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PER CURI AM ~
Robert L. Powell, Robert C. Childs, WIlis E. Pickett,

Tracy Rowel |, and Ronald Foley (collectively, the Plaintiffs)

appeal fromthe district court’s grant of partial summary

judgnent for Northwestern Resources Co. (NRC) relating to the

Pursuant to 5THCGR 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that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent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 QR
R 47.5. 4.
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Plaintiffs’ Fair Labor Standards Act (FLSA) claimfor overtine
conpensation for certain pre-shift and post-shift activities.”™
The Plaintiffs’ unopposed notion to correct a mnor error in
their reply brief is GRANTED

The Plaintiffs assert that, anong other things, the tasks of
signing in at NRC s “ready room” receiving daily work
assi gnnents, conducting pre- and post-shift inspections of the
conpany’s transport vehicles, and travel tinme to and fromtheir
respective job sites, constituted integral conponents of their
principal work activities fromwhich NRC benefitted and for which
the Plaintiffs were entitled to be paid.

We have reviewed the record and hold that the pre- and post-
shift activities cited by the Plaintiffs were neither perforned
in the ordinary course of business nor for the benefit of NRC

See Vega v. Gaspar, 36 F.3d 417, 424-25 (5th Gr. 1994).

Simlarly, as determned by the district court, the Plaintiffs
of fer insufficient summary judgnent proof of a contract or the
exi stence of a customor practice at NRC that conpensated for
travel tinme to a designated excavation site. See 29 U S. C

8 254(b). Accordingly, because the Plaintiffs fail to identify
speci fic evidence denonstrating the existence of a genuine issue

for trial, the judgnment of the district court is AFFIRVED. See

" On stipulation of the parties, the Plaintiffs’ remaining
cl ai mregardi ng nonpaynent of a night-shift prem umwas w t hdrawn
and di sm ssed.
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Celotex Corp. v. Catrett, 477 U. S. 317, 322-23 (1986); Anderson

v. Liberty Lobby, 477 U S. 242, 250 (1986).

AFFI RVED; MOTI ON GRANTED.



