RANK #/ég'lg FIRM ATTORNEYS INCA——xrroRNEYS —_CA PARTNERS 2007 CA PARTNERS 2006  CA PARTNERS OF COLOR GA WOMEN PARTNERS

2007 2006 FIRMWIDE——EQUITY-——NONEQUITY-——EQUITY-——NONEQUITY 2007 2006 2007 2006
1 Latham & Watkins 704 654 | 1,960 210° 213 18 % I 40
2 Morrison & Foerster 573 601 | 1,085 205° 216 0 24 o4 | 48 43
3 O'Melveny & Myers 551 566 | 1,083 @ 145 5 132 5 15 1 22 20
a Yilson Sonsini Goodrich 470 455 | 650 | 131 0 133 0 23 21 24 o1
5 gLwis Brishois Bisgaard 400 401 | 530 | 50 198 | 52 195 | 28 21 67 56
6 DLA Piper US 386 396 | 3,200 185° M 63 15 i 39 34
7 R amon 3716 404 | 462 | 107 51 12 43 9 1l 29 2
8 Pt 374 362 | 864 127° 129 0 6 5 23 2%
9 Heller Ehrman » 373 39 | 664 | M5 95 | W5 NA | 10 37 3
9 o o eiker 373 36 | 1124 | 100 14 89 1 17 12 19 1
1 S R 367 385 828 1740 102 76 18 22 M a4
12 el A 365 38 935 | 138 0 B NA | T 1 o1 20
13 Bingham McCutchen 346 316 | 977 139° 130° 15 13 34 32
14 Gl 336 3% | 565 | 114 2 1 3 8 8 2% 2
15 A s 301 256 | 1342 107° 105° 14 1 2% 22
16 Gordon & Rees 252 273 291 24 87 24 18 7 1 21 22
17 Reed Smith 245 230 | 1501 @ 44 56 46 53 ! 1 20 21
18 Fenwick & West 236 237 238 83 0 81 0 8 9 13 14
19 Jones Day 933 233 | 2917 82° 80° 8 8 16 1
20 B e Sraia 932 9224 | 600 |+ * 101 7 7 7 21 22
21 Mo e Gamble 930 930 | 230 | w0 | 07 0 4 2 B8 1
22 L, Phelps 298 208 | 350 | 46 69 10 64 11 5 2% 18
23 S 293 o | 388 7 43 % 3 3 17 17
24 3o Saiden hus, Sate, Meagher o7 451 | 1908 | 51 0 | 50 N | 7 6 6 6
All 2007 data is as of May 15; all 2006 data is as of May 31, 2006. » Tied; listed alphabetically < Firm declined to provide
Figures were supplied by the firm, except as noted. o Does not distinguish between equity and nonequity partners NA Not applicable
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BANK LAST FIRN ATTORNEYSIN-CA ATTORNEYS _ CA PARTNERS 2007 CA-PARTNERS 2006——CA PARTNERS OF COLOR—CA WOMEN PARTNERS

YEAR 2007 2006 FIRMWIDE  EQUITY  NONEQUITY  EQUITY  NONEQUITY 2007 2007 2006
25 25 Jimeea o @8 | 395 | 70 0 65 1 9 7 B 1
25 Sidley Austin» 214 901 | 1723 | 86 0 82° 12 12 23 %%
27 Irell & Manella 208 208 | 208 | 80 0 83 0 10 10 1 1
28 Haot o & Soripps 205 198 | 205 I 37 ! 30 4 3 22 20
29 & oot Wil 199 183 | 1,43 110° a1 66 18 20 21 %
30 Littler Mendelson 196 19 | 621 | 82 22 73 29 12 1l 33 28
31 BestBest&Krieger 193 180 | 193 | 73 1 u 1 10 10 18 1
32 Munger Tolles&Olson 189 183 | 189 | 88 0 91 0 12 12 1 1l
33 knobbeMartensOlson 492 75 | 183 | 96 0 90 0 14 1l 17 1
34 Kirkland & Ellis 79 166 | 1,285 84 e 13 12 19 1
35 Greenberg Traurig 168 180 | 1,685 80° 32 52 10 10 13 9
36 gotter; Mangels, Butler 160 133" | 160 85¢ * * 5 * 10 *
36 Seyfarth Shaw» 60 W6 | 727 | 43 20 1 19 4 4 12 13
38 e 11 1550 | 181 56 18 54 22 9 1l 14 15
39 Foley & Lardner u8 B2 | 982 | 61 0 61 6 8 7 18 18
40 Howrey u6 w5 | 635 | 31 35 29 34 10 9 19 1
a1 Rutan & Tucker U5 43 | 45 | 67 17 65 1l * 1 12 5
a2 o e pugy 139 128 | 139 | 64 4 64 0 7 7 16 1
a3 Buchalter Nemer 135 135 47 | 45 16 15 1 4 4 15 1
aa Baker & McKenzie 133 18 | 3429 97 34 3 %% 7 19 23 18
45 & ohel Siloerberg B W 137 52 0 64 7 3 17 12
a7 gauehlin Falbo, Lewy 108 136 | 128 36° 36 1 3 3 10 10
a7 Loeb & Loeb 128 18 | 28 | 35 30 34 % 3 3 1 9
a9 & Ao 125 NA | 125 51 NA  NA 9 NA 10 NA
50 g1 | 124 | 49 17 45 i 8 6 21 1
All 2007 data is as of May 15; all 2006 data is as of May 31, 2006. » Tied; listed alphabetically <= Firm declined to provide
Figures were supplied by the firm, except as noted. « Does not distinguish between equity and nonequity partners  NA Not applicable

= From firm’s website * Not ranked
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