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On behalf of Garmin International, Inc. (“Garmin”) and in accordance with 

35 U.S.C. § 311 and 37 C.F.R. § 42.100, inter partes review is requested for claims 

1-20 of U.S. Patent No. 6,778,074 (“the ’074 Patent”) (Ex. 1101).   

I. MANDATORY NOTICES UNDER 37 C.F.R. § 42.8(a)(1) 
 
As set forth below and pursuant to 37 C.F.R. § 42.8(a)(1), the following 

mandatory notices are provided as part of this Petition. 

A. Real Party-In-Interest Under 37 C.F.R. § 42.8(b)(1) 
 

Garmin International, Inc. and Garmin USA, Inc. are the real parties-in-

interest for Petitioner.  

B. Related Matters Under 37 C.F.R. § 42.8(b)(2) 
 

The ’074 Patent is the subject of a patent infringement lawsuit brought by 

the assignee, Cuozzo Speed Technologies LLC, against Garmin International, Inc. 

and Garmin USA, Inc. and captioned Cuozzo Speed Technologies LLC v. Garmin 

International Inc. et al., USDC District of New Jersey, Case No.: 2:12-cv-03623-

CCC-JAD. Garmin also identifies the following judicial proceedings that may 

affect, or be affected by, a decision in this proceeding: (1) Cuozzo Speed 

Technologies LLC v. General Motors Company, USDC District of New Jersey, 

Case No.: 2:12-cv-03624-CCC-JAD; (2) Cuozzo Speed Technologies LLC v. JVC 

Americas Corporation, USDC District of New Jersey, Case No.: 2:12-cv-03625-
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CCC-JAD; and (3) Cuozzo Speed Technologies LLC v. TomTom, Inc. et al., USDC 

District of New Jersey, Case No.: 2:12-cv-03626-CCC-JAD. 

Garmin further advises that it filed a Request for Inter Partes Review of the 

’074 Patent on September 16, 2012, which is now pending as IPR2012-00001 and 

in which claims 10, 14, and 17 of the ’074 Patent are under review.  

C. Lead and Back-Up Counsel Under 37 C.F.R. § 42.8(b)(3) and 
Service Information Under 37 C.F.R. § 42.8(b)(4) 

 
Pursuant to 37 C.F.R. §§ 42.8(b)(3) and 42.10(a), Garmin provides the 

following designation of counsel and service information: 

Lead Counsel Back-Up Counsel 
Jennifer C. Bailey (Reg. No. 52,583) 
HOVEY WILLIAMS LLP 
10801 Mastin Blvd., Suite 1000 
Overland Park, Kansas  66210 
jcb@hoveywilliams.com 
Telephone: (913) 647-9050 
Fax: (913) 647-9057  

Jason R. Mudd (Reg. No. 57,700) 
ERISE IP, P.A. 
6201 College Blvd., Suite 300 
Overland Park, Kansas  66211 
Jason.Mudd@EriseIP.com 
Telephone: (913) 777-5600  
Fax: (913) 777-5601 

 
Pursuant to 37 C.F.R. § 42.10(b), a Power of Attorney accompanies this 

Petition. 

II. REQUIREMENTS FOR INTER PARTES REVIEW UNDER 37 C.F.R. 
§§ 42.104 

 
As set forth below and pursuant to 37 C.F.R. § 42.104, each requirement for 

inter partes review of the ’074 Patent is satisfied.   

A. Certification of Grounds for Standing Under 37 C.F.R. § 42.104(a) 
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Petitioner hereby certifies that the ’074 Patent is available for inter partes 

review and that the Petitioner is not barred or estopped from requesting inter partes 

review challenging the claims of the ’074 Patent on the grounds identified herein. 

The estoppel provisions of 35 U.S.C. § 315(e)(1) do not prohibit inter partes 

review, and the Complaint served on Garmin in the above-referenced litigation was 

served within one year from the original June 20, 2013, filing date of this Petition.     

B. Identification of Challenge Under 37 C.F.R. § 42.104(b) and Relief 
Requested 

 
The precise relief requested by Garmin is that claims 1-20 of the ’074 Patent 

are found unpatentable.   

1. Claims for Which Inter Partes Review Is Requested Under 37 
C.F.R. § 42.104(b)(1) 
 

Garmin requests inter partes review of claims 1-20 of U.S. Patent No. 

6,778,074. 

2. Identification of the Specific Art and Statutory Ground(s) on 
Which the Challenge Is Based Under 37 C.F.R. § 42.104(b)(2) 

 
Inter partes review of the ’074 Patent is requested in view of the following 

references: (1) Japanese Patent Application JP H05-067294 to Nagoshi (Ex. 1103) 

published March 19, 1993, and prior art under § 102(b); (2) PCT Application No. 

WO 01/28804 A1 to Hauler (Ex. 1106) published April 26, 2001, and prior art 
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under § 102(e); (3) USPN 5,485,161 to Vaughn (Ex. 1108) issued January 16, 

1996, and prior art under § 102(b); (4) German Patent No. DE 197 55 470 A1 to 

Tegethoff (Ex. 1110) issued September 24, 1998, and prior art under § 102(b); (5) 

USPN 3,980,041 to Evans (Ex. 1112) issued September 14, 1976, and prior art 

under § 102(b); (6) USPN 2,711,153 to Wendt (Ex. 1113) issued June 21, 1955, 

and prior art under § 102(b); and (7) USPN 6,522,381 to Brandt (Ex. 1114) issued 

February 18, 2003, and prior art under § 102(e). Vaughn was cited on the front 

face of the ’074 Patent but was not applied as the basis for a rejection.  

Claim 
No. 

Proposed Statutory Rejections  
for the ’074 Patent 

1 Claim 1 is anticipated under § 102(b) by Nagoshi  
1 Claim 1 is anticipated under § 102(e) by Hauler 
1 Claim 1 is obvious under § 103(a) over Tegethoff in view of Vaughn 

and further in view of Evans and Wendt (applying the Board’s 
construction) 

1 Claim 1 is obvious under § 103(a) over Tegethoff in view of Vaughn 
(applying Cuozzo’s construction) 

2 Claim 2 is obvious under § 103(a) over Nagoshi in view of Vaughn 
(applying the Board’s construction) 

2 Claim 2 is obvious under § 103(a) over Nagoshi in view of Vaughn and 
further in view of Tegethoff (applying Cuozzo’s construction) 

2 Claim 2 is anticipated under § 102(e) by Hauler 
3 Claim 3 is obvious under § 103(a) over Nagoshi in view of Evans and 

further in view of Wendt and Hauler 
3 Claim 3 is obvious under § 103(a) over Hauler in view of Evans and 

further in view of Wendt  
4 Claim 4 is obvious under § 103(a) over Nagoshi in view of Evans 
4 Claim 4 is anticipated under § 102(e) by Hauler 
5 Claim 5 is obvious under § 103(a) over Nagoshi in view of Evans 
5 Claim 5 is anticipated under § 102(e) by Hauler 
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6 Claim 6 is obvious under § 103(a) over Nagoshi in view of Tegethoff  
6 Claim 6 is anticipated under § 102(e) by Hauler 
7 Claim 7 is anticipated under § 102(b) by Nagoshi 
7 Claim 7 is anticipated under § 102(e) by Hauler 
8 Claim 8 is obvious under § 103(a) over Nagoshi in view of Vaughn 
8 Claim 8 is obvious under § 103(a) over Hauler in view of Vaughn  
9 Claim 9 is anticipated under § 102(b) by Nagoshi 
9 Claim 9 is anticipated under § 102(e) by Hauler 
10 Claim 10 is anticipated under § 102(b) by Nagoshi 
10 Claim 10 is obvious under § 103(a) over Hauler in view of Vaughn 
11 Claim 11 is obvious under § 103(a) over Nagoshi in view of Vaughn 
11 Claim 11 is obvious under § 103(a) over Hauler in view of Vaughn 
12 Claim 12 is obvious under § 103(a) over Nagoshi in view of Vaughn 

(applying the Board’s construction)  
12 Claim 12 is obvious under § 103(a) over Nagoshi in view of Vaughn 

and further in view of Tegethoff (applying Cuozzo’s construction) 
12 Claim 12 is obvious under § 103(a) over Hauler in view of Vaughn  
13 Claim 13 is obvious under § 103(a) over Nagoshi in view of Vaughn 

(applying the Board’s construction) 
13 Claim 13 is obvious under § 103(a) over Nagoshi in view of Vaughn 

and further in view of Tegethoff (applying Cuozzo’s construction) 
13 Claim 13 is obvious under § 103(a) over Hauler in View of Vaughn  
14 Claim 14 is obvious under § 103(a) over Nagoshi in view of Evans and 

further in view of Wendt and Hauler 
14 Claim 14 is obvious under § 103(a) over Hauler in view of Vaughn and 

further in view of Evans and Wendt 
15 Claim 15 is obvious under § 103(a) over Nagoshi in view of Evans 

further in view of Wendt and Hauler 
15 Claim 15 is obvious under § 103(a) over Hauler in view of Vaughn and 

further in view of Evans and Wendt 
16 Claim 16 is obvious under § 103(a) over Nagoshi in view of Evans and 

further in view of Wendt and Hauler 
16 Claim 16 is obvious under § 103(a) over Hauler in view of Vaughn and 

Evans and further in view of Evans and Wendt 
17 Claim 17 is obvious under § 103(a) over Nagoshi in view of Evans and 

further in view of Wendt and Hauler 
17 Claim 17 is obvious under § 103(a) over Hauler in view of Vaughn and 
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further in view of Evans and Wendt 
18 Claim 18 is obvious under § 103(a) over Nagoshi in view of Tegethoff 
18 Claim 18 is obvious under § 103(a) over Hauler in view of Vaughn  
19 Claim 19 is anticipated under § 102(b) by Nagoshi 
19 Claim 19 is obvious under § 103(a) over Hauler in view of Vaughn 
20 Claim 20 is obvious under § 103(a) over Nagoshi in view of Vaughn 
20 Claim 20 is obvious under § 103(a) over Hauler in view of Vaughn 

 
Garmin also submits that because each dependent claim includes all of the 

features of the claim(s) on which it depends, each of the proposed rejections for a 

dependent claim is also applicable to any preceding claim. Thus, for example, 

because claim 2 is obvious over Nagoshi in view of Vaughn and claim 2 depends 

from claim 1, claim 1 is also obvious over Nagoshi in view of Vaughn. 

3. How the Challenged Claim(s) Are to Be Construed Under 37 
C.F.R. § 42.104(b)(3) 

 
A claim subject to inter partes review receives the “broadest reasonable 

construction in light of the specification of the patent in which it appears.” 42 

C.F.R. § 42.100(b). For the purposes of the IPR, the claim terms are presumed to 

take on their ordinary and customary meaning that the term would have to one of 

ordinary skill in the art. Additionally, Garmin submits that “integrally attached,” as 

recited in claims 1 and 10 and via incorporation by reference in claim 20, should 

be construed as “two elements being discrete parts physically joined together as a 

unit without each part losing its own separate identity.” This is the Board’s 
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construction from IPR2012-00001 (“IPR1”) (IPR1, Paper 15 at 8), which is the 

broadest reasonable construction.  

Cuozzo has proffered “integrally attached” means the speedometer and 

colored display are “joined or combined to work as a complete unit.” (IPR1, Paper 

31 at 3.) Of note is that Cuozzo is attempting to have a construction that covers an 

electronic embodiment of a single electronic display that itself serves as both the 

speedometer and the colored display. This construction renders the claims 

unpatentable. If the Board adopts Cuozzo’s proposed construction in IPR1 (and 

without otherwise expanding the scope of IPR1), Garmin is substantially 

prejudiced, as the Board rejected most of IPR1’s proposed rejections based on its 

construction. Should the Board again reject a construction that covers an electronic 

embodiment for institution of this IPR, which Garmin submits the Board should 

do, then Garmin respectfully requests the Board determine such that a construction 

for institution of this IPR is the final construction.  

Garmin submits the Board’s construction is correct. First, claim 10 of the 

’074 Patent does not merely recite an “integrated” speedometer and colored 

display. Rather, claim 10 recites a speedometer “integrally attached” to a colored 

display, meaning each component has a separate identity. Cuozzo’s construction 

reads out the requirement that the components be “attached.” Further, if they were 
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merged into a single electronic display, as proposed by Cuozzo, the claimed 

colored display being “adjusted independently of the speedometer” is meaningless. 

Second, the ’074 Patent consistently describes the colored display and 

speedometer as separate components that are attached. (IPR1, Paper 15 at 8; Ex. 

1101 at 5:9–12.) Cuozzo proffers in IPR1 that the two components can be 

“integrated” because the specification discusses a speedometer that “has” a colored 

display. (IPR, Paper 31 at 3–4 (citing Ex. 1101 at 5:8–10).) But this disclosure is 

entirely consistent with a speedometer that has an attached colored display and 

never suggests that the two components are merged into a single, indivisible 

electronic display. Indeed, the specification never once discloses a single electronic 

display that itself operates as both a speedometer and a colored display.   

Third, importantly, when Cuozzo amended the claims to add “integrally 

attached,” he cited to these very same portions of the specification that describe the 

speedometer and colored display as separate and discrete elements. (IPR1, Paper 

15 at 8 (citing Ex. 1101 at 7:23–25).) Indeed, Cuozzo concedes in IPR1 that this 

disclosure describes the components “as separate and discrete elements.” (IPR1, 

Paper 31 at 6.) Thus, Cuozzo’s proposed construction from IPR1 is incomplete and 

overbroad because it captures only the “integrally” aspect of the limitation and 

reads out the “attached” requirement.  
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Cuozzo’s reliance in IPR1 on claim differentiation also fails. (IPR1, Paper 

31 at 9–13.) Cuozzo and its expert, Dr. Morris, rely on dependent claims 12 and 18 

to argue that the ’074 Patent discloses an “electronic embodiment” of the invention 

in which a single electronic display operates as both a speedometer and a colored 

display. (IPR1, Paper 31 at 5; IPR1, Ex. 2002 at ¶¶ 23, 28, 29 (opining that an 

electronic embodiment is “implie[d]” and it would be “natural” to combine both on 

a single LCD).) Claim 18 does not depend from claim 12 and thus does not 

disclose that the speedometer comprises the same LCD that is the colored display. 

And notably, while claim 12 recites that the colored display “is” an LCD, claim 18 

uses different language, namely that the speedometer “comprises” an LCD.1 This 

means the speedometer includes, but is not limited to, an LCD. This claim 

language is entirely consistent with the Board’s construction and the specification 

in which the speedometer can be integrally attached to an LCD but nonetheless 

remains a separate component that retains its own identity and is not itself an LCD. 

