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PER CURIAM:’
Plaintiffs, aclassof Dallasfirefightersal so certified as paramedics, appead

the adverse summary judgment in their action seeking overtime compensation

"Pursuant to 5™ CIR. R. 47.5, the Court has determined that this opinion should not
be published and ishot precedent except under thelimited circumstancesset forthin 5™
CR.R. 47.5.4.



under the Fair Labor Standards Act. For the reasons assigned, we affirm.

The facts concerning the nature of the employees’ job activities are set
forth in careful detail inthetrial court’ s opinion granting summary judgment to
the City of Dallas. The court a quo held that the City was not required to pay
overtime compensation to plaintiffsbecause of the FL SA’ spartial exemptionfor
employees engaged in fire protection activities.! Relying on Bond v. City of
Jackson,? the district court also found that plaintiffs satisfied the “ substantially
related” test of 29 C.F.R. § 553.215.3

We review de novo a grant of summary judgment.* Our review of the
record and briefs, aided by the oral arguments of counsel, discloses no basisfor
reversal. We conclude that the district court’ s application of section 553.215's
“substantially related” test to the paramedic personnel is supported by the
reference to this section in section 553.210(a)’s “integral part” definition.
Accordingly, on the facts as found, the authorities cited, and analysis made by

the district court in its comprehensive and thorough order granting the City’s

129 U.S.C. § 207(k). Rescue and ambulance service personnel are partially exempt
from overtime if they “form an integral part of the public agency’s fire protection
activities. See §553.215.” 29 C.F.R. § 553.210(a).

2939 F.2d 285 (5" Cir. 1991).

% Section 553.215, which applies to ambulance and rescue service employees of a
public agency other than afire protection agency, allowsambul ance and rescue service
paramedicsto be exempt from overtimepay if their servicesare“ substantially related”
to firefighting in that they have received training in the rescue of fire and accident
victimsand are*“regularly dispatched” tofires, crimescenes, riots, natural disasters, and
accidents.

“New York Lifelns. Co.v. Travelersins. Co., 92 F.3d 336 (5" Cir. 1996).
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motion for summary judgment and denying plaintiffs motion for partial
summary judgment signed and filed on March 24, 1998, the judgment appealed
iIs AFFIRMED.



