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

ATLANTA DIVISION 

IRONBURG INVENTIONS LTD. 

Plaintiff, 

v. 

COLLECTIVE MINDS GAMING 
CO. LTD. 

Defendant. 

Civil Action No. 1:16-cv-04110-TWT 

DEFENDANT’S MOTION TO DISMISS PLAINTIFF’S DIRECT 
INFRINGEMENT CLAIMS, AND MEMORANDUM OF LAW IN SUPPORT
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Defendant Collective Minds Gaming Co. Ltd. (“Collective Minds”) moves to 

dismiss Plaintiff Ironburg Invention Ltd.’s (“Ironburg”) claims for direct 

infringement of U.S. Patent Nos. 8,461,525; 9,089,770; 9,289,688; 9,352,229; and 

9,308,450 (collectively the “Patents-in-Suit”) pursuant to Federal Rule of Civil 

Procedure 12(b)(6). The Complaint alleges that the Patents-in-Suit are infringed 

when one of two Collective Minds products is combined with a third party video 

game controller to form a “Modified Controller” and further alleges that Collective 

Minds directly infringes by making and advertising the “Modified Controller.” 

Because direct infringement pursuant to 35 U.S.C. § 271(a) requires the infringer 

make, use, offer to sell or sell a product that embodies the entirety of the patented 

invention and the Complaint acknowledges that Collective Minds is responsible for 

only a component of the allegedly infringing “Modified Controller,” the Complaint 

fails to state a claim for direct infringement. 

MEMORANDUM OF LAW 

I. BACKGROUND 

Plaintiff admits that “each and every claim” of the Patents-in-suit “is directed 

to a gaming controller.” Dkt. No. 1, Complaint at ¶¶ 18, 26, 34, 42, 50. Plaintiff 

further admits that the accused Collective Minds products are not gaming 

controllers, but are instead modules intended to modify third party gaming 
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controllers. Id. at ¶¶ 17, 25, 33, 41, 49 (noting Defendant’s products are “intended 

to modify Xbox One gaming controllers”—products sold by third party, Microsoft). 

Plaintiff refers to the combination of the Collective Minds module and third party 

Microsoft’s gaming controller as a “Modified Controller.” Id. Despite 

acknowledging that Collective Minds does not make or sell any “Modified 

Controller,” Counts I-V of the Complaint allege that “Defendant directly infringes” 

the Patents-in-Suit “by making the [] Modified Controller and advertising it to 

customers in the United States.”1 Id. at ¶¶ 19, 27, 35, 43, 51. 

II. LEGAL STANDARD 

Under Fed. R. Civ. P. 8(a)(2), a pleading must contain a “short and plain 

statement of the claim showing that the pleader is entitled to relief. Iqbal, 556 U.S. 

at 677-678. To survive a motion to dismiss under Fed. R. Civ. P. 12(b)(6), "a 

complaint must contain sufficient factual matter, accepted as true, to 'state a claim 

to relief that is plausible on its face.'" Id. at 678 (citing Twombly, 550 U.S. at 555). 

To state a claim for direct infringement, the Complaint must plausibly allege that 

Collective Minds “makes, uses, offers to sell, or sells” a product that infringes the 

                                                 
1 Separately, and not challenged in the instant motion, Counts I-V further allege 

that Collective Minds is indirectly liable for inducing its customers to create and 
use the “Modified Controller.” Id. at 21, 29, 37, 45, 53.  

Case 1:16-cv-04110-TWT   Document 14   Filed 02/24/17   Page 3 of 9

f 

 

Find authenticated court documents without watermarks at docketalarm.com. 

https://www.docketalarm.com/


3 
 

claimed inventions of the Patents-in-Suit. 35 U.S.C. § 271(a); see also Aro Mfg. Co. 

v. Convertible Top Replacement Co., 365 U.S. 336, 340 (1961) (holding “the 

manufacture and sale” of a component that does not by itself practice the patent 

claims “is not a direct infringement under 35 U.SC. 271(a)”). As Igbal/Twombly 

make clear, implausible claims must be eliminated at the earliest possible stage of 

litigation. Twombly, 550 U.S. at 558 (“[W]hen the allegations in a complaint, 

however true, could not raise a claim of entitlement to relief, ‘this basic deficiency 

should . . . be exposed at the point of minimum expenditure of time and money by 

the parties and the court.’”). 