                                                 
1 An exemplary embodiment where the speedometer “comprises” the LCD and the 

colored display “is” the LCD is the LCD sitting behind a mechanical speedometer 

needle and the LCD displaying the speed scale and changing colors as the speed 

limit changes, such as taught by Hauler. (Ex. 1106 at 6, ¶ 3.) 
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4. How the Construed Claim(s) Are Unpatentable and 
Supporting Evidence Under 37 C.F.R. § 42.104(b)(4), (5) 
 

The following requirements are provided in Section V, below: (1) an 

explanation of how construed claims 1-20 of the ’074 Patent are unpatentable 

under the statutory grounds identified above, including the identification of where 

each element of the claim is found in the prior art patents or printed publications; 

and (2) the exhibit numbers of the supporting evidence relied upon to support the 

challenge and the relevance of the evidence to the challenge raised, including 

identifying specific portions of the evidence that support the challenge.  

III. SUMMARY OF THE ’074 PATENT 
 
A. Description of the Alleged Invention of the ’074 Patent 

 
 The ’074 Patent discloses a speed limit indicator for determining the speed 

of a vehicle and the speed limit corresponding to the vehicle’s current location and 

for displaying the speed and speed limit to the driver. (Ex. 1101, Abstract.) A 

speedometer 12 displays the speed limit 10. (Ex. 1101 at 5:6-9.) The speedometer 

12 has a backplate 14, speed denoting markings 16 painted on the backplate 14, a 

needle 20 rotatably mounted in the center of backplate 14, and “a colored display 

18 made of a red plastic filter.” (Ex. 1101 at 5:9-11.)   

 To obtain speed limit information, uploading unit 38 “uploads current data 

to a regional speed limit database 40.” (Ex. 1101 at 5:25-26.) A global positioning 
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receiver 22 determines the vehicle location and “identifies the relevant speed limit 

from the database for that location.” (Ex. 1101 at 5:27-29.) The GPS receiver 

“compares the vehicle’s speed and the relevant speed limit 44, and uses a tone 

generator 46 to generate a tone in the event that the vehicle’s speed exceeds the 

relevant speed limit.” (Ex. 1101 at 5:29-33.) 

 The colored display 8 is adjusted via a control unit “so that the speeds above 

the legal speed limit are displayed in red 50 while the legal speeds are displayed in 

white 52. This is accomplished by the control unit rotating the red filter disc 54 to 

the appropriate degree.” (Ex. 1101 at 5:35-39.) Thus, the red-colored filter 18 

rotates according to the uploaded speed limit information. The ’074 Patent further 

briefly states that “the colored display herein described could also take the form of 

a liquid crystal display.” (Ex. 1101 at 6:12-14.) 

B. Summary of the Prosecution History of the ’074 Patent 
 

 The ’074 Patent was filed March 18, 2002, and issued August 17, 2004, with 

20 claims, of which claims 1, 10, and 20 are independent. The ’074 Patent as filed 

included claims 1-20, of which claims 1, 11, and 20 were independent.  

 A non-final Office Action was mailed on October 3, 2003, and rejected 

claims 1-3, 7-14, 18, 19, and 20 under 35 U.S.C. § 102(e) as being anticipated by 

U.S. Patent No. 6,515,696 to Awada (“Awada”); claims 3, 4, 7, 14, 15, and 18 
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under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being obvious over Awada; and claims 5, 6, 16, and 

17 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being obvious over Awada in view of U.S. Patent 

No. 4,935,850 to Smith, Jr. (“Smith”). Responsive to the non-final Office Action, 

an Amendment was filed on November 9, 2003, that contained a formatting error. 

On January 9, 2004, a supplemental amendment (the “Corrected Amendment”) 

was filed that amended claims 1, 3-12, and 14-20, canceled claims 2 and 13, and 

added claims 21 and 22.  (Ex. 1115 at 2-5.) The Patent Owner argued that amended 

independent claim 1 was not anticipated by Awada because: 

Awada (6,515,596) lacks a speedometer integrally attached to the 

speed limit display (column 2, lines 40-42 and Figs. 1 and 4-6).  The 

vehicle’s driver is forced to look in two separate locations and then 

mentally compare the speed limit with his vehicle’s speed to 

determine how close he is to speeding if he is not already doing so 

sufficiently to activate the light and/or tone. This significant 

complexity could be distracting to the driver, thereby increasing the 

risk of an accident.  In contrast, the present invention provides an 

integrated display allowing the driver to immediately ascertain both 

his speed and its relation to the prevailing speed limit. 

   
Id. at 6 (emphases added.) Thus, the Patent Owner overcame Awada by arguing 

that the speed limit and the current speed were displayed, such that the driver does 

not have to look in two different places on the dashboard and further so the driver 
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can see how close he is to speeding (i.e., the relative difference between the speed 

and the speed limit).  

 The Patent Owner further commented on the independent adjustment of the 

colored display with respect to the speedometer. In arguing over Smith, the Patent 

Owner noted that Smith’s interrupter plate “rotates in conjunction with the 

speedometer needle axis,” whereas “the colored display of the present invention 

adjusts independently of the speedometer by rotation of a colored filter by the 

display controller.” Id. at 7.   

 A Notice of Allowance dated February 18, 2004, was mailed in response to 

the Corrected Amendment and identified claims 1, 3-12, and 14-22 as allowable. 

No comments on allowance were provided by the Examiner. The ’074 Patent 

issued on August 17, 2004. 

IV. THERE IS A REASONABLE LIKELIHOOD THAT AT LEAST ONE 
CLAIM OF THE ’074 PATENT IS UNPATENTABLE UNDER 37 
C.F.R. § 42.104(b)(4)  
 

 The proposed rejections cite art that anticipates or renders obvious at least 

one claim of the ’074 Patent. For example, Nagoshi discloses a speed limit 

indicator comprising a band of green and red LEDs concentrically mounted about a 

speedometer dial. Applying the Board’s construction from IPR1, there is a 

reasonable likelihood that Nagoshi alone renders independent claims 1 and 10 
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unpatentable, as the colored LEDs and speedometer are discrete elements 

physically joined together as a unit. Moreover, neither the speedometer nor the 

colored concentric band of LEDs loses their separate identity—the LEDs retain 

their identity as a colored band to indicate whether a speed is below or above the 

speed limit, and the speedometer retains its identity as a speed-disclosing device. 

However, the two components are joined together to display to a driver of a vehicle 

the speed, the speed limit, and the relation of the speed to the speed limit. 

 Hauler discloses two separate embodiments of a speed limit indicator, 

namely a fully-electronic embodiment where both the speed limit and the speed are 

graphically displayed on an LCD, and an electromechanical embodiment where a 

mechanical, motor-actuated speedometer needle is integrally attached and mounted 

with an LCD. Thus, Hauler discloses embodiments that satisfy either of the 

Board’s or Cuozzo’s construction.  

 The art even discloses the key feature that resulted in allowance of the ’074 

Patent, namely displaying vehicle speed and its proximal relationship to the speed 

limit so that the driver can “immediately ascertain both his speed and its relation to 

the prevailing speed limit” without having to perform a mental comparison. (Ex. 

1115 at 6). For example, both Nagoshi and Hauler disclose colored displays that 
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allow the driver to see the relationship of the current vehicle speed to the speed 

limit, i.e., how near the current vehicle speed is to the speed limit. 

 The prior art also discloses a colored display that is a red plastic filter, i.e., 

the same embodiment disclosed in the ’074 Patent. In particular, the combination 

of Evans and Wendt teaches a rotatable colored plate for indicating the speed limit.  

 In sum, Garmin cites below a variety of prior art references that teaches or in 

combination renders obvious the claimed speed limit indicator and regardless of 

any final constructions that may cover an electrical, a mechanical, or an 

electromechanical embodiment. As such, there is a reasonable likelihood that at 

least one claim of the ’074 Patent is unpatentable under either construction. 

V. DETAILED EXPLANATION UNDER 37 C.F.R. §§ 42.104(b) 
 
A. Claim 1 (Independent)  

 
Claim 1 Anticipated By Nagoshi (Ex. 1103)  

A speed limit 
indicator 
comprising: 

Nagoshi discloses a “vehicle speed limit warning device.” 
(Title, ¶ 0006.) The stated “Purpose” of Nagoshi’s invention is 
“to make the driver aware of the speed limit of the road, no 
matter what road is being driven.” (Summary, p. 1.) 

a colored 
display to 
delineate which 
speed readings 
are in violation 
of the speed 
limit at a 
vehicle's 
current 

Nagoshi discloses a “display apparatus 13 [that] displays the 
speed limit information acquired from said microcomputer 12.” 
(¶¶ 0014–0015.) The speed limit information is “of the road 
where the driver is driving at present by means of the 
coordinates information of the current vehicle location from the 
navigation system 11 . . . .” (Summary, p. 1; see also ¶¶ 0006, 
0012, 0014.)  

Nagoshi’s display apparatus is a colored display. In 
particular, the display apparatus 13 displays the speed readings 
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location; in green or red depending on whether the speed reading is below 
or above a speed limit. (¶ 0016.) Nagoshi teaches that the speed 
limit information can be both alphanumerically displayed as part 
of the speedometer, and further that “the driver is informed of 
the speed limit of the road currently being driven by the display 
green LEDs of the velocities below the speed limit on the outer 
side of the speedometer, and the velocities above the speed limit 
in red.” (¶ 0016; Fig. 5.) Thus, as shown in Fig. 5 below, for 
speeds below the speed limit of 40 km/h, a concentric region of 
LEDs surrounding the speed denoting markings of 40 km/h and 
below are colored green, and a region of LEDs surrounding the 
speed denoting markings above 40 km/h are colored red.  

                                 
Nagoshi thus discloses a colored display, namely the green and 
red LEDs, and the colored LEDs delineate the speed readings in 
violation of the speed limit at the vehicle’s current location.  

In ¶ 0016, Nagoshi references Fig. 4, which illustrates lead 
lines for “green” and “red” but that does not expressly show the 
green region shaded below 40 km/h, as it is in Fig. 5. One of 
ordinary skill in the art (OSA) would understand that the 
teaching of ¶ 0016 in combination with Fig. 5 illustrates that any 
speeds below 40 km/h are in green, and any speeds above 40 
km/h are in red, with 40 km/h being the speed limit. 

a speedometer 
integrally 
attached to said 
colored 
display; 

Nagoshi discloses a speedometer 17, and the speed limit 
information is “displayed as part of the speedometer.” (¶ 0016; 
Fig. 5, illustrating a circular speedometer dial with a needle and 
speed denoting markings; ¶ 0020, referring to the “speedometer 
display” of Figs. 4 and 5.) 

Analysis Under the Board’s Construction: Nagoshi teaches 
that the speedometer of Fig. 5 is integrally attached to the 
colored LEDs comprising the colored display. Applying the 
Board’s construction, the speedometer dial with its needle and 
speed denoting markings is a discrete part from the colored 
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LEDs, i.e., the LEDs are separate and distinct from the needle 
and speed denoting markings of the speedometer dial. The dial 
and the LEDs are joined together as a unit in the “speedometer 
display” and without each part losing its own separate identity. 
In particular, the concentric band of LEDs surrounding the 
circular speedometer dial could be removed from the 
speedometer display, and the speedometer dial with the needle 
and speed denoting markings would still maintain the 
functionality as a speedometer indicating to a driver the speed of 
the vehicle. Conversely, the colored LEDs could be mounted in 
the display 13 as presented, without the needle and speed 
denoting markings of the speedometer. The LEDs would still 
have their own separate identity as a circuitous band of colored 
indicators.  

Analysis Under Cuozzo’s Construction: Applying Cuozzo’s 
construction from IPR1, the speedometer is joined or combined 
to work as a complete unit with the colored LEDs. In particular, 
Nagoshi discloses that the concentric band of LEDs is mounted 
in the display apparatus 13, which is part of the “speedometer 
display” that includes the needle and speed denoting markings 
of the speedometer. (See, ¶ 0016 and Fig. 5 regarding colored 
LEDs; see, ¶ 0020 discussing the “speedometer display” of Figs. 
4 and 5.) Thus, the colored LEDs are joined or combined to 
work with the speedometer as part of the “speedometer display.” 
Further, the colored LEDs and speedometer work as a complete 
unit, namely that the complete unit of the speedometer display 
“displays the speed limit information acquired from said 
microcomputer 12,” and “the driver is informed of the speed 
limit of the road currently being driven by the display green 
LEDs of the velocities below the speed limit on the outer side of 
the speedometer, and the velocities above the speed limit in 
red.” (¶¶ 0015 and 0016) (emphasis added.)   

and a display 
controller 
connected to 
said colored 
display, 
wherein said 

Nagoshi discloses a display controller, namely the 
microcomputer 12, that “perform[s] the overall process control.” 
(¶ 0009.) Nagoshi explains that at Step F305, its microcomputer 
12 receives “the speed limit information of the road currently 
being driven” as an output, acquires the output at Step F310, 
and sends the output, comprising the received speed limit 
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display 
controller 
adjusts said 
colored display 
independently 
of said 
speedometer to 
continuously 
update the 
delineation of 
which speed 
readings are in 
violation of the 
speed limit at a 
vehicle's 
present 
location. 

information, to the display apparatus 13 at Step F315. (¶¶ 0013 
and 0014.) “Said display apparatus 13 displays the speed limit 
information acquired from said microcomputer 12.” (¶ 0015.) 
Thus, Nagoshi’s display controller, i.e., the microcomputer 12, 
is connected to the colored display, i.e., the LEDs of the display 
apparatus 13.  

Nagoshi further teaches that its display controller, namely the 
microcomputer 12, adjusts the colored LEDs independently of 
the speedometer. In particular, the speed limit information 
represented by the colored LEDs changes as the speed limit 
information is acquired from the microcomputer 12. (¶¶ 0015 
and 0016.) Additionally, the detected current speed of the 
vehicle changes and is shown on the speedometer of Figs. 4 and 
5. The operation of the Nagoshi speedometer is not otherwise 
interrupted by the respective emitting of the green or red LEDs 
based on the current speed limit. Moreover, the colored LEDs 
delineate, i.e., indicate—including by marking the outline of—
the speed readings in violation of the speed limit at the vehicle’s 
present location. In particular, Nagoshi teaches that all speeds 
above the speed limit are identified by the concentric band of 
red LEDs surrounding the speeds. (¶ 0016, referring to 
displaying “velocities above the speed limit in red.”)  

