Rank UAST ripw Nave ATTORNEYS IN GA ATTORNEYS CA PARTNERS WOMEN ATTORNEYS INGA _MINORITY ATTORNEYS IN GA

2006* 2005** FIRMWIDE— EQUITY- NONEQUITY PARTNERS  ASSOGIATES — PARTNERS  ASSOGIATES
1 Latham & Watkins 654 604 1777 213 40 197 1 116
2 Morrison & Foerster 601 631 1,043 215 0 43 1 24 99
3 0’Melveny & Myers 516 509 917 132 5 20 158 14 8ge
a Ao gpnein! Goodrich o 473 578 133 0 o7 104 21 88
5 Richton & Hampton 404 381 475 43 122 % a7 1l 29
6 B e Smith 401 4% 493 52 195 56 79 21 4
7 Oray oy MK 308 30 300 14 63 34 88 n 49
8 Sy BlmaeToP 3g3 405 854 102 76 44 83 2 50
9 Heller Ehrman 379 410 688 15 NA 31 95 g 54
10 el 362 365 799 129 0 % 91 5 39
1 g oerrington 15 341 860 134 NA 2 82 1 69
12 fanfoky & Woiker 356 354 979 89 5 5 103 12 57
13 Cooley Godward 335 323 452 1 3 % 98 8 45
14 Bingham McCutchen 316 351 943 130° 32 9 5 54
15 Gordon & Rees o73 266 303 24 78 20 88 1 29
16 Morgan, Lewls 256 236 1271 105° 2 63 5 39
17 Fenwick & West 237 244 937 81 0 14 63 9 51
18 Jones Day 233 214 2,208 80° 14 67 8 91
19 bt ine sk Gamble g 299 230 107 0 15 52 2 %
20 Reed Smith» 230 223 1,080 46 53 21 54 1l 42
21 Moran & Amoid” 224 233 367 43 % 1 56 3 130
22 Thelen Reid & Priest» 294 240 400 101 7 22 53 7 2
23 Irell & Manella 208 227 208 83 0 1l 32 10 24
24 24 ganats Feles 208 213 300 40 64 18 33 5 34e
25 Sidley Austin 201 197 1,598 82° 23 43 12 31
Except as noted, figures were supplied by the firm. » Tied with above firm; listed alphabetically. < Includes counsel.
* As of May 31, 2006. NA Not available. = Firm considers an additional 6 self-identified gay and lesbian
** As of September 2005, o Firm did not distinguish between equity and nonequity partners. partners as minorities.
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Rank AT Fipw Nave ATTORNEYS IN GA ATTORNEYS CA PARTNERS WOMEN ATTORNEYS INGA _MINORITY ATTORNEYS IN GA

2006* 2005** FIRMWIDE—EQUITY— NONEQUITY-— PARTNERS—ASSOGIATES— PARTNERS—ASSOGIATES
26 h‘gg;,fgg‘gagg;,ipps 198 180 198 4 30 20 47 3 7
27 Munger, Tolles & Olson 188 167 188 91 0 1 48 12 25
28 27 JMEMmENWRT g 1o 246 65 1 12 57 7 45
29 &ty 183 189 1021 4 66 2 28 20 24
30 e B e 181 192 1742 50 NA 6 53 6 3
31 Best Best & Krieger 180 167 180 4 13 13 3 10 9
32 34* Greenberg Traurig? 180 NA 1,554 32 52 9 454 10 Ta
33 e Marens 175 17 175 90 0 16 19 1 20
34 Littler Mendelson 169 166 486 73 22 28 45 1l 17
35 Kirkland & Ellis 166 162 1122 g 15 42 12 38
36 Foley & Lardner 152 143 948 61 6 18 35 7 17
37 T andcrew 150 136 176 54 2 15 8 1l 23
38 Seyfarth Shaw 146 148 676 44 19 13 38 4 8
39 Howrey 145 131 580 29 34 1 30 9 19
40 Rutan & Tucker 143 149 143 65 1 5 31 1 12
41 oo stnain Nath 140 148 716 37 33 22 33 1 1
42 Sy o Lew 3 142 136 36 1 1 55 3 2
43 Buchalter Nemer 135 144 146 45 1 15 25 4 1
“ o EEREPE s e s . e+ .
as geffer, Mangals, Butler 1.2 . 136 . . . . . 3 .
46 Baker & McKenzie 128 NA 3393 32 23 18 38 19 42
47 s Joeon Skl Marcis,  10g 130 128 64 0 1 36 7 i
ag 5 goneisiberbers 4o 17 17 64 12 25 3 8
49 N gt ner 124 120 132 62 25 19 22 10 6
50 Farella Braun + Martel 120 121 120 67 0 15 20 7 15
Except as noted, figures were supplied by the firm. + Did not appear on 2005 list. NA Not available. o Firm did not distinguish between equity and
e of Soptemie 2005, B e e, webste e 8, 2006, & Incluces drectors and sounse.
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