OLIFF DEFINITENESS OF TRADE SECRET
(PRECEDENTIAL)

ATTORNEYS AT LAW

CODA DEVELOPMENT v. GOODYEAR TIRE, Appeal No. 2023-1880 (Fed. Cir.

December 8, 2025). Before Lourie, Dyk, and Cunningham. Appealed from N.D. Ohio (Judge
Lioi).

Background:

Coda sued Goodyear for trade secret misappropriation of self-inflating tire technology.
The Ohio district initially dismissed the case, which Coda then appealed to the Federal Circuit in
2019. The Federal Circuit then revived the trade secret misappropriation claim, and on remand,
the district court ordered Coda to provide a complete recital of what it regards as its trade secrets
that were allegedly misappropriated. Coda provided the list of trade secrets with broad and
general descriptions. For example, one trade secret referred as TS24 was defined as “Coda’s
knowledge regarding the optimal location for placement of a pump in a tire for tire
manufacturers, namely, in the sidewall close to, and above, the rim where the tire cyclically
deforms in response to deformation.” A jury trial was held, and the jury found that Goodyear had
misappropriated Coda’s trade secrets and awarded $64 million in damages. The district court,
however, reversed the jury’s determination by finding no trade secret misappropriation through a
judgment as a matter of law (JMOL). Coda appealed this IMOL decision.

Issue/Holding:

Did the district court err in granting Goodyear’s JMOL motion for no trade secret
misappropriation? No. Affirmed.

Discussion:

The Ohio Uniform Trade Secrets Act, which is the governing law in the case, requires a
trade secret plaintiff to “defin[e] the information for which protection is sought with sufficient
definiteness to permit a court to apply the criteria for protection.” The Federal Circuit concluded
that the trade secret (TS24) as defined by Coda is public information and is thus not a trade
secret, and to the extent that TS24 covers other allegedly secret information, it does not meet the
definiteness requirement.

Coda’s 2007 PCT application and 2008 article disclosed the information defined in TS24,
that is, placing a pump in the tire sidewall close to and above the rim. The publications disclosed
that a pump can be located at any place such as a lug boss in the sidewall of the tire, and the lug
boss was disclosed as part of the sidewall on or above the rim. Thus, the literal scope of TS24
was public information and not a trade secret.

Coda’s attempt to differentiate TS24 from the disclosures ran into the definiteness
problem. Relying on its expert, Coda asserted that the publications do not disclose a pump
specifically located as “part of a conventional tire sidewall.” The Federal Circuit noted that this
limiting feature is not clearly recited in the definition of TS24 provided by Coda. Coda could not
“belatedly introduce additional specificity into the trade secrets based on...trial testimony and
attorney argument.”

Based on these facts, the district court did not err in concluding that no reasonable jury
could find that the information contained in TS24, as defined by Coda, qualified as a trade secret.
The JMOL decision was affirmed.
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