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I. INTRODUCTION 

Pursuant to Patent Local Rules LPR 6.5, Plaintiff Ironburg Inventions Ltd. 

(“Ironburg”) submits this Responsive Claim Construction Brief in support of its 

proposed constructions of the identified disputed terms of the five patents-in-

suit: U.S. Patent Nos. 8,641,525 (“‘525” Patent), 9,089,770 (“‘770” Patent), 

9,289,688 (“‘688” Patent), 9,352,229 (“‘229” Patent), and 9,308,450 (“‘450” 

Patent).  See Declaration of Robert D. Becker In Support of Ironburg’s Opening 

Claim Construction Brief (“Becker Decl.”) Exhibits 1-5. 

Ironburg respectfully requests that this Court decline to rewrite the claims 

as urged by Collective Minds. 

II. STATEMENT OF LAW 

Ironburg agrees with Collective Minds.  “When construing claims, a court 

must begin by ‘look[ing] to the words of the claims themselves ... to define the 

scope of the patented invention.’” Acumed LLC v. Stryker Corp., 483 F.3d 800, 

805 (Fed. Cir. 2007), citing Phillips v. AWH Corp., 415 F.3d 1303, 1312 (Fed. 

Cir. 2005) (en banc). “[T]he claims themselves provide substantial guidance as 

to the meaning of particular claim terms.” Phillips, 415 F.3d at 1314. Beyond 

the claims themselves, courts look principally to the intrinsic evidence of a 

patent to determine the ordinary and customary meaning of a claim term. This 

intrinsic record includes the specification and the patent’s prosecution history. 
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