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FEBRUARY 10, 2022, AGENDA MATERIALS 

(Only Items that have corresponding materials will have a link) 
 
The following 10 items are for consideration by the full Board: 
 
1. Call to Order & Roll Call 

 
2. Public Comment        

The Board welcomes public comment. Public comment must be limited to matters 
relevant to or within the authority of the Government Employee-Management 
Relations Board. No subject may be acted upon unless that subject is on the agenda 
and is scheduled for possible action. If you wish to be heard, please introduce 
yourself at the appropriate time and the Presiding Officer will recognize you. The 
amount of discussion on any single subject, as well as the amount of time any single 
speaker is allowed, may be limited. The Board will not restrict public comment based 
upon viewpoint. However, the Board may refuse to consider public comment prior to 
the commencement and/or conclusion of a contested case or a quasi-judicial 
proceeding that may affect the due process rights of an individual. See NRS 
233B.126. 
 

3. Approval of the Minutes       
For possible action on the minutes of the meeting held January 13, 2022. 
 

4. Report of the Deputy Attorney General    
A report by the Nevada Attorney General’s Office as to the status of cases on judicial 
review or at the Nevada Supreme Court, and other matters related thereto. 
 

5. Role of Attorney General’s Office on Cases in Courts  
Michelle Briggs of the Office of the Attorney General will address the Board and staff 
on options as to the role of that office for cases on a Petition for Judicial Review at 
the District Court level and of appeals at the Nevada Supreme Court or Court of 
Appeals. Possible deliberation and decision on the matter thereafter. 

 
Panel D 

 
The following 1 item is for consideration by Panel D: 
 
6. Case 2021-003         

International Association of Fire Fighters, Local 1265 v. City of Sparks  
Pursuant to NAC 288.271(2)(c), the Commissioner had randomly selected Vice-
Chair Masters to substitute for Board Member Cottino. Deliberation and decision on 
the Stipulation and Order of Dismissal With Prejudice. 
 
 



 
The Board Sitting En Banc 

 
The following 10 items are for consideration by the full Board: 
 
7. Case 2020-022         

International Union of Operating Engineers, Local 501, AFL-CIO v. Esmeralda 
County and Esmeralda County Board of Commissioners   
Deliberation and decision on the certification of the election, including any objections 
filed pursuant to the election order and election plan; and other matters related 
thereto. Upon issuance of any order related to the election, the matter would then be 
remanded to Hearing Panel A for further deliberation on the case at a future meeting. 
 

8. Case 2021-017        
Service Employees International Union, Local 1107 v. Clark County 
Deliberation and decision on the status and progress of the case, including, but not 
limited to, dismissal of the case, the granting of a hearing for the case, whether to 
stay the case pursuant to the limited deferral doctrine, and/or whether to order a 
settlement conference for the case. If a hearing is granted, then the case shall also 
be randomly assigned to a hearing panel. 
 

9. Case 2021-016        
International Union of Operating Engineers, Local 501 v. University Medical 
Center of Southern Nevada 
Deliberation and decision on Respondent University Medical Center of Southern 
Nevada’s Motion to Dismiss Complaint for Unfair Labor Practices. 
 

10. Case 2021-018        
Service Employees International Union, Local 1107 v. Clark County 
Deliberation and decision on the Motion to Dismiss. 
 

11. Case 2021-019        
Service Employees International Union, Local 1107 v. Clark County 
Deliberation and decision on the Motion to Dismiss Complaint and for Decision on 
Counterclaim. Also, deliberation and decision on Motion to Dismiss Clark County’s 
Counterclaim. 
 

12. Case 2021-021        
Reno Administrative/Professional Group – Professional Unit v. City of Reno 
Deliberation and decision on Motion to Dismiss Prohibited Practices Complaint or, in 
the Alternative, Motion for Deferral of Proceedings. 
 

13. Show Cause Hearings for Entities Not Filing Reports  
Deliberation and decision on granting to staff the authority to schedule a show cause 
hearing before the Board for the Town of Amargosa, which has yet to file its annual 
report, to authorize the sending of a Notice to Show Cause, and other matters related 
thereto. 
 



 
14. EMRB Strategic Plan       

Approval, as is or with changes, of the draft EMRB Strategic Plan for the upcoming 
biennium beginning on July 1, 2023. 
 

