(continued from page 37)

% Holding % Holding Program % Holding % Holding
Program in All in All Years Except Program in All Program Only in # of Offices
4 Years 2020 Years Except 2022 2022
Midwest 7 79.0 14.5 16 16 62
Chicago 7 75.0 17.9 36 36 28
Minneapolis 7 100.0 0.0 00 00 6
Ohio 7 7 55.6 33.3 00 00 9
West/Rocky 74.3 5.9 5.1 2.2 136
Mountain 7 - - - ,
Denver 7 900 0.0 00 00 10
cos Angeles & Orange 75.6 7.3 7.3 0.0 41
Qunty , , - - -
San Diego. 7 78 111 00 00 9
San Francisco 7 80.0 0.0 00 40 25
Seattle 7 625 0.0 125 125 8
Silicon Valley 93.3 0.0 6.7 0.0 15

Notes: Offices/firms included in this table held, or will hold, a summer program in at least 1 of the 4 years from 2019-2022. This table shows percentages for the 4 most
frequently reported combinations overall, which account for 89.7% of responses. These may not be the 4 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 nationwide. Other areas in Florida includes locations reported outside of the Miami/Ft. Lauderdale/W. Palm Beach area.
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Outcomes of Summer -

Programs & Fall Recruiting ™= -

A total of 466 employers reported information on the outcomes of their 2021
summer programs. Nearly two-thirds of respondents represented firms of more than
700 lawyers; however, responses from those large firms were often from small offices
within the firm. For office-specific reports, about 38% of respondents were from the
Northeast and Mid-Atlantic regions combined. The West/Rocky Mountain region
accounted for 28% of responses, the Southeast region accounted for 21% of responses,
and the Midwest accounted for 13%. Note that for firms submitting a single survey

to cover multiple or all offices, the information generally was not attributed to a city,

and in many cases not even to a region if their offices were nationwide.



Outcomes of Summer 2021 Programs

Responding employers reported a combined total of 5,411
individuals from the Class of 2022 participating in their
2021 summer programs, with an overall average class

size of 12 and a median class size of 5. The median size
ranged from 3.5 to 5, depending on firm size, with firms of
101-250 lawyers and firms of more than 700 lawyers having
the largest median class size. (See Table 18.)

After being stable at 14 from 2016-2018, the average
summer class size fell to 13 in 2019 and 11 in 2020, before
increasing to 12 in 2021. Medians have not exceeded 6
since the start of this century and have usually been 5 or 6.
The median and the average class size at the largest firms of
more than 700 lawyers in 2021 were 5 and 14, respectively,
the same as in 2020. The average class size in the largest
firms has been trending downward in recent years; after
reaching an average of 22 in 2016.

Distinguishing between firms that submitted a composite
survey to cover activity in multiple or all offices from those
that submitted a survey pertaining to that office only reveals
that, on a per office basis, the median class size was 4 and
the average size was 9. For firms reporting on a firm-wide
basis, the median class size was 14.5 and the average size
was 29. The median ranged from 7 in firms of 101-250
lawyers to 38 in firms of more than 700 lawyers.

Overall, 97% of participants received an offer for an asso-
ciate position, the same as in 2020. Additionally, employers
reported that they had not yet made an offer decision for
1.4% of all summer program participants as of November
1, 2021. Nationally, the offer rate has been at or above 90%
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since 2011, after falling precipitously to 69% in 2009. The
offer rates from summer programs for the past 5 summers
(2017-2021) represent the highest in the nearly 30 years
that NALP has compiled comparable figures.

The overall offer acceptance rate from summer 2021 as of
November 1 was 89%, up from 88% in 2020. This is the
highest acceptance rate on record since NALP began col-
lecting this information in 1993. Across all offices, nearly
12% of students accepting an associate offer also spent their
1L summer with the office/firm.

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

regions.

o Some cities with relatively large firms, but certainly
not all, had summer programs which, on average, were
larger than for their respective region as whole. New
York City and Silicon Valley are examples. Programs in
Boston were smaller than the Northeast average, which
is largely a function of New York City programs.

o Offer rates were highest in the Midwest and Northeast
regions and lowest in the Mid-Atlantic region.

Average and median summer program sizes mask a consid-
erable range of sizes, however, and the distribution of those
sizes. (See Table 19.)

(continued on page 41)
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o Overall, program sizes ranged from 1 to 223, but the

most common program size (the mode) was 2, reported

by 14% of offices. Nearly 39% of employers reported a

class size of 1 to 3 students. Furthermore, the 95th per-
centile of program sizes, that is the size delineating the
top 5% of offices from the bottom 95% is just 41.

o Of course, these figures vary a great deal depending
on whether the information was reported for all or
multiple offices of the firm, or for a single office. For
multi-office reports, the size of most programs was 10
or more (69%), and the modes were 10 and 12; while

just 24% of office-specific reports had programs of 10 or

more second-years.

« For office-specific reports, program sizes ranged
from 1 to 118 and the modal value ranged from 1 to
3 depending on firm size. The modal value reflects
numerous small programs at smaller offices of large

firms.

A final perspective on summer outcomes is provided by
examining the distribution of acceptance rates for each of
the offices that reported this information. This procedure,
unlike that of the previous analysis, which is based on
volumes, gives equal weight to each office. For example,
the acceptance rate for a small office has equal weight with
that of a very large office. Approximately 14% of employers
reported acceptance rates of 75% or less and 24% reported
acceptance rates between 75.1% and 99.9%. More than 61%
of offices reported acceptance rates of 100%. The average
acceptance rate was nearly 91%. (See Table 20.)

o By overall firm size, the prevalence of 100% acceptance
rates varied from 53% to 77% of firms. The average
acceptance rate ranged from 83% at firms of 100 or

fewer lawyers to 92% in firms of more than 700 lawyers.
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On a regional basis, offices in the Northeast were

least likely to report acceptance rates of 100%, while
offices in the Mid-Atlantic region were the most likely
to have reported acceptance rates of 75% or less.
Additionally, the average acceptance rate was lowest in
the Mid-Atlantic region at 88% and was highest in the
Midwest at 93%. The average acceptance rate was at or
above 85% in all the cities/states reported here except
Pittsburgh and Seattle.
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Table 18. Summer 2021 Program Class Sizes and Outcomes

Size of Program

Pa rt:/::io;nts % of % of Acceptances Who # of
Median Average Pz Offers Spent 1L Summer with .
Receiving . . Offices
Accepted Office/Firm
Offers
Total — All Employers 5.0 12 97.4% 88.9% 11.9% 466
By Number of Lawyers Firm-Wide
100 or Fewer 3.5 5 97.3 83.1 6.8 16
101-250 5.0 6 83.9 88.7 9.4 47
251-500 4.5 11 93.7 85.7 13.7 50
501-700 4.5 9 97.9 871 21.2 60
701+ 5.0 14 98.7 89.7 10.8 293
FIRM-WIDE/MULTI-OFFICE REPORTS
All Firm-Wide/
Multi-Office Reports 14.5 29 95.9 88.5 14.2 64
By Number of Lawyers Firm-Wide
101-250 7.0 10 70.8 87.6 71 14
251-500 14.0 16 98.5 88.5 16.4 17
501-700 18.0 21 97.6 89.5 38.6 8
701+ 38.0 57 97.8 88.4 11.1 23
By NALP Region
Midwest 9.0 9 93.3 94.6 41.5 7
West/Rocky Mountain 8.5 24 96.8 84.4 9.1 12
OFFICE-SPECIFIC REPORTS
All Office-Specific 4.0 9 98.1 89.1 10.8 402
Reports
By Number of Lawyers Firm-Wide
100 or Fewer 3.5 5 96.9 80.6 6.0 14
101-250 4.0 4 95.9 89.4 11.0 33
251-500 3.0 8 88.9 82.6 10.6 33
501-700 3.0 7 98.1 86.0 13.0 52
701+ 5.0 10 99.2 90.3 10.6 270
By Number of Lawyers in Office
25 or Fewer 1.0 98.6 91.3 15.9 37
26-50 2.0 3 98.1 89.8 13.9 104
51-100 4.0 5 97.5 86.3 14.7 107
101-250 8.0 10 98.3 91.7 13.2 108
251+ 26.0 35 98.3 88.2 71 46
(continued on page 43)
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Size of Program

_ Pa rt':é:i:];nts % of % of Acceptances W_ho # of
Median Average Receiving Offers Spent 1L_Sum_mer with Offices
Offers Accepted Office/Firm
By NALP Region and City/State
Northeast ' 9.5 20 99.4 89.8 46 74
Boston 70 1 100.0 94.9 43 18
New York City 11.0 23 99.4 89.0 4.7 55
Mid-Atlantic ' 50 8 947 84.4 85 79
Philadelphia ' 6.5 6 100.0 97.4 16.2 6
Pittsburgh ' 40 4 100.0 95.0 211 5
Lashington, DS/ 7.0 11 93.7 82.0 6.7 49
Wilmington ' 9.0 7 976 85.4 29 6
Southeast ' 3.0 5 97.9 87.8 286 85
Atlanta ' 3.0 5 97.4 86.8 91 8
Austin ' 3.0 3 944 82.4 429 6
Charlotte ' 5.0 4 950 89.5 235 5
Dallas ' 4.0 6 991 91.4 365 17
Houston ' 4.0 9 98.8 85.7 341 19
{\,"V'_a’;‘:a'l/gt'B"eaa“Cierda'e/ 2.0 3 97.1 97.0 6.3 12
Other afeas in Florida 7 17.0 2 92.3 7 83.3 10.0 : 8
Raleigh/Durham area 3.0 3 1700.0 ' 90.0 33.3 : 6
Midwest ' 4.0 7 99.0 91.0 125 52
Chicago ' 5.5 10 100.0 88.8 6.5 26
Minneapolis ' 2.5 2 100.0 92.3 50.0 6
Ohio 3.0 5 949 | 946 57 8
West/Rocky Mountain 3.0 5 98.3 92.4 14.5 112
Denver ' 25 3 89.7 96.2 28.0 10
é?:rf\gneggsjn%y 3.0 5 98.8 93.1 19.5 36
San Diego ' 55 5 97.3 94.4 235 8
San Francisco ' 4.0 6 993 92.6 M7 23
Seattle ' 4.0 6 100.0 87.9 276 6
Silicon Valley ' 7.0 12 99.4 92.5 41 14

Note: Figures reflect participation by 5,411 students in the Class of 2022 during the summer of 2021. These figures include a small number of students who spent their

1L summer with the office/firm and received an offer for an associate position at that time. The number of employers reporting a summer program is shown in the last
column. This table excludes survey respondents that did not host a summer program for 2Ls; however, it does include offices with summer programs that did not make any
offers from the program or whose offer process was not complete as of November 1, 2021. Overall, firms reported that an offer decision had not been made for 1.4% of
summer program participants. Firms also reported that 5.0% of 2Ls with offers had not responded or a response was still pending as of November 1, 2021. Average figures
are rounded to the nearest whole number. Following the first section where overall and figures by firm size include both firm-wide and office-specific reporting, the table
separates out surveys which reported information firm-wide, or for multiple offices, from those which 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
a single location or whose additional offices are located primarily in adjacent areas, and of multi-office nationwide firms consolidating 2 geographically adjacent offices into a
single survey. Other areas in Florida includes locations reported outside of the Miami/Ft. Lauderdale/W. Palm Beach area.
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Table 19. Summer 2021 Program Sizes