III. ARGUMENT 

Plaintiff’s Complaint confuses the standards for direct and indirect 

infringement. Namely, the Complaint alleges that Collective Minds induces its 

customers to modify third party gaming controllers using its modules, which results 

in a “Modified Controller” that allegedly practices the claims of the Patents-in-Suit. 

Dkt. No. 1, Complaint at ¶¶ 21, 29, 37, 45, 53. Thus, Ironburg adequately pleads 

indirect infringement pursuant to 35 U.S.C. § 271(b).  However, Ironburg’s 

allegation that Collective Minds can further be held liable for direct infringement 

related to the “Modified Controller” is wholly inconsistent with the law and must be 
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dismissed.  Collective Minds’ modules cannot, on their own, practice the claims of 

the Patents-in-Suit. 

The Complaint is unambiguous that Collective Minds’ products must be 

combined with a third party product in order to infringe the Patents-in-Suit. Namely, 

the Complaint alleges that Collective Minds sells two modules that are intended to 

modify a third party gaming controller—Strike Pack and Trigger Grips.  When those 

modules are combined with a third party gaming controller, the result is what the 

Complaint refers to as a “Modified Controller.” Id. at ¶¶ 17, 25, 33, 41, 49 (noting 

Defendant’s products are “intended to modify Xbox One gaming controllers”—

products sold by third party, Microsoft). Allegations of infringement in the 

Complaint do not capture to Collective Minds’ products on their own, but are instead 

directed to the “Modified Controller,” i.e., the combination of Collective Minds’ 

products and a third party’s gaming controller. Id. at ¶¶ 19-21, 27-29, 35-37, 43-45, 

51-53.  

To be held liable for direct infringement, the accused infringer must make, 

use, sell or offer to sell a product that meets all limitations of a patent claim. Aro, 

365 U.S. at 340; see also Cimiotti Unhairing Co. v. American Fur Refining Co., 198 

U.S. 399, 410 (1905) (“[N]o one is an infringer of a combination claim unless he 

uses all the elements thereof.”). Because the Complaint does not allege that 

Case 1:16-cv-04110-TWT   Document 14   Filed 02/24/17   Page 5 of 9

f 

 

Find authenticated court documents without watermarks at docketalarm.com. 

https://www.docketalarm.com/


Real-Time Litigation Alerts
  Keep your litigation team up-to-date with real-time  

alerts and advanced team management tools built for  
the enterprise, all while greatly reducing PACER spend.

  Our comprehensive service means we can handle Federal, 
State, and Administrative courts across the country.

Advanced Docket Research
  With over 230 million records, Docket Alarm’s cloud-native 

docket research platform finds what other services can’t. 
Coverage includes Federal, State, plus PTAB, TTAB, ITC  
and NLRB decisions, all in one place.

  Identify arguments that have been successful in the past 
with full text, pinpoint searching. Link to case law cited  
within any court document via Fastcase.

Analytics At Your Fingertips
  Learn what happened the last time a particular judge,  

opposing counsel or company faced cases similar to yours.

  Advanced out-of-the-box PTAB and TTAB analytics are  
always at your fingertips.

Docket Alarm provides insights to develop a more  

informed litigation strategy and the peace of mind of 

knowing you’re on top of things.

Explore Litigation 
Insights

®

WHAT WILL YOU BUILD?  |  sales@docketalarm.com  |  1-866-77-FASTCASE

API
Docket Alarm offers a powerful API 
(application programming inter-
face) to developers that want to 
integrate case filings into their apps.

LAW FIRMS
Build custom dashboards for your 
attorneys and clients with live data 
direct from the court.

Automate many repetitive legal  
tasks like conflict checks, document 
management, and marketing.

FINANCIAL INSTITUTIONS
Litigation and bankruptcy checks 
for companies and debtors.

E-DISCOVERY AND  
LEGAL VENDORS
Sync your system to PACER to  
automate legal marketing.