15.      Additional Period of Public Comment     
Please refer to agenda item 2 for any rules pertaining to public comment. 
 

16.      Adjournment        
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THE URBAN LAW FIRM 
MICHAEL A. URBAN, Nevada State Bar No. 3875 
PAUL D. COTSONIS, Nevada State Bar No. 8786 
4270 S. Decatur Blvd., Suite A-9 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89103 
Telephone: (702) 968-8087
Facsimile: (702) 968-8088 
Electronic Mail: murban@theurbanlawfirm.com
pcotsonis@theurbanlawfirm.com
Counsel for SEIU Local 1107 


STATE OF NEVADA 


GOVERNMENT EMPLOYEE-MANAGEMENT 


RELATIONS BOARD 


SERVICE EMPLOYEES 
INTERNATIONAL UNION, LOCAL 1107, 


   Complainant, 


vs.


CLARK COUNTY,   


              Respondent. 


EMRB CASE NO: 2021- 018 


COMPLAINANT’S OPPOSITION TO 
CLARK COUNTY’S MOTION TO 
DISMISS 


or, alternatively, 


MOTION FOR LEAVE TO FILE 
AMENDED COMPLAINT 


COMES NOW Complainant, Service Employees International Union, Local 1107 


(hereinafter “SEIU Local 1107”), by and through its counsel of record, Michael A. Urban and Paul 


D. Cotsonis of The Urban Law Firm, pursuant to NAC 288.240, hereby submits the following 


Opposition to Respondent’s Motion to Dismiss or, alternatively, Moves for Leave to file an 


Amended Complaint (hereinafter “Opposition”). 


This Opposition is based on the attached Points and Authorities. 


Dated this 28th day of December 2021. 


     THE URBAN LAW FIRM 


      By: /s/ Michael A. Urban 
             MICHAEL A. URBAN, NVSB #3875 
             PAUL D. COTSONIS, NVSB #8786 
             Attorneys for Complainant Service   
             Employees International Union, Local 1107 
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MEMORANDUM OF 


POINTS AND AUTHORITIES 


I.


INTRODUCTION


The Complaint before the Board concerns Clark County’s (hereinafter “the County”) failure 


to properly investigate allegations of discrimination that have been presented to it.  It is SEIU Local 


1107’s position that the County’s failure to properly investigate claims of discrimination presented 


to the Clark County Office of Diversity (“County OOD”) is a perpetuation of the underlying 


discrimination in violation of NRS 288.270 and violative of the employees’ due process rights. In 


addition to filing its Answer, the County has filed a Motion to Dismiss (hereinafter “Motion”) 


asserting the Complaint fails to allege facts sufficient to show a violation of NRS 288. 


II.


ARGUMENT 


1. Standard for dismissal 


In order "To survive dismissal, a complaint must contain some 'set of facts, which, if true, 


would entitle [Complainant] to relief." In re AMERCO Derivative Litigation, 127 Nev. 196, 211, 


252 P.3d 681, 692 (2011) (quoting Buzz Stew, LLC v. City of N. Las Vegas, 124 Nev. 224, 228, 


181 P.3d 670, 672 (2008)). In reviewing motions to dismiss the Board must accept Complainant’s 


factual allegations as true and draw every reasonable inference in complainant’s favor. Sanchez v. 


Wal-Mart Stores, Inc., 125 Nev. 818, 823 (2009).


As outlined below, contrary to the County’s assertion in its Motion, SEIU Local 1107’s 


Complaint contains sufficient factual allegations that it need not “guess what the Complaint is 


actually about.” See Motion at p. 2: 2. 


/ / /
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2. The Complaint contains sufficient factual allegations showing a violation of NRS 288. 


Here, the Complaint is sufficiently clear in that it alleges that the County is contractually 


obligated to investigate discrimination matters. See Complaint at ¶ 121. In its Answer, the County 


has admitted as much. See Answer at ¶ 12. This is a clear term and condition of employment that 


has been negotiated and memorialized in the parties’ Collective Bargaining Agreement which 


provides employees due process rights of presenting claims of discrimination to the County for it to 


investigate through the County OOD. See Complaint at ¶ 15. Additionally, the Complaint goes on 


to allege that during recent negotiations that the County admitted that it “does not have the ability 


to review all statements and evidence presented to the County OOD,” see Complaint at ¶ 16. In 


short, the allegation is that per the County’s own admission, it is not properly and fully investigating 


allegations presented to it.  