Claim 1 Anticipated By Hauler (Ex. 1106) 
A speed limit 
indicator 
comprising: 

Hauler discloses a freely programmable display for displaying 
various measured values in a vehicle. (Abstract.) One of the 
values displayed in Hauler is the maximum speed allowed based 
on the speed limit as presented on a traffic sign and detected by 
a camera: “It is furthermore advantageous that traffic signs are 
detected by a camera and, particularly in the case of traffic signs 
which specify the maximum speed allowed, that the speed scale 
is adapted to the maximum speed specified by the traffic sign.” 
(P. 3, ¶ 4.) 

a colored 
display to 
delineate which 
speed readings 
are in violation 
of the speed 

Hauler discloses determining a speed limit at a vehicle’s current 
location based on the speed limit on a traffic sign as detected by 
a camera: “if the vehicle is traveling in a trouble-free manner on 
a country road (maximum speed 100 km/h), it has at its disposal 
a maximum design speed of 180 km/h; and if at the same time, 
however, a traffic sign is detected having a restriction to 50 
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limit at a 
vehicle's 
current 
location; 

km/h, then 50 km/h is determined as the permissible maximum 
speed.” (P. 5, ¶ 2; see also, p. 8, ¶ 1) (emphases added.) Hauler 
also discloses determining the “permissible maximum speed” 
based on other criteria, such as a road class (p. 5, ¶ 1), or 
operating data of the vehicle, such as whether the vehicle is 
pulling a trailer or traveling in fog (p. 5, ¶ 1.) Regarding 
determining the speed limit based on the road class, Hauler 
teaches that the road class is determined based on a navigation 
device 57, such as a GPS: “From navigation device 57, it is 
determined on what class of road the vehicle is presently 
located, and which maximum speed is in force for this road 
classification.” (P. 7, ¶ 7.) Thus, because Hauler teaches 
determining the speed limit for the current vehicle location 
based on a detected speed limit on a traffic sign, and further 
teaches determining the speed limit for the road class based on 
the current vehicle position as determined by a GPS, Hauler 
discloses determining the speed limit at a vehicle’s current 
location. 

Hauler also discloses a colored display comprising a linear or 
circular speed indicator with colored segments for identifying 
speeds below and above the ascertained speed limit. (P. 6, ¶ 7; 
Figs. 7a-7e.) In particular, Hauler discloses a liquid crystal 
display of a freely programmable instrument cluster. (P. 3, ¶ 7; 
p. 6, ¶ 2.) Figs. 7a-7e “show exemplary embodiments of a speed 
indicator according to the method of the invention as a bar 
indicator in a freely programmable instrument cluster.” (P. 4, ¶ 
9.) Hauler also notes that “the bar indicator may be non-linear, 
for example, a circular configuration of the bar indicator.” (P. 6, 
¶ 7–p. 7, ¶ 1.)  

“In FIG. 7a, bar indicator 80 is shown with an indicator bar 
81, a first background 82 and a first scale inscription 83 having 
speed values.” (P. 7, ¶ 2.) (Hauler further notes that for “reasons 
of clarity” the scale inscription is limited to two values, but that 
in exemplary embodiments, more scale values may be 
indicated.) Id. “The speed bar begins at the left edge of the 
indicator . . . . The position of a right edge 90 of indicator bar 81 
designates the instantaneous vehicular speed . . . .” Id. A first 
background 81 is shown in a first background color, such as 
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green. (P. 7, ¶ 3.) Comparing Fig. 7b to Fig. 7a, “a second scale 
inscription 86 [of FIG. 7b] is provided having speed values of 
50 km/h and 80 km/h. The second background [84] is preferably 
displayed in a warning color, e.g., red. This warning color 
symbolizes that a speed lying in the range having the second 
background is no longer permissible. First background is 
disposed left of second background 84 in the bar indicator. The 
junction from first background 82 to second background 84 
designates the maximum speed now permissible.” (P. 7, ¶ 4.)        

 
Hauler provides an even further example of the indicated speed 
being precisely at the permissible maximum speed: “In FIG. 7c, 
a third scale inscription 87 is selected having 25 km/h and 50 
km/h. Right edge 90 of indicator bar 81 reaches the junction 
between first background 82 and second background 84. This 
indicates that the vehicle is traveling at precisely 50 km/h, thus, 
at the permissible maximum speed.” (P. 7, ¶ 5.)                              

 
Thus, Hauler teaches a colored display, namely the bar indicator 
80, that delineates which speed readings are in violation of the 
speed limit. 

a speedometer 
integrally 
attached to said 
colored 
display; 

Hauler discloses a display 200 having a speed indicator 210 for 
displaying the speed of the vehicle (p. 6, ¶ 2) ascertained by a 
separate speed sensor 70 (p. 7, ¶ 7). Thus, Hauler discloses an 
instrument for displaying the vehicle’s speed. As noted above, 
the Hauler “speed indicator” comprises a freely programmable 
LCD and most of the Hauler description focuses on various 
configurations of the “speed indicator” shown on the freely 
programmable instrument. (See, Description of Figs. 2a-8 at p. 4 
and pp. 6-7.)  

Analysis Under the Board’s Construction: Applying the 
Board’s construction, Hauler also teaches a speedometer that is 
a discrete part from the display of the red and green colored 
backgrounds on the bar indicator 80. In particular, Hauler 
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discloses in Fig. 3 a traditional dial speedometer with a pointer 
and speed markings. Although Hauler discusses an electronic 
embodiment wherein a traditional dial speedometer is displayed 
graphically, Hauler notes that a mechanical pointer could be 
used with an LCD: “In the display [of Fig. 3], a pointer 33 is 
shown which moves over a first scale 30. In this context, in one 
preferred exemplary embodiment, pointer 33 is not realized as a 
mechanical component; rather, pointer 33 is depicted 
graphically in first and second speed indicators 21, 210, 
respectively. In a further exemplary embodiment, not shown in 
detail in the drawing, it is possible to design pointer 33 as a 
mechanical component, preferably operated via a stepping 
motor arranged behind the display, and merely depict the scale 
in the display.” (P. 6, ¶ 3.) (Note that this embodiment is 
described immediately after describing a fully-electronic 
embodiment of a graphically-represented pointer, and as such, 
Hauler is expressly describing alternative embodiments.) 
Additionally, in this electromechanical embodiment, the 
speedometer needle, which is arranged behind the display that 
depicts the scale, maintains a separate identity from the “freely 
programmable” display that graphically represents the colored 
bar indicator. Thus, applying the Board’s construction from 
IPR1, the component for displaying speed, namely the pointer 
33, is a discrete element from the display showing the colored 
bar indicator, and the two parts do not lose their separate 
identity.   

Analysis Under Cuozzo’s Construction: Applying Cuozzo’s 
construction, the speedometer is “integrally attached” to the 
colored display, that is the speedometer is joined or combined to 
work as a complete unit with the colored bar indicator of Figs. 
7a-7e by being displayed on a single display. Hauler teaches 
that the speed sensor 70 is connected to a processing unit 50 (p. 
7, ¶ 6), the processing unit 50 ascertains a permissible maximum 
speed (p. 7, ¶ 7), and the processing unit 50 “calculates the 
image of the freely programmable instrument cluster to be 
represented in the display unit” (p. 8, ¶ 5). The image displayed 
by the processing unit 50 includes both the ascertained speed 
from the speed sensor 70 and the permissible maximum speed 
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(see, e.g., Fig. 7a and p. 7, ¶ 2). Thus, the graphically-displayed 
speedometer is “joined or combined to work as a complete unit” 
with the display of the red and green colored backgrounds on 
the bar indicator 80.  

and a display 
controller 
connected to 
said colored 
display, 
wherein said 
display 
controller 
adjusts said 
colored display 
independently 
of said 
speedometer to 
continuously 
update the 
delineation of 
which speed 
readings are in 
violation of the 
speed limit at a 
vehicle's 
present 
location. 

Hauler discloses a display controller, namely the processing unit 
50, which “calculates the image of the freely programmable 
instrument cluster to be represented in the display unit.” (P. 8, ¶ 
5.) Hauler’s processing unit is also connected to the colored 
display: “A processing unit 50 is connected to a display unit 
51.” (P. 7, ¶ 6; p. 8, ¶ 5; Fig. 8.) The processing unit adjusts the 
colored bar indicator shown on the display unit 51. (P. 5, ¶ 5 
(referring to display step 14 displaying the speed scale and 
associated speed indicator); p. 6, ¶ 2 (discussing the second 
display 200 showing the second speed indicator 210); and p. 8, ¶ 
5 (noted above and discussing that the processing unit 50 
calculates the image to be represented in the display unit.)   

The adjustment of the colored bar indicator 80 to indicate the 
present speed is independent of displaying the permissible 
maximum speed. The processing unit 50 is operable to move the 
bar 81 showing the current speed in response to the ascertained 
speed from the speed sensor 70. As illustrated in Fig. 7b, for 
example, the bar 80 indicating the current speed is movable 
between the green background section 81 and to the red 
background section 84 in response to the ascertained speed. 
Moreover, the colored sections 82 and 84 adjust independently 
of the ascertained speed based on the processing unit 
ascertaining the permissible maximum speed. (p. 7, ¶ 7.) The 
adjustment of the bar 80 in the bar indicator 81 thus 
continuously updates the delineation—i.e., the marking the 
outline—of the speed readings in violation of the speed limit at 
the vehicle’s present location. This is further the case regardless 
of whether a mechanical pointer or a graphical representation of 
the pointer is employed.   

Claim 1 Obvious Over Tegethoff (Ex. 1110) in View of Vaughn (Ex. 
1108) and Further in View of Evans (Ex. 1112) and Wendt 

(Ex. 1113)(Applying the Board’s Construction); or 
Obvious Over Tegethoff (Ex. 1110) in View of Vaughn (Ex. 

1108)(Applying Cuozzo’s Construction) 
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A speed limit 
indicator 
comprising: 

Tegethoff discloses a display system 1 for displaying a variety 
of vehicle information, including a maximum permissible speed. 
(See, p. 5, col. 2: “Fig. 2 shows a display according to the 
invention for the current speed of the vehicle as well as 
additional information.”) 

a colored 
display to 
delineate which 
speed readings 
are in violation 
of the speed 
limit at a 
vehicle's 
current 
location; 

Tegethoff discloses determining “a permissible maximum speed 
for the road section where the car is currently located. This 
maximum speed can either be set manually or according to an 
element for navigation and a database with traffic control 
information or by an element for receiving transmitters outside 
the vehicle for traffic control.” (P. 6, col. 1) (emphasis added.) 
Therefore, Tegethoff teaches determining the speed limit at a 
vehicle’s current location, as claimed. To the extent the 
disclosed permissible maximum speed for a road class is not the 
speed limit of the current position of the vehicle (which Garmin 
vigorously disputes), Vaughn discloses a system that uses GPS 
and map matching to determine the maximum posted speed 
limit at the vehicle’s present location. (Vaughn, 1:63–67; 2:14–
17; 8:46-51.)  

One of OSA would have had a credible reason to combine 
Vaughn’s teaching of a GPS that determines the vehicle’s speed 
and the speed limit for the vehicle’s present location with 
Tegethoff’s vehicle speed limit warning device. Tegethoff 
contemplates use of a navigational device to determine the 
vehicle location. The only difference (to the extent that one of 
OSA would appreciate there is any difference) is the speed limit 
for a road class (as taught by Tegethoff) versus the speed limit 
for the vehicle’s current location (as taught by Vaughn). Having 
the Tegethoff navigation device also determine speed and speed 
limit for the current location, as taught by Vaughn, is but a mere 
substitution of a well-known feature, namely the speed limit for 
the current location as opposed to the ascertained road class 
(that is otherwise based on the vehicle location as taught by 
Tegethoff). Such a substitution is well within the knowledge of 
one of OSA designing speed limit indicators for geographical 
areas that are not dependent on road classes (such as the 
German Tegethoff reference) but instead for particular locations 
(such as in the U.S.).  
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Analysis Under Board’s Construction: Tegethoff discloses 
displaying the speed limit as a red tick mark on the speedometer 
dial. (P. 6, col. 1.) The Board’s construction requires that the 
colored display be a discrete part from the speedometer. 
Tegethoff’s disclosed colored display comprising the red tick 
mark on the same LCD as the speedometer dial does not satisfy 
this construction. However, Evans teaches a colored plate that is 
a distinct part from Tegethoff’s graphically-represented 
speedometer. Evans discloses a “speed warning indicator” for 
attachment to the front face of a speedometer. (3:13-15.) The 
indicator is a plate 12 bearing colored indicia 36, such that when 
the plate is attached to the speedometer face, “the indicial color 
(red) of plate 12 appears to be on a portion of dial 30 [of the 
speedometer] when viewed through cover 24.” (3:29-31.) Plate 
12 is positioned on dial 30 so that only the portion of the dial 
which contains numbers representing speeds in excess of the 
speed limit to be warned against is overlaid by plate 12, for 
example, speeds in excess of 55 mph, as shown in Fig. 3.” 
(3:32-36.) Garmin addresses below the credible reasons why 
one of OSA would combine Evans with Tegethoff.                        

Analysis Under Cuozzo’s Construction: Under Cuozzo’s 
construction, the colored display must be joined or combined to 
work with the speedometer as a complete unit. Tegethoff 
satisfies this construction. In particular, Tegethoff teaches that 
its display system includes “a screen 37 and an image 
generating computer 33, which is connected to information-
providing elements 31 as well as an on-board computer 32.” (P. 
4, col. 2). Tegethoff further teaches displaying a mark on the 
screen 37 that indicates the speed limit corresponding to the 
vehicle’s location: “A mark for indicating a currently 
permissible maximum speed 5 shows a permissible maximum 
speed for the road section where the car is currently located. 
This maximum speed can either be set manually or according to 
an element for navigation and a database with traffic control 
information or by an element for receiving transmitters outside 
the vehicle for traffic control.” (P. 6, col. 1; see also, Fig. 2 and 
tick mark 5 at approximately 110 km/h) (emphasis added). As 
illustrated in Fig. 2, the mark 5 is displayed on a conventional 
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speedometer scale. 
Tegethoff further teaches that the mark for indicating the 

speed limit can be colored red: “Thus, for example, warnings 
that require immediate action or represent a critical technical or 
legislative limit, can appear in the color red (e.g., a maximum 
speed or the part of the braking distance or stopping distance 
that exceeds the distance to the vehicle ahead).” (P. 7, col. 1; see 
also, Fig. 2) (emphasis added.) 

Tegethoff thus teaches a colored display, namely the red-
colored tick mark 5 on the speedometer scale. The tick mark 
delineates the speed readings in violation of the speed limit, 
namely those readings after the tick mark. Moreover, the tick 
mark is changed corresponding to the vehicle’s location, as 
described above. 

