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Pursuant to its deliberations on November 12, 1997, noticed in accordance with Nevada’s

(15 | OpenMeting Law, the Board has determined that the Association has processed & grievance which
16 § issubstanﬁallythasameastheinstant(?omp!aim,inte:msofthemseofacﬁonandthereﬁefswgh.
17  albeit alleging contractual violations rather than unfair lsbor practices.
18 | The Board has adopted a “limited deferral doctrine” with regard to disputes arising under
19 § labor agreements. ‘'LAEF, #731 vs, City of Reno, EMRB Item No. 257, Case No. A1-045466
20 § (February 15, 1991). Under said limited deferral doctrine in order for the Board to consider a
21 § complaint involving an alleged contractual violation, the Complaint must establish, at least prima
22 | facie, that the alleged contractual violation constituted a prohibited practice under NRS 288. While
23 § theAssociationhaspresentedapﬁmafaciccaseasrequired,itistheﬂoard’spolicytoencoumge
24 | parties, whenever possible, to exhanst their remedies under the contractual dispute resolution systems
25 wmﬁnedhthe&mnecﬁvebargaiﬁngagmemmbgfomseeﬁngrdiefﬁomthem. Thus, where

( 77 | mdseitsdimaionmhwacomplaimwesnhereisadmsiwwingofspecialcircumstamesor
28| extreme prejudice. No such showing exists in the instant complaint,




1 menm:dwmnmuheju:isdicﬁanmmwmchisdmyamugim Without
2 § ruling on the merits of the issues,




