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PER CURIAM:*

Edward Dixon and Joe L. Smith appeal the district court’s

judgment, following a bench trial, in favor of The Revelation

Corporation of America, Inc. (“RCA”), dismissing their claims for
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attorneys’ fees and for detrimental reliance on RCA’s alleged

promises of employment.

With respect to their claims for attorneys’ fees, the

appellants argue that the district court’s written findings of fact

and conclusions of law are inconsistent with the court’s oral

statements, following completion of the bench trial, that the

appellants had a viable claim for attorneys’ fees.  The district

court’s oral statements were not formal findings of fact and

conclusions of law.  The court made clear that it was “just kind of

sharing” its thoughts with counsel.  After sharing those thoughts,

the district court took the matter under advisement.  Upon further

study, the district court found, in writing, that the legal

services rendered by the appellants were performed on behalf of the

National Baptist Convention of America, Inc. (“NBCA”), rather than

on behalf of RCA.  That finding of fact is not clearly erroneous.

The district court observed further that there was no evidence that

NBCA ever approved the appellants’ attorneys’ fee invoices or

submitted them to RCA for reimbursement.  Accordingly, the district

court did not err by concluding that the appellants were not owed

any attorneys’ fees by RCA.

Furthermore, the district court did not commit reversible

error in concluding that the appellants failed to prove that any

offer of employment was ever made to them by RCA or by any

authorized person on behalf of RCA.  Therefore, the district court
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did not err by dismissing the appellants’ claims for detrimental

reliance.

The judgment of the district court is AFFIRMED, essentially

for the reasons stated by the district court in its Findings of

Fact and Conclusions of Law.  Dixon v. The Revelation Corporation

of America, Inc., et al., Civ. Action No. 98-863-A (M.D. La., Nov.

9, 2001).
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