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SUMMARY

The Eighth Circuit affirmed summary judgment for Traffic Tech, Inc. and former C.H. Robinson
employees in litigation concerning restrictive covenants and alleged tortious interference with
contractual relations. Applying Minnesota law, the court held that the customer non-solicitation
covenant was overly broad and unenforceable. The court also held that the district court did not abuse
its discretion in denying C.H. Robinson’s motion to voluntarily dismiss its claims against one former
employee and Traffic Tech.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the customer non-solicitation restriction in the employees' employment agreements was
enforceable under Minnesota law.

2. Whether the unenforceable restrictive covenant could support C.H. Robinson's tortious-interference
claim against Traffic Tech.

3. Whether the district court abused its discretion by denying C.H. Robinson's motion to voluntarily
dismiss with prejudice its claims against Peacock and the related claim against Traffic Tech.

HOLDINGS

1. Section IV(C)(1) of the restrictive covenants was overbroad and unenforceable under Minnesota law
because it extended beyond solicitation of customers with whom the employees worked and covered
virtually any person or entity that had conducted or potentially could conduct business with C.H.
Robinson, while also lacking a geographic limit.

2. Because the restrictive covenants were unenforceable against the employees, they could not provide a
contract supporting C.H. Robinson's tortious-interference claim against Traffic Tech.

3. The district court did not abuse its discretion by denying C.H. Robinson's motion to voluntarily dismiss
with prejudice its claims against Peacock and the related claim against Traffic Tech.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“The test applied is whether or not the restraint is necessary for the protection of the business or good will of
the employer, and if so, whether the stipulation has imposed upon the employee any greater restraint than is
reasonably necessary to protect the employer’s business, regard being had to the nature and character of the
employment, the time for which the restriction is imposed, and the territorial extent of the locality to which the
prohibition extends.” (at 5)

“The language of § IV(C)(1) is so broad that, at its ends, it could be enforced against an Employee who
“engage[s]” with “anyone” that “potentially could conduct business with” C.H. Robinson.” (at 7)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

C.H. Robinson and Traffic Tech compete in the logistics business. Five former C.H. Robinson employees went
to work for Traffic Tech, and C.H. Robinson alleged that they violated employment agreements containing
customer non-solicitation and business-interference restrictions. The agreements broadly covered business
partners and prospective business partners, imposed no geographic limit, and restricted various forms of direct or
indirect business contact for two years after employment ended.



PROCEDURAL HISTORY

C.H. Robinson sued former employees and Traffic Tech for breach of restrictive covenants and tortious
interference with contractual relationships. The district court initially granted summary judgment to defendants
under California law, but the Eighth Circuit reversed and remanded, holding that Minnesota law governed the
agreements for the employees other than Peacock and directing further analysis of enforceability and the claims.
On remand, the district court held the restrictive covenants unenforceable under Minnesota law as to four
employees and void under California law as to Peacock, declined to sever or modify the covenants, granted
defendants summary judgment, and denied C.H. Robinson's voluntary-dismissal motion.
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