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ITEM # 75
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LOCAL GOVEANMENT NP LY e MANAGENDY

LAS VEGAS POLICE PROTICT-VE
ASS0CIATION METRO, INC,., as
Collective Bargaining Agent

for the Commissioned ?olice
Personnel of the LAS VEGAS
METROPOLITAN POLICE DEPARTMENT,
THELMA J. BRAY, CAROL A. MARSHALL,
SHERRY L. RICHARDSON and MARY

A. PIPKINS,

Case No. Al-045309

Complainantsn,
vs.

LAS VEGAS METROPOLITAN POLICE
DEPARTME:T,

}
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
]
)
3
)
)
)
)
Respondent., )
)

DECISIOHN

Pursuant to Nevada's Open Meeting Law, we deliberated on
this case at opasn meetings held Januvary 12, 1973, and February 23,
1978. This written decision is prepared in conformity with
NRS 233B.125. 3 section of the Administrative Procedures Act
which recuires that our final decision shall iﬁclude findings of

fact and conclusions of law separately stated.

Subsequent to the mercer of the City of Las Vagas Police
Department and the Clark County Sheriff's Departament, the newly
formed Las Vegas :ietropolitan Police Department established two
bargaining units for its employees pursuant to NRS5 288.170. The
Las<v;gas Pélice Protective Association Metro, -lnc., a complainant
in this case, represents certain commissioned police personnel.
The Lag Vegas Police Protective Civilian Employees Association
reprasents cprtain civilian employees of the Department.

The individual complainants, who are Communications
Specialists III with the Department, allege that they are

improperl; being denied the bhenefits of other commissioned police

personnel because they are women. NRS 288.270(1) (£) makes it a
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prohibited practice for a Jocal govearnment empiover or j-s
designaced representavive Wiil{nily o diseririnzte usoiass of
sex. '

The testimony and evidence received in cnis matter disclose
that each of the individual complajinants was formerly'employed '
by the Clark County Sheriff's Department as a dispatcher.
Subseguent to their entering into the employ of the Clark County
Sheriff's Department, each was sent to the Police Academy and aach
Succeasfully completed the course of study at that academy. LUpon
completion of the academy, each received a commissiorn and a
sheriff’s identification card. During the course of their
employment with the Sneriff's Department, prior to merger, they
wWere called upon on various accasions tO appear in uniform and
armed to perform certain duties in addition to their dispatching
functions. These duties included working at various sporting
events, extraditions and transportation of femala Prisoners.

Subseguent to the meraer of the two law enforcement agencies,
e@ach of the ind:ividyal complainants was issued a néw identification
card which contained the following statement on the back:

This 18 to certify that the Person described

hereon 13 a duly appointed and regularly

compensated police cfficer, empowered to

conduct investigations and make arreszts under

provisions of statutes of the State of Nevada

and orxdinances of the County of Clark.

On July 1, 1977. the respondent, Las Vegas Metropolitan
Police Department, revoked the commissions of the individual
complainants-and directed that their identification cards be
returned to the Department.

The record indicates that the individual complainants have
been receiving the benefits negotihced by the Civilian Employees

Association, while, at the same time, being treated as police

cfficers for the purposes of early retircment bgnefits under the
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provisions of Nevada law. The early retirement status of thosae
individuals is currently in litigat.on and is nes g sub =t guar
which wé have jurisdiction.

We have chosen, in our disposition of this case, not to
address any questions reclative to a bargaining unit determination
under NRS 286.170. The heart of this matter is a claim of
discrimination angd it is upon that issue that we have made our
determinat ion.

Discrimination can and does tﬁke a variety of subtle forms.
However, there is n;thing subtle in denying equal benefits and
equal treatment to individuals because they are women. Jiaving
completed the same police academy as other Police officers and
holding the same commission and identification cards, these
individuals are now being denied the benefits and rights aenjoyed
by cther commissioned personn.el.

We find no rational tasis for this differentiation in
treatment and therefore cenclude that the individual complainants
are being treated differcntly because they are wonen. . This is an
invalid basis for differentiation and in violation of NRS 288.
270815 ¢£) .

There is obwviously no buy to recompense persons who have
been the subject-of discrimination. However, we can direct that
clrtaiﬁ administratively feasible actions be taken in an attempt
to equalize the circﬁmstances of the individual complainants and
other_{pdividuall whe have not been denied benefits because of
their_sex..

We therefore order that the Las Vegas Metropolitan Palice
Department: ’

{1) return to each of the individual complainants
their police identification cards; and

{2) reinstate the comnission of each of the
individual complainants.



FILDINGS OF FAaCT

1. “That the Las Veras Police Protective Associazion
Metro. Iinc. is a local governmant enployee organization.

2. The the individual complainants, Thelma J. Bray, Carol
A. Marshall, Sherry L. Richardson andWMary A. Pipkins, are local
govarnmant employses,

3. That the individual complainants, Thelma J. Bray, Carol .
A, Marshall, Sherry L. Richardson and Mary A. Pipkins, are
employed by the Las Vegas Metropolitan Police Department as
Communications Specialists III.

