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DEC I SIO N 

We held a hearing on March ZO, 1979, l.n the above matter; 

the hearing was pr.operl:. l"Cticed and posted pursuant to 

Ncvaua's open w~oting law. At the conclusion of the hearing, 

we advised t.he parties 0£ the general feel i ngs or tne Board 

on the issues presen~cd. This written decision is prepared 

il'l conformity with NRS ::!JJD.125, which rcg:1.!ires that our 

::inal decision contain r'inC:ings of Fact and Conclusions of 

the law sc>paratel!' stated. 

In the Board's opinio.i, the incideJ'lt givinq rise to 

this Second Supplar-u:rntal Prohibited Practices Complaint is 

another in an on-goi.1i.:i s~ries of con.':rontations between the 

two sides over the participation of representatives of the 

~aar1sters Union in the formal negotiations between t.he Com­

pl.:iinants and the ncspo!'ldents. 

This most recent dis:-ute arose as .:i result of the Re­

spond~nts1 re f usal to negotiate with the Com?lainants while 
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they had as their representative for negotiations purposes 

a me:nber of the Teamsters Union. The Complainants had, as 

early as the beginning of January, informed the Respondents 

of thzir desire to negotiate a new contract and had, at least 

verbally, indicated that representatives of the Teamsters 

Union would ~e participating in these negotiations. Yet, it 

was not until the day of the first scheduled negotiations 

meeting that the Respondents advised the Complainants that 

they would not negotiate with the Teamsters representatives 

r rcsent. 

The Complainants specifically alleged in their Complaint 

filed with the Boatd on February 5, 1979, that the Respondents 

engaged in unfair labor practices by: 

(al refusing to bar;ain in good faith with 

properly designated representatives of tne 

Complainant association. 

Cb) interfering or attempt i ng to interfere wi th 

the Compla1nant association•s right to 

select and designate representatives of its 

own choosing for bargaining purposes. 

(c) in ge".leral, trring to coerce the Complainant 

association in thi? selection of its oargaining 

representatives and threate:r\ing to withdraw 

recognition of the Complainant association. 

The Respondents denied t he allegations of bad faith 

bargaining practices and argued that the Complainant Associa­

tion, consisting of uniforrr.ed law anforcement personnel could 

not select as its bargaining representative a non-member of 

the association unle&s he or she were a licensed attorney in 

the state of Navada. 'l'he Respondents cited NRS 28 8. 140 { 3) , 

~~S 288.027, and NRS 2B8.195 in support of its a ~gument. 

?age Two 

.. 
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The CoJ11plainants argJed that previ:::,us decisions of the 

Board in tnis area of ne~otiation representation recognize 

the ri 1Jht of t:12 employee association to select it$ rcfre­

s e ntatiV';:?S for pu.rposes of contract negotiations w1.thout the 

ir.t.2rfere:1c t:. cf t l: e emplo:,•E:r. 

In reaching its decision in favor of the Complainants, 

the Board considered pre,:ious cl.ecisions on this point and 

specifically cites for reference its decision in the matte.r 

of the ~e~uest for Declaratory Ruling ~y the City of Reno 

(It~m 86) dated October 5, 1978. Further, the Board felt 

tnat NRS 288.270 applied in th~s case prohibiting tne the 

Responciunts from interfering in U1e Complainants' choice of 

its representative for bargainin9 purposes. Further, the 

Doard specifically i nterprets NRS 288 .• 195 as not restricting ... 
representation for negotiations purposes to only attorneys 

licensed to practice in ~levada or members of the association. 

Fathl.:?r, that section says that i .f the association cho:;c,sec; to 

be .:cpresente<l by an attorney that counsel must be a member 

~i the bar ir- Nevada. 

Finally, t he Complainants asked the Board to reconsider 

it& de~ision not to award costs a~d fees on the original and 

zirst supplemental complaint in this same matter {See Item 

87 .for decisior.). Th is petition for rehearing was considered 

JnJ. deni~d. liowe,rer, as our era.er in t,1i s matter wi l :i..nd icmte , 

t :1c I30.1rcL feels assessn~nt of costs a'.'ld fees on the Second 

Supplemental Complai~t is appropriate. 

r'DID:~JGS OF '.r.l\CT: 

{l) That the Carson City Sheriff's Employees 

.l\.ssociati on is a local government employees 

organization. 

{ 2) Tha t the County o~ Carson City is d local 
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govc rnmen t er,? loy.ar. 

(3) That on January 25, 1979, t :,e County of 

Carson City refused to negotiate with the 

~ppointecl representative of the association 

at the opening negotiations session on a new 

contract for tne 197:)-80 fiscal year. 

{4) That the refusal of t he County of Carson City 

to n~go~i~te ~it~ Lue a~pointed representaive 

of the association ~as a failure on tha part 

of the Count~ o: Carson to ~argain 1n good 

faith. 

COKC~USIQN OF LI W 

1. That the Local Governme~c Em~loyee- Management 

Relations .Board possesses original jurisdiction over the 

parties and subject matter of t his complaint . 

2. That the Carso?", City Sheriif' s Employees Associa-

tion, is a lo.cal qovernment employee organization wi thin t..he 

term, as defined in NRS 288. 040. 

3. Tl,at the County of Carson City, through the 

She.riff• s D~partmcnt of Carson Cit:, , is a local government 

~mployer within the tarm as defined 1n ARS 238.060. 

4. That the ~efusal of the County oz Carson City to 

il:!~otiate with the association through tr,.cir appointed re­

i;>r1:::s:mtat1ve, a membe r of the Teamste rs Llnion, w.:1s .:an act 

of bad f~ith on the ~rt of the County in violatioP of 

NRS Cha.ptar 208. 150 (1}. 

We, t !iore fore; Jirect t:1e R~sponden ts to: 

( l) l mmediat.el1· cease a .:id desist and, in the 

f uture, refrain from interfering, re­

strai ning or coercing employees of the 

Carson City Sherif:'s Departm~nt i n t he 

.. 
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exercise of tl,ei~ ::ights under :-tns Chapter 

288. 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

.. 
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To ne~otiate in good faitc with the cars~n 

~ity Sheri~:•s ~ssociatior. ~hrough their 

appointed ropresenta t:.:. ·.;e, a me:nber of t.he 

Teamsters :.-nio:<\. 

To pa:, to t ~e ~ssociation t he sum o-- $942. 50 

which rs:,:,resents the costs incurred and :fees 

paitl by the association in t he pursuance of 

this Second Supplemental Prohibit.ad Practices 

Complaint.. 

To pay t~e cost of transcription of the nearing 

held on this complaint on March 20, 1979. 

T c. advise the commissioner to the I,,ocal 

Govarnmerit I.:mployee-Man.;,ge1nent Relations 

Board in writing of their compliancQ with 

the order to pay cost and fees and trans­

cription costs. 

( 6) Fu rt.her, the Complainants pe.ti tion for re­

hearing on the Board's decision in the 

pravio~s complaint and First Supplemental 

Prohibitive P~acticcs Complain~ as it relates 

to a~a:d of costs and :ees,is &enied. 

(7) That . this Crder be post~~ fer a period of 

60 da!'S comr::encir.9 =•\'a~ 22, D79, in a 

;,coinincnt location \;i thin tne Carson Cit :. 

s:-ieri!f' s OL':icc so all enr::;loyees may ~&·✓e 

the opportunit} to r~ad it ana be apprised of 

its conte r t. 
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Dated this May 22, 1979. 

Chairman 

.... 

Carole Vilardo, Board Member 




