
 
 

IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOR THE DISTRICT OF KANSAS 

Garmin Switzerland GmbH; and  
Garmin Corporation, 
 

Plaintiffs, 
 

v. 
 
FLIR Maritime US, Inc.,  
 

Defendant. 

Case No. 2:16-cv-2806-JWL-JPO 

GARMIN’S OPPOSITION TO 
DEFENDANT’S MOTION TO DISMISS THE COMPLAINT 

Plaintiffs Garmin Switzerland GmbH and Garmin Corporation hereby respond in 

opposition to FLIR Maritime US, Inc.’s Motion to Dismiss.  Dkt. 9, 10. 
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