% of O e R age of Prog e Prog e
Progo e R o[- Repo 0 00 o
% of O 0
% of © 0
Offices
1-3 | a9 | 1007 | i i 9th | Max | Mode with
More Percentile | Percentile
Program
This Size
Total —
38.6% | 30.9% | 30.5% 1 1 41 223 2 13.5% 5,411 466
All Employers
FIRM-WIDE/MULTI-OFFICE REPORTS
All Firm-Wide/
Multi-Office 6.3 25.0 68.8 1 3 120 223 10,12 | 6.3 each 1,881 64
Reports
By Number of Lawyers Firm-Wide
101-250 143 | 643 | 214 | 1 1 50 50 |No figure reported | ., 14
more than twice
251-500 0.0 29.4 70.6 4 4 32 32 10 17.6 266 17
501-700 00 | 125 | 875 7 7 37 37 |No figure reported | g0 8
more than twice
701+ 43 | 00 | 957 | 3 10 174 293 |No figure reported | 555 | 53
more than twice
OFFICE-SPECIFIC REPORTS
All Office-
Specific 43.8 31.8 24 .4 1 1 31 118 2 15.4 3,530 402
Reports
By Number of Lawyers Firm-Wide
100 or Fewer 50.0 35.7 14.3 1 1 16 16 1,3 21.4 each 64 14
101-250 455 455 9.1 1 1 11 12 1,2 21.2 each 148 33
251-500 63.6 12.1 24.2 1 1 40 61 1 36.4 271 33
501-700 51.9 28.8 19.2 1 1 19 88 1,2 21.2 each 364 52
701+ 39.3 33.0 27.8 1 1 37 118 2 14.8 2,683 270

Note: Figures are based on offices/firms which reported at least one 2L summer associate for summer 2021. These figures include a small number of students who spent their
1L summer with the office/firm and received an offer for an associate position at that time. Office-specific information includes some instances of firms with most attorneys
located in a single location or whose additional offices are located primarily in adjacent areas, and of multi-office nationwide firms consolidating 2 geographically adjacent
offices into a single survey.
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Table 20. Acceptance Rates from Summer 2021 Programs
(percent of offices in each range of acceptance rates)

Percentage of Offices in
Each Range of Acceptance Rates
Acceptance Rates
Average
75% or Less 75.1-99.9% 100% Acceptance # of Offices
Rate
Total — 14.2% 24.4% 61.4% 90.5% 464
All Employers
By Number of Lawyers Firm-Wide
100 or Fewer 25.0 6.3 68.8 83.4 16
101-250 17.0 6.4 76.6 88.2 47
251-500 18.4 22.4 59.2 88.4 49
501-700 18.3 28.3 53.3 87.5 60
701+ 11.6 27.7 60.6 92.3 292
By Number of Lawyers in Office
25 or Fewer 16.2 0.0 83.8 92.1 37
26-50 15.5 3.9 80.6 90.6 103
51-100 20.2 12.8 67.0 88.4 109
101-250 11.6 30.4 58.0 92.0 112
251+ 12.5 68.8 18.8 88.0 48
By NALP Region and City/State
Northeast 13.0 36.4 50.6 91.1 77
Boston 5.6 33.3 61.1 95.3 18
New York City 16.4 40.0 43.6 89.0 55
Mid-Atlantic 20.0 22.5 57.5 87.7 80
Philadelphia 0.0 16.7 83.3 98.1 6
Pittsburgh 16.7 16.7 66.7 81.3 6
Washington, DC/
Northern VA area 24.5 28.6 46.9 86.1 49
Wilmington 33.3 16.7 50.0 90.0 6
Southeast 16.5 15.3 68.2 89.4 85
Atlanta 12.5 25.0 62.5 85.3 8
Austin 33.3 0.0 66.7 89.2 6
Charlotte 20.0 20.0 60.0 91.0 5
Dallas 11.8 5.9 82.4 94.5 17
Houston 21.1 31.6 47.4 86.2 19
Miami/
Ft. Lauderdale/ 0.0 9.1 90.9 98.9 1"
W. Palm Beach
Other areas in 12.5 0.0 87.5 93.8 8
Florida
Raleigh/ 16.7 0.0 83.3 95.2 6
Durham area
(continued on page 46)
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Percentage of Offices in
Each Range of Acceptance Rates

Acceptance Rates

Average
75% or Less 75.1-99.9% 100% Acceptance # of Offices
Rate

Midwest 11.9 18.6 69.5 92.9 59
Chicago 23.1 19.2 57.7 88.2 26
Minneapolis 16.7 0.0 83.3 91.7 6
Ohio 0.0 111 88.9 98.8 9

West/

Rocky Mountain 13.8 154 70.7 91.5 123
Denver 0.0 10.0 90.0 98.0 10
s r%negglsjn%y 10.8 13.5 75.7 93.8 37
San Diego 0.0 25.0 75.0 96.1 8
San Francisco 13.0 17.4 69.6 91.8 23
Seattle 16.7 33.3 50.0 79.8 6
Silicon Valley 20.0 26.7 53.3 90.9 15

Note: This table excludes offices that did not make any offers to their summer associates. These figures include a small number of students who spent their 1L summer
with the office/firm and received an offer for an associate position at that time. The table also 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. Other areas in Florida includes locations reported outside of the Miami/Ft. Lauderdale/W. Palm Beach area.
These figures reflect acceptance rates as of November 1, 2021. Firms reported that 5.0% of 2Ls with offers had not responded or a response was still pending as of
November 1, 2021.
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First-Year Participation in Summer Programs

More than two-thirds of responding employers reported
that their summer 2021 program included one or more
first-year (Class of 2023) students. A few offices hosted
first-years only. (See Table 21.)

o These employers collectively employed 1,103 first-years,
with an overall median of 2 and an average of 3 1Ls. For
firms providing firm-wide reports, the median and the
average were 5.5 and 8, respectively.

+ Overall, 93% of these first-years received an offer to
return for some or all of the summer 2022 program,
an all-time high. For office-specific reports, this figure
ranged from 86% to 97% depending on firm or office
size. On a regional basis for office-specific reports, offer
rates were lowest in the Mid-Atlantic region (91%) and
highest in the Midwest (95%).

o Nearly 72% of offers to first-years to return for summer
2022 were accepted. For office-specific reports, this
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figure ranged from 53% to 78% depending on firm or
office size. Regionally, acceptance rates were lowest in
the Southeast (68%) and highest in the Midwest (75%).

A new metric collected this year is the percentage of

all first-years who were diversity fellows. Overall, 55%
of reported summer 2021 first-years were diversity
fellows. For office-specific reports, the percentage of
first-years who were diversity fellows range from 36%
to 86% depending on firm or office size. Regionally, the
Southeast had the smallest share of 1Ls who were diver-
sity fellows (32%), while the Northeast had the largest
share (78%).

About 13% of offices reported that they conditioned the
1L employment on committing to the 2L summer as
well.

Fewer than 1.5% of 1Ls were given an associate offer
after their 1L summer.
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Table 21. Presence of First-Year Students in Summer 2021 Programs

Number of 1Ls

% Receiving % Accepting Offer °<.;v<:‘foA‘:\lh;lrLes # of
Median Average Offers to Return to Return for Diversit Offices
for Summer 2022 Summer 2022 FeIIowsy
Total — 2.0 3 92.8% 71.5% 55.2% 322
All Employers
FIRM-WIDE/MULTI-OFFICE REPORTS
All Firm-Wide/
Multi-Office Reports 55 8 92.3 73.5 51.3 58
By Number of Lawyers Firm-Wide
101-250 2.0 2 81.8 77.8 86.4 10
251-500 5.0 5 90.3 73.8 55.9 17
501-700 8.0 14 94.4 66.7 41.7 8
701+ 9.5 10 93.0 76.6 50.4 22
By NALP Region
Midwest 5.0 5 85.3 79.3 82.4 7
West/Rocky Mountain 3.0 4 90.9 80.0 90.9 12
OFFICE-SPECIFIC REPORTS
All Office-Specific 2.0 2 93.2 70.1 57.9 264
Reports
By Number of Lawyers Firm-Wide
100 or Fewer 1.0 1 85.7 66.7 85.7 7
101-250 2.0 2 85.7 52.8 54.8 19
251-500 1.5 2 96.8 71.7 43.5 26
501-700 2.0 2 90.3 69.0 47.3 38
701+ 2.0 3 94.2 71.6 62.0 174
By Number of Lawyers in Office
25 or Fewer 1.0 1 92.0 73.9 36.0 20
26-50 1.0 1 91.0 65.6 50.7 48
51-100 1.0 2 92.8 65.5 60.1 77
101-250 2.0 3 92.1 68.1 49.6 82
251+ 3.0 5 96.0 77.5 72.7 37
(continued on page 49)
Perspectives on 2021 Law Student Recruiting 48 © 2022 NALP



(continued from page 48)

Number of 1Ls

% Receiving % Accepting Offer °<;V%LA‘:\II;!;S # of
Median Average Offers to Return to Return for Diversit Offices
for Summer 2022 Summer 2022 FeIIowsy

By NALP Region and City/State

Northeast 2.0 3 93.7 69.4 77.6 50
Boston 2.0 2 88.0 77.3 76.0 12
New York City 2.0 3 94.8 68.2 77.6 37

Mid-Atlantic 2.0 2 90.8 72.5 63.3 53
Philadelphia 3.0 2 91.7 72.7 66.7 5
Pittsburgh 2.0 2 88.9 75.0 44 4 5
Washington, DC/

Northern VA area 2.0 2 92.0 73.9 65.3 31
Southeast 2.0 3 93.5 67.7 31.7 57
Atlanta 1.0 1 100.0 71.4 42.9 5
Charlotte 1.0 1 100.0 83.3 83.3 5
Dallas 3.5 4 96.2 68.6 18.9 12

Houston 3.0 5 95.0 64.6 35.6 20
Raleigh/Durham area 2.0 2 69.2 88.9 23.1 6
Midwest 1.0 2 94.5 75.4 64.4 41
Chicago 1.0 2 100.0 62.5 68.8 20
Minneapolis 1.0 2 81.8 77.8 81.8 5
Ohio 1.0 1 87.5 100.0 50.0 6
West/Rocky Mountain 1.0 2 93.9 69.2 69.3 63
Denver 1.0 2 85.7 91.7 78.6 9
Lo Angeles & 1.0 1 100.0 53.8 57.7 18
range County ,
San Diego 1.0 1 80.0 50.0 60.0 5
San Francisco 2.0 2 96.0 70.8 76.0 11
Silicon Valley 1.5 2 94 .1 62.5 58.8 8

Note: Figures reflect 1,103 1L students in the Class of 2023 who participated in a summer 2021 program. 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 percentage of 1Ls receiving offers does not include a small number who received an offer for an associate position after their 1L
summer. Fewer than 1.5% of 1Ls were reported as receiving an associate offer. The number of offices figure 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 which reported information firm-wide, or for
multiple offices, from those which reported office-specific information. Firm-wide information by region includes firms whose offices are predominantly or wholly in that region.
Office-specific information includes some instances of firms with most attorneys in a single location or whose additional offices are located primarily in adjacent areas, and

of multioffice nationwide firms consolidating 2 geographically adjacent offices into a single survey. These figures reflect acceptance rates as of November 1, 2021. Firms
reported that 2.5% of 1Ls with offers had not responded or a response was still pending as of November 1, 2021.
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Information on screening interview numbers was used to
link, where possible, screening interview numbers with
outcomes further down the line for the recruiting cycle.
These analyses, based on 313 offices that reported both
sets of figures (screening interview numbers and callback
outcomes) for the same office or offices, suggest that 41% of
screening interviews resulted in a callback invitation, and
that just over 6% resulted in an accepted offer. This means
that, on average, about 16 screening interviews are needed
to result in one accepted offer. Regionally, fewer screening
interviews are needed to result in one accepted offer in the
Northeast, and the highest number of screening interviews
are needed in the Southeast region. (See Table 22.)

