
UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOR THE DISTRICT OF MINNESOTA 

 

VASCULAR SOLUTIONS LLC, 
TELEFLEX INNOVATIONS S.à r.l., 
ARROW INTERNATIONAL, INC., 
and TELEFLEX LLC, 
 
    Plaintiff, 
 
v. 
 
MEDTRONIC, INC., and 
MEDTRONIC VASCULAR, INC.,  
 
    Defendant. 
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) 
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) 
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Jury Trial Demanded  
 
CONFIDENTIAL 
FILED UNDER SEAL 
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