To the extent that the colored display is construed as 
requiring a colored plate, as opposed to the single red tick mark 
of Tegethoff, Evans and Wendt teach a rotatable colored plate, 
as discussed below. It would have been obvious to one of OSA 
to graphically represent on Tegethoff’s LCD (p. 5, col. 1) the 
rotatable colored plate. Tegethoff notes that its LCD is freely 
programmable: “the image generating computer 33 can be 
embodied such that the representation on the screen, such as of 
pointers, markings and scales, can be programmed completely 
freely.” (P. 5, cols. 1-2.) Modifying Tegethoff’s graphical 
display to include a graphical representation of a colored plate, 
as taught by Evans, and rotate the colored plate, as taught by 
Wendt is a mere application of known modern electronics to 
prior art mechanical devices. Leapfrog Enters., Inc. v. Fisher-
Price, Inc., 485 F.3d 1157, 1161 (Fed. Cir. 2007). Thus, one of 
OSA looking to modernize the teachings of Evans and Wendt 
would naturally display the colored plate on the digital 
speedometer dial taught by Tegethoff.  

a speedometer 
integrally 
attached to said 
colored 
display; 

Analysis Under the Board’s Construction: As noted above, 
Evans teaches that the colored plate is mounted to the glass 
cover of the speedometer. (3:13-15, 32-36.) As such, the colored 
plate is a discrete part from the speedometer cover. In related 
art, Wendt teaches a rotatable pointer mounted to the glass 
cover of a speedometer via a suction-cup mounting unit 18. (Ex. 
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1113 at 2:30–41.) It would have been obvious to one of OSA to 
modify Evans’s colored plate to be rotatable, as taught by 
Wendt’s rotatable pointer. Evans already recognizes the 
problem that the speed limit may change and teaches that its 
colored plate can be “adjustable for changes in the speed 
limits.” (Ex. 1112 at 2:19–20, 3:37–44.) It is well within the 
skill of one of OSA to make Evans’s plate rotatable, especially 
when presented with Wendt’s rotatable pointer mounted to the 
glass cover of the speedometer. That is, Wendt’s rotatable 
pointer could be substituted with Evans’s plate to obtain a 
rotatable colored plate. A credible reason for why one of OSA 
would make the substitution is to adjust for changes in the speed 
limit while still being able to determine, by glancing at the dial, 
whether the speed limit is being exceeded, as taught by Evans. 
(Ex. 1112 at 2:10–15.)  

One of OSA would have also found it a routine 
implementation of skill to mount the suction-cup unit 18 of 
Wendt to the glass cover of Tegethoff’s LCD, as Wendt already 
teaches mounting the suction-cup unit 18 to the glass cover of a 
conventional vehicle speedometer. It also would have been 
obvious to one of OSA to mount the rotatable colored plate of 
Evans and Wendt to the glass cover of Tegethoff’s LCD. A 
credible reason for doing so is to provide “connections between 
different driving parameters [that] can be clarified to the driver 
in a very clear and intuitively comprehensible manner.” 
(Tegethoff, Ex. 1110 at 3, col. 1; see also, Evans, Ex. 1112 at 
2:10–15, describing the desire to be able to determine, by 
glancing at the dial, whether the speed limit is being exceeded.) 
This is also one of the reasons advanced by Cuozzo for 
allowance during original prosecution. (Ex. 1115 at 7 
(distinguishing USPN 6,515,596 to Awada because the driver is 
“forced to look in two separate locations”).) This combination 
also does not otherwise prevent Tegethoff from continuing to 
illustrate its red speed-limit tick mark on the LCD. Instead, 
mounting the rotatable colored plate to Tegethoff’s LCD adds 
another feature, and the mechanical colored plate of the 
combined Evans and Wendt provides a three-dimensional speed 
limit indicator that may be desirable to some drivers. 
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Analysis Under Cuozzo’s Construction: As discussed above, 
Tegethoff teaches that the red tick mark and the speed are both 
graphically displayed on the Tegethoff LCD. (See, e.g., Fig. 2.) 
To the extent the colored display is interpreted as requiring a 
colored plate, then referring to the immediately preceding 
limitation, the rotatable colored plate of Evans and Wendt could 
easily be displayed on the “freely programmable” LCD of 
Tegethoff, along with the speedometer dial. Therefore, under 
Cuozzo’s construction, Tegethoff alone or Tegethoff, Evans, 
and Wendt teach this limitation. 

and a display 
controller 
connected to 
said colored 
display, 
wherein said 
display 
controller 
adjusts said 
colored display 
independently 
of said 
speedometer to 
continuously 
update the 
delineation of 
which speed 
readings are in 
violation of the 
speed limit at a 
vehicle's 
present 
location. 

Analysis Under the Board’s Construction: The colored plate of 
Evans is fixedly mounted to the speedometer cover, and thus, 
the colored plate does not adjust in response to changing speed 
limits (although the colored plate can be removed and 
reattached to the speedometer cover in case of a speed limit 
change). However, Wendt teaches a pointer mounted to a glass 
cover of a speedometer and manually rotatable to the current 
speed limit. Tegethoff teaches a display controller for adjusting 
the colored tick mark independently of any speedometer 
readings. Taken in combination, Evans and Wendt teach a 
rotatable colored plate, Wendt teaches mounting the rotatable 
colored plate to a glass cover of a speedometer, and Tegethoff 
teaches a display controller for adjusting a colored display 
independently of the speedometer’s readings. 

In more detail, Tegethoff discloses a display controller 
comprising an image generating computer 33 connected to 
information-providing elements 31, such as an “element for 
navigation.” (P. 4, col. 2; p. 6, col. 1; Fig. 1.) The computer 33 
can be “programmed completely freely” to display “the 
representation on the screen, such as pointers [and] markings 
and scales . . . .” (P. 5, cols. 1-2). It would have been obvious to 
one of OSA to combine Tegethoff’s computer 33 for displaying 
a speed and speed limit on an LCD (see, e.g., Fig 2; p. 5, col. 1) 
with the mechanical rotatable colored plate of Evans and Wendt. 
In particular, using Tegethoff’s computer and acquired 
information to instruct rotation of the colored plate to delineate 
the speed readings in violation of the speed at the vehicle’s 
current location is well within the knowledge of one of OSA, as 
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the combined electromechanical device applies modern 
electronics (the computer of Tegethoff) with older mechanical 
devices (the rotatable colored plate of Evans and Wendt). See 
Leapfrog Enters., 485 F.3d at 1161 (“Accommodating a prior 
art mechanical device that accomplishes that goal to modern 
electronics would have been reasonably obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in designing children’s learning devices. Applying 
modern electronics to older mechanical devices has been 
commonplace in recent years.”).  

Analysis Under Cuozzo’s Construction: As noted above, 
Tegethoff discloses a display controller comprising an image 
generating computer 33 that can be “programmed completely 
freely” to display “the representation on the screen, such as 
pointers [and] markings and scales . . . .” (P. 5, cols. 1-2). 
Because the image generating computer is connected to the 
screen 37 (see also, p. 4, col. 2), the image generating computer 
is connected to and controls the colored display comprising the 
colored tick mark. As such, the image generating computer 
instructs the screen 37 to display the colored display of the tick 
mark 5. Tegethoff further discloses that the display controller, 
namely the image generating computer, can adjust the colored 
tick mark 5 independently of the speedometer: “By means of a 
control device, not shown in further detail here, switched by an 
operator and/or according to the information-providing 
instruments 31, respectively at least the image of the scale, of 
the pointer, of the marking or other information can be changed 
on the screen 37, which is designed, for example, as a high-
resolution LCD display and renders possible multicolored 
images.” (P. 5, col. 1). Thus, the image generating computer 33 
of Tegethoff can continuously update the location of the colored 
tick mark 5 (or colored plate) on the LCD screen 37 and 
independently of the reading on the speedometer scale to 
delineate speed readings in violation of the speed limit. It would 
have been obvious to one of OSA to also have the image 
generating computer instruct the display and rotation of the 
graphically-represented colored plate of Evans and Wendt, as 
Tegethoff specifically identifies the advantages and the 
desirability of being able to display various types of 
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information, such as the current speed and the maximum 
permissible speed: “This makes it possible to display known 
instruments composed of pointer and scale in connection with 
the embodiments of the markings described above. This also 
makes it possible to display connections between different 
parameters particularly easily.” (P. 3, col. , ¶ 1) (emphasis 
added).  

 
B. Claim 2 (Dependent) 

 
Claim 2 Obvious Over Nagoshi (Ex. 1103) in 

View of Vaughn (Ex. 1108)  
(Applying the Board’s Construction) 

The speed limit 
indicator as 
defined in 
claim 1, 
wherein said 
colored display 
is a liquid 
crystal display. 

Nagoshi teaches each of the limitations recited in independent 
claim 1.  

Nagoshi does not expressly state whether its speedometer is a 
conventional mechanical speedometer or an electronic 
representation of an analog speedometer. Vaughn, in related art, 
teaches a display that is an LCD. In more detail, Vaughn 
discloses a system that uses GPS and map matching to 
determine the maximum posted speed limit at the vehicle’s 
present location. (1:63–67; 2:14–17; 4:24–25.) Vaughn 
expressly discloses displaying the current vehicle speed on an 
“electronic map”: a “display 12 is connected to the GPS 
computer 47 and to the engine computer 15. Accordingly, the 
location, current speed of the vehicle and the maximum posted 
speed is displayed on the electronic map.” (9:20–23.) The 
display 12 of Vaughn can be either “light-emitting diodes 
(LEDs), liquid crystal display (LCD), or cathode ray tube 
(video) screens.” (9:14-17.) Thus, one of OSA reading Vaughn 
would understand that LEDs for displaying the “maximum 
posted speed,” as taught by Vaughn, could be substituted with 
an LCD. It would have been obvious to one of OSA to replace 
the colored LEDs taught in Nagoshi with an LCD, as taught in 
Vaughn, for graphically representing the concentric colored 
band. One of OSA would have had a credible reason for 
substituting Nagoshi’s LEDs with an LCD to “gain[] the 
commonly understood benefits of . . . decreased size, increased 
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reliability, simplified operation, and reduced cost.” Leapfrog 
Enters., Inc. v. Fisher-Price, Inc., 485 F.3d 1157, 1162 (Fed. 
Cir. 2007).   

Claim 2 Obvious Over Nagoshi (Ex. 1103) in  
View of Vaughn (Ex. 1108) and Further in  

View of Tegethoff (Ex. 1110)  
(Applying Cuozzo’s Construction) 

The speed limit 
indicator as 
defined in 
claim 1, 
wherein said 
colored display 
is a liquid 
crystal display. 

Nagoshi teaches each of the limitations recited in independent 
claim 1.  

As described above for claim 2 and obviousness under the 
Board’s construction, Vaughn teaches displaying the current 
speed and maximum posted speed limit on an LCD and further 
teaches that an electronic map could embody either of a plurality 
of LEDs or an LCD. Thus, for the reasons provided above, it 
would have been obvious to substitute Nagoshi’s LEDs with an 
LCD, as taught by Vaughn. It would also have been obvious to 
graphically represent on an LCD Nagoshi’s colored concentric 
band surrounding a graphically-represented speedometer dial, as 
taught by Tegethoff. In particular, Tegethoff discloses a display 
system 1 comprising a screen 37, which is an LCD. (P. 5, col. 
1.) Because the LCD is freely programmable (p. 5, col. 1–col. 
2), the LCD can graphically display “a scale and pointer which 
is designed based on analog pointer instruments and in its basic 
form cannot be distinguished outwardly from purely mechanical 
devices.” (P. 4, col. 2; Fig. 2.) It would have been obvious to 
one of OSA to combine Tegethoff’s teachings with Nagoshi’s 
colored concentric band to graphically represent a concentric 
colored band surrounding the graphically-represented 
speedometer of Tegethoff, which “gain[s] the commonly 
understood benefits of . . . decreased size, increased reliability, 
simplified operation, and reduced cost.” Leapfrog Enters., Inc. 
v. Fisher-Price, Inc., 485 F.3d 1157, 1162 (Fed. Cir. 2007).     

Claim 2 Anticipated By Hauler (Ex. 1106)  
The speed limit 
indicator as 
defined in 
claim 1, 
wherein said 

Hauler teaches each of the limitations recited in independent 
claim 1.  

Analysis Under the Board’s Construction: Hauler discloses 
that its display “is preferably configured as a liquid crystal 
display . . . .” (P. 8, ¶ 5.) Hauler further discloses the 
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colored display 
is a liquid 
crystal display. 

electromechanical embodiment described above where the LCD 
that displays the colored bar indicator is attached to a 
mechanical pointer. (P. 6, ¶ 3.)  

Analysis Under Cuozzo’s Construction: Hauler discloses a 
fully electrical embodiment where its display unit 51, which is 
an LCD, displays both the colored speed limit (i.e., the claimed 
colored display) and the speed. (See, e.g., p. 6, ¶ 3; p. 7, ¶¶ 1-6.) 
Thus, Hauler discloses a colored display, namely the LCD that 
graphically represents the colored bar indicator, that is joined or 
combined to work with the graphically-represented speedometer 
as a complete unit.  
 

C. Claim 3 (Dependent) 
 

Claim 3 Obvious Over Nagoshi (Ex. 1103) in 
View of Evans (Ex. 1112) and Further in 

View of Wendt (Ex. 1113) and Hauler (Ex. 1106) 
The speed limit 
indicator as 
defined in 
claim 1, 
wherein said 
colored display 
is a colored 
filter. 

Nagoshi teaches each of the limitations recited in independent 
claim 1.  

To the extent that one of OSA would appreciate that the 
claimed colored filter is a mechanical item, e.g., a plastic 
colored filter as described in the ’074 Patent, then Evans teaches 
such. Evans discloses a “speed warning indicator” for 
attachment to the front face of a speedometer. (3:13-15.) The 
indicator is a plate 12 bearing colored indicia 36, such that when 
the plate is attached to the speedometer face, “the indicial color 
(red) of plate 12 appears to be on a portion of dial 30 [of the 
speedometer] when viewed through cover 24.” (3:29-31.) Plate 
12 is positioned on dial 30 so that only the portion of the dial 
which contains numbers representing speeds in excess of the 
speed limit to be warned against is overlaid by plate 12, for 
example, speeds in excess of 55 mph, as shown in Fig. 3.” 
(3:32-36.)  

Evans does not expressly teach that its plate is rotatable, 
although Evans does teach that the plate is “adjustable for 
changes in the speed limits.” (Ex. 1112 at 2:19–20, 3:37–44.) To 
the extent claim 3 requires a rotatable colored plate to delineate 
speed readings, Wendt teaches a rotatable pointer to indicate the 
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speed limit mounted to the glass cover of a speedometer via a 
suction-cup unit 18. (Ex. 1113 at 2:30–41.) In solving the 
problem of adjusting for changes in speed limits, as noted by 
Evans, it would have been obvious to one of OSA to mount, as 
taught by Wendt, the colored plate of Evans to the glass cover of 
a speedometer so that the colored plate is rotatable. A credible 
reason for doing so is that one of OSA would want to adjust for 
changes in the speed limit while still being able to determine, by 
glancing at the dial, whether the speed limit is being exceeded, 
as taught by Evans. (Ex. 1112 at 2:10–15.) 