Although the County denies the allegation that it has admitted its failure to fully investigate 


allegations presented to the County OOD, see Answer at ¶ 16, the allegation is clear in asserting 


that the County is not investigating, or at least not fully investigating, discrimination allegations 


presented to it, as it admis it is obligated to do. See Answer at ¶ 12. If true, the County’s failure to 


investigate discrimination allegations presented to it is tantamount to perpetuating the 


discrimination employees are complaining of, hence, the First Cause of Action of Discrimination.


See Complaint at ¶ 20. Additionally, because the County has already admitted to its obligation to 


investigate allegations presented to it, see Answer at ¶ 12, and the Complaint alleges the County 


admitted to not fully investigating such allegations, see Complaint at ¶  16, if true, the County is 


violating employees’ Due Process rights by not fully investigating those allegations, hence, the 


Second Cause of Action. Id. at ¶’s 22 – 23. 


1 The Complaint specifically refers to the County Office of Diversity’s (“County OOD”) obligation to “investigate” 
matters which may also include matters subject to the Nevada Equal Rights Commission (“NERC”) and the Equal 
Employment Opportunity Commission (“EEOC”), id., in which both NERC and EEOC are agencies which investigate 
charges of discrimination based in part, on race, color, religion, sex, or national origin which NRS 288.270(1)(f)
makes such discriminatory conduct a prohibited practice.  
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 Therefore, contrary to the County’s argument that “the complaint contains zero factual 


allegations of discrimination[,]” see Motion at p. 3: 5 – 6, the Complaint does contain the factual 


allegation of discrimination: that, by the County’s own admission during recent negotiations, it is 


not fully investigating claims presented to the County OOD. See Complaint at ¶ 16.  It is more than 


a reasonable inference that if the County is not fully investigating discrimination allegations 


presented to the County OOD, that it is perpetuating the original discriminatory conduct and that 


employees are being denied due process by this failure.


The specific details of the discrimination claims are not particularly relevant and SEIU Local 


1107’s hesitancy to publish confidential information in a public document regarding the employees 


affected by the County’s failure to fully investigate their complaints and the details therein are not 


necessary for the relief sought in this case.  Therefore, SEIU Local 1107 respectfully requests the 


County’s Motion be denied. 


3. Should the Board agree with the County, it is requested that SEIU Local 1107 be 


granted leave to file an amended complaint. 


As alluded to above, SEIU Local 1107 has sought to avoid disclosing confidential information in a 


public document by including specifics as to individual complaints of discrimination in the 


Complaint and it believes the County’s admission that it is not fully investigating claims of 


discrimination presented to the County OOD is sufficient for the relief sought herein.  However, 


should the Board disagree, SEIU Local 1107 respectfully requests leave to amend the Complaint to 


include those specifics. 


III. 


CONCLUSION 


For the foregoing reasons, SEIU Local 1107 respectfully requests the Board to Deny the 


County’s Motion to Dismiss.  Alternatively, should the Board agree with the County and require
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more specific allegations, SEIU Local 1107 respectfully request the Board grant SEIU Local 1107 


Leave to file an amended complaint. 


Dated: December 28, 2021   THE URBAN LAW FIRM


             /s/ Michael A. Urban       
                                            MICHAEL A. URBAN, Nevada Bar No. 3875 
      PAUL D. COTSONIS, Nevada Bar No. 8786 
      4270 S. Decatur Blvd., Suite A-9 
   Las Vegas, Nevada 89103 
      Telephone: (702) 968-8087 


Facsimile: (702) 968-8088 
Electronic Mail: murban@theurbanlawfirm.com
pcotsonis@theurbanlawfirm.com
Counsel for SEIU Local 1107
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE


 I hereby certify that on the 28th day of December 2021, I filed an original of the forgoing 


COMPLAINANT’S OPPOSITION TO CLARK COUNTY’S MOTION TO DISMISS or, 


alternatively, MOTION FOR LEAVE TO FILE AMENDED COMPLAINT via e-mail as 


follows:


Employee Management Relations Board 
 3300 W. Sahara Avenue, Suite 260  


Las Vegas, Nevada 89104 
emrb@business.nv.gov


 I also mailed one copy via certified mail, prepaid postage, with a return receipt requested of 
the foregoing pleading to the following: 


 Mr. Curtis Germany 
 Director of Human Resources 
 Clark County  
 500 S. Grand Central Parkway, 3rd Floor 
 Las Vegas, Nevada 89155 


/s/ April Denni      
     An employee of THE URBAN LAW FIRM 

























		2. Motion to Dismiss.pdf

		4. Complainant's Opposition to Motion to Dismiss or Motion for Leave.pdf

		5. Reply in Support of Motion to Dismiss Complaint.pdf
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Rosequist v. Int'l Ass'n of Firefighters, Local 1908
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Compare
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First Nat. Bank v. Meyers
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e.g. Juvenile Justice Supervisors Assoc. v. Clark County


Util. Workers Loc. 111
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 /s/ Scott Davis     


Clark County 


/s/ Aisha A. Rincon      
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THE URBAN LAW FIRM 
MICHAEL A. URBAN, Nevada State Bar No. 3875 
PAUL D. COTSONIS, Nevada State Bar No. 8786 
4270 S. Decatur Blvd., Suite A-9 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89103 
Telephone: (702) 968-8087
Facsimile: (702) 968-8088 
Electronic Mail: murban@theurbanlawfirm.com
pcotsonis@theurbanlawfirm.com
Counsel for SEIU Local 1107 


STATE OF NEVADA 


GOVERNMENT EMPLOYEE-MANAGEMENT 


RELATIONS BOARD 


SERVICE EMPLOYEES 
INTERNATIONAL UNION, LOCAL 1107, 


   Complainant, 


vs.


CLARK COUNTY,   


              Respondent. 


EMRB CASE NO: 2021 - 019 


COMPLAINANT’S OPPOSITION TO 
CLARK COUNTY’S MOTION TO 
DISMISS AND DECISION ON 
COUNTERCLAIM AND MOTION TO 
DISMISS CLARK COUNTY’S 
COUNTERCLAIM 


COMES NOW Complainant, Service Employees International Union, Local 1107 


(hereinafter “SEIU Local 1107”), by and through its counsel of record, Michael A. Urban and Paul 


D. Cotsonis of The Urban Law Firm, pursuant to NAC 288.240, hereby submits the following 


Opposition to Respondent’s Motion to Dismiss and Decision on Counterclaim and Motion to 


Dismiss Clark County’s Counterclaim. 


This Opposition is based on the attached Points and Authorities. 


Dated this 29th day of December 2021. 


     THE URBAN LAW FIRM 


      By: /s/ Michael A. Urban 
             MICHAEL A. URBAN, NVSB #3875 
             PAUL D. COTSONIS, NVSB #8786 
             Attorneys for Complainant Service   
             Employees International Union, Local 1107 
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MEMORANDUM OF 


POINTS AND AUTHORITIES 


I.


INTRODUCTION


The Complaint before the Board concerns Clark County’s (hereinafter “the County”) 


determination to present to the County Board certain revisions to the Merit Personnel System 


Ordinance and eighteen (18) Directives for approval by the County Board (“Ordinance and 


Directives”) while refusing to bargain with Local 1107 over the effects of those changes to the terms 


and working conditions and mandatory subjects of bargaining that affect County employees 


represented by SEIU Local 1107. In addition to filing its Answer and Counterclaim, the County has 


filed a Motion to Dismiss and Decision on its Counterclaim (hereinafter “Motion”).  The basis of 


the Motion incorrectly asserts that adoption of Ordinance and Directives is beyond the Board’s 


authority and that SEIU Local 1107’s request to bargain over the effects of those changes on the 


employees represented by SEIU Local 1107 was tantamount to it seeking to negotiate for employees 


not in its bargaining unit. 


II.


ARGUMENT 


1. The Complaint alleges a justiciable controversy arising under the provisions of NRS 


288.


The County’s Motion is based on the erroneous assertion that the Complaint does not allege 


justiciable controversy under NRS 288 and that it therefore does not fall under this Boards authority.  


