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PER CURI AM *

Pro se appellant Dwyn Llorence Dupree brought clains

against U tramar D anond Shanrock Corp.; Sam Tiolette; Sandra

"Pursuant to 5TH QR R 47.5, the court has determ ned that
this opinion should not be published and is not precedent except
under the limted circunstances set forth in 5TH CR R 47.5. 4.



Contreras; UDS Services, Inc.! (collectively “UDS") under the
Arericans wth Disabilities Act of 1990 and the Title VIl of the
Cvil Rights Act of 1990. UDS filed a notion to conpel arbitration
pursuant to a signed arbitration agreenent between UDS and Dupr ee.
Dupree did not challenge the notion to conpel arbitration (in fact
he agreed to arbitration). The arbitrator found in favor of UDS on
all of Dupree’'s clains. Following the arbitration, but prior to
UDS's filing a nmotion to confirm the arbitration award, Dupree
filed a notion for a jury trial and his request for trial de novo.
The district court denied Dupree’s notions on Cctober 23, 2002.
That sanme day, UDS filed a notion to confirmthe arbitration award.
Dupree did not file an opposition to UDS s notion and the district
court entered an order confirmng the arbitrati on award on Novenber
13, 2002. On appeal, Dupree chall enges the district court’s deni al
of his nmotion for jury trial and his notion for trial de novo.
Finding no error, we affirm

Dupree nmakes three argunents as to why the district court
erred in denying his notion for jury trial and trial de novo: (1)

arbitration of his Title VII and ADA clains violates his right to

U tramar Di anond Shanrock Corporation is a m snoner for UDS
Services, Inc. Contreras was never properly served wth the
conplaint. Tiolette was served with the conplaint and testified at
the arbitration. Tiolette never answered the conplaint. Dupree’s
conpl ai nt, however, even nost liberally construed, has not sought
any relief against Tiolette. Perez v. United States, 312 F. 3d 191,
194-95 (5th Cr. 2002) (construing a pro se plaintiff's pleadings
i berally).




ajury trial, (2) heis entitled a newtrial under 28 U S.C. § 657
(2000), and (3) the arbitrator was wong in finding in favor of UDS
and the award was tainted by m sconduct. Each of these argunents
is wthout nerit.

As a condition of his enploynent with UDS, Dupree
executed an arbitration agreenent with UDS that covers his Title
VII and ADA cl ains. This court has previously held that
arbitration provisions between enployers and enployees are

enforceabl e under the Federal Arbitration Act. MIller v. Pub.

Storage Mgnt., Inc., 121 F.3d 215, 218 (5th Gr. 1997).

Furthernore, we have held that clains under Title VII and the ADA

are arbitrable. ld. (ADA clains); Rojas v. TK Conmmuni cati ons,

Inc., 87 F.3d 745, 747 (5th GCr. 1996) (Title WVII clains).
Addi tionally, when parties resolve a dispute pursuant to a valid
arbitration agreenent, they waive their right to a judicial forum

and a jury trial. Am Heritage Life Ins. Co. v. Or, 294 F. 3d 702,

711 (5th Gir. 2002), cert. denied, 123 S. C. 871 (2003).

Furthernore, Dupree’s argunent that he is entitled to a
trial de novo under 28 U S.C. 8§ 657 is neritless. Section 657
applies only to arbitrations conducted as part of a court-
admnistrated alternative dispute resolution program authorized
under Chapter 44 of Title 28 (28 U. S.C. 88 651-657). 28 U.S.C. §

657 (2000). It does not apply to arbitrati ons conducted, |ike that



in the instant case, pursuant to the Federal Arbitration Act. 28
U.S.C. § 651(e) (2000).

Finally, Dupree challenges the fairness of the
arbitration proceedi ng. “Because a party who has not agreed to
arbitrate normally has a right to seek a court's decision on the
merits of his or her dispute with another person, the party's
agreenent to arbitrate that matter wunder the FAA is a
relinqui shnment of nuch of that right's practical value.” WIIlians

v. CIGNA Fin. Advisors Inc., 197 F.3d 752, 757 (5th Cr. 1999). A

party can still ask a court to review the arbitrator's decision

but the court will set aside that decision only in the very unusual
ci rcunst ances where an award i s procured by fraud, undue neans, or
corruption, or is in manifest disregard of the law. 1d. Dupree
clainms that the arbitrator’s decision is flawed for all of these
reasons. Dupree’s argunents are based solely upon allegation and
conj ecture. There is nothing in the record to support any of
Dupree’s clains. Thus, finding no error in the district court’s
deci si on we AFFI RM

AFFI RVED.



