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 A non-compete agreement is a commitment between an employer and an employee that forbids an employee from participating in a competitive business with the employer.  This contract includes the protection of the company's trade secrets, sensitive information, client lists, and handbooks. A non-compete agreement should contain the following legal implications; it must be fair for both parties, should be reasonable, equitable, and faceable under the law. It also should not prevent both parties from terminating the agreement at any given time. 
The agreement has the following advantages; in short term trade secrets and confidential information are protected, less loss of customers when the employee leaves, also the contract prevents employers from leaving. The contract has disadvantages too. Firstly, engaging in a legal agreement increases the risk of being in a legal battle, secondly, the non-compete agreement makes the organization less attractive to new employees. Thirdly, the court doesn't like an agreement that unfairly limits an individual right to work.
 	Courts do not accept non- compete for agreement instead in disagreement on non-compete agreements, law courts examine the following elements to determine whether the consensus is logical; whether the employer has a legal interest it is defending with the non-compete agreement, what is the geographic scope of the restriction, time length the agreement in force, whether the consensus keeps the employee from doing a type of work very different from the work he /she was doing, also the court examines whether the employer provides additional compensation or benefits to the employee for signing the non-compete contract.
 	Non-compete laws applied in Ohio and Nebraska had similarities and differences.  The similarities between the laws are as follows; Employees were sued for damages after departing to work for competitors, both laws are broad and flexible. These laws had to meet the following requirements; the agreement cannot prevent people of valuable goods and services and should not be injurious to the public, the agreement must not be harsh and oppressive on both parties involved. Also, the laws should be able to protect the employer in legitimate business interests. In Ohio, the law acknowledges defense to the non-compete contract whereby the employer protects their customers from their former employees by seeking competent legal counsel to draft enforceable contracts.  When Nebraska courts determine a non-compete contract is logic, the court does not improve the non-compete contract to make it imposable. Contrary to Nebraska, Ohio courts reform the unreasonable agreements to make them reasonable.
[bookmark: _GoBack]Nebraska (District court) was the chose state whose laws supported ethical reasoning in resolving non-compete agreement disputes. This is because it had no considerable association to the parties associated. Also, the material interest to the agreement in Nebraska was great.in Ohio courts, unreasonable agreements are reformed. This violates the fundamental policy of Nebraska laws as no reforms made to unreasonable contracts hence making Nebraska’s law to be preferred for resolving non-compete agreement disputes.
In conclusion, a non-compete agreement should be amended in such a way that it is fair to both parties involved, reasonable, equitable, and faceable under the law. The laws applied to the non-compete agreement must not prevent the public from valuable goods and services, should not cause injuries to the public, and also must not be harsh and oppressive to the parties involved. The parties involved in the non-compete agreement should seek competent legal counsel to draft enforceable contracts in case of disputes.
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