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ACCELERATION BAY LLC, 
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  v. 
 
TAKE-TWO INTERACTIVE SOFTWARE, 
INC., ROCKSTAR GAMES, INC. and 
2K SPORTS, INC., 
 
   Defendants. 
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DEFENDANTS’ OPENING BRIEF IN SUPPORT OF THEIR MOTION TO DISMISS, 
STAY, OR TRANSFER VENUE TO THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR  

THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF CALIFORNIA 
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