Turning to yields on callbacks (a larger group of respon-
dents reporting), 464 employers reported offering a median
of 31 and an average of 72 callback invitations each to sec-
ond-year students, or a total of 33,399 callback invitations.
Figures are based on offices that had interviewed at least
one second-year student, even if the process ended with no
offers being made, or none had been made as of November
1, 2021. (See Table 24.)

Approximately 74% of these invitations were accepted, 13%
of invitations were declined or never responded to, and
13% of invitations were accepted but then canceled. At the
next stage of the recruiting process, 43% of callback invita-
tions resulted in an offer and 16% resulted in an accepted
offer. This means that more than 6 callback invitations were
needed to obtain one accepted offer. Fewer invitations are
needed in the Midwest and West/Rocky Mountain regions,
while offices in the Mid-Atlantic region and in firms of
251-500 lawyers required the most. Figures for cities or
states ranged from 3 callback invitations needed in Ohio to
more than 8 needed in Wilmington DE. (See Table 23.)

Perspectives on 2021 Law Student Recruiting

50

Hiring for Summer 2022

o Looking at more detailed findings on outcomes of
callback invitations and interviews and distinguishing
between firms that submitted a composite survey to
cover activity in multiple or all offices from those that
submitted a survey pertaining to a single office reveals
that, on a per office basis, the median number of
callback invitations was 28 and the average was 61. For
firms reporting on a firm-wide basis, medians ranged
from 27 to 257, depending on firm size, and the average
number of callback invitations ranged from 34 to 285.

o For office-specific reports, the average and median
number of invitations per office were, by far, the
highest in the Northeast, with a median and an average
about 2 to 3 times higher than that of the region with
the next largest figures, the Mid-Atlantic region.
Nationwide, 74% of these callback invitations were
accepted. Regionally, acceptance rates were highest in
the Southeast (80%) and lowest in the Northeast (71%).
(See Table 23.)

Based on figures which are comparable to those of prior
years, the callback activity level, as measured by the median,
which was 31 for the fall 2021 recruiting, was slightly
higher than the median of 30 for the 2020 recruiting cycle
(which extended into spring 2021 due to the COVID-19
pandemic). However, the median was still below that of

the range of 35 to 39 observed between 2016-2019 and was
more in line with the figures seen from 2009-2013. The
median had increased to
35 in 2014, after being
essentially flat at 30 in the

prior 5 years (from 2009-
2013), with the exception
of 2011 when the number

(continued on page 51)
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had bumped up to 33. The average number of callback invi-
tations, 72 for the fall 2021 recruiting cycle, is down from

75 for the 2020 recruiting, and from the range of 84 to 94
observed from 2016-2019. It is important to note; however,
that averages can be pushed up by firm-wide reports or espe-
cially large programs. By the more moderated measure of the
median, activity has remained below that of the 2005-2007
period, when medians ranged from 42 to 48.

o Overall, nearly 58% of callback interviews resulted in
an offer, with a median and average of 10 and 31 offers,
respectively. For offices reporting office-specific infor-
mation, the median was 9 and the average was 26. The
overall median was up from 8 for the 2020 recruiting
cycle, but still remains just below the relatively steady
figures of 11 to 12 observed from 2015-2019. The offer
rate for the 2021 recruiting cycle (58%) increased by 8
percentage points compared to the previous cycle and is
the highest that this figure has been since 2007 when it
was 60%. From 2014-2020, the offer rate had varied only
between 50 to 54%. Both the offer rate and the median
number of offers, however, remain off from their respec-
tive figures from 2005-2007, when the offer rate was
about 60% and the median number of offers was 15 or
16. Prior to 2008, offer rates had only fallen below 50%
a handful of times since NALP began compiling these
figures in 1993. For the fall 2021 recruiting cycle, the per-
centage of callback interviews resulting in an offer was
highest in firms of more than 700 lawyers and in large
offices of more than 250 lawyers.

+ For offices reporting office-specific information, the
percentage of callback interviews resulting in an offer
was lowest for offices in the Mid-Atlantic and Southeast
regions (49%) and highest in the Northeast (63%).
Offices in the Southeast also made the fewest offers,
with a median of 6 and average of 9. This compares
with a median of 26 offers and an average of 71 in the
Northeast, which had the highest figures. It is worth

median number of offers made in the Silicon Valley
bounced back this year. In 2015, the median figure
for the Silicon Valley was 20, but it had steadily fallen
all the way down to 10 for the 2020 recruiting cycle.
For the 2021 recruiting cycle, the median more than
doubled to 22. These two locations drove much of the
post-Great Recession recovery.

Some cities and states departed from their regional
norm with respect to offers made. For example, firms
in Austin and the Silicon Valley had relatively high
offer rates compared to their regions as a whole,
whereas the opposite was true in a number of cities
including Boston, Pittsburgh, Charlotte, and Seattle.
Offer rates ranged from 38% in the Raleigh/Durham
area to 68% in the Silicon Valley. Some of these dif-
ferences reflect differences in the firm sizes typical for
these areas.

Overall, 37% percent of offers were accepted, down
from 41% for the previous recruiting cycle. After
increasing sharply in 2009, the acceptance rate

had declined to a range of 33% to 37% during the
2013-2019 time period before spiking to 41% for the
2020 recruiting cycle. After this single year blip, the
offer acceptance rate is now back in line with recent
figures.

For office-specific reports, a larger percentage of
offers from offices in the Southeast were accepted,
about 44%, while acceptance rates were lowest in

the Northeast at 33%. Acceptance rates varied con-
siderably by location, with rates at or above 60% in
Pittsburgh and areas in Florida outside of the Miami
area, and rates below 35% in New York City and

the Silicon Valley. Acceptance rates were highest at
firms of 501-700 lawyers and at offices of 25 or fewer

lawyers.

noting that the median number of offers in New York As is the case with summer program sizes, the average

City was 44, down from 55 last year, and from figures or median number of offers for the summer program

of 61 to 69 observed from 2016-2018. Conversely, the conceals a very wide range of offer numbers, from none

(continued on page 52)
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for a few offices that interviewed second-year students and
ultimately made no offers, to a maximum of 472 offers. (See
Table 25.)

o The most common number of offers was one with this
figure reported by about 8% of offices. Approximately
31% of employers made 5 or fewer offers, 39% made
6-20 offers, and 31% made more than 20 offers. The
95th percentile of offer numbers was 134, a number less
than one-third of the maximum.

o The figures are, not surprisingly, higher for firm-wide/
multi-office reports, with 59% of these respondents
making more than 20 offers. The vast majority (86%)
of the largest firms of more than 700 lawyers reporting
firm-wide/multi-office figures did so. The minimum
number of offers made in this firm size was 6.

 For office-specific reports, the smallest number of
offers, when offers were made, was 1. The mode was
also 1, with about 9% of offices reporting this offer
number. This again reflects the presence of small
programs at smaller offices of firms. Offices in firms
of more than 700 lawyers were most likely to report
making more than 20 offers.

When grouping offices according to their individual accep-
tance rates, 33% reported acceptance rates of less than 35%,
46% reported acceptance rates between 35%-60%, and 21%
reported acceptance rates of more than 60%. The average
acceptance rate on a per office basis was 47% (See Table
26.)

» Offices of 25 or fewer lawyers more frequently reported
acceptance rates in excess of 60%, as did offices in the
Mid-Atlantic and Southeast regions. At the city and
state level, average acceptance rates were highest in
Seattle and lowest in the Silicon Valley. Two-thirds or
more of offices in Seattle and areas in Florida outside
of Miami reported acceptance rates above 60%. In
contrast, 50% or more of the offices in New York City,
the Miami area, and Silicon Valley reported acceptance
rates of less than 35%. None of the offices in Silicon
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Valley and the Raleigh/Durham area reported an accep-
tance rate above 60%.

Concerning the timing of student responses to offers for
a summer position, on the whole, based on over 12,500
offers for which response timing was reported, 69% of
responses were received within 14 days, with the largest
share reported within 8 to 14 days (35%). Another 20%
were received within 15-22 days, and 11% of responses
came in after 22 days. By firm size, firms of 101-250
lawyers received the highest percentage of responses
within 14 days (88%), while firms of 100 or fewer
lawyers received the lowest percentage of responses
within 14 days (66%). (See Table 27.)

Employers were asked about their use of non-inter-
view assessment tools in the summer 2022 recruiting
process. Just 14% of employers reported using such
tools, up from 12% for the summer 2021 recruiting
cycle. Firms with 251-500 lawyers (20%) and employers
located in the West/Rocky Mountain region (21%)
were most likely to use non-interview assessment

tools. Firms of 101-250 lawyers (4%) and offices in the
Southeast (6%) were least likely to use these tools. For
firms using non-interview assessment tools, the vast
majority of employers (85%) were using third-party
assessment tools as opposed to internally developed
tools and most firms (61%) reported that they have
been using these tools for 2 years. Of firms not cur-
rently using non-interview assessment tools, 20% are
considering using them for the summer 2023 recruiting
cycle. (See Table 28.)

In total, 31% of employers engaged in early offer
activity for their summer 2022 programs prior to

the start of OCI, down from 42% for summer 2021
programs. However, OCI at most schools was delayed
until January/February 2021 for summer 2021
recruiting, allowing a longer potential window of time
for early offers to be made during the prior recruiting
cycle. The number of early offers reported represents
12.3% of all offers to second-year students for summer
2022 programs, up from 10.5% for summer 2021

(continued on page 53)
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programs. Looking just at offices that made early offers,
17.9% of all of their offers made were early offers. These
employers made a median of 4 offers and an average

of 12 offers, with 43% of all such offers accepted. (Note
that for purposes of this survey, offers to 1L students to
return for their 2L summer in 2022 are not included.)
(See Table 29.)

Regionally, employers in the Northeast region reported
a median of 7 early offers, while all other regions had

a median of 2 or 3 early offers. Early offer acceptance
rates were highest in the Midwest (60%) and lowest in
the Mid-Atlantic region (35%). As to the characteristics
of students to whom early offers were made, firms most
frequently reported making early offers to top candi-
dates and diverse candidates — 79% of all employers
made early offers to each of these groups. In terms of
diverse candidates, 74% of employers made early offers
to candidates of color, 45% of employers made offers to
LGBTQ candidates, 35% made offers to first-generation
college students, and just 8% made offers to candidates
with disabilities.

The practice of employers returning to the same
campuses (in-person or virtually) after the conclusion
of OCI to solicit additional second-year candidates
for the summer program is not widespread, reported
by 28% of employers for the summer 2022 recruiting
cycle, up from 14% for the summer 2021 cycle. When
employers did return to schools, it typically was to 4
schools, although the number ranged from 1 to 30.
Employers in the Northeast were most likely to report
returns to campus (37%), while employers in the Mid-
Atlantic and Midwest regions were least likely to return
to campus (20%). (See Table 30.)