Additionally, Hauler2 provides further support for the 
obviousness of a mechanical pointer integrally attached with an 

                                                 
2 Garmin notes that Hauler is § 102(e) art that Cuozzo may attempt to swear 

behind. To the extent any swear-behind attempt is successful, Garmin submits that 

USPN 6,522,381 to Brandt (Ex. 1114) also teaches the obviousness of a 

mechanical pointer integrally attached with an LCD:  

The display device 1 has a circular-segment-shaped scale 3 on which 

a travel speed of the motor vehicle can be represented by means of a 

pointer 2 which can be pivoted along a movement path 7. The pointer 

is embodied here as a disc pointer with transparent central region or as 

a ring pointer, and it is driven by means of the circumference of the 

disc or ring. The pointer drive is covered by a plate 24. An 

electrooptic display 4 which has a liquid crystal display 10, of which 

only a central area 8 is not covered by a dial 15 (FIG. 2) which has the 

scale 3, is arranged in the central area formed around the pivot axis of 

the pointer 2. 
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electronic display. In particular, one of the embodiments 
disclosed in Hauler (and characterized as an “exemplary 
embodiment”) is a mechanical pointer 33 described as a 
“mechanical component” and “preferably operated via a 
stepping motor arranged behind the display,” such that the 
display “merely depict[s] the scale.” (P. 6, ¶ 3.) Hauler thus 
further establishes that one of OSA would have found it obvious 
to mechanically couple, via a stepping motor, the rotatable plate 
of Evans and Wendt with a display, wherein the scale is shown 
on the display. As noted above, a credible reason for combining 
a mechanically-rotatable colored plate to a display (whether it be 
the glass cover of a conventional speedometer or the glass cover 
of an LCD or other electronic display) is to be able to determine 
the range of speed values that are in excess of the speed limit, as 
taught by Evans. (Ex. 1112 at 2:9–15.) This does not otherwise 
prevent Nagoshi from continuing to illustrate its red and green 
LEDs surrounding the speed readings. Instead, mounting the 
rotatable colored plate to Nagoshi’s display adds another speed-
limit indicating mechanism that is a three-dimensional device 
and thus, more easily viewable to the driver. 

Claim 3 Obvious Over Hauler (Ex. 1106) in  
View of Evans (Ex. 1112) and Further in  

View of Wendt (Ex. 1113)  

                                                                                                                                                             
(4:28-33; Fig. 1.) Thus, Brandt discloses an LCD integrally attached to a 

speedometer comprising the pointer and scale. One of OSA would have had a 

credible reason to combine Brandt with Nagoshi, Evans, and Wendt to minimize 

the LCD display, which is “very expensive,” while still being able to indicate the 

speed limit. (Ex. 1114 at 1:25-29.) Should Cuozzo successfully swear behind 

Hauler, Garmin respectfully submits that Brandt replace Hauler as a secondary 

reference and Hauler’s teachings for claims 3 and 14. 
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The speed limit 
indicator as 
defined in 
claim 1, 
wherein said 
colored display 
is a colored 
filter. 

Hauler teaches each of the limitations recited in independent 
claim 1.  

As noted above for claim 1, Hauler discloses a mechanical 
pointer integrally attached to an electronic display. (P. 6, ¶ 3.) 
Hauler thus establishes that one of OSA would have found it 
obvious to mechanically couple, via a stepping motor, the 
“mechanical component” of the pointer 33 to a glass cover of a 
conventional speedometer or the glass cover of an electronic 
display, such as an LCD.  

To the extent that one of OSA would appreciate that the 
claimed colored filter is a mechanical item, e.g., a plastic 
colored filter as described in the ’074 Patent, then Evans teaches 
such, as described above. Evans does not expressly teach that its 
plate is rotatable, although Evans does teach that the plate is 
“adjustable for changes in the speed limits.” (Ex. 1112 at 2:19–
20, 3:37–44.) To the extent claim 3 requires a rotatable colored 
plate to delineate speed readings, Wendt teaches such, as 
described above for the other proposed rejection of claim 3. 
Garmin incorporates the reasons to combine Evans and Wendt, 
as discussed above. It would have been obvious to one of OSA 
to mount the rotatable colored plate of Evans and Wendt to 
Hauler’s speedometer, as taught by Hauler and its 
electromechanical embodiment discussed above. Moreover, the 
mechanical colored filter provides a three-dimensional viewing 
mechanism for the driver, which is more easily viewable in 
some circumstances, such as from an angle. 

 
D. Claim 4 (Dependent) 

 
Claim 4 Obvious Over Nagoshi (Ex. 1103) in  

View of Evans (Ex. 1112) 
The speed limit 
indicator as defined in 
claim 1, wherein said 
speedometer comprises: 
a needle; an axle having 
opposing ends with one 
end attached to said 

Nagoshi teaches each of the limitations recited in 
independent claim 1.  

Claim 4 recites a conventional mechanical analog 
speedometer. This is because claim 4 recites an axle 
having opposing ends, with a needle connected to one 
end and a speedometer cable attached to the axle. 
Nagoshi does not expressly state whether its 
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needle; and a 
speedometer cable 
having opposing ends 
with one end attached to 
said axle. 

speedometer is a conventional mechanical speedometer 
or an electronic representation of an analog 
speedometer. To the extent that Nagoshi’s speedometer 
is a conventional mechanical speedometer, Fig. 5 of 
Nagoshi discloses a needle and an axle due to the 
illustrated pivot point to which the needle is attached. It 
is well known in the art that a speedometer axle is 
connected to cabling that controls the speedometer 
display. To the extent that Nagoshi’s speedometer is an 
electronic representation of an analog speedometer, 
Evans discloses a needle 28 and an axle to which the 
needle is connected at one end. (See, Fig. 3; col. 3, ll. 
22-25.) It is well known in the art that a speedometer 
axle is connected to cabling that controls the 
speedometer display. 

It would have been obvious to one of OSA to 
combine the mechanical speedometer of Evans with the 
colored red and green LEDs of the colored display of 
Nagoshi for ease of installation of the colored display 
with a conventional speedometer. In particular, 
Nagoshi’s colored LEDs could be mounted around the 
conventional speed dial so that a colored speed limit 
indicator could easily and inexpensively be integrally 
attached with a conventional speedometer already 
mounted in the dashboard of a vehicle.  

Claim 4 Anticipated By Hauler (Ex. 1106) 
The speed limit 
indicator as defined in 
claim 1, wherein said 
speedometer comprises: 
a needle; an axle having 
opposing ends with one 
end attached to said 
needle; and a 
speedometer cable 
having opposing ends 
with one end attached to 
said axle. 

Hauler teaches each of the limitations recited in 
independent claim 1.  

Hauler discloses a mechanical pointer 33 for a speed 
indicator, wherein the pointer (which is identified as a 
“mechanical component”) is operated via a step motor. 
(P. 6, ¶ 3.) If the pointer is operated via a step motor, 
then there must be a pivot axle for rotating the pointer. 
Moreover, one of OSA would appreciate that a cable 
must be attached to the axle for instructing rotation of 
the mechanical pointer. 
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E. Claim 5 (Dependent) 

 
Claim 5 Obvious Over Nagoshi (Ex. 1103) in 

View of Evans (Ex. 1112) 
The speed limit indicator as 
defined in claim 4, wherein 
said speedometer further 
comprises: a backplate; 
plurality of speed denoting 
markings affixed to said 
backplate; and a housing 
enclosing said backplate. 

The combination of Nagoshi and Evans teaches each 
of the limitations recited in claims 1 and 4.  

Evans discloses a speedometer 25 having a 
casing 26. (Figs 3-4; 3:22-23.) A rear, interior face 
or backplate of the casing includes a plurality of 
speed denoting markings (i.e., the scale and 
numbers illustrated in Fig. 3). 

Claim 5 Anticipated By Hauler (Ex. 1106)  
The speed limit indicator as 
defined in claim 4, wherein 
said speedometer further 
comprises: a backplate; 
plurality of speed denoting 
markings affixed to said 
backplate; and a housing 
enclosing said backplate. 

Hauler teaches each of the limitations recited in 
claims 1 and 4.  

Hauler discloses a mechanical pointer integrally 
attached to an electronic display. Hauler further 
teaches that the electronic display would then 
“merely depict the scale.” (P. 6, ¶ 3.) To the extent 
the display of an electronic speed indicator 
comprises a backplate (e.g., an LCD screen), a 
plurality of speed denoting markings are graphically 
shown on the LCD screen via the described scale, 
the LCD screen is affixed to a backplate (e.g., the 
printed circuit board behind the screen), and the 
combined LCD screen and backplate are held in a 
housing, then one of OSA would appreciate that 
Hauler’s teaching of a display that is an LCD and 
combined with a mechanical pointer anticipates 
each of the limitations of claim 5. 

 
F. Claim 6 (Dependent) 

 
Claim 6 Obvious Over Nagoshi (Ex. 1103) 

in View of Tegethoff (Ex. 1110) 
The speed 
limit 

Nagoshi teaches each of the limitations recited in independent 
claim 1.  
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indicator as 
defined in 
claim 1, 
wherein said 
speedometer 
comprises a 
liquid crystal 
display. 

Tegethoff teaches a display system 1 comprising a screen 37, 
which is an LCD. (P. 5, col. 1.) Because the LCD is freely 
programmable (p. 5, col. 1–col. 2), the LCD can graphically 
display “a scale and pointer which is designed based on analog 
pointer instruments and in its basic form cannot be distinguished 
outwardly from purely mechanical devices.” (P. 4, col. 2; Fig. 2.) 
Tegethoff also discloses information-providing elements 31, which 
includes an element for measuring speed, and the current speed is 
displayed on the display. (P. 5, col. 2; Fig. 2.)  

Under the Board’s construction, the LCD that displays the 
speed must be a separate and distinct element from the colored 
display, namely the colored LEDs of Nagoshi. Nagoshi does not 
expressly state whether its speedometer is a conventional 
mechanical speedometer or an electronic representation of an 
analog speedometer. To the extent that Nagoshi’s speedometer is 
not an LCD, it would have been obvious to one of OSA to 
substitute Nagoshi’s speedometer with an LCD for graphically 
representing a speedometer dial, as further taught by Tegethoff. A 
credible reason for such is to have a freely programmable LCD for 
displaying the speed. (See, e.g., Tegethoff, Ex. 1110 at 5, cols. 1-2: 
“the image generating computer 33 can be embodied such that the 
representation on the screen, such as pointers, markings and scales, 
can be programmed completely freely”.) Such a system would 
have achieved a more reliable and simplified operation, because 
Nagoshi’s microcomputer could instruct both the display apparatus 
(namely, the LEDs) displaying the speed limit (see, Nagoshi, ¶ 
0015) and the LCD displaying the speed. 

A similar analysis applies under Cuozzo’s construction. In 
particular, it would have been obvious to one of OSA to substitute 
the Nagoshi speedometer with an LCD, per Tegethoff. The 
modified speedometer display would then comprise the LCD, 
which displays speed, and the colored LEDs of Nagoshi. The LCD 
would still be joined or combined with the colored LEDs of 
Nagoshi to work as a complete unit, as described above for claim 1 
as anticipated by Nagoshi, and achieve the advantages of a fully-
electronic display system, as described above.  

Claim 6 Anticipated By Hauler (Ex. 1106)  
The speed Hauler teaches each of the limitations recited in claim 1.  
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limit 
indicator as 
defined in 
claim 1, 
wherein said 
speedometer 
comprises a 
liquid crystal 
display. 

Analysis Under the Board’s Construction: Hauler discloses that 
its display “is preferably configured as a liquid crystal display . . . 
.” (P. 8, ¶ 5.) Hauler further discloses the electromechanical 
embodiment described above for claim 1, Section V(A), where the 
LCD that displays the colored bar indicator is attached to a 
mechanical pointer. (P. 6, ¶ 3.) Notably, the speedometer 
comprises an LCD because the speedometer includes the LCD that 
displays the scale but further includes the attached mechanical 
pointer operated by a stepping motor. Id.   

Analysis Under Cuozzo’s Construction: Hauler discloses a fully 
electrical embodiment where its display unit 51, which is an LCD, 
displays both the colored speed limit (i.e., the claimed colored 
display) and the speed. (See, e.g., p. 6, ¶ 3; p. 7, ¶¶ 1-6.) Thus, 
Hauler discloses a speedometer, namely the LCD that graphically 
represents the speed and that is joined or combined to work with 
the graphically-represented colored display, namely the colored 
bar indicator, as a complete unit.  

 
G. Claim 7 (Dependent) 

 
Claim 7 Anticipated By Nagoshi (Ex. 1103) 

The speed limit 
indicator as defined 
in claim 1, further 
comprising: an 
electrically 
conductive wire 
having opposing 
ends with one end 
connected to said 
display controller; 
and a speed limit 
locating device 
connected to said 
opposing end of 
said wire. 

Nagoshi teaches each of the limitations recited in 
independent claim 1.  

Claim 7 recites that the display controller is connected to 
the speed limit locating device via an electrically conductive 
wire. Nagoshi teaches that the display controller, namely the 
microcomputer 12, is connected to the determination means 
4 for determining the speed limit for the current road 
section. In Step F305, the information for the current road 
section being driven is sent to memory 7, and “the speed 
limit information of the road currently being driven on is 
output.” (¶ 0013.) The microcomputer 12 then acquires the 
speed limit information from memory 7, per Step F310. (¶ 
0014.) Finally, in Step F315, the microcomputer 12 sends 
the received speed limit information to the display apparatus 
13. (¶ 0014.) Thus, the microcomputer receives the speed 
limit information and transfers same to the display apparatus 
13. One of OSA would appreciate that it is common to 
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include electrically conductive wires between electrical 
components for the transmittal of information therebetween. 

Claim 7 Anticipated By Hauler (Ex. 1106) 
The speed limit 
indicator as defined 
in claim 1, further 
comprising: an 
electrically 
conductive wire 
having opposing 
ends with one end 
connected to said 
display controller; 
and a speed limit 
locating device 
connected to said 
opposing end of 
said wire. 

Hauler teaches each of the limitations recited in independent 
claim 1.  

Hauler discloses in Fig. 8 that camera 58 is connected to 
processing unit 50. As noted above, one of the embodiments 
for determining the speed limit is via camera 58 detecting 
the speed limit on traffic signs. (P. 8, ¶ 1.) Figure 8 of 
Hauler further illustrates that the navigation device, which 
determines the permissible maximum speed in force for 
particular road classes, is also connected to the processing 
unit 50. (P. 7, ¶¶ 7 and 8.) One of OSA would appreciate 
that it is common to include electrically conductive wires 
between electrical components for the transmittal of 
information therebetween. 