However, the Complaint specifically avers the revised Ordinance and Directives “can be used or 


result in discipline of County employees represented by SEIU Local 1107.” See Complaint at ¶ 16.


NRS 288.150 enumerates the subjects of mandatory bargaining and specifically includes that 


discharge and disciplinary procedures is among those subjects.  NRS 288.150(2)(i). 


Furthermore, this Board has previously held that changes to the content of employees’ work 


are subjects of mandatory bargaining if those changes have a significant impact on subjects of 
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mandatory bargaining enumerated in NRS 288.150(2). See NYE County Support Staff Organization 


v. Nye County School District, EMRB Case No. A1-045754 (Dec. 9, 2003). In Nye County Support 


Staff Organization, the Nye County School District reconfigured the bus routes for the 2002 – 2003 


school year attempting to alleviate its budgetary problems. Id. at 8.  The reconfiguration of bus 


routes ostensibly falls under the content of the bus drivers’ workday which is specifically excluded 


from the subjects of mandatory bargaining pursuant to NRS 288.150(3)(c). However, this 


reconfiguration of the routes resulted in the reduction in the hours of work for the bus drivers causing 


many of the bus drivers to lose insurance.  Id. at 10.  The Board concluded that the result of the 


route restructuring significantly impacted the drivers’ insurance benefits and total hours required of 


the employees per day requiring mandatory bargaining per NRS 288.150(2).


Here, the revised Ordinance and Directives not only directly involve subjects of mandatory 


bargaining such as discipline, but also have a significant impact on other subjects of mandatory 


bargaining. Hence, Local 1107 request to bargain over those impacts. Contrary to the County’s 


assertions, Local 1107 is not seeking this Board to exceed its scope of authority but, instead, it is 


seeking the Board to exercise its authority pursuant to NRS 288.110(2).


2. The County cannot hide behind NRS Chapter 245 to avoid its obligation to bargain 


those mandatory subjects of bargaining enumerated in NRS 288. 


The County’s painstaking comparisons between the Ordinance Process and Collective 


Bargaining Process, see Motion p. 5: 1 – 8: 23, is as educational as it is without merit in the case at 


hand.  SEIU Local 1107 does not dispute the difference between ordinance-adoption process and 


collective bargaining.  Nor does SEIU Local 1107 dispute the County’s description of the way 


ordinances are adopted. However, the County’s analysis goes astray when it concludes that it has 


no duty to bargain over changes to the merit personnel that involve subjects of mandatory bargaining  


or those that even if not a subject of mandatory bargaining significantly impacts those subjects. See


NYE County Support Staff Organization v. Nye County School District, EMRB Case No. A1-045754 


(Dec. 9, 2003). 
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 The County’s assertion that SEIU’s Local 1107’s “claim cannot be reconciled with the 


principle of exclusive representation[,]” see Motion at p. 6: 24 – 24, is without merit.  Local 1107 


is not seeking to bargain over the terms and working conditions for anyone outside of the bargaining 


units for whom it is the recognized exclusive bargaining representative. Ironically, the County 


mentions NRS 245.215(3)1 and draws the completely wrong conclusion that it creates a “wall of 


separation between a merit personnel system and collective bargaining requirements.” Motion p. 8: 


11 – 132.


 NRS 243.213 provides: 


In each county having a population of 100,000 or more the board of county 
commissioners shall by ordinance establish a merit personnel system for all 
employees of the county except those exempted under the provisions of NRS 
245.213 to 245.216, inclusive.


NRS 243.213(1) (Emphasis added).  NRS 245.215 is one of those exceptions as it provides: 


In the event of a conflict between the policies and procedures adopted pursuant to 
this section and the provisions of a collective bargaining agreement entered into 
pursuant to chapter 288 of NRS, the provisions of the agreement prevail. 


NRS 245.213(3).  The clear meaning of NRS 243.213(1) and 245.215(3) is that the County’s 


assertion that the merit personnel system “must apply to all County employees[,]” see Motion at p.


7: 7 – 8, is both factually and legally wrong.


If a provision of the merit personnel system conflicts with a collective bargaining agreement, 


that provision simply does not apply to those employees covered by that collective bargaining 


agreement as collective bargaining agreements take precedence. NRS 245.215(3). The obvious  


implication here is that Legislature did not mean for the merit personnel system to apply to all 


employees of the County and any provision or directive thereto is not a one-size fits all as the County 


asserts.


