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PER CURI AM *

Pi oneer Concrete of Arkansas, Inc., challenges a NLRB order to
bargain with the Chauffeurs, Teansters and Hel pers, Local Uni on No.
878 (Teansters), and the International Union of Operating
Engi neers, AFL-CI O, Local Union 382 (Operating Engineers). NLRB
seeks enforcenent of that order.

In 1998, Pioneer purchased three conpanies owned by one
person. The 31 enployees of one were then represented by the
Teansters; the 23 enpl oyees of anot her, by the Operating Engi neers;
the 22 enpl oyees of the third were not represented. The purchased

conpani es’ 76 enpl oyees were retai ned by Pioneer.

"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this opinion should not be published and is not precedent except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 5THQR R 47.5. 4.



After Pioneer refused the unions’ demands for recognition as
t he bargaining representatives for the 54 fornmer enpl oyees of the
two uni oni zed purchased conpani es, the unions charged that Pi oneer
had engaged in unfair |abor practices. An ALJ held that Pioneer
comm tted such practices by refusing to recogni ze and bargain with
the unions. The Board adopted the ALJ's recomended order.

Claimng that it is operating as a single fully integrated
busi ness unit, Pioneer contends that the Board erred by concl udi ng
(1) that there was substantial continuity between the work forces
of the purchased conpani es and Pioneer’s work force; (2) that there
was substantial continuity in managerial control and operations;
and (3) that the former bargaining units are still appropriate.
Pi oneer maintains that the Board's decision violates fundanental
principles of the National Labor Relations Act by nandating dual
representation and by fonmenting industrial disputes and upheaval.

Pursuant to our review of the record and briefs, we concl ude
that the Board' s | egal conclusions are reasonable, consistent with
the NLRA, and based on factual findings that are supported by
substantial evidence. See, e.g., Selkirk Metalbestos, North
Anmerica, Eljer Mg., Inc. v. NLRB, 116 F.3d 782, 786-87 (5th G
1997). Accordingly, the petition for review is DENED and the
cross-petition for enforcenent is GRANTED

REVI EW DENI ED; ENFORCEMENT GRANTED



