UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT OF

TEXAS, SHERMAN DIVISION

Dahlia Doggins v. Ruiz Food Products, Inc.

Doggins * No. 4:25-cv-327 - Decided November 24, 2025

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Eastern District of Texas considers Ruiz Food Products, Inc.’s

motion to stay the case and compel arbitration of Dahlia Doggins’s 42 U.S.C. § 1981 racial-

discrimination claim. The court applies the Federal Arbitration Act and Texas contract law, concluding

that the arbitration agreement is valid, non-illusory, and not modified by the employee handbook

acknowledgment form. The motion to stay and compel arbitration is granted.
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Defendant moved under the Federal Arbitration Act to stay the federal
civil-rights action and compel arbitration. The court granted the

motion and stayed the case pending arbitration.

On a motion to compel arbitration, the court determines whether the
parties formed a valid arbitration agreement and whether the asserted
claims fall within its scope. The party seeking arbitration must prove
the existence of an agreement by a preponderance of the evidence;
ordinary Texas contract-formation principles govern validity, and
ambiguities concerning scope are resolved in favor of arbitration after

a valid agreement is established.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the Federal Arbitration Act governs procedural questions concerning the arbitration agreement.

2. Whether the parties formed a valid and enforceable arbitration agreement under Texas contract law.

3. Whether the Handbook Acknowledgment Form incorporated or modified the arbitration agreement.

4. Whether the arbitration agreement was illusory because the employer could allegedly modify or revoke
it.

5. Whether Plaintiff's 42 U.S.C. § 1981 racial-discrimination claim falls within the scope of the arbitration

agreement.

HOLDINGS

1. The FAA governs procedural matters concerning the arbitration agreement because the agreement

expressly states that it is governed by the FAA.
2. The parties entered into a valid arbitration agreement under Texas law.
3. The Handbook Acknowledgment Form did not incorporate or modify the arbitration agreement.
4. The arbitration agreement was not illusory and was enforceable under Texas law.

5. Plaintiff's § 1981 racial-discrimination claim falls within the arbitration agreement's scope.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Because Defendant does not expressly retain any right within the Agreement to modify or abolish it, and
because the Agreement further “survives termination of the employment relationship,” it is not illusory under
Texas law.” (Analysis, Part 11.B.3)

“It is therefore ORDERED that Defendant Ruiz Food Products, Inc.’s Motion to Stay Case and Compel
Arbitration (Dkt. #5) is hereby GRANTED. It is further ORDERED that this case be stayed pending

arbitration.” (Conclusion)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Ruiz Food Products employed Dahlia Doggins from April 2016 to April 2021. During her employment, Doggins
signed an Arbitration Agreement on April 30, 2019, and also signed a Handbook Acknowledgment Form; she
continued working for nearly two years before an alleged workplace injury and subsequent termination. She later
filed a § 1981 racial-discrimination claim, and Ruiz sought to compel arbitration under the agreement, while
Doggins argued that the Handbook Acknowledgment Form made the arbitration agreement illusory and
unenforceable.



PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Plaintiff filed a 42 U.S.C. § 1981 racial-discrimination action against her former employer. Defendant answered

and moved to stay the case and compel arbitration based on an arbitration agreement signed during Plaintiff's

employment. After briefing, the court required the parties to submit the complete arbitration agreement and

employee handbook, which both parties supplemented, and then ruled on the agreement's validity and scope.

DISPOSITION

other

REMAND INSTRUCTIONS

The case is stayed pending arbitration; no remand was ordered.
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