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   1 Case No. 07-CV-01658 PJH (EDL) 

ORACLE’S REJECTION OF REMITTITUR AND REQUEST FOR RETRIAL
  

Plaintiffs Oracle USA Inc., Oracle International Corporation, and Siebel Systems, 

Inc. (“Oracle”) respectfully reject the remittitur issued by the Court, and elect a new trial.   

Oracle has no choice but to elect a new trial, as accepting the remittitur would 

force Oracle to risk waiving its right to appeal the Court’s decision on the motions for judgment 

as a matter of law and for a new trial.  Oracle’s objective is to obtain clarification of the law and, 

if it is right about what the law is and what the evidence supports in this case, to vindicate the 

verdict of the jury and Oracle’s intellectual property rights as a copyright owner.  Accepting the 

remittitur would be contrary to this objective.   
 
 
 
DATED:  February 6, 2012 
 

Bingham McCutchen LLP 

By:  /s/ Geoffrey M. Howard 
Geoffrey M. Howard 

Attorneys for Plaintiffs Oracle USA, Inc., et al. 
 