1 The County�s Motion cites NRS 245.213(3) at p. 8: 1 � 5, but the language they are citing is actually NRS 245.215(3).
2 The County�s Motion mentions NRS 288.213(3) at p. 8: 11, but seeing as how there is no NRS 288.213(3) under the
context of its brief it is presumed the County meant NRS 245.215(3).
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The Legislature clearly knew what it was doing when it made the merit personnel systems 


subordinate to collective bargaining agreements and the implication that not all County employees 


would be treated the same pursuant to NRS 245.215(3) because, for comparison, the Legislature did 


the exact opposite in relation to certain sections of NRS 288.  Specifically, the Legislature provided 


that when a sponsor of a charter school reconstitutes the governing body pursuant to NRS 388A.330 


the new governing body may terminate any teachers or employees and any contrary provision of a 


collective bargaining agreement is unenforceable and void. NRS 288.150(7); see also NRS 


288.150(9) (Any provision of an agreement negotiated pursuant to this chapter which differs from 


or conflicts in any way with the provisions of subsection 8 or imposes consequences on the board 


of trustees of a school district or the principal of a school for taking any action authorized pursuant 


to subsection 8 is unenforceable and void); NRS 288.150(10) (Any provision of any agreement 


negotiated pursuant to this chapter which conflicts with the provisions of this subsection is 


unenforceable and void). As such, the County is not relieved of its obligation to bargain over 


subjects of mandatory bargaining and those subjects that significantly impact those mandatory 


subjects simply by adopting an ordinance under the merit personnel system. 


 To be clear, SEIU Local 1107 is not saying the County cannot adopt the Ordinance and 


Directives and have them worded any way the County wants consistent with the statutes, the Nevada  


and federal Constitutions of course. However, if the Ordinance and Directives involve subjects of 


mandatory bargaining or has a significant impact on those subjects, the County must bargain with 


SEIU Local 1107 if it wants the Ordinance and Directives to apply to County employees represented 


by SEIU Local 1107. 


 In that regard, the County’s complaint that the implication of the above is that “it would 


require not bilateral or even trilateral negotiations, but duodecimalateral negotiations[,]” see Motion 


at p. 7: 8 – 9, is incorrect.  It would require bilateral negotiations. SEIU Local 1107 acknowledges 


that it does open the door to the County to having to separately bargain over the impact of the 


Ordinance and Directives with each of the exclusive bargaining agents. However, because this may 







208586 


6


1


2


3


4


5


6


7


8


9


10


11


12


13


14


15


16


17


18


19


20


21


22


23


24


25


26


27


28


create more work for the County having to negotiate, separately, the impact with multiple exclusive 


bargaining agents does not mean the County can object like a petulant child told to clean his room 


because it’s too lazy to do the work.  


The County must bargain with SEIU Local 1107 over subjects of mandatory bargaining and 


those that have a significant impact on those subjects and the merit personnel system does not 


absolve it of that obligation.  It’s refusal to do so falls under Chapter 288 and this Board’s authority 


to resolve this dispute. Therefore, SEIU Local 1107’s alleges a justiciable controversy arising under 


the provisions of NRS 288 and does not ask this Board to go beyond its authority and the County’s 


Motion should be denied.


3. The County’s Counterclaim should be dismissed 


The County is correct in stating that it is an established fact that SEIU Local 1107 represents 


two of the bargaining units for the County. See Motion at p. 10: 1 – 4.  However, it goes too far in 


asserting, without citing to anything, that SEIU Local 1107 admitted that it has demanded to 


negotiate on behalf of employees that it does not represent. Id. at 5 – 6. SEIU Local 1107 did no 


such thing. As discussed supra, SEIU Local has not and is not seeking to bargain on behalf of any 


County employee not a member of the bargaining units in which it is the exclusive bargaining agent.  


Instead, SEIU Local 1107 has been and continues to seek bargaining over the subjects of mandatory 


bargaining the Ordinance and Directives significantly impact for those employees represented by 


Local 1107 only. 