 
H. Claim 8 (Dependent) 

 
Claim 8 Obvious Over Nagoshi (Ex. 1103) 

in View of Vaughn (Ex. 1108) 
The speed 
limit indicator 
as defined in 
claim 7, 
wherein said 
speed limit 
locating 
device 
comprises: a 
global 
positioning 
receiver; and  
a database of 
locations and 
their 

Nagoshi teaches each of the limitations recited in claims 1 and 7.  
Nagoshi teaches that the “vehicle location computation means 

may be configured by employing GPS.” (¶ 0019). Nagoshi also 
teaches that speed limit information of specific road sections can 
be received from roadside beacons and recorded in memory (¶¶ 
007, 009, 0010), which is accessible to display 13 (¶ 0014). The 
navigation system 11 computes the current location of the vehicle 
and compares that with the roads prerecorded in the CDROM to 
determine the road section being traveled (¶¶ 0010-0012). The 
speed limit information of the road currently being driven on is 
then output from memory 7 and sent to display 13 (¶¶ 0013-
0014). Though highly suggestive of such, Nagoshi does not 
appear to expressly teach that the memory 7 is a “database” of 
locations and corresponding speed limits per se or, to the extent 
required by the claim, that the GPS determines the speed limit via 
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corresponding 
speed limits 
which is 
accessible by 
said display 
controller. 

a database of locations and corresponding speed limits.  
In related art, Vaughn teaches such. Vaughn discloses a system 

that uses GPS and map matching to determine the maximum 
posted speed limit at the vehicle’s present location. (Vaughn, 
1:63–67; 2:14–17; 4:24–25.) A GPS computer 47 includes a GPS 
microprocessor 52, GPS memory unit 50, and local database 
processing facility 42 (“DB facility 42”). (Fig. 2 (see reference 
numeral 47 for GPS computer enclosing, via broken line, the DB 
facility 42 and other components); 2:50–52 (describing the DB 
facility being hardwired to the GPS computer); 7:25–27.) The DB 
facility 42 “may be implemented by using GPS memory unit 50 
and GPS microprocessor 52.” (8:9–10.) “A GPS navigation 
computer [47] determines location and speed of the vehicle . . . .” 
(2:14–15; 7:58–59.) The location and speed, as determined by the 
GPS computer, are “transmitted to the database processing 
facility.” (2:58–60.) “The local database facility 42 provides the 
map information including location, speed of the vehicle and the 
maximum posted speed to the GPS computer 47 . . . .” (8:52–55.) 
Note further that the GPS computer inputs the speed limit from a 
map database, which includes the DB facility 42. (2:15–16, 47–
50.)    

One of OSA would have had a credible reason to combine 
Vaughn’s teaching of a GPS that determines the vehicle’s speed 
and the speed limit for the vehicle’s present location with 
Nagoshi’s vehicle speed limit warning device. First, Nagoshi 
contemplates use of a GPS to determine the vehicle location. 
Nagoshi also determines receives speed limit information via 
receiver 6 from beacons on the road. (Nagoshi, ¶ 0010.) Having 
the Nagoshi GPS also determine speed and speed limit, as taught 
by Vaughn, “gain[s] the commonly understood benefits of . . . 
decreased size, increased reliability, simplified operation, and 
reduced cost.” Leapfrog Enters., Inc. v. Fisher-Price, Inc., 485 
F.3d 1157, 1162 (Fed. Cir. 2007). For example, instead of using 
beacons on the road, Vaughn teaches the GPS having a map 
database that includes the speed limit information. Such a 
modification of Nagoshi’s GPS to include speed and speed limit 
is well within the knowledge of one of OSA so as to simplify 
operation (use of a local database as compared to road beacons) 
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and reduce costs (not having to place the road beacons). 
Moreover, as expressly taught by Vaughn (7:30–32), one of OSA 
would easily recognize that a GPS can determine speed (i.e., 
“instantaneous velocity”) due to the GPS tracking the vehicle’s 
location and time and would have a credible reason for modifying 
Nagoshi’s GPS to simplify operation of the GPS and not have to 
obtain the vehicle speed from other components, such as the 
vehicle’s speedometer.   

Claim 8 Obvious Over Hauler (Ex. 1106)  
in View of Vaughn (Ex. 1108) 

The speed 
limit indicator 
as defined in 
claim 7, 
wherein said 
speed limit 
locating 
device 
comprises: a 
global 
positioning 
receiver; and  
a database of 
locations and 
their 
corresponding 
speed limits 
which is 
accessible by 
said display 
controller. 

Hauler teaches each of the limitations recited in claims 1 and 7.  
Hauler discloses that a navigation device 57, such as a GPS, 

determines the permissible maximum speed in force for particular 
road classes and stores such information in processing unit 50, 
and in turn, processing unit 50 displays the speed limit 
information. (P. 7, ¶¶ 7 and 8; p. 8, ¶ 5.) To the extent the 
disclosed permissible maximum speed for a road class is not the 
speed limit of the current position of the vehicle (which Garmin 
vigorously disputes), Vaughn teaches such. As discussed above 
relative to the proposed rejection of Nagoshi and Vaughn for 
claim 8, Vaughn discloses a system that uses GPS and map 
matching to determine the maximum posted speed limit at the 
vehicle’s present location. (Vaughn, 1:63–67; 2:14–17; 4:24–25.) 
Vaughn further teaches a database of locations and speed limits, 
as also discussed above for claim 8. One of OSA would have had 
a credible reason to combine Vaughn’s teaching of a GPS that 
determines the vehicle’s speed and the speed limit for the 
vehicle’s present location with Hauler’s vehicle speed limit 
warning device. Hauler contemplates use of a GPS to determine 
the vehicle location. The only difference (to the extent that one of 
OSA would appreciate there is any difference) is the speed limit 
for a road class (as taught by Hauler) versus the speed limit for 
the vehicle’s current location (as taught by Vaughn). Having the 
Hauler GPS also determine speed and speed limit for the current 
location, as taught by Vaughn, is but a mere substitution of a 
well-known feature, namely the speed limit for the current 
location as opposed to the ascertained road class (that is otherwise 
based on the vehicle location as taught by Hauler). Such a 
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substitution is well within the knowledge of an OSA designing 
speed limit indicators for geographical areas that are not 
dependent on road classes (such as the German Hauler reference) 
but instead for particular locations (such as in the U.S.).  

 
I. Claim 9 (Dependent) 

 
Claim 9 Anticipated By Nagoshi (Ex. 1103) 

The speed limit indicator as 
defined in claim 1, wherein 
said display controller further 
comprises a tone generator. 

Nagoshi teaches each of the limitations recited in 
independent claim 1.  

Nagoshi discloses a “warning buzzer” to 
inform the driver that the “vehicle exceeds the 
speed limit.” (¶ 0018.)  

Claim 9 Anticipated By Hauler (Ex. 1106) 
The speed limit indicator as 
defined in claim 1, wherein 
said display controller further 
comprises a tone generator. 

Hauler teaches each of the limitations recited in 
independent claim 1.  

Hauler teaches that “[t]he driver can also be 
warned acoustically when the permissible 
maximum speed is exceeded by a predetermined 
extent.” (P. 8, ¶ 5.)   

 
J. Claim 10 (Independent) 

 
Claim 10 Anticipated By Nagoshi (Ex. 1103) 

A speed limit 
indicator 
comprising: 

Nagoshi discloses a “vehicle speed limit warning device.” (See 
Title, ¶ 0006.) The stated “Purpose” of Nagoshi’s invention is 
“to make the driver aware of the speed limit of the road, no 
matter what road is being driven.” (Summary, p. 1.) 

a global 
positioning 
system 
receiver; 

Nagoshi discloses a “vehicle location computation means 3 that 
comput[es] the location coordinates of the current location of the 
vehicle” (¶ 0006) and that the means 3 “may be configured by 
employing GPS” (¶ 0019) and is a navigation system 11. (¶ 
0009.)  

a display 
controller 
connected to 
said global 
positioning 

Nagoshi discloses a display controller, namely the 
microcomputer 12, that “perform[s] the overall process control.” 
(¶ 0009.) The microcomputer 12 is connected to the navigation 
system 11, such that “in step F300, the information of the road 
sector currently being driven is acquired from said navigation 
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system 
receiver, 
wherein said 
display 
controller 
adjusts a 
colored display 
in response to 
signals from 
said global 
positioning 
system receiver 
to continuously 
update the 
delineation of 
which speed 
readings are in 
violation of the 
speed limit at a 
vehicle's 
present 
location; 

system 11.” (¶ 0012.) Thus, Nagoshi’s microcomputer 12 is 
connected to the GPS comprising navigation system 11. 

Nagoshi further explains that at Step F305, its microcomputer 
12 receives “the speed limit information of the road currently 
being driven” as an output, acquires the output at Step F310, and 
sends the output, comprising the received speed limit 
information, to the display apparatus 13 at Step F315. (¶¶ 0013, 
0014.) “Said display apparatus 13 displays the speed limit 
information acquired from said microcomputer 12.” (¶ 0015.) 
Thus, Nagoshi’s microcomputer 12 is connected to the colored 
display, i.e., the LEDs of the display apparatus 13.  

Nagoshi further teaches that its display controller, namely the 
microcomputer 12, adjusts the colored LEDs in response to the 
current location as determined by the navigation system 11: 
“and the driver is informed of the speed limit of the road 
currently being driven by the display green LEDs of the 
velocities below the speed limit on the outer side of the 
speedometer, and the velocities above the speed limit in red.” (¶ 
0016.) Thus, the speed limit information represented by the 
colored LEDs changes as the speed limit information is acquired 
from the microcomputer 12. (¶¶ 0015, 0016.) Additionally, the 
detected current speed of the vehicle changes and is shown on 
the speedometer of Figs. 4 and 5. The colored LEDs delineate, 
i.e., indicate—including by marking the outline of—the speed 
readings in violation of the speed limit at the vehicle’s present 
location. In particular, Nagoshi teaches that all speeds above the 
speed limit are identified by the concentric band of red LEDs 
surrounding the speeds. (¶ 0016, referring to displaying 
“velocities above the speed limit in red.”) 

and a 
speedometer 
integrally 
attached to said 
colored 
display. 

Nagoshi discloses a speedometer 17, and the speed limit 
information is “displayed as part of the speedometer.” (¶ 0016; 
Fig. 5, illustrating a circular speedometer dial with a needle and 
speed denoting markings; ¶ 0020, referring to the “speedometer 
display” of Figs. 4 and 5.) 

Analysis Under the Board’s Construction: Nagoshi teaches 
that the speedometer of Fig. 5 is integrally attached to the 
colored LEDs comprising the colored display. Applying the 
Board’s construction, the speedometer dial with its needle and 
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speed denoting markings is a discrete part from the colored 
LEDs, i.e., the LEDs are separate and distinct from the needle 
and speed denoting markings of the speedometer dial. The dial 
and the LEDs are joined together as a unit via the display 13 and 
without each part losing its own separate identity. In particular, 
the concentric band of LEDs surrounding the circular 
speedometer dial could be removed from the display, and the 
speedometer dial with the needle and speed denoting markings 
would still maintain the functionality as a speedometer 
indicating to a driver the speed of the vehicle. Conversely, the 
colored LEDs could be mounted in the display 13 as presented, 
without the needle and speed denoting markings of the 
speedometer. The LEDs would still have their own separate 
identity as a circuitous band of colored indicators.  

Analysis Under Cuozzo’s Construction: Applying Cuozzo’s 
construction, the speedometer is joined or combined to work as 
a complete unit with the colored LEDs. In particular, Nagoshi 
discloses that the concentric band of LEDs is mounted in the 
display apparatus 13, which also includes the needle and speed 
denoting markings of the speedometer. (See, ¶ 0016 and Fig. 5.) 
Thus, the colored LEDs are joined or combined to work with the 
speedometer as part of the display 13. Further, the colored LEDs 
and speedometer work as a complete unit, namely that the 
display apparatus 13 “displays the speed limit information 
acquired from said microcomputer 12,” and “the driver is 
informed of the speed limit of the road currently being driven by 
the display green LEDs of the velocities below the speed limit 
on the outer side of the speedometer, and the velocities above 
the speed limit in red.” (¶¶ 0015 and 0016) (emphasis added.)   

Claim 10 Obvious Over Hauler (Ex. 1106) in  
View of Vaughn (Ex. 1108) 

A speed limit 
indicator 
comprising: 

Hauler discloses a freely programmable display for displaying 
various measured values in a vehicle. (Abstract.) One of the 
values displayed in Hauler is the maximum speed allowed based 
on the speed limit as presented on a traffic sign and detected by 
a camera: “It is furthermore advantageous that traffic signs are 
detected by a camera and, particularly in the case of traffic signs 
which specify the maximum speed allowed, that the speed scale 
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is adapted to the maximum speed specified by the traffic sign.” 
(P. 3, ¶ 4.) 

a global 
positioning 
system 
receiver; 

Hauler discloses that a navigation device 57, such as a GPS, 
determines the permissible maximum speed in force for 
particular road classes and stores such information in processing 
unit 50, and in turn, processing unit 50 displays the speed limit 
information. (P. 7, ¶¶ 7 and 8; p. 8, ¶ 5.) To the extent the 
disclosed permissible maximum speed for a road class is not the 
speed limit of the current position of the vehicle (which Garmin 
vigorously disputes), Vaughn teaches such. As discussed above 
for claim 8 in Section V(H) and relative to the proposed 
rejection of Nagoshi and Vaughn, Vaughn discloses a system 
that uses GPS and map matching to determine the maximum 
posted speed limit at the vehicle’s present location. (Vaughn, 
1:63–67; 2:14–17; 4:24–25.) One of OSA would have had a 
credible reason to combine Vaughn’s teaching of a GPS that 
determines the vehicle’s speed and the speed limit for the 
vehicle’s present location with Hauler’s vehicle speed limit 
warning device, as discussed above in Section V(H) for claim 8. 

a display 
controller 
connected to 
said global 
positioning 
system 
receiver, 
wherein said 
display 
controller 
adjusts a 
colored display 
in response to 
signals from 
said global 
positioning 
system receiver 
to continuously 
update the 

Hauler discloses a display controller, namely the processing unit 
50, which is connected to the navigation device 57 that is a GPS. 
(Fig. 8; p. 7, ¶ 7.) The processing unit instructs the display of the 
speed and speed limit information to the display unit 51. (Fig. 8l 
p. 8, ¶ 5.)  

Hauler also discloses a colored display comprising a linear or 
circular speed indicator with colored segments for identifying 
speeds below and above the ascertained speed limit. (P. 6, ¶ 7; 
Figs. 7a-7e.) In particular, Hauler discloses a liquid crystal 
display of a freely programmable instrument cluster. (P. 3, ¶ 7; 
p. 6, ¶ 2.) Figs. 7a-7e “show exemplary embodiments of a speed 
indicator according to the method of the invention as a bar 
indicator in a freely programmable instrument cluster.” (P. 4, ¶ 
9.) Hauler also notes that “the bar indicator may be non-linear, 
for example, a circular configuration of the bar indicator.” (P. 6, 
¶ 7–p. 7, ¶ 1.)  

