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SUMMARY

The Washington Supreme Court held that RCW 49.46.130(2)(g)(ii) unambiguously exempts
individuals engaged in specified activities involving agricultural commodities from the Washington
Minimum Wage Act's overtime requirement. The court concluded that the truck drivers were exempt
even though they were employed by a trucking company rather than directly by farmers, and that the
Court of Appeals improperly deferred to the Department of Labor and Industries' interpretation. The
court reversed the partial summary judgment for unpaid overtime wages and remanded for further
proceedings.
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PROCEDURAL POSTURE Petitioners sought review of a Court of Appeals decision affirming
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether RCW 49.46.130(2)(g)(ii) unambiguously exempts individuals who deliver agricultural
commodities to storage, market, or a carrier for transportation to market from Washington's overtime-
wage requirement.

2. Whether the Court of Appeals improperly deferred to the Department of Labor and Industries' informal
interpretation of RCW 49.46.130(2)(g)(ii) without first determining that the statute was ambiguous.

HOLDINGS

1. RCW 49.46.130(2)(g)(ii) is unambiguous, and its plain language exempts the truckers from
Washington's overtime-wage requirement because they delivered agricultural commodities to storage,
market, or a carrier for transportation to market.

2. It was improper for the Court of Appeals to defer to the Department of Labor and Industries' informal
interpretation or employ other statutory-construction tools before determining that the statute was
ambiguous.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Thus, when a statute is not ambiguous, only a plain language analysis of a statute is appropriate.” (¶ 8)

“Where statutory language is plain and unambiguous, courts will not construe the statute but will glean the
legislative intent from the words of the statute itself, regardless of contrary interpretation by an administrative
agency.” (¶ 17)

“We hold that RCW 49.46.130(2)(g)(ii) is not ambiguous and that the plain language of the statute exempts
the truckers from the overtime wage requirement.” (¶ 21)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Esparza Truck, Inc. contracted to haul potatoes, apples, and asparagus from locations in the Columbia Basin to
food producers that packaged and shipped the commodities. From 1998 through 2001, the respondent truckers
transported those agricultural commodities, worked more than 40 hours per week, and were not paid overtime.
Esparza admitted that it did not grow the commodities.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

The truck drivers sued Esparza for unpaid overtime wages and breach of contract. The trial court granted partial
summary judgment to the truck drivers and awarded double damages. The Court of Appeals affirmed, with one
judge dissenting. The Washington Supreme Court granted review, reversed the grant of partial summary
judgment, and remanded for further proceedings.



DISPOSITION

reversed_and_remanded

REMAND INSTRUCTIONS

Remanded for further proceedings consistent with the holding that the truckers were exempt from the overtime-
wage requirement under RCW 49.46.130(2)(g)(ii).
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