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IIi : ALI.AN M. TRINER, ART DAKESIAN, DARLEEN 
: 
 

R. EOYLE, CDNNIE JEAN ARRCXvSMITH, and 
CARRIE L. B. Tl-K1-1AS, 

 Canplainants, 
 

vs. 

GREl'.DRY CX":.AWA, DUANE OAKS, REN KNOvIES, 
GEO~ MILLS, PHYLLIS DARLING, OORIS 
M:ORE, JOAN PONCA'IO, LEDNARD GODICK, 
MARY !IBCTOR, AMERICAN =EDERATION OF 
TEACHERS 1.0:AL 2170 AFL--CIO, JOHN · 
OOES I '.I'HROlrn X, and BIACK AND WHITE 
O)RPQRATIONS I THRCXJQi X, 

Respondents. 
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Ii ) Case No. Al-045289 
) 
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ORDER DISMISSING APPEAL 
 

 By carplaint filed June 10, 1975, the conplainants seek our 

 deterr.iination that an election of officers of the respondent local is null anc ! I  . 
void. They request that we conduct a ne,.., election and restrain the res.[Xmdentsi, 

 I 

who presently hold positions as officers and directors of the Local, fran I 

dispersing any of the funds or assets of G,e I.Deal pending our disposition of 

the ccrnplaint. 

As we stated in Reno Police Protective Association vs. City of Reno, 
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" l! 
! : ii et al., Case No. 18273, Item #16, order filed August 16, 1974, __ ~_jurisdictio 

:, 
. , . , 
'' of this Boa.rd is limited to those po ... ers expressly granted us by the 
ii 

ii Legislature. There is no provision in Chapter 288 which indicates that we 

'I'. ;, possess the jurisdiction to ~le upon the internal functioning of a :local : 
ii ,, 
p governrrent employee organization or to conduct an election of officers for 
I;•~ 

:;· such employee organization. 
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Neither, r.ay the OJITplainants rely upon the newly prcrnulgated 

amenclr.ents to Chapter 288 contained in Stats. of Nev., 197'.J, ch. 539, to vest 
. 
j. us with the necessary jurisdiction. The events ccr.plained of occurred prior 

1: to the effective date of the legislation and we cannot ::::,resurre that the law 
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S8e Miller v. A..~hurst, 86 Nev. 241, : is retrospective in its application . 
I 

!' 
I 468 P.2d 357 (1970). 
,. I 

'l'he respondents ITOtion to dismiss is well taken. It is 

I. 
j , ORDERED that the COITplaint be, and the _same hereb.Y. is, di:;mi.ssed. 
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, 1975. Dated this lVth day of _J;:;..ul_:;:.,y'----I: 
1: 

JoifGojack, iifjd Vice Chainnan 
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