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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT

FOR THE DISTRICT OF MARYLAND

BALTIMORE DIVISION

PAICE LLC and THE ABELL FOUNDATION,

INC.,  
 

 
 
 
 

 

Plaintiffs,

V.

HYUNDAI MOTOR COMPANY, C. A. No. WDQ-12-499
HYUNDAI MOTOR AMERICA, KIA

MOTORS CORPORATION, and KIA

MOTORS AMERICA, INC.

Defendants.

PLAINTIFFS PAICE LLC AND THE ABELL FOUNDATION, INC.’S

RESPONSIVE BRIEF ON CLAIM CONSTRUCTION
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