“In FIG. 7a, bar indicator 80 is shown with an indicator bar 
81, a first background 82 and a first scale inscription 83 having 
speed values.” (P. 7, ¶ 2.) (Hauler further notes that for “reasons 
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delineation of 
which speed 
readings are in 
violation of the 
speed limit at a 
vehicle's 
present 
location; 

of clarity” the scale inscription is limited to two values, but that 
in exemplary embodiments, more scale values may be 
indicated.) Id. “The speed bar begins at the left edge of the 
indicator . . . . The position of a right edge 90 of indicator bar 81 
designates the instantaneous vehicular speed . . . .” Id. A first 
background 81 is shown in a first background color, such as 
green. (P. 7, ¶ 3.) Comparing Fig. 7b to Fig. 7a, “a second scale 
inscription 86 [of FIG. 7b] is provided having speed values of 
50 km/h and 80 km/h. The second background [84] is preferably 
displayed in a warning color, e.g., red. This warning color 
symbolizes that a speed lying in the range having the second 
background is no longer permissible. First background is 
disposed left of second background 84 in the bar indicator. The 
junction from first background 82 to second background 84 
designates the maximum speed now permissible.” (P. 7, ¶ 4.)        

Hauler provides an even further example of the indicated 
speed being precisely at the permissible maximum speed: “In 
FIG. 7c, a third scale inscription 87 is selected having 25 km/h 
and 50 km/h. Right edge 90 of indicator bar 81 reaches the 
junction between first background 82 and second background 
84. This indicates that the vehicle is traveling at precisely 50 
km/h, thus, at the permissible maximum speed.” (P. 7, ¶ 5.) 
Thus, Hauler teaches a colored display, namely the bar indicator 
80, that delineates which speed readings are in violation of the 
speed limit.  

The processing unit 50 adjusts the colored bar indicator 
shown on the display unit 51. (P. 5, ¶ 5 (referring to display step 
14 displaying the speed scale and associated speed indicator); p. 
6, ¶ 2 (discussing the second display 200 showing the second 
speed indicator 210); and p. 8, ¶ 5 (noted above and discussing 
that the processing unit 50 calculates the image to be 
represented in the display unit.)   

The adjustment of the colored bar indicator 80 to indicate the 
present speed and speed limit is in response to signals from said 
GPS. In particular, the processing unit 50 is operable to move 
the bar 81 showing the current speed in response to the 
ascertained speed from the speed sensor 70. As illustrated in 
Fig. 7b, for example, the bar 80 indicating the current speed is 
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movable between the green background section 81 and to the 
red background section 84 in response to the ascertained speed. 
Moreover, the colored sections 82 and 84 adjust independently 
of the ascertained speed based on the processing unit 
ascertaining the permissible maximum speed. (P. 7, ¶ 7.) The 
adjustment of the bar 80 in the bar indicator 81 thus 
continuously updates the delineation—i.e., the marking the 
outline—of the speed readings in violation of the speed limit at 
the vehicle’s present location. 

and a 
speedometer 
integrally 
attached to said 
colored 
display. 

Hauler discloses a speed sensor 70 for “ascertain[ing] the speed 
of the vehicle” (p. 7, ¶ 7) and a display 200 having a speed 
indicator 210 for displaying the ascertained speed of the vehicle 
(p. 6, ¶ 2). As noted above, the Hauler “speed indicator” 
comprises a freely programmable LCD, and most of the Hauler 
description focuses on various configurations of the “speed 
indicator” shown on the freely programmable instrument. (See, 
Description of Figs. 2a-8 at p. 4 and pp. 6-7.)  

Analysis Under the Board’s Construction: Applying the 
Board’s construction, Hauler also teaches a speedometer that is 
a discrete part from the display of the red and green colored 
backgrounds on the bar indicator 80. Further, each of the 
speedometer and the display showing the colored bar indicator 
maintain their separate identity. In particular, Hauler discloses in 
Fig. 3 a traditional dial speedometer with a pointer and speed 
markings. Although Hauler discusses an electronic embodiment 
wherein a traditional dial speedometer is displayed graphically, 
Hauler notes that a mechanical pointer could be used with an 
LCD: “In the display [of Fig. 3], a pointer 33 is shown which 
moves over a first scale 30. In this context, in one preferred 
exemplary embodiment, pointer 33 is not realized as a 
mechanical component; rather, pointer 33 is depicted 
graphically in first and second speed indicators 21, 210, 
respectively. In a further exemplary embodiment, not shown in 
detail in the drawing, it is possible to design pointer 33 as a 
mechanical component, preferably operated via a stepping 
motor arranged behind the display, and merely depict the scale 
in the display.” (P. 6, ¶ 3.)  

Thus, Hauler teaches both an electronic embodiment, 
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wherein the speedometer dial, including the pointer and scale, is 
graphically illustrated on an LCD showing a colored bar 
indicator, and a mechanical embodiment, wherein the 
speedometer’s pointer is mechanically attached to the electronic 
display, and the pointer is mechanically rotated, via a stepping 
motor arranged behind the display, based on the measured speed 
of the vehicle.  

As noted above, Figs. 2a-8 of Hauler are different views of 
various speed indicators. As such, one of OSA would appreciate 
that Hauler teaches that the speed indicator can be displayed in 
one of the various views. Hauler further expressly states that the 
speed indicator of Figs. 7a-7e could be circular (although such is 
not required by the claims of the ’074 Patent). One of OSA 
would thus appreciate that Hauler’s express teaching that the 
pointer could be mechanically arranged with the display is 
equally applicable to the bar or circular speed indicator shown in 
Figs. 7a-7e and illustrating the colored segments for speeds 
below and above the speed limit.  
Thus, applying the Board’s construction, the component for 
displaying speed, namely the pointer 33, is a discrete element 
from the display showing the colored bar indicator, and the two 
parts do not lose their own separate identity.   

Analysis Under Cuozzo’s Construction: Applying Cuozzo’s 
construction, the speedometer is “integrally attached” to the 
colored display, that is the speedometer is joined or combined to 
work as a complete unit with the colored bar indicator of Figs. 
7a-7e. Hauler teaches that the speed sensor 70 is connected to a 
processing unit 50 (p. 7, ¶ 6), the processing unit 50 ascertains a 
permissible maximum speed (p. 7, ¶ 7), and the processing unit 
50 “calculates the image of the freely programmable instrument 
cluster to be represented in the display unit” (p. 8, ¶ 5). The 
image displayed by the processing unit 50 includes both the 
ascertained speed from the speed sensor and the permissible 
maximum speed (see, e.g., Fig. 7a and p. 7, ¶ 2). Thus, the 
speedometer, namely the display of the speed as ascertained by 
the speed sensor 70, is “joined or combined to work as a 
complete unit” with the display of the red and green colored 
backgrounds on the bar indicator 80.  
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K. Claim 11 (Dependent) 

 
Claim 11 Obvious Over Nagoshi (Ex. 1103) in  

View of Vaughn (Ex. 1108) 
The speed limit 
indicator as 
defined in 
claim 10, 
wherein said 
global 
positioning 
system receiver 
further 
comprises a 
database of 
locations and 
their 
corresponding 
speed limits. 

Nagoshi teaches each of the limitations recited in independent 
claim 10.  

Nagoshi teaches that the “vehicle location computation 
means may be configured by employing GPS.” (¶ 0019). As set 
forth in Section V(H) for claim 8 and relative to the proposed 
rejection of Nagoshi and Vaughn, Nagoshi also teaches that the 
speed limit information can be received from roadside beacons, 
recorded in a memory, and accessible to a display. Nagoshi does 
not appear to expressly teach that its memory is a “database” of 
locations and corresponding speed limits. In related art, Vaughn 
teaches such. Garmin incorporates the description of Vaughn’s 
teachings from Section V(H) for obviousness by Nagoshi and 
Vaughn. One of OSA would have had a credible reason to 
combine Vaughn’s teaching of a GPS that determines the 
vehicle’s speed and the speed limit for the vehicle’s present 
location with Nagoshi’s vehicle speed limit warning device, as 
also described above for claim 8, Section V(H), and the 
rejection of Nagoshi and Vaughn.  

Claim 11 Obvious Over Hauler (Ex. 1106) in  
View of Vaughn (Ex. 1108) 

The speed limit 
indicator as 
defined in 
claim 10, 
wherein said 
global 
positioning 
system receiver 
further 
comprises a 
database of 
locations and 
their 

The combination of Hauler and Vaughn teaches each of the 
limitations recited in independent claim 10.  

Hauler discloses that a navigation device 57, such as a GPS, 
determines the permissible maximum speed in force for 
particular road classes and stores such information in processing 
unit 50, and in turn, processing unit 50 displays the speed limit 
information. (P. 7, ¶¶ 7 and 8; p. 8, ¶ 5.) As discussed above 
relative to the proposed rejection of Nagoshi and Vaughn for 
claims 8 and 10, Vaughn discloses a system that uses GPS and 
map matching to determine the maximum posted speed limit at 
the vehicle’s present location. (Vaughn, 1:63–67; 2:14–17; 
4:24–25.) Vaughn further teaches a database of locations and 
speed limits, as also discussed above for claim 8. One of OSA 
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corresponding 
speed limits. 

would have had a credible reason to combine Vaughn’s teaching 
of a GPS that determines the vehicle’s speed and the speed limit 
for the vehicle’s present location with Hauler’s vehicle speed 
limit warning device, as described above in Section V(H) for 
claim 8.  

 
L. Claim 12 (Dependent) 

 
Claim 12 is substantially the same as dependent claim 2, discussed above, 

and thus, Garmin incorporates the arguments in Section V(B) for claim 2.  

M. Claim 13 (Dependent) 
 

Claim 13 Obvious Over Nagoshi (Ex. 1103) in 
View of Vaughn (Ex. 1108) (Applying the Board’s 

Construction) 
The speed limit 
indicator as defined 
in claim 12, wherein 
said display 
controller adjusts said 
liquid crystal display 
independently of said 
speedometer to 
continuously update 
the delineation of 
which speed readings 
are in violation of the 
speed limit at a 
vehicle's present 
location. 

The combination of Nagoshi and Vaughn teaches each of 
the limitations recited in claims 10 and 12.  

To the extent that the colored display that is an LCD 
(per claim 12) is a discrete part from the speedometer (per 
the Board’s Construction), Nagoshi discloses that its 
display controller, namely the microcomputer 12, adjusts 
the colored LEDs independently of the speedometer, as 
discussed above in Section V(A) for anticipation of claim 
1 by Nagoshi. Garmin appreciates that Nagoshi’s 
microcomputer adjusts the LEDs, and not the LCD, as 
presently claimed. However, it would have been obvious 
to one of OSA for Nagoshi’s microcomputer to similarly 
adjust an LCD that graphically displays the concentric 
band of green and red LEDs, per claim 12. Further, 
Vaughn teaches that the display 12 (which Vaughn 
teaches could be either an LCD or LED display) “is 
connected to the GPS computer 47 and to the engine 
computer 15. Accordingly, the location, current speed of 
the vehicle and the maximum posted speed is displayed 
on the electronic map.” (9:20-23; Fig. 1 (illustrating the 
vehicle display of electronic map 12 connected to and 
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instructed by the GPS computer 47).) Thus, Vaughn’s 
GPS computer 47 is operable to adjust the LCD to display 
the speed limit independently of the speedometer.  

Claim 13 Obvious Over Nagoshi (Ex. 1103) in 
View of Vaughn (Ex. 1108) and Further in 

View of Tegethoff (Ex. 1110) (Applying Cuozzo’s 
Construction)

The speed limit 
indicator as defined 
in claim 12, wherein 
said display 
controller adjusts said 
liquid crystal display 
independently of said 
speedometer to 
continuously update 
the delineation of 
which speed readings 
are in violation of the 
speed limit at a 
vehicle's present 
location. 

The combination of Nagoshi, Vaughn, and Tegethoff 
teaches each of the limitations recited in claims 10 and 
12.  

To the extent that the colored display that is an LCD 
is shown on the same LCD as a speedometer dial, such 
that the speedometer and colored display are joined or 
combined to work as a complete unit, then the graphical 
display of a colored concentric band surrounding a 
speedometer dial is obvious, as it is well known that 
LCDs are freely programmable. (See, e.g., Tegethoff, Ex. 
1110 at 5, cols. 1-2 (“the image generating computer 33 
can be embodied such that the representation on the 
screen, such as pointers, markings and scales, can be 
programmed completely freely”.) Moreover, Nagoshi’s 
microcomputer could adjust the LCD, as discussed 
immediately above for the rejection of claim 13 for 
obvious over Nagoshi in view of Vaughn. Finally, 
Vaughn discloses that its GPS computer 47 is connected 
to the display 12 (which can be an LCD) to display an 
“electronic map” and the current vehicle speed and speed 
limit. (9:20-23.) 

Claim 13 Obvious Over Hauler (Ex. 1106) in View of Vaughn 
(Ex. 1108) 

The speed limit 
indicator as defined 
in claim 12, wherein 
said display 
controller adjusts said 
liquid crystal display 
independently of said 
speedometer to 

The combination of Hauler and Vaughn teaches each of 
the limitations recited in claims 10 and 12.  

As noted above in Section V(A) for claim 1 and 
anticipation by Hauler, Hauler’s processing unit 50 
instructs the display unit 51, which is a freely-
programmable LCD. (P. 8, ¶ 5.) The colored sections 82 
and 84 of the colored bar indicator adjust independently 
of the ascertained speed. (P. 7, ¶ 7.) 
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continuously update 
the delineation of 
which speed readings 
are in violation of the 
speed limit at a 
vehicle's present 
location. 

 
N. Claim 14 (Dependent) 

 
Claim 14 Obvious Over Nagoshi (Ex. 1103) in 

View of Evans (Ex. 1112) and Further in 
View of Wendt (Ex. 1113) and Hauler (Ex. 1106) 

The speed limit 
indicator as 
defined in claim 
10, wherein said 
colored display 
is a colored 
filter. 

Nagoshi teaches each of the limitations recited in claim 10. 
Claim 14 is substantially the same as dependent claim 3, 

discussed above. Garmin thus incorporates the arguments in 
Section V(C) regarding Nagoshi in view of Evans and further 
in view of Wendt and Hauler. To the extent that Cuozzo 
successfully swears behind Hauler, Garmin proposes a rejection 
of obviousness over Nagoshi, Evans, Wendt, and Brandt, per 
footnote 2. 

Claim 14 Obvious Over Hauler (Ex. 1106) in 
View of Vaughn (Ex. 1108) and Further in 

View of Evans (Ex. 1112) and Wendt (Ex. 1113)  
The speed limit 
indicator as 
defined in claim 
10, wherein said 
colored display 
is a colored 
filter. 

The combination of Hauler and Vaughn teaches each of the 
limitations recited in claim 10. 

Claim 14 is substantially the same as dependent claim 3, 
discussed above. Garmin thus incorporates the arguments in 
Section V(C) regarding Hauler in view of Evans and further in 
view of Wendt. Reasons for combining Evans and Wendt with 
Hauler are also provided in Section V(C) for claim 3. 

 
O. Claim 15 (Dependent) 

 
Claim 15 Obvious Over Nagoshi (Ex. 1103) in 

View of Evans (Ex. 1112) and Further in 
View of Wendt (Ex. 1113) and Hauler (Ex. 