Firms were also asked to provide the number of offers
made the previous year for summer 2021 positions. The
volume of offers for summer 2022 programs was up by
31% for firms with a summer 2022 program that made
at least one 2L offer for summer 2022, and also reported
comparable offer numbers for summer 2021. However,
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there were differences by firm size and region. Offer
volume was up by 47% in firms of 100 or fewer lawyers,
compared to an increase of just 21% at firms of 501-700
lawyers. By region, increases in offer volume ranged
from 15% in the Mid-Atlantic region to 71% in the
Southeast. Nearly three-quarters of employers (73%)
reported making more offers compared to last year

and 18% reported making fewer offers. The respective
figures for summer 2021 compared to summer 2020
were 33% and 57%. Offices of over 250 lawyers, which
tend to have the highest offer volumes, were most likely
to report more offers compared to last year (89%).
Cities and states varied widely on these measures.
Among those reporting at least 25 offers and with at
least 5 offices reporting data, volume changes ranged
from an increase of 9% in Wilmington, DE to an
increase of 400% in Charlotte, NC. (See Table 31.)
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Table 22. Yields on Screening Interviews for 2022 Summer Programs

# of Screening

S-rg::tle:irc:f % Resulting % Resulting in g Interviews # of
| in a Callback | " 9 in an Needed to

DIERARTES Invitation 20 (O Accepted Offer | Result in One wileaz
Reported

Accepted Offer

Total — All
Employers

By Number of Lawyers Firm-Wide
100 or Fewer 813 40.0 16.6 6.3 15.9 9

101-250 2,160 40.0 12.8 4.8 21.0 30

251-500 7,515 45.0 15.9 5.7 17.5 35

501-700 4,639 42.0 17.0 6.8 14.7 33

701+ 43,755 40.8 17.7 6.2 16.1 206

58,882 41.4% 17.2% 6.1% 16.3 313

Northeast 19,491 48.4 21.4 6.9 14.5 52

Mid-Atlantic 8,454 35.8 13.3 51 19.7 52

Southeast 4,190 30.7 10.8 4.7 21.3 60

Midwest 3,721 36.2 13.6 5.0 20.1 34

West/Rocky Mountain 9,408 34.9 15.9 6.4 15.6 77

Note: Figures are based on offices/firms that reported screening interview figures for summer 2022 recruiting and that also indicated that the coverage of figures, e.g., a
single office, all offices, is the same for both the screening interview and recruiting figures. This is intended to compare, as much as possible, screening offer numbers that
correspond to resulting callback invitation numbers. Figures in this table are reported at broad levels to mitigate instances where this correspondence may not be exact.
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Table 23. Yields on Callback Invitations for 2022 Summer Programs

Invitations Declined Canceled Callba_ack an Offer Accepted Result in One Offices
Reported Interview Offer Accepted Offer
E‘r’;:'lo_y(i! 33,399 12.8% 12.8% 74.4% 43.0% 16.0% 6.3 461
ByNumberofLawyersFlrmWlde
e e P s e R o o
101-250 1403 | 129 14.0 731 34.7 14.0 71 44
251-500 3785 | 148 17.5 67.8 35.9 13.5 74 53
501-700 2592 | 132 12.3 744 39.4 15.8 63 | 52
701+ 25217 | 125 12.0 755 44.9 16.5 6.1 209
'YBQ'NA'I'_F"HﬁéQ'iBﬁmmwwm”
i R . 11391 SR e P e P R s o
Mid-Atlantic 4315 | 15 12.7 75.8 37.1 13.9 72 79
Southeast 2280 | 111 82 80.7 39.6 17.4 57 94
Mavest 29 123 | w02 | 7ms | we | we | 54| e
:\’Avjjgg‘i’n“ky 4813 12.1 12.4 7556 451 18.4 54 118
'éy"c':ify/'siét'e ...... N KO S A SN AN AN S
e R e T o T e e s g
N T s o SoE e es i S
‘Boston 1192 | 82 13.7 78.1 435 19.8 51 19
Charlotte 149 | 6.0 10.7 83.2 322 16.1 62 | 7
Chicagp 1554 | 14.3 1.6 741 441 17.1 58 | 26
‘Dallas 509 | 13.0 12.2 74.9 375 16.3 61 17
o e s e o1a ia1 e i s
Houston 80 | 108 | 90 | 803 | 416 164 61 | 2
Bﬁiéneg?;fﬁn%y 1,123 14.2 145 71.3 35.5 13.3 7.5 35
R B B s B B e e
Ft. Lauderdale/ 252 16.3 5.6 78.2 30.6 13.5 7.4 14
W. Palm Beach
Hl.\/.l.ih.héapolis ..... P s woe o e s S
NewYork City | 10,040 | 13.7 16.2 701 45.0 14.2 70 | 51
Oho 131 46 | 61 | 893 | 565 | 336 30 T
Dther areas In 73 6.8 1.4 91.8 38.4 27.4 37 10
.'I.:’.H'il.é.delphia ..... e oy s e 5oy P o
Pitsburgh 85 | 00 | 106 894 | 353 | 212 47 5
Raweion/ 74 5.4 27 91.9 35.1 16.2 6.2 6
(continued on page 56)
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(continued from page 55)

Total # of e % Resulting | , . % Resulting | # of Invitations
Callback % e A;c:npted ina - Reisnultlng in an Needed to # of
Invitations Declined Canceled Callback an Offer Accepted Result in One Offices

Reported Interview Offer Accepted Offer
San Diego 135 9.6 4.4 85.9 48.1 22.2 4.5 9 7
San Francisco | ..986 | . 125 .. 168 ... 707 ] 426 ... 62 |..82 . 24 .
Seattle i 148 122 T4 ol 804 ol 338 ol 178 B 6 .
Silicon Valley | ...807 _|. 135 128 . 13T il 8503 o 170 ]88 13...
Washington,
DC/Northern VA 3,437 12.3 11.8 75.9 38.1 134 7.5 48
area . . B B B B PP . LT P
Wilmington 334 9.6 26.0 64.4 29.0 12.0 8.4 6

Note: Cities/states included in this table had at least 5 offices reporting and at least 60 callback invitations reported. A few offices reported the number of offers and their
outcomes, but not the number of callback invitations and their outcomes; therefore, they are not included here. The decline category includes callback invitations for which
no response was received. In some cases, tracking does not distinguish between declines and acceptances which were subsequently canceled. In these instances, all
outcomes were reported as declines to avoid double-counting. 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. Other areas in Florida includes locations reported outside of the Miami/Ft. Lauderdale/W. Palm Beach area.
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Table 24. Outcomes of Callback Invitations to and Interviews of
Class of 2023 Students for Summer 2022 Positions

# of Callback
Invitations

# of Offers
Extended

% of % of Ca_llback % of
Median Average I:::L:‘:?::s I;Lesr::,::nw: Median Average Offers Orfiz:as
Accepted in Offer I EHED

Total — All Employers 31.0 72 74.4% 57.8% 10.0 31 37.3% 464

By Number of Lawyers Firm-Wide

L S o o s e g —
101-250 210 | 32 | 731 475 7.0 1 428 | 47
251-500 310 71 | 678 53.0 10.0 26 375 | 53
501-700 245 | 50 | 744 52.9 8.0 20 401 | 52
701+ 340 | 8 | 755 59.5 11.0 38 368 | 299

FIRM-WIDE/MULTI-OFFICE REPORTS

ﬁ#igggggfg’“"”'“' 89.0 156 75.1 575 285 67 408 58

By Number of Lawyers Firm-Wide

e R e o o o e o T
251-500 1000 | 114 | 713 535 31.0 43 370 | 15
501-700 790 | 103 | 747 52.3 22.0 40 399 | 7
701+ 2570 | 285 | 759 60.9 78.0 132 408 | 21

By NALP Region

A IR s T o e e e s
West/Rocky Mountain 720 | 135 | 805 66.0 255 72 448 | 10

OFFICE-SPECIFIC REPORTS

’Qggﬂ?*peoiﬁc 28.0 61 74.2 57.8 9.0 26 36.0 406
By Number of Lawyers Firm-Wide

L S o o o e g o
101-250 200 | 31 | 707 52.8 5.0 1 360 | 33
251-500 175 | 55 | 649 525 4.5 19 380 | 38
501-700 160 | 42 | 743 53.2 7.0 16 401 | 45

ot | 320 | 69 | 754 | 504 | 100 | 31 | 355 | 278
By Number of Lawyers in Office

e s — o e s e —
26-50 140 | 19 | 772 47.4 5.0 7 415 | 109
51-100 270 | 35 | 714 50.3 8.0 13 378 | 103
101-250 460 | 69 | 702 53.7 16.0 26 380 | 103
251+ 1635 | 237 | 768 64.7 76.5 118 336 | 48

(continued on page 58)
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(continued from page 57)

# of Callback # of Offers
Invitations Extended

% of % of Calllback % of
Median Average Ir?ve:rali?::s I;;esr:llﬁ::v: Median Average Offers O:fi?::es
Accepted in Offer (AR

By NALP Region & City/State
T
Boston 430 | 63 | 781 | s56 | 170 27 | 458 | 19
New York City 4250 | 197 | 701 | 643 | 440 89 | 316 | 51
e YTk S e B e A
i e S K e Lo
o | w | we | wms | so e |wmo s
Liashington, DS/ 55.0 72 75.9 50.2 19.0 27 35.1 48
e o T e
g e s e —
ouhe e e e e R e
e e e R e Do
pustin.. L e T
et e e R Lo
Houston 250 | 40 | 803 | 519 | 80 6 | se7 | 21
. Lauderdalel 16.5 18 78.2 39.1 3.5 6 442 14
OtherareasinFlorida | 65 | 7 | 918 | 418 | 25 3 | a0 10
Raleigh/Durham area 140 | 12 | 919 | 382 55 4 462 | 6
neeon e e S
et e e . R P
o e L e i
o s e e R B
West/Rocky Mountain | 200 | 32 | 735 | 567 | 70 13 | 388 | 108
Denver 135 | 13 | 913 | 626 | 45 6 | 540 8
t‘;‘z ﬁ\t’;ge'es & Orange 28.0 32 713 49.8 8.0 1 373 35
S I = o o
sanpeee... e e —
sen i e e e
e ey T e 2o

Note: Figures for callback invitations and outcomes are based on 461 employers issuing a total of 33,399 callback invitations and do not include 3 offices that did not report
the number of callbacks and interviews. Figures for offers and offer outcomes are based on 464 employers making a total of 14,387 offers. Median and average offer figures
are based on all employers who interviewed at least 1 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 November 1, 2021. 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 which reported information firm-wide, or for multiple
offices, from those which 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 in a single location or whose additional offices are located primarily in adjacent
areas, and of multi-office nationwide firms consolidating 2 geographically adjacent offices into a single survey. Other areas in Florida includes locations reported outside of
the Miami/Ft. Lauderdale/W. Palm Beach area.
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Table 25. Offers for Summer 2022 Programs

Most Common
% of Offices in Each Range of Offer Offer Number

Offer Number Range: Numbers Reported (Mode) and
% of Offices

% of Offices
Sor | g9 | More | pinimum | SOt 95th | \paximum | Mode | Making this | # of Offers | %O
Fewer than 20 %tile %tile Offices
# of Offers
Total — All 30.6% | 38.6% | 30.8% 0 1 134 472 1 7.8% 14,387 464
Employers
FIRM-WIDE/MULTI-OFFICE REPORTS
All Firm-
Wide/ 86 | 328 | 586 2 3 366 472 | 10,20 6.9%each| 3858 | 58
Multi-Office ' ' : ’ e '
_Reports | A AN N R AU WU N R N S
By Number of Lawyers Firm-Wide
101-250 30.8 61.5 7.7 2 2 26 26 10 23.1 149 14
251-500 0.0 26.7 73.3 15 15 136 136 20 13.3 651 15