Furthermore, as the analysis above demonstrates, the County is incorrect in claiming that the 


County’s merit personnel system “necessarily encompasses all County employees as a matter of 


law[.]” Id. at 7 – 8. NRS 245.215 clearly contemplates different employees of the County may be 


treated differently regardless of the language within the merit personnel system.  NRS 245.215(3). 


Finally, the County’s reliance on International Association of Firefighters, Local 1265 v. 


City of Sparks, Item No. 136, EMRB Case No. A1-045362 (Aug. 21, 1982) is misplaced.  Although 


the County is correct in that City of Sparks shares a similar procedural posture as this case in that a 


counterclaim raised by the local government employer the similarities end there.  Specifically, in 
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City of Sparks the union explicitly attempted to include the classification of Battalion Chief, Fire 


Marshal and Senior Fire Inspector into the bargaining unit even though those classifications had 


been previously removed from the bargaining unit. Id. at p. 2 – 3. The Board also noted that Battalion 


Chiefs were supervisory employees and the Board’s prior precedent ruled placing them in the 


bargaining unit was improper. Id. at p. 5. Additionally, the Board found that a majority of the 


Battalion Chiefs did not wish to be represented by the union. Id. at p. 6.


It was for these reasons, as well as the fact that the union failed to follow the recognition 


procedures, the Board found the union interfered with and coerced those employees in the exercise 


of their rights under NRS 288, and that the union wrongfully attempted to negotiate for employees 


outside of the bargaining unit. Id. at 8. None of these facts are present here. Local 1107 never 


attempted to negotiate for employees outside of the bargaining unit.  That allegation is a creation of 


the County, it is not a fact. Local 1107 merely sought to bargain over the Ordinance and Directives 


as they applied to employees that Local 1107 represents, no one else. Therefore, the Board should 


deny the County’s Motion for a decision finding a prohibited labor practice on the part of SEIU 


Local 1107 and should, instead, dismiss the County’s counterclaim.  


III. 


CONCLUSION 


Contrary to the County’s assertions, NRS 288 is applicable to the merit personnel system and 


NRS 245.215(3) explicitly indicates such by making the merit personnel system subordinate to 


collective bargaining agreements. Inherent in this inescapable conclusion is the fact that the merit 


personnel system is not uniformly applicable to all County employees.  Likewise, adopting revisions 


to the merit personnel system that involve or otherwise significantly impact subjects of mandatory 


bargaining requires the County to bargain with SEIU Local 1107 over whether those changes impact 


employees within the bargaining unit at all and if so, how, and the County’s refusal to bargain with 


Local 1107 is a prohibited practice.  Furthermore, because SEIU Local 1107 was not attempting to 


negotiate on behalf of employees it does not represent the County’s counterclaim is without merit. 
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Therefore, for the foregoing reasons, SEIU Local 1107 respectfully requests the Board to Deny the 


County’s Motion to Dismiss and Motion for Decision on its Counterclaim and, instead, SEIU Local 


1107 respectfully requests the counterclaim be dismissed.


Dated:  December 29, 2021   THE URBAN LAW FIRM


/s/ Michael A. Urban      
            MICHAEL A. URBAN, Nevada Bar No. 3875 


      PAUL D. COTSONIS, Nevada Bar No. 8786 
      4270 S. Decatur Blvd., Suite A-9 
   Las Vegas, Nevada 89103 
      Telephone: (702) 968-8087 


Facsimile: (702) 968-8088 
Electronic Mail: murban@theurbanlawfirm.com
pcotsonis@theurbanlawfirm.com
Counsel for SEIU Local 1107
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE


 I hereby certify that on the 29th day of December 2021, I filed an original of the forgoing 


COMPLAINANT’S OPPOSITION TO CLARK COUNTY’S MOTION TO DISMISS AND 


DECISION ON COUNTERCLAIM AND MOTION TO DISMISS CLARK COUNTY’S 


COUNTERCLAIM via e-mail as follows:


Employee Management Relations Board 
 3300 W. Sahara Avenue, Suite 260  


Las Vegas, Nevada 89104 
emrb@business.nv.gov


 A copy of the aforementioned document was also served via e-mail upon the following: 


 Scott R. Davis, Esq. 
 Deputy District Attorney 


Scott.Davis@ClarkCountyDA.com
Attorneys for Clark County


/s/