UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF
ALABAMA, EASTERN DIVISION

Vickey Robinson Hall v. Talladega Housing Authority

Hall v. Talladega Housing Authority + No. 1:25-cv-647-CLM - Decided March 9, 2026

SUMMARY

The court granted Talladega Housing Authority’s motion to stay and compel arbitration under the
Federal Arbitration Act in Vickey Robinson Hall’s employment-discrimination action. The court held
that Hall specifically challenged the arbitration agreement’s delegation provision, but failed to show
that the provision was unconscionable under Alabama law. The court therefore directed the parties to
arbitrate Hall’s broader challenges to the agreement’s validity and enforceability and ordered a joint

status report.
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DISPOSITION other

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Defendant moved under the Federal Arbitration Act to stay the federal

action and compel arbitration. After the defendant raised the
delegation provision in its reply, the court permitted the plaintiff to file

a sur-reply specifically challenging that provision.

STANDARD OF REVIEW A motion to compel arbitration is evaluated under a summary-
judgment-like standard to determine whether a genuine dispute of
material fact exists concerning formation of the arbitration agreement;

the court may consider evidence outside the pleadings.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Hall specifically challenged the arbitration agreement's delegation provision rather than merely

challenging the arbitration agreement as a whole.

2. Whether the delegation provision was unconscionable under Alabama law because it gave THA a

litigation option unavailable to Hall.

3. Whether the court was required under the Federal Arbitration Act to stay the action and compel

arbitration after rejecting Hall's specific challenge to the delegation provision.

HOLDINGS

1. Hall specifically challenged the delegation provision because her argument that THA reserved for itself
the right to have a court decide the arbitrability of THA's claims went to the parties' precise agreement to
delegate threshold arbitrability issues. Her arguments concerning inferior bargaining power and
arbitration costs, standing alone, challenged the arbitration agreement as a whole rather than the

delegation provision specifically.

2. The delegation provision was not unconscionable under Alabama law because, although it restricted
Hall's access to court while allowing THA to seek judicial determinations concerning its claims, it did

not limit Hall's available remedies in arbitration.

3. Because Hall's specific challenge to the delegation provision failed, the court was required to enforce the
delegation provision, leave Hall's broader challenges to the arbitration agreement to the arbitrator, stay

the federal action, and compel arbitration under 9 U.S.C. §§ 3-4.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“A party specifically challenges the validity and enforceability of a delegation agreement if, and only if, the
substantive nature of the party’s challenge meaningfully goes to the parties’ precise agreement to delegate

threshold arbitrability issues.”

“In short, to prove the delegation provision is unconscionable, Hall needs to show a loss of forum and a loss

of remedy.”

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Hall, a Black female property manager employed by THA, alleged that she and other Black female employees
were paid less than white male colleagues and that THA retaliated after she complained and filed an EEOC
charge. Before the EEOC issued her right-to-sue letter, THA required Hall to sign an arbitration agreement as a
condition of continued employment. The agreement delegated arbitrability questions to the AAA but allowed

THA to ask a court to decide whether claims THA brought against Hall fell within an exception to arbitration.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY



Hall filed an employment-discrimination and retaliation action against the Talladega Housing Authority. THA
answered and moved to stay the case and compel arbitration. Hall initially challenged the arbitration agreement
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The court rejected the specific challenge, compelled arbitration, stayed the action, and ordered a joint status

report.
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