501-700 0.0 42.9 57.1 12 12 126 126 reported 283 7

701+ 0.0 14.3 85.7 6 10 412 472 51 9.5 2,770 21

OFFICE-SPECIFIC REPORTS

All Office-

Specific 33.7 39.4 26.8 0 1 100 441 1 8.9 10,529 406
Reports

By Number of Lawyers Firm-Wide

R ..,.41.7 500 83 0 O 74 . 74 2 .......... 250 ......... 153 AAAAAA 12.m
101-250 | 515 | 333 | 152 | 1 | 2 4| a1 2 "1'8;2' ' 367 | 33
251-500 | 526 | 263 | 211 | 1 | 1 116 | 193 | 1 342 ' 708 | 38
501-700 '48.9' 311 ' 200 11 53 1 '1'8? o2 "1'5;6' ' '7'38"' "'45'”
701+ '26.3' 428 309 0 N 138 o441 1 . 68 ' 8','563'” "'278"'

Note: Figures are based on offices interviewing at least 1 second-year student for summer 2022, including a few that ultimately did not make any offers. Office-specific
information includes some instances of firms with most attorneys located in 1 location or whose additional offices are located primarily in adjacent areas, and of multi-office
nationwide firms consolidating 2 geographically adjacent offices into a single survey.
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Table 26. Acceptance Rates for Summer 2022 Programs
(percent of offices in each range of acceptance rates)

Acceptance Rates

Less than
35%

35-60%

More than 60%

Average
Acceptance
Rate

# of
Offices

Total — All Employers

By Number of Lawyers Firm-Wide

100 or Fewer

By Number of Lawyers in Office

25 br Fewérw

By NALP Region and City/State

” Nart‘heasf

Washington, DC/
Northern VA area

Miami/Ft. Lauderdale/
W. Palm Beach

Raleigh/Durham area

Perspectives on 2021 Law Student Re

cruiting

32.7%

46.3%

489

434

423

486 |2

349

438

ses

T
579
333

443

800
L2000

44.9

500

432

625

50.0

429

471

429

28.6

200
800

60

21.0%

47.3%

(continued on page 61)
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(continued from page 60)

Acceptance Rates

Leséss;han 35-60% More than 60% Agee;:agnece off.Of
o Rate ices
Midwest 2283 [ %83 | 183 73 | 60
Chicago 34.6 57.7 7.7 40.1 26
Hl.\/.l.ir.].héapolis 167 ...... B 66'_7'” - 167 ..... 481 ............ 6"
Oh|o 222 ...... B 55'_6'” - 222 ..... 504 ............ 9..
West/Rocky Mountain 42 M9 29 %7 | M7
Denver 37.5 25.0 37.5 57.1 8
Los Ahgeles & Orange County 361 ..... o 44..4." : 194 .... 432 .......... 36.
H'S'éthtltjiego 222 ...... B 5'5'_6'” - 222 ..... 521 ............ 9..
Héé'h.l.-"rancisco 435 ...... B 4'7'_8'” - 87 ...... 366 ............ 23.
Seattle 167 ...... B 16'_7'” - 667 ..... 695 ............ 6"
S|I|con Valiey 571 ...... B 4.2..9... - 00 ...... 278 ............ 14.

Note: This table excludes offices that interviewed but then did not make any offers for summer 2022. 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. Other areas in Florida includes locations reported outside of the Miami/Ft. Lauderdale/W. Paim
Beach area.
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Table 27. Response Times to Offers for 2022 Summer Programs

% of Responses Received

# of Offers
Within Within Within Within Beyond Never gs‘g:r"‘:;
24 Hours 2-7 Days 8-14 Days | 15-22 Days 22 Days Responded Timing Was
Reported
Total — All Employers |  9.3% 25.3% 34.6% 19.6% 10.6% 0.7% 12,545
o Koo ot Lowvers Frmge
A o T T e e
101-250 127 394 | 354 | 88 | 37 | 00 457
251-500 113 36 | 331 | 176 | 53 | 11 1,262
501-700 91 207 | 360 | 207 | 47 | 07 969
701+ 89 234 | 348 | 201 | 122 | 06 9,704
e —
B L YR P P R o
51-100 107 07 | 375 | 148 | 59 | 04 1,183
101-250 103 200 | 373 | 168 | 64 | 01 2,502
251+ 61 193 | 293 | 266 | 176 11 5,230

Note: Figures based on 12,545 offers for which the timing of the responses was reported, representing about 87% of all offers reported. Among survey respondents
providing timing information, most accounted for the timing of all responses to offers. Office-specific information includes some instances of firms with most attorneys located
in a single location or whose additional offices are located primarily in adjacent areas, and of multi-office nationwide firms consolidating 2 geographically adjacent offices into
a single survey.
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Table 28. Prevalence of the Use of Non-Interview Assessment Tools
in the Recruiting Process for Summer 2022 Programs

% of Offices/Firms
Reporting Use of Non- # of Offices
Interview Assessment Tools

Total — All Employers 13.8% 477
s ——
Ty — e —

101250 PP .

osis00 | 200 ,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,, N

s01700 | U .

o4 143 »»»»»»»»»»»»»» o
e t4s 308
SO e —— —

Mid-Atantc | 146 »»»»»»»»»»»»»»» 5

southeast | 60 »»»»»»»»»»»»»»»» o

Migwest | 11 5 »»»»»»»»»»»»»»»»» 5

WestRocky Mountain oy .

Note: Figures are based on a total of 477 offices/firms that responded to the question regarding the use of assessment tools.
Of offices using assessment tools, 15.2% reported using internally developed assessment tools and 84.8% reported using third-
party assessment tools. There were no offices that reported using a combination of both internally developed and third-party
tools. For offices utilizing assessment tools, 24.2% have been using assessment tools for 1 year or less, 60.6% for 2 years,
3.0% for 3 years, and 12.1% for more than 3 years. Of offices not currently using non-interview assessment tools, 20% are
considering using them for the summer 2023 recruiting cycle.
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Table 29a. Prevalence and Characteristics of Recruiting Prior to OCI

o . . .
e onr e | #oromees

Total — All Employers 31.0% 464

By Number of Lawyers Firm-Wide
e e e 00 ,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,, 13 ........................
01050 e 170 ........................ oo
1500 e 222 ........................ 54 ..........
o0 e T o
o1+ 6 | 208

By NALP Region
e B e 446 ,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,, o
o Adantic . - e 342 ........................ 79 ..........
Ca . - e e w
R e e o
WWest/RockyMounfé‘in e N

Note: The number of offices is the total number of offices/firms that responded to the question as to whether they recruited 2Ls prior to the start of OCI. Overall,
144 offices/firms participated in pre-OCl recruiting. 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.

Table 29b. Early Offer Volumes and Outcomes

% of All
Median Average % of % of All Offers | Acceptances
Number of Number of Offers That Were That Were # of Offices
Offers Offers Accepted Early Offers Early
Acceptances
Total — All 4 12.4 42.9% 17.9% 21.2% 143
'Employers N
By Number of Lawyers Firm-Wide
101-250 2033 L e e L e T
501-700 oo t.o......88 | 659 . 163 193 | 6
Lot S 138 | 424 | 185 | 29 18
By NALP Region
Northeast 7 235 )...s88 N8 222 %2
Mid-Atlantic 434S 8s s R
Southeast 2l 464 e
Midwest 2 28 .95 .80 )...t06 o.M
West/Rocky Mountain 2 8.6 46.7 21.3 247 35

Note: A total of 144 offices/firms reported making offers to 2Ls for summer 2022 employment prior to the start of OCI at schools at which these offices/firms recruit. A total
of 143 of these 144 offices/firms also reported their number of early offers and acceptances. For purposes of this survey, early OCI does not include 1Ls who will return

for some or all of their 2L summer. Collectively these offices reported making 1,771 early offers, representing 12.3% of all offers to second-year students for summer 2022
programs (inclusive of offers made by all offices, not just those participating in pre-OCl recruiting). As reported in this table, for offices making early offers, 17.9% of offers
were early offers. 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.

(continued on page 64)
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(continued from page 64)

Table 29c. Students to Whom Early Offers Were Made

% of Offices/Firms Reporting Activity
Prior to OCI
Top candidates 79.2%
Diverse candidates* 78.5
Candidates of color 74.3
LGBTQ candidates 451
Candidates who are first-generation college students 354
Candidates with disabilities 7.6
Local candidates 57.6
H'Candidates seen éé‘1Ls but who were not offéred aiL 47 1
summer position ’
Candidates with a technical background 24.3
Other 13.2

Note: Percentages for students receiving early offers are based on responses from 144 offices and add up to more than 100% because more than one item could
be checked. Other candidates described include students who had worked at the firm previously (e.g., as a paralegal), referral candidates, military veterans, and
candidates who demonstrated significant interest in the firm during 1L outreach.

* Offices were classified as making offers to diverse candidates if they made offers to at least one of the following candidate groups: candidates of color, LGBTQ
candidates, first-generation college students, and/or candidates with disabilities.
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Table 30. Employers Returning to Campus After OCI to Solicit Additional 2L Candidates

Average # Median # Smallest # Largest #
% Returning of Schools of Schools of Schools of Schools

Revisited Revisited Reported Reported
Total — All Employers 27.9% 5.8 4 1 30
Firm-Wide Reports | 487 [ 49 | 5 | 1 [ 12
By Number of Lawyers Firm-Wide
2500rFewer ,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,, 233414 ) 6
251_500 ,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,, - 309 SN - 52 OO I 3 - ; 30
501_700 ,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,, - 346 SN - 49 OO I 3 - ; 19
B N £ S N 1 LB
By NALP Region
Northeast ,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,, 365574 ; 28
M|dAt|ant|c ,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,, - 203 SN - 64 OO I 5 - ; 28
Southeast ,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,, - ..2‘1...9... SN - 44 OO I 5 - ; 10
M|dwest ,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,, - 200 SN - 36 OO I 3 - ; 10
© West/Rocky Mountain | 27 | 75 | 3 1 30

Notes: A total of 466 firms/offices answered the question as to whether they returned to campus for additional candidates. Figures on the number of schools to which
employers returned are based on schools that returned to campus. The line labeled "Firm-Wide Reports" includes firms of all sizes that reported results for multiple offices
or all offices nationwide and so cannot be assigned to a region except in a few instances in which a firm is wholly located within a region. They are included in the figures by
firm size. Figures by region include firm-wide/multi-office reporting only if the firm is wholly or predominantly located in that region.
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Table 31. Comparison of Offer Volumes for Summer 2022 and Summer 2021

Percent of Offices Making

L Change from Same Number .
Made for Fewer Offers More Offers # of Offices
Summer 2022 Summer 2021 of Offers
Total — All Employers 13,860 31.0% 18.1% 9.4% 72.5% 415
By Number of Lawyers Firm-Wide
e S e S s s o o
101-250 498 239 186 16.3 65.1 43
251-500 1,265 235 91 22.7 68.2 44
501-700 960 214 26.7 4.4 68.9 45
701+ | 10,984 133.0 181 7.4 745 271
By Number of Lawyers in Office
e e e e R e o o
26-50 692 412 19.8 125 67.7 9%
51-100 1,275 345 188 135 67.7 9%
101-250 2,679 133.0 202 5.8 74.0 104
251+ | 5408 305 114 0.0 88.6 44
By NALP Region & City/State
e s P T o o
Boston 511 149.0 294 5.9 64.7 17
New York City 4,363 30.2 146 6.3 79.2 42
Mid-Atlantic 1,463 152 233 16.4 603 64
\,flv:rst'ﬁg‘r?‘ti’/’; aDrg; 1,230 12.2 22.2 17.8 60.0 44
Wilmington 96 9.1 16.7 33.3 '50.0 5
Southeast 749 71.0 101 10.1 79.7 75
Charlotte 40 400.0 0.0 20.0 '80.0 5
Dallas 169 94.3 00 133 86.7 14
Houston 310 52,0 56 0.0 94.4 19
e 52.0 o 944 19
Ft. Lauderdale/ 75 82.9 27.3 0.0 72.7 13
W. Palm Beach
Raleigh/Durham area 26 44.4 16.7 16.7 66.7 5
Midwest 946 516 1.3 75 81.1 47
Chicago 615 36.7 87 4.3 87.0 19
Minneapolis 31 12100 00 0.0 100.0 5
Ohio 79 1324 125 125 - 75.0 5
(continued on page 68)
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(continued from page 67)

