
 
 

IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF GEORGIA 

ATLANTA DIVISION 

IRONBURG INVENTIONS LTD. a 
United Kingdom Limited Company,  

Plaintiff, 

vs. 

VALVE CORPORATION, a 
Washington Corporation, 

Defendant. 

 

 

Civil Action No. 
1:15-cv-04219-TWT 

 
 

PLAINTIFF IRONBURG INVENTIONS LTD.’S OPENING CLAIM 
CONSTRUCTION BRIEF 
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