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Representative Claim 
 

10. A speed limit indicator comprising: 
 

a global positioning system receiver; 
 

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 delineation of which speed readings are in violation of the speed limit at 
a vehicle’s present location; and 

 
a speedometer integrally attached to said colored display. 

 
A58, col. 7, ll. 1-11 (emphasis added to indicate disputed claim term). 
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