Percent of Offices Making

e OiEE Change from Same Number
Made for g Fewer Offers More Offers # of Offices
Summer 2021 of Offers
Summer 2022

WestRocky Mountain | 2035 | 232 | 255 9.4 651 102
Denver ; 50 813 250 0.0 .15.0 8
Los Angeles & Orange 739 17.5 21.2 12.1 66.7 32
County B S B .
SanDiego 64 362 125 25.0 625 8.
San Francisco 403 18.5 40.9 0.0 59.1 21
Seattle . 49 .88.5 200 0.0 ..80.0 S
Silicon Valley 542 14.8 35.7 14.3 50.0 14

Note: Figures reflect employers who had a summer program in 2021 and and will do so in 2022 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. Cities or states shown in the table are those where

offices collectively reported at least 25 offers for summer 2022. The number of employers reporting is shown in the last column.
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Remote Work Policy Changes

A new inquiry this year asked whether employers had implemented or updated a formal remote work policy since March 1, 2020,
and if so, how remote work for entry-level associates under the new policy compared to the old policy. Overall, 70% of employers
reported that they had implemented a new remote work policy since the COVID-19 pandemic began. Firms of 251-500 lawyers were
the most likely to have implemented a new policy. For offices with a new policy, 85% reported that entry-level associates can work
remotely more often under the new policy. (See Table 32.)
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(in percentages)

Table 32. Remote Work Policy Changes Since March 1, 2020

For Offices Updating/Implementing New Policies, How Does

Remote Work for Entry-Level Associates Under the New
Policy Compare to the Prior Policy:

% of Offices/ Entry-Level
Firms That Have Entry-Level v Entry-Level
: Associates Can :
Implemented or Associates Can Associates Can .
Work Remotely # of Offices
Updated a Formal Work Remotely Work Remotely
- About the Same
Remote Work Policy More Often Amount of Time Less Often
Since Mar. 1, 2020

Total — 70.3% 85.1% 14.0% 0.9% 489
All Employers
By Number of Lawyers Firm-Wide
100 or Fever 81.3 76.9 231 00 16
101-250 63.0 86.2 103 34 46
.251-500 828 100.0 0.0 00 58
. 501-700 731 66.7 313 21 67

L4 R 679 863 . 182 05 i 302
By NALP Region
Hl.\l.gr.t.heast 69.3 846 15.4 00 75
 Mid-Atlantic 70.9 85.0 15.0 00 86
H.Sc.).qth.east 66.3 89.2 92 . 1.5 98
Midwest 721 90.9 88 2B 61

West/Rocky 74.2 78.6 20.4 1.0 132

Mountain

Note: Figures in the first column are based on a total of 489 offices/firms that responded to the question regarding remote work policy changes. Comparison figures for the
new policy vs. the prior policy are based on responses from 343 offices/firms that reported updating their remote work policy and responded to the question regarding how
the new policy compares to the prior policy.

© 2022 NALP
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|
Third-Year Hiring

Third-year hiring increased modestly following the Great Recession, when the percentage of employers recruiting third-
year students dropped to just 3% in 2009. From 2010-2019, the percentage of employers reporting 3L hiring activity
ranged from 15% to 23%. However, in 2020, 3L hiring fell to 12%, the lowest it had been since 2009. In 2021, third-year
hiring rebounded to 22%, well within the range observed in the 10 years prior to 2020. Employers recruiting third-years
(Class of 2022 graduates not previously working for the employer) typically made 1 to 3 offers. There were also a handful
of employers that interviewed 3Ls, but ultimately made no offers. The median number of offers made to third-year
students was 2, and the 1,050 accepted callback invitations resulted in 462 offers. About 76% of these offers were accepted.
Another 7% had not received a response or a response was still pending as of November 1, 2021. (See Chart 6.)
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Chart 6. Fall Recruiting of 3Ls As Reported by Law Firms, 2004-2021

53%

42% 42%
31%
25%
0,
23% 22% 22%
18% 19% 19% 18% 18%
0,
15% 16% 15%

12%

3% I

2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020* 2021

Note: Reported as the percentage of employers reporting at least one callback invitation to a current 3L who had not previously worked for that employer.
*The 2020 recruiting cycle took place through spring 2021.
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Findings from the Survey of Law Students
__Who Interviewed with Law Firms for
Summer 2022

In the fall of 2021, schools were offered the opportunity to survey their second-year students who interviewed for a
summer 2022 law firm position. A total of 39 schools circulated the survey that NALP provided for this purpose, and

collectively these schools received 1,249 responses to the survey.

The survey questions covered the scope of interviewing for a law firm summer associate position, starting with the format
of screening and callback interviews, factors and resources influencing decision-making about which employers to apply
to, considerations weighed in evaluating multiple offers, and when offers were accepted. Additional inquiries focused on
screening and callback interview experiences, including pre-OCI interviewing, contact with firms during the process, and
the participation in and effectiveness of social events hosted by firms. Results are presented in the charts that follow.
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Chart 7. What was the format of your screening interviews?

| participated in both virtual and in-person
screening interviews, 13.2%

All of my screening

interviews were in-person,
1.4% \

Total Number of
Student Responses:

1,249

All of my screening interviews took
place virtually, 85.4%

Chart 8. You indicated that you had a mix of both in-person and virtual screening
interviews. Overall, which format did you prefer?

(only asked of students participating in both formats)

| had no preference
between the two formats,
15.8%

Virtual screening
interviews, 13.3%

Total Number of
Student Responses:

165

In-person screening
interviews, 70.9%
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Chart 9. Did any firms offer you the opportunity to choose
between in-person and virtual screening interviews?

Yes, 4.9%

Total Number of
Student Responses:

1,249

No, 95.1%

Chart 10. You indicated that at least one firm offered you the choice between
in-person and virtual screening interviews. When offered the choice, did you feel
pressure from any firms to choose a particular format?

(only asked of students offered a format choice)

Yes, | felt pressure to select
in-person screening
interviews, 16.4%

Yes, | felt pressure to

__select a certain format,
- but it varied by firm,
3.3%

Total Number of
Student Responses:

61

No, | did not feel any

pressure to select a

particular screening
interview format, 80.3%

Note: None of the students indicated that they felt pressure to select virtual screening interviews only.
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Chart 11. Based on your screening interview experience, what format would you
recommend that law firms use in the future for screening interviews?
The opportunity for candidates to choose

between virtual and in-person screening
interviews, 47.7%

Virtual screening
interviews only, 36.7%

Total Number of
Student Responses:

1,246

In-person screening
interviews only, 15.7%

Chart 12. Did you receive and accept any callback invitations
from these screening interviews?

No, 10.9%

Total Number of
Student Responses:

1,249

Yes, 89.1%
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Chart 13. What was the format of your screening interviews?

(only asked of students who received and accepted callback invitations)

| participated in both

virtual and in-person

callback interviews,
17.3%

All of my callback interview.
were in-person, 4.7%

Total Number of
. All of my callback
Student Responses. interviews took place

1.113 virtually, 78.0%
’

Chart 14. You indicated that you had a mix of both in-person and virtual callback
interviews. Overall, which format did you prefer?

(only asked of students participating in both formats)

| had no preference
between the two
formats, 9.8%

Total Number of Student
Responses:

193

In-person callback
interviews, 73.6%
Virtual callback
interviews, 16.6%
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Chart 15. Did any firms offer you the opportunity to choose between in-person and
virtual callback interviews?

(only asked of students who received and accepted callback invitations)

Yes, 17.0%

Total Number of
Student Responses:

1,113

No, 83.0%

Chart 16. You indicated that at least one firm offered you the choice between in-person
and virtual callback interviews. When offered the choice, did you feel pressure from any
firms to choose a particular format?

(Only asked of students offered a format choice)

Yes, | felt pressure to
select in-person
callback interviews,

23.8%

No, | did not feel any
pressure to select a
particular callback
interview format,

Total Number Of Yes, | felt pressure to
student Responses: - select virtual callback

70.4% interviews, 2.1%
Yes, | felt pressure to
select a certain format,
but it varied by firm,
3.7%
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Chart 17. Based on your callback interview experience, what format would you
recommend that law firms use in the future for callback interviews?

(only asked of students who received and accepted callback invitations)

Virtual callback
interviews only, 11.0%

The opportunity for
candidates to choose
between virtual and in-
person callback
interviews, 55.1%

Total Number of
Student Responses:

1,111

In-person callback
interviews only, 33.9%

Chart 18. Did any firms ask you to complete an online assessment tool
at any point in the recruiting process?

(Examples of assessment tools include personality assessments,
psychometric assessments, and competency assessments.)

Not sure/can’t recall,

’ 2.6%

Total Number of Student v .
es, 67.6%
Responses:

1,111

No, 29.8%
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Chart 19. What resources most influenced your decision about which employers
to apply to for screening interviews, that is preliminary interviews for
a summer 2022 job during summer/fall 2021 interviewing? (Select up to 3 resources.)

Vautt ranikings |1 —  58.6%
Input from friends/acquaintances/classmatesialumni [ NG 47 1%
employer's website [N 42.1%
chambers Guides [ N N S 25.9%
Information received from my Career Services Office || N I 25.12%
NALP Directory of Legal Employers | N RN NN 23.0%
Information gathered at a virtual employer event _ 9.5%
Am Law rankings |GGG 9.2%
Information gathered at an in-person employer reception/event - 7.1%
Above the Law [l 5.0%

US News & World Report [l 4.9%

Note: Based on responses from 1,249 students. Percentages add up to more
Top-Law-Schools.com [l 2.1% than 100% because up to 3 resources could be chosen. Examples of "other"
! ) o include Glassdoor, Reddit, Law Firm Climate Change Scorecard, Mansfield
HRC's Corporate Equality Index | 0.8% certification, prior work experience with firm, and students who indicated that

Other - 5 6% they applied to every firm participating in their school's OCI program.
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Chart 20. What factors most influenced your decision about which employers to apply to
for screening interviews for a summer 2022 job during summer/fall 2021 interviewing?

(Select up to 3 factors that were most important in your decision-making process.)