1106) 
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The speed limit indicator as 
defined in claim 14, wherein 
said speedometer comprises: a 
needle; an axle having opposing 
ends with one end attached to 
said needle; and a speedometer 
cable having opposing ends 
with one end attached to said 
axle. 

The combination of Nagoshi, Evans, Wendt, 
and Hauler teaches each of the limitations 
recited in claims 10 and 14. 

Claim 15 is substantially the same as 
dependent claim 4, discussed above. Garmin 
thus incorporates the arguments in Section 
V(D) regarding Nagoshi in view of Evans. 
Reasons for combining Evans, Wendt, and 
Hauler with Nagoshi are provided in Section 
V(C) for claim 3. 

Additionally, to the extent that Hauler is 
removed as a reference due to a successful 
swear behind by Cuozzo, Garmin submits that 
Brandt (Ex. 1114) discloses the mechanical 
speedometer claimed in claim 15. As illustrated 
in Fig. 1, Brandt discloses a needle comprising 
pointer 2. The pointer is driven by means of the 
circumference of the disc or ring, which 
necessarily includes an axle. (4:35-36.) It is 
well known that a mechanically-driven 
speedometer needle is attached at one end to a 
speedometer cable. 

Claim 15 Obvious Over Hauler (Ex. 1106) in  
View of Vaughn (Ex. 1108) and Further in  
View of Evans (Ex. 1112) and Wendt (Ex. 

1113) 
The speed limit indicator as 
defined in claim 14, wherein 
said speedometer comprises: a 
needle; an axle having opposing 
ends with one end attached to 
said needle; and a speedometer 
cable having opposing ends 
with one end attached to said 
axle. 

The combination of Hauler, Vaughn, Evans, 
and Wendt teaches each of the limitations 
recited in claims 10 and 14. 

Claim 15 is substantially the same as 
dependent claim 4, discussed above. Garmin 
thus incorporates the arguments in Section 
V(D) regarding Hauler.  

 
P. Claim 16 (Dependent) 
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Claim 16 Obvious Over Nagoshi (Ex. 1103) in 
View of Evans (Ex. 1112) and Further in 

View of Wendt (Ex. 1113) and Hauler (Ex. 1106) 
The seed [sic] limit indicator 
as defined in claim 15, 
wherein said speedometer 
further comprises: a 
backplate; a plurality of 
speed denoting markings 
affixed to said backplate; 
and a housing enclosing said 
backplate. 

The combination of Nagoshi, Evans, Wendt, and 
Hauler teaches each of the limitations recited in 
claims 10, 14, and 15. 

Claim 16 is substantially the same as dependent 
claim 5, discussed above. Garmin thus 
incorporates the arguments in Section V(E) 
regarding Nagoshi in view of Evans. Reasons for 
combining Evans, Wendt, and Hauler with 
Nagoshi are provided in Section V(C) for claim 3. 

Additionally, to the extent that Hauler is 
removed as a reference due to a successful swear 
behind by Cuozzo, Garmin submits that Brandt 
(Ex. 1114) discloses the mechanical speedometer 
claimed in claim 16. As illustrated in Fig. 1, 
Brandt discloses a display device 1 for a 
speedometer comprising a plate 24 on which is a 
scale 3 comprising speed denoting markings. (Fig. 
1; 4:34-41.) Brandt teaches that the display device 
1 is “a component of a combination instrument,” 
which satisfies the claimed housing.   

Claim 16 Obvious Over Hauler (Ex. 1106) in  
View of Vaughn (Ex. 1108) and Further in  

View of Evans (Ex. 1112) and Wendt (Ex. 1113) 
The seed [sic] limit indicator 
as defined in claim 15, 
wherein said speedometer 
further comprises: a 
backplate; a plurality of 
speed denoting markings 
affixed to said backplate; 
and a housing enclosing said 
backplate. 

The combination of Hauler, Vaughn, Evans, and 
Wendt teaches each of the limitations recited in 
claims 10, 14, and 15. 

Claim 16 is substantially the same as dependent 
claim 5, discussed above. Garmin thus 
incorporates the arguments in Section V(E) 
regarding Hauler. Reasons for combining Evans 
and Wendt with Hauler are provided in Section 
V(C) for claim 3. 

 
Q. Claim 17 (Dependent) 
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Claim 17 Obvious Over Nagoshi (Ex. 1103) in 
View of Evans (Ex. 1112) and Further in 

View of Wendt (Ex. 1113) and Hauler (Ex. 1106) 
The speed limit indicator as 
defined in claim 14, 
wherein said display 
controller rotates said 
colored filter independently 
of said speedometer to 
continuously update the 
delineation of which speed 
readings are in violation of 
the speed limit at a 
vehicle's present location. 

The combination of Nagoshi, Evans, Wendt, and 
Hauler teaches each of the limitations recited in 
claims 10 and 14. 

As set forth in Section V(C) for claim 3, the 
combination of Evans and Wendt teaches a rotatable 
colored plate. Hauler teaches an electromechanical 
device comprising a step motor-actuated pointer 
attached to an electronic display. (Ex. 1106 at 6, ¶ 
3.) As further set forth in Section V(C) for claim 3, 
it would have been obvious for Hauler’s display 
controller, namely the processing unit 50 described 
above for claim 1 in Section V(A), to rotate the 
rotatable colored plate by instructing the stepping 
motor, as Hauler already discloses rotating the 
mechanical pointer via the stepping motor. Reasons 
to combine Hauler with Nagoshi, Evans, and Wendt 
are further provided in Section V(C).  

Claim 17 Obvious Over Hauler (Ex. 1106) in  
View of Vaughn (Ex. 1108) and Further in  

View of Evans (Ex. 1112) and Wendt (Ex. 1113) 
The speed limit indicator as 
defined in claim 14, 
wherein said display 
controller rotates said 
colored filter independently 
of said speedometer to 
continuously update the 
delineation of which speed 
readings are in violation of 
the speed limit at a 
vehicle's present location. 

The combination of Hauler, Vaughn, Evans, and 
Wendt teaches each of the limitations recited in 
claims 10 and 14. 

As set forth in V(C) for claim 3, the combination 
of Evans and Wendt teaches a rotatable colored 
plate. Hauler teaches the electromechanical step 
motor-actuated pointer and display. Garmin thus 
incorporates the arguments presented immediately 
above for claim 17 and obvious over Nagoshi, 
Evans, Wendt, and Hauler. 

 
R. Claim 18 (Dependent) 

 
Claim 18 Obvious Over Nagoshi (Ex. 1103) 
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in View of Tegethoff (Ex. 1110) 
The speed limit indicator as 
defined in claim 10, wherein 
said speedometer comprises a 
liquid crystal display. 

Nagoshi teaches each of the limitations recited 
in claim 10. 

Claim 18 is substantially the same as 
dependent claim 6, discussed above. Garmin 
thus incorporates the arguments in Section V(F) 
regarding Nagoshi in view of Tegethoff. 

Claim 18 Obvious Over Hauler (Ex. 1106) in  
View of Vaughn (Ex. 1108) 

The speed limit indicator as 
defined in claim 10, wherein 
said speedometer comprises a 
liquid crystal display. 

The combination of Hauler and Vaughn teaches 
each of the limitations recited in claim 10. 

Claim 18 is substantially the same as 
dependent claim 6, discussed above. Garmin 
thus incorporates the arguments in Section V(F) 
regarding anticipation by Hauler.  

 
S. Claim 19 (Dependent) 

 
Claim 19 Anticipated By Nagoshi (Ex. 1103) 

The speed limit indicator as 
defined in claim 10, wherein 
said display controller further 
comprises a tone generator. 

Nagoshi teaches each of the limitations recited 
in claim 10. 

Claim 19 is substantially the same as 
dependent claim 9, discussed above. Garmin 
thus incorporates the arguments in Section V(I) 
regarding anticipation by Nagoshi. 

Claim 19 Obvious Over Hauler (Ex. 1106) in  
View of Vaughn (Ex. 1108) 

The speed limit indicator as 
defined in claim 10, wherein 
said display controller further 
comprises a tone generator. 

The combination of Hauler and Vaughn teaches 
each of the limitations recited in claim 10. 

Claim 19 is substantially the same as 
dependent claim 9, discussed above. Garmin 
thus incorporates the arguments in Section V(I) 
regarding anticipation by Hauler. 

 
T. Claim 20 (Independent) 

 
Claim 20 Obvious Over Nagoshi (Ex. 1103) in View of Vaughn 

(Ex. 1108) 



57 
 

A method of 
determining speed, the 
relevant speed limit, 
and displaying same, 
which comprises the 
steps of: 

Nagoshi discloses a “vehicle speed limit warning 
device.” (Title, ¶ 0006.) The stated “Purpose” of 
Nagoshi’s invention is “to make the driver aware of the 
speed limit of the road, no matter what road is being 
driven.” (Summary, p. 1.) 

uploading current 
information to regional 
speed limit database; 

While Nagoshi does teach receiving, from roadside 
beacons, speed limit information for a road section on 
which the vehicle is currently traveling and storing such 
information in a memory 7 for later output, Nagoshi 
does not appear to expressly teach a regional speed limit 
database per se, as claimed. In related art and as 
discussed above in Section V(H) for claim 8, Vaughn 
teaches a local database facility that provides map 
information, including location, speed of the vehicle, 
and maximum posted speed. (8:52-55.) Garmin 
incorporates the additional teachings of Vaughn and the 
reasons to combine Vaughn with Nagoshi that are more 
fully set forth in V(H).  
 
To the extent that “uploading” requires receiving speed 
limit information from an external or remote source, 
Vaughn also teaches a remote database processing 
facility 72, as shown in Fig. 2 (9:29-32). A wireless link 
can be provided, for example, by a cellular telephone or 
satellite link, for receiving the map data and maximum 
posted from the remote database processing facility. 
(10:13-19; 9:49-51; 9:65-66.)  

determining vehicle 
location and speed; 

Nagoshi teaches determining vehicle location and speed, 
as discussed in V(A) for claim 1. (See also, Nagoshi, 
Ex. 1103, Summary, p. 1; ¶¶ 0006, 0012, 0014) Vaughn 
also teaches such, as discussed in the immediately 
preceding limitation and in section V(H).  

obtaining speed limit 
for said vehicle 
location from said 
database; 

Vaughn teaches that the maximum posted speed is 
transmitted to the GPS computer 47. (8:52-55; see also, 
Section V(H).) As discussed, this can come from a local 
or remote database processing facility. 

comparing vehicle Vaughn teaches that the GPS computer “performs the 
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speed to said speed 
limit; 

comparison between the vehicle speed and the 
maximum posted speed plus some predetermined extra 
speed value.” (10:25-28.) Nagoshi also teaches that 
vehicle speed is compared to the speed limit for 
determining whether to sound a warning buzzer. (¶ 
0018.)  

generating tone if said 
vehicle speed exceeds 
said speed limit; 

Nagoshi discloses a “warning buzzer” to inform the 
driver that the “vehicle exceeds the speed limit.” (¶ 
0018.) 

sending speed limit to 
display control unit; 
and 

Nagoshi’s microcomputer 12 instructs the display 
apparatus 13, which comprises a concentric band of red 
and green LEDS, to display the speed limit information. 
(¶¶ 0015-0016.) Further, Nagoshi expressly teaches that 
“[i]n step F315, the received speed limit information is 
sent to said display apparatus 13.”  (¶ 0014.)   

modifying the limit 
indicator as defined in 
claim 1 to reflect which 
speeds are below said 
speed limit and which 
speeds exceed said 
speed limit. 

Nagoshi teaches that the green and red LEDs are lit to 
inform the driver of the speed limit: “the driver is 
informed of the speed limit of the road currently being 
driven by the display green LEDs of the velocities 
below the speed limit on the outer side of the 
speedometer and the velocities above the speed limit in 
red.” (¶ 0016.) For the speed limit indicator as defined 
in claim 1, Garmin incorporates the arguments set forth 
in Section V(A) for anticipation by Nagoshi. 

Claim 20 Obvious Over Hauler (Ex. 1106) in  
View of Vaughn (Ex. 1108) 

A method of 
determining speed, the 
relevant speed limit, 
and displaying same, 
which comprises the 
steps of: 

Hauler discloses a freely programmable display for 
displaying various measured values in a vehicle. 
(Abstract.) One of the values displayed in Hauler is the 
maximum speed allowed based on the speed limit as 
presented on a traffic sign and detected by a camera: “It 
is furthermore advantageous that traffic signs are 
detected by a camera and, particularly in the case of 
traffic signs which specify the maximum speed allowed, 
that the speed scale is adapted to the maximum speed 
specified by the traffic sign.” (P. 3, ¶ 4.) 

uploading current 
information to regional 

Hauler discloses that a navigation device 57, such as a 
GPS, determines the permissible maximum speed in 
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speed limit database; force for particular road classes and stores such 
information in processing unit 50, and in turn, 
processing unit 50 displays the speed limit information. 
(P. 7, ¶¶ 7 and 8; p. 8, ¶ 5.) To the extent the disclosed 
permissible maximum speed for a road class is not the 
speed limit of the current position of the vehicle (which 
Garmin vigorously disputes), Vaughn teaches such. In 
related art and as discussed above in Section V(H) for 
claim 8, Vaughn teaches a local database facility that 
provides map information, including location, speed of 
the vehicle, and maximum posted speed. (8:52-55.) 
Garmin incorporates the additional teachings of Vaughn 
and the reasons to combine Vaughn with Hauler that are 
more fully set forth in V(H). 

To the extent that “uploading” requires receiving 
speed limit information from an external or remote 
source, Vaughn also teaches a remote database 
processing facility 72, as shown in Fig. 2 (9:29-32). A 
wireless link can be provided, for example, by a cellular 
telephone or satellite link, for receiving the map data 
and maximum posted from the remote database 
processing facility. (10:13-19; 9:49-51; 9:65-66.) 

determining vehicle 
location and speed; 

Hauler teaches determining vehicle speed: “FIG. 1 
shows a method according to the invention for 
displaying a vehicular speed.” (P. 4, ¶ 13; p. 6, ¶ 3; p. 7, 
¶ 6 (discussing speed sensor 70).) Hauler further teaches 
determining vehicle location: “a position of the vehicle 
is determined by a navigation device present in the 
vehicle.” (P. 4, ¶ 14—p. 5, ¶ 1.)   

obtaining speed limit 
for said vehicle 
location from said 
database; 

Vaughn teaches that the maximum posted speed is 
transmitted to the GPS computer 47. (8:52-55; see also, 
Section V(H); Hauler, Ex. 1106 at 7, ¶ 7 (discussing 
obtaining the permissible maximum speed from the 
navigation device 57, including GPS).) 

comparing vehicle 
speed to said speed 
limit; 

Vaughn teaches that the GPS computer “performs the 
comparison between the vehicle speed and the 
maximum posted speed plus some predetermined extra 
speed value.” (10:25-28.) Hauler also teaches that a 






