UNI TED STATES COURT OF APPEALS
For the Fifth Crcuit

No. 97-11408
Summary Cal endar

ALI CI A ALFARO, I RVA |. CASTI LLG ESPERANZA CRUZ,
ENEDI NA GONZALEZ; DI ANA GARCI A; ADELA HERNANDEZ,
MARI A LEDEZMA; TOVACI TA MARTI NEZ, ALMA OROPEZA;

LUCI A OSORI G, CATALI NA PEREZ; OFELI A SOLI'S; MARI A VENEGAS,

Pl ai ntiffs-Appellants,
VERSUS

THE LEATHER CENTER, | NCORPORATED,

Def endant - Appel | ee.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
For the Northern District of Texas

(3:97- CV- 326- X)

Sept enber 25, 1998
Bef ore DUHE, DeMOSS, and DENNIS, Circuit Judges.

PER CURI AM *

Alicia Alfaro and others sued their enployer, The Leather
Center, in state court alleging that their enployer failed to
furnish thema safe place to work and, as a non-subscriber to the
Texas Workers’ Conpensation Law, was liable to them under state

common | aw negligence theories. The Leather Center renoved the

"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this opinion should not be published and is not precedent except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.



case to the federal district court alleging that there was a
Col | ecti ve Bargai ni ng Agreenent between The Leather Center and the
Uni on which represented these enpl oyees and that these enpl oyees
had failed to exhaust the admnistrative renedies provided for
under the Collective Bargaining Agreenent as renedies for their
conplaints. Alfaro, et al. noved to remand to the state court and
the federal district court denied such notion. The Leather Center
moved for a sunmary judgnent and Alfaro, et al. conceded that they
had not exhausted the adm nistrative remedi es under the Collective
Bar gai ni ng Agreenent. The district court entered sunmary | udgnent
in favor of The Leather Center and Alfaro, et al. appealed only the
i ssue of whether or not the district court had correctly denied
their notion to remand to state court.

We have carefully reviewed the briefs, the record excerpts and
rel evant portions of the record itself. Based on that review, we
have concluded that the district court did not commt reversible
error in denying the notion to renmand.

AFFI RVED.