Firm cutture. | 57.8%
Specific practice area strengths [ NRERREIEEEEE 55.1%
Office location | 54.6%
Salarylcompensation [ NRNE 396%
Firm's reputation on campus || NN 15.4%
Firm's commitment to diversity, equity, and inclusion [ N RmnRNRINIEGG@ 14.3%
Firm's commitment to pro bono [ NN 11.9%
Training opportunities |GG 11.1%
Alumni at the firm [ I 8.2%
Benefits, including parental leave [l 5.1%
Firm's published hiring criteria [l 5.1%

Firm's remote work policy [l 2.5%
Note: Based on responses from 1,249 students. Percentages add up to

Firm's participation in events and receptions (in-person or virtual) [Jl| 2.4% more than 100% because up to 3 factors could be chosen. Examples of
"other" include prestige, exit option opportunities, mentoring philosophy of
Firm's support for student organization activities | 0.6% firm, firm's visa policy, connection with political interests, law firm size, and

o firm's gross profits.
Other 2.5%
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Chart 21. Number of Screening Interviews Per Student

25.5%
22.5%
19.9%
17.9%
14.0%
0.2% I
None 1t05 61010 11t015 16 to 20 More than 20

Note: Percentages are based on responses from 1,249 students and include the percentage of students who fell in each range of total screening interviews. In total,
15,166 screening interviews were reported. The median number of screening interviews was 11 and the average was 12.1. The modal number (the most frequently
reported value) was 20 and was reported by 6.5% of respondents. The largest number of screening interviews reported was 51.

Chart 22. Did you reach out directly to any employers (outside of your
law school’s on-campus interview/recruitment program) to arrange
any screening interviews on your own?

No, 43.2% Total Number of Ve 56.6%
Student Responses: '
1,249
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Chart 23. Were you successful in obtaining one or more screening interviews
via this direct outreach?

(Only asked of students who reached out directly to employers outside of OCl)

No, 29.3%

Total Number of Yes, 70.7%

Student Responses:
710

Chart 24. You indicated that you received one or more screening interviews via direct
outreach to employers. Did this have any impact on the number of screening interviews
that you accepted through your law school’s on-campus interview program?

Yes, | accepted fewer
screening interviews through
my law school’s OCI program,

21.5%

| am not sure or can’t
recall if it had an impact ,
5.4%

Total Number of
Student Responses:

461

No, it had no impact,
73.1%
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Chart 25. If you were offered one or more callback interviews, in general,
how much did your interaction(s) with the screening interviewer(s)
influence your decision to accept or decline the callback?

37.8%
28.8%
21.1%
12.3% I
A great deal Somewhat Only a little bit Not at all
Note: Percentages are based on responses from 1,148 students.
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Chart 26. If you accepted more than one callback interview, what was the most important
factor in deciding in which order to schedule the interviews?

42.9%
29.8%
26.2%
1.2%
I
The order in which | received the My level of interest in each My availability and what was most Other factor
callback offers employer convenient for my schedule

Note: Percentages are based on responses from 1,008 students. An additional 141 students indicated that they did not accept more than one callback invitation.

Select Student Narrative Responses Concerning Scheduling
Multiple Callback Interviews:

o "Thad no choice in the matter.”

o "How quickly they got back to me. Shows interest and efficiency of the firm."

o "No scheduling conflicts/no need to rank.”

o "Ischeduled to interview as soon as possible, with priority going to my preferred firms."
o "Taccepted all callbacks immediately.”

o "Scheduled all as early as possible.”
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Chart 27. If you declined one or more callback invitation(s), why did you decline it/them?

77.8%
32.3%
15.7%
7.7%
]
.
| already had an offer for | realized | was not I had no offers but already | realized | was not Other
summer employment that | interested in the firm had "enough" callbacks interested in the
preferred scheduled location/geography

Note: Percentages are based on responses from 492 students and add up to more than 100% because respondents could select all that apply. An additional 637 students indicated that
they did not decline any callback invitations.

Select Student Narrative Responses Concerning Reasons for Declining
Callback Invitations:

o "Bad screener interview experience.”

o "Exploding offers from other firms."

o "Poor interaction with an associate at the firm — came across as arrogant and bad talked other firms."

o "Scheduling was difficult.”

« "Reputation of poor work culture.”

o 'Stress.”

o "Pay was below market.”

o "I did not like the firm's correspondence.”

o "The HR person was rude.”
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Chart 28. If you canceled any callback interviews that you had previously scheduled,
why did you cancel?

91.7%
16.7%
o,
6.3% 4.1% 1.8%
[ ] L il
| already had an offer for | realized | was not I had no offers but already | realized | was not Other
summer employment that | interested in the firm had "enough" callbacks interested in the
preferred scheduled location/geography

Note: Percentages are based on responses from 444 students and add up to more than 100% because respondents could select all that apply. An additional 683 students indicated that
they did not cancel any callback invitations.

Select Student Narrative Responses Concerning Reasons for Canceling
Previously Scheduled Callback Interviews:

o "They made it difficult to reschedule once they canceled.”

o "Received more callbacks from the first round of OCIs, had to cancel the callbacks received from the second
round.”

o "Twould be offered general litigation instead of my practice area of interest, despite the firm having a robust
interest area practice group.”

o 'Thad second round interviews with firms that I preferred.”
« "Health situation.”

o "Stress.”
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Chart 29. Did you participate in any social events with firms?

58.6%

24.6%

8.6% 8.1%

No, | did not participate inany  Yes, | participated only in virtual Yes, | participated only in in-person  Yes, | participated in both in-
social events with firms events events person and virtual events

Note: Percentages are based on responses from 1,180 students.

Chart 30. When did you participate in these social events?

(Only asked of students participating in social events)

67.5%

35.7%
I !
Prior to the start of my law school's After receiving an offer for a After interviewing with the law firm,
on-campus interviewing program 2022 summer associate position but prior to receiving an offer for a 2022
from the law firm summer associate position

Note: Percentages are based on responses from 470 students and add up to more than 100% because respondents could select all that apply.
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Chart 31. You indicated that you participated in both in-person and virtual events with
firms. In general, which format did you find most effective?

(Only asked of students participating in both types of events)

There was no difference
in effectiveness between
the two formats, 8.8%

In-person events,

85.7% Virtual events, 5.5%

Total Number of
Student Responses:

91

Select Student Narrative Responses Regarding Social Events That They Participated In
Events That Students Identified as Most Effective:

o "Prior to OCI season, events where we got to casually interact with lawyers at the firm (such as outdoors at a hotel) were
effective. After OCI, more intimate events were effective at showing that the firm values its summer associates and wants you
to choose them just as much as they had the opportunity to choose you."

o "Small receptions by practice group I found to be extremely effective because then you have the opportunity to really get to
know the culture of the specific group you're interested in as well as a taste of the firm's culture overall.”

o "Tloved how open the firms were when I wanted to ask questions after receiving offers. I also really enjoyed the virtual process
because it made me feel much more comfortable. As a first-generation professional student, it is sometimes hard to feel like
I fit in, so being able to participate in my apartment and in my own space really helped with my confidence. However, I also
have enjoyed in-person events and being able to actually meet with people. It helped make my decision making process flow
more smoothly.”

o "Social events with current associates were the most effective because I could get a sense of who I would be working with."

o "Receptions that offered break-out spaces to have more intimate conversations with partners and associates were particularly
helpful. I also found it extremely helpful when associates reached out to offer their time and advice before callback interviews
occurred.”

o "Office tours and small group events (like dinners) are most helpful.”
o "The most influential events were the affinity-based events.”

o "After one firm gave me an offer, I requested an in-person second look and they obliged. I spoke with two women of color
attorneys like I requested. Very effective.”

(continued on page 90)
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(continued from page 89)

o 'Tattended a diversity summit a law firm held that cemented in my mind both the actual commitment the firm had on
starting diversity, equity, and inclusion initiatives and confirmation the firm was already working on those initiatives."

o "The firm invited me to a virtual reception which included a tour of their newly renovated offices, breakout groups with first
and second year associates and partners, and a Qe&A session. I found this event very helpful in making my decision to accept
my offer later.”

o "Tenjoyed events where we had the opportunity to learn more about the people at the firm because I felt that the decision
came down to a culture/personality fit."

o "Virtual women's networking event. Was good to get my name out there, meet the recruiters, get to know what the firm
wanted specifically, and tips on recruitment. It also gave me an opportunity to write about it in my cover letter, which I
believe helped me secure a screening interview.

o "One of the events was a firm holding a OCI 101 or Q&A from the firm's position. I felt that was helpful and made me have a
more favorable impression of the firm. It felt they cared more and sent alumnis to it.”

o "The ones that took place over Remo were really effective. It was much more effective than just Zoom presentations and
random breakout rooms.”

o I participated in a mock-interview event with one firm that allowed me to do a practice screener interview with a young
associate. This was very helpful and it was accompanied with a presentation about the firm that was super informative.”

o "Outdoor cocktail party with brief office tour. Very effective to show me how nice the office was, and it was nice to have a
more informal cocktail party, as dinners would feel more intimidating.”

o "Twas invited to visit the office and have lunch with a couple of the attorneys. It was very effective in helping me learn about
the firm and its culture since I was only able to callback virtually. Really appreciated the experience and made me more
inclined to accept.”

o "Happy hours were the most effective. They lead to candid conversations.”

Events That Students Identified as Least Effective:

o "Ithought screening in-person at a reception type event wasn’t appropriate. Just made for an uncomfortable situation.”

o "The least effective were virtual tables where you could jump around to different tables to speak with different associates. This
was too awkward and disorganized.”

o "Virtual social events are generally very awkward and I don’t think they’re helpful in the recruiting process which is already
so exhausting.”

o "Least effective were the panel events with minimal student input.”
o "Virtual hospitality rooms and events were difficult to navigate.”
o "Virtual events are completely useless in determining where I wanted to work.”

o "Zoom social events were a waste of time. The attorneys talked at us for an hour and didn’t take the opportunity to use
breakout rooms and get to know us.”

o "The virtual 'tables’ method that one firm used was fairly ineffective. I understand the idea behind limiting the number
of people in one virtual conversation to allow it to flow organically, but the result was just a massive line outside popular
practice areas (and some where the actual presenters could not get into the room because of capacity limits).”
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Chart 32. How many offers for summer associate employment did you receive?

30.9% 30.0%

15.9%
13.9%
I I i
1 2-3 4-5

None 6 or more

Note: Percentages are based on responses from 1,248 students.

Chart 33. Did you have contact with any employers prior to the start of the on-campus
interview/recruitment program at your school?

Total Number of

No, 52.2%
’ Yes, 47.8%
Student Responses:
1,248
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Chart 34. How many offers, if any, were extended to you prior to the start of the
on-campus interview/recruitment program at your school?

(Only asked of students with employer contact prior to OCl)

69.1%

19.7%

5.9% 5.4%

0 offers 1 offer 2 offers 3 or more offers

Note: Percentages are based on responses from 579 students.

Chart 35. Did you follow any of the firms you were interested in on social media?

Yes, 38.5%
No, 61.5% Total Number of

Student Responses:

1,248
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Chart 36. If yes, which platforms did you use to follow these firms?
(Only asked of students who indicated that they followed firms on social media)

96.9%
18.0%
10.0% 440
L] o 0.4%
LinkedIn Instagram Twitter Facebook Other

Note: Percentages are based on responses from 479 students and add up to more than 100% because respondents could select all that
apply. Zero students indicated that they followed firms on Snapchat. Examples of "other" include Youtube and viewing firm social media
pages, but not "following" them.

Chart 37. If you received multiple offers, what most influenced
your decision on which offer to accept?