4. That the Las Vecas Matropolitan Police Department is a
local government amployer,

5. That the individual complainants, Thelma J. Bray, Carol
A. Marshall, Sherry L. Ricsardson and Mary A. Pipkins, were ;
enployed by the Clark County Sheriff's Department prior to the :
merger of the Clark County Sheriff's Department and the City of
Las Vegas Police Departmentc.

6. That while emploved_by the Clark County Sheriff's
Department., Thelma J. Bray, Carol A. Marshall, Sherry L.
Richazdson and Mary A. Pip:ins attended and successfully completed
the course of study at the police academy in Clark County.

7. That upon successful completion of the pelice academy,
Thelma J. Bray, Carol A. larshall, .Sherry L. Richardson and Mary
A. Pipkins each received a commission from the Clark County
Sheriff*s Department.

8. That each of the individual complainants, Thelma J. Bray,
Carol A. llarshall,. Sherry L. Richardson and #ary A. Pipkins,
received a Sheriff's cards from the Clark County Sheriff's

Departmernt.



9. That each of the individual complainants, Thelma-J-
(’“L : Bray, Carol A. Marshall, Sherry L. Richardson and Mary A. Pipkins;
was a dispatcher with the Clark County Sheriff'sg Department.

10. That on July 1, 1973, as the re:ulﬁ of Lagislative
action, the Clark County Sheriff's Department and the City of Las
Vegas Police Dapartment were merged to form the respondent, Lag
Vegas Metropolitan Police Departmant.

11. That subssguent to the merger of tha Clark County
Bheriff's noplftnlnt and the City of Las Vegas Police Department,
the individual complainants, fhalna J. Bray, Carol A. Marshall,
Sherry L. Richardson and Mary A. Pipkins, were given the job titla ..
of communications specialist. .

12. That at the present time, all of the individual -
complainants, Thelma J. Bray, Carol -A. Marshall, Sherry L.
Richardson and Mary A. Pipkins, hold the job title CQmmunicatlons:
Bpecialist .III. ;

13. That subsesquent- to the mergar of the -Clark .County '
Bheriff's Department and the City of Las Vegas.Police Dapartment,
each of the individual complainants, Thelma J. Bray, Carol .A.
Marshall, Sherry L. Richardson and Mary A. Pipkins, waz.issuad __

& police card which contained tha following language on the backx;
This is to certify that the person described hereon
is a duly appointed and regularly compensated police..
officer, empowered to conduct invastigations.and make

arrests under provisions of statutes of thes State of : -
Nevada and ordinances of the County of Clark....

|
~14.  That.on or about July 1, 1977, the commissions of the -
1né1;1;ull complainants, Thelma J. Bray, Carcl A. Marshall, Sherry. .-
L. Richardson and Mary A. Pipkins, were -ravoked.
13. That on or about July 1, 1977, the individual.. .
complainants, Thelma J. Bray, Carol A. Marshall, Sharry L.
Richardson and Mary A. Pipkins, ware asked to return thair police

cards to the Department, f
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16. That the individuyal complainants, Thelma J. Bray,
Carol A. iarchaly, Sherry L. Richkardson znd Mary X, Pipking, nave
been dernied Eenefits WhiTh have accrued Lo other comm;ssioned
police personnel,

17. That the individual complainants, Thelma J. Bray, Carol
A. Marshall, Sherry L. Richardson and Mary A. Pipkins, have beean

denied these benefits because they are women,

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW

1. That pursuant to the provisions of Nevada Revised
Statutes Chapter 288, the Local Government Emplayee-nanagement
Relations Board possesses original jurisdiction over the partxas
and subject matter of this complaint.

2. That the Las Veyas Police Protective Association Hetro,
Ipc. is a local government- employee organization within the term
as defined in NRS 288.0240.

3. That the individual complainants, Thelma J. Bray, Carol
A. Marshall, Sherry L. Richardson angd Mary A. Pipkins, are local
government employees within the term as defined.in NRS 288.050.

4. That the lLas Vegas Metropolitan Police Department is
a local government employer within the-term ag defined in NRS
288.060.

5. That the action of the Las Vegas Metropolitan Police
Department is revoking the commissions of the individual

complainants, Thelma J. Bray, Carol A. Marshall, Sherry L.

Richardson and Mary A. Pipkins, was discriminatory and in violation-..

of NRS -286.270(1) (f).
6. That the action of the Las Veyas Metropolitan Police

Department in requesting the return of the police identification
caxd- af the individuyal complainants, Thelma J. Bray, Carol A
Marshall, Sherry L. Richardson and Mary A. Pipkins, wag

diseriminatory and in violation of NRS 233.270(1)(£).
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7. That the action of the Las Vegas Metropolitan Police
Department in failing te traa- che individual TOMZlalnants, Theloa
J. Bray, Carol A. Marshail, Sharry L. Richardson and Mary a.
Pipkins, as it treated other commissioned police personnel ig

discriminatory and in violation of NRS 288.270(1Y ().

The Las Vegas Metropolitan Police Department is directed to
proceed in accordance with this decision in an attempt to rectify

its discriminatory actions against the individual complainants.

Dated this gth - day of March , 1578,

PN el A

John T. Gojack, Board Vice Chairman






