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2440 W. El Camino Real, Suite 700
Mountain View, California 94040-1499
Telephone:  (650) 813-4800
Facsimile: (650) 813-4848

Attorneys for Plaintiffs
MEDTRONIC, INC., MEDTRONIC USA, INC.,
AND MEDTRONIC VASCULAR, INC.

UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT

NORTHERN DISTRICT OF CALIFORNIA

SAN FRANCISCO DIVISION

MEDTRONIC, INC., a Minnesota Case No. C07-00567 MMC

corporation, MEDTRONIC USA, INC., a

Minnesota corporation, and MEDTRONIC MEDTRONIC’S OPPOSITION TO AGA’S

VASCULAR, INC., a Delaware MOTION (#2) FOR SUMMARY

corporation, JUDGMENT OF INVALIDITY UNDER 35
U.S.C. §§ 101 (“DOUBLE PATENTING”),

Plaintiffs, 102(a) (“PRIOR USE”) AND 103

(“OBVIOUSNESS)

V.
Date:  April 3, 2009

AGA MEDICAL CORPORATION, a Time: 9:00 a.m.

Minnesota corporation, Place: Courtroom 7, 19th Floor

Defendant.
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Hon. Maxine M. Chesney

MEDTRONIC’S OPPOSITION TO AGA’S MOTION
FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT #2 (INVALIDITY)
CASE NO. C07-00567 MMC
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