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ENCINO MOTORCARS, LLC VS. NAVARRO
Citation, 579 U.S. 2016 (No. 15-215-6/20/2016)
Summary 
The case involves workers from Encino who claim that they have been working for overtime and they have not been paid for the overtime.  The Fair Labor Standards Act requires that workers who qualify for non-exempt category to be paid for any extra time they spend working for the company.  The workers sued Encino claiming that they qualified to be categorized as non-exempt and thus they were entitled for overtime pay. They based their claim on the FLSA as well as the US Department of Labor (DOL) rule change in 2011.
The employees filed the case in the Central District of California federal court against their employer. The court dismissed the case basing on the fact that the statutory exemption was only applicable to service advisers. However, the employees went ahead and filed an appeal to the Ninth Circuit after which it held that the employees were eligible for the overtime. Also, Encino went ahead and filed an appeal to the Supreme Court.
The Primary Issue: Should the interpretation made by the US DOL concerning labor matters be entitled to great difference after it offers a little explanation concerning the alterations made, and based on that should the service advisors be taken to be eligible for overtime pay?
Summary of the Rule: it is known that rules that are reached by administrative bodies within the areas that they oversee, then they are entitled to be granted great deference and consideration. It is referred to as the Chevron doctrine.  In the above case, it was found out that the US DOL had not provided a comprehensive reasoning as to why it reached such a settlement. 
Decision: 6-2 opinion by Justice Kennedy, with a dissent by Justices Thomas and Alito.
Summary of Decision:  The Supreme Court reached for the decision that, when an administrative body such as the US DOL makes any changes to a long-held rule, then it must provide a convincing explanation concerning the decision it arrived at in order to be granted the Chevron Deference. The Supreme Court did not grant the DOL the Chevron Deference since it did not provide a reasoned explanation for their decision and thus the case was send back to the Ninth Circuit to decide how it would rule. 
In my opinion, the workers were qualifying as exempt because they were service advisers who were involved in selling automobiles. Thus, they were not eligible for overtime.