(Up to 3 factors could be selected, only asked of students with more than 1 offer)

Firm culture 47.5%

The people | met during interviews 46.3%

Reputation, ranking, or prestige of firm 44.5%

Type of work available 35.2%

Office location

25.4%

Compensation 20.2%

An intangible feeling 18.7%

10.8%

The people | met before the interviews

Training opportunities 9.3%

Firm commitment to diversity, equity, and inclusion 6.6%

Firm commitment to pro bono 6.2%

Alignment of my personal values with the legal and business values of the firm's clients 6.2%

' ) Note: Based on responses from 665 students. Percentages
Billable h tat .99
Habie hours expectations - 5.9% add up to more than 100% because up to 3 factors could be
Benefits package . 2.3% chosen. Examples of "other" include firm's strength in a student's
preferred practice area, ability to split summer, firm's visa policy,
Firm financials, e.g., profits per partner l 1.5% previous work experience with the firm, firm's marketing support,
) ' travel opportunities, size of the law firm, and opportunities for
’ 0,
Firm’s remote work policy I 1.4% transferftransition.

Other - 3.8%
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Chart 38. For the employer with which you ultimately accepted an offer, did you have any
substantive communications or interactions prior to the screening interview?

(Only asked of students receiving 1 or more offers)

| have not yet
accepted an offer,
1.2%

No, 67.4%

Total Number of
Student Responses:

1,051

Yes, 31.4%

Chart 39. For the employer with which you ultimately accepted an offer for summer
associate employment, what did you previously perceive that employer to be?

(Only asked of students who had accepted an offer)

A safety (my credentials

_and background exceed

" the firm’s hiring criteria),
4.0%

A match (my credentials
and background meet the
firm’s hiring criteria), 63.3% Total Number of

Student Responses:
A reach (my credentials
1 ,033 and background fall
below the firm’s hiring

criteria), 32.7%
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Chart 40. For the offer that you ultimately accepted, how many days after you received
that offer did you accept it? (Only asked of students who had accepted an offer)

37.7%
28.6%
22.0%
8.2%
3.5%
Within 24 hours 2-7 days 8-14 days 15-22 days Beyond 22 days
Note: Percentages are based on responses from 1,035 students.
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Selected Closing Comments from Students

"Remote interviews were extremely helpful. It made .
scheduling interviews much easier.”

"Being forced to do screening interviews online did have
an advantage in that it was easier to schedule many of
them back to back to back some days — just a click of the
mouse and you were in the next one just like that.”

"T think virtual screeners are the way to go. I even had
one day with 10 screeners, and it wasn't terrible because I
could do them all from home.”

T wish I could have interviewed in-person.” .

"T see a lot of value in conducting interviews in-person,

but the advantage of virtual interviews is that I was able

to consider employers throughout the country without

any worries about traveling expenses or making time to .
be able to travel.”

"T really wish I had the opportunity to have in-person

callbacks. I really feel like I missed out on making

connections with both the attorneys and staff and in
understanding the firm culture.” .

"Tt has been incredibly difficult to decide on a firm
without being able to visit. This process has already
eaten into a month of my school year, and I just want
it to be over at this point, but I also doubt that I'll feel
good about any decision I make without being there
in-person.”

"One firm I did callback interviews with had interviews
back to back with no break in between. Even though
we are at home, it would've been nice to have a buffer
between interviews, at least 5 minutes to clear your

head.”

"While I marked that I would recommend in-person
screening interviews, I was amazed at how tiring and
emotionally consuming the OCI process was. To have so
many interviews packed over the course of three days was
a challenge, but I do feel as if in-person interviews come
with a different set of circumstances that might be more
comfortable for a larger number of people.”

96

"1 think virtual screening interviews were perfectly fine
and could be a more efficient use of time going forward.
However, I do feel like something was lost by not having
callbacks in-person. In a (hopefully) post-pandemic legal
recruiting world, I think a good compromise would be
virtual screeners followed by in-person callbacks.”

"I found that callbacks that gave only 20 minutes to speak
to each attorney were all frustrating and rushed. The
more time a firm gave me for each callback interaction,
the more I liked the firm."

"I overall had a wonderful OCI experience and am glad
that I went through the process. I feel like I will fit well at
the firm I chose and I am grateful for the opportunities
which OCI provided me."

"T had a wonderful OCI experience. It was a pleasure to
meet every person at every firm. My great experience
made my final decision for a 2022 summer position very
hard but I am so excited to be at the firm I ultimately
accepted an offer for."

"I found the OCI process to be generally positive, and
received more offers than I was expecting to, some from
firms that were reaches. However, it was frustrating that
some of the screener interviewers barely paid attention

or asked any questions, making it clear that they were
not interested in speaking to me. In callbacks and second
looks, I was shocked at some of the comments made, spe-
cifically relating to my gender and making inappropriate
references to an associate at the firm. That being said,
those comments made choosing my firm easier, and my
positive interview experiences far outnumber the negative
ones. I think the virtual format evens the playing field to
an extent, but would have liked the opportunity to visit
some of the offices during callbacks, as I feel it would
have been helpful to observe the environment and culture
firsthand.”

"The most important factor for me in deciding between
numerous offers was the experiences that I had inter-
acting with the interviewers and others at the firm. I
looked for engaging individuals who made me feel valued
for my contributions. In some cases, if interviewers made
me feel that they were not committed to investing in me

(continued on page 97)
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(continued from page 96)

as an attorney or respecting me as a person, I chose to
decline a callback interview."

T went to 12 screening interviews. Only one of them was
from the OCI at my school. I believe if I had relied on my
law school OCI alone, I would not have been able to get
the summer associate offer that I have.”

"Did not receive any offers, which is totally fine - one
thing that I found a bit odd, though, is that I also didn't
receive any rejections after my callbacks. I was com-
pletely ghosted after each callback interview, which I find

off-putting.”

"I was extremely dissatisfied and disappointed with the
post-interview process. I found that many firms that I
had went on callback interviews with, which are lengthy
and require a lot of prep and additional time sending
thank you emails, never sent rejection emails. If students
are spending substantial time and energy to meet

with these firms while also balancing a full law school
schedule, firms should at minimum send rejection emails
to students as a professional courtesy. I have received this
complaint from many peers. A lot of students found out
they were not receiving offers from firms because other
students were posting on LinkedIn, or, after reaching out
to employers inquiring about application status, the firms
would respond that their summer classes were full.”

"T enjoyed the opportunity to network with law firms
and to complete their applications; the one thing that I
found frustrating is that many firms do not answer at all.
It is incredibly discouraging to speak with a partner or
an associate, or to interview for a position , and then be

ghosted.

"One firm was exceptionally rude in communicating with
me about the offer. They strung me along for two months.
I hope in the future there will be time line requirements
for firms when making decisions/extending offers.”

"Some firms that I was interested in took far too long to
begin their callback process. I accepted an offer before
knowing if I even got a callback from a few. I think the
timing of the process should be more uniform.”
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"This was truly an awful and terrible experience. Biglaw
OCI needs a massive systemic overhaul and a less Greek-
life esc onboarding process (i.e., 'who you know' and
putting so much pressure on candidates in these high
stakes settings). Merit based onboarding please! Quasi-
assignments to truly best assess talent, rather than this
arbitrary 'We like you so we will hire you."I cannot stress
enough how absolutely terrible this experience was for
me. I am only not using explicitives for the sake of main-
taining some professionalism. The process took a top 5%
student and has them contemplating dropping out. 1
callback, 0 offers, 7 screeners. If there was a rating I could
give this process lower than 0, I would.”

"I would like the firms to be more mindful and kind to us.
Sending timely rejection emails, only sending one email
(I got 9 rejection emails from a firm).”

"OClI is a very arduous and frustrating process. We all
know most of us won't even get a screening interview. I
think career services's resources would be better used in
implementing other programs since the OCI program is
so unsuccessful. I don't understand why there is so much
focus on OCI when it's a known fact that most of us
won't even get an offer out of it.”

"1 strongly believe that the interviewers I spoke to seemed

to care almost entirely about how I presented myself and

the quality of my behavioral interviews, as opposed to my
grades or experiences.”

"Please require firms to put hiring criteria in their OCI
posting (e.g., minimum GPA, extracurricular require-
ments). Many require cover letters and all of them take
time to research. It is a waste of students' time to write
a cover letter for an employer they have no chance of
getting an interview with.”

"It was utterly miserable. 20 minutes is way too short

to learn about a person, and for the number of inter-
views I had I performed way worse than expected. The
constant rejections triggered a depressive episode and

I feel economic anxiety because I won't be able to save
money with the job I accepted. This process favors rich,
white applicants at the expense of first generation profes-
sional students. Only one interviewer called me to reject

(continued on page 98)
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me, which should be more commonplace as it was really
sincere. Also, many firms pre-hired before OCI so they
gave worthless interviews."

"Exploding offers are becoming more common and they
are to the detriment of both students and employers. I
had to forego an opportunity I was more excited about
and that would have been a better match for me because
of an exploding offer that I ultimately accepted rather
than risk losing.”

"The most stressful part of OCIs was getting offers at dif-
ferent times, sometimes with short deadlines to accept/
reject. I received a callback from some firms the evening
after my initial interview while others waited over a
week. I was hard pressed to consider firms that I did not
receive a callback from right away because the other
firms' timelines were moving so quickly.”

"Firms were very eager to reject after I filled out their
Mansfield surveys. They only spoke to me to check a
diversity box in the candidate pools. I never felt that

I had actually been considered. Other firms wouldn’t
extend an interview offer but still send me a diversity
survey to fill out. Recruiters were hard to email and most
firms were very secretive about their schedule. For some
of them I interviewed and followed up, then got radio
silence for three weeks followed by a blanket rejection
email.”

"Law schools should have a 'law firm culture’ or law firm
expectations’ or law firm basics and structure’ infor-
mation session for people with literally zero background
with firms. Not everyone has lawyers in their family or
worked at a law firm before law school.”

"Students should be encouraged to reach out to firms
prior to OCL"

"I think students care a lot more about work-life balance
than in the past. It was certainly top of mind for me.
Firms should discuss it more!”

"My practice area interests were very narrow, so my
available opportunities were already limited. I felt
like most of what helped me during OCI was feedback
and advice during my 1L summer from lawyers that
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previously worked at those firms. If I hadn't had that
advice and made connections from that job, I don't know
that I would have had the same good outcome from OCL
It's a little disappointing to think that my future as a
lawyer is basically based on grades from my first semester
of law school.”

"Some firms promised mock interviews and did not follow
through. Others rescheduled or changed employers the
hour before. Some stated that only one interviewer would
be present, but multiple interviewers were present during
a single screener. That was a problem because it was

easy to look unprepared and be unable to ask mean-
ingful questions because there was no ability to properly
prepare.”

"T only received one offer because I decided to forgo much
of the OCI process after I received an offer from this firm.
In general, I found the OCI process to be very late-in-the-
game and applied to most firms through their website,
and then later through the formal OCI process. I received
an invitation to interview and an offer all before OCI
even occured.”

"There weren't enough firms at OCI and the ones that
were there were very heavily focused on top 10% leaving
the rest of the class vulnerable.”

"The psychometric assessments were terrible, degrading,
and i would never go to a firm that employed them."

"Recruiting tools — the online tests are AWFUL. I've
taken a variety and administered a variety in HR roles
and they do not accurately reflect candidate talent, com-
petance, or values. For firms, I feel like they're a waste of
money and a weird barrier to entry."

"The online assessments that I had to do for some

firms for callbacks I found to be inaccurate, incredibly
unhelpful, and demeaning. I got the results for one and

it was in no a way reflection of my strengths/weaknesses.
For another the questions were impossible to answer
(example: which if these two unrelated things is more

like you and often neither would be and I would have to
randomly select one). I would highly recommend firms do
not use these online assessments."”

© 2022 NALP



© March 2022

National Association for Law Placement, Inc. (NALP)
1220 19th Street NW, Suite 510

Washington, DC 20036-2405

Phone: (202) 835-1001

www.nalp.org


http://www.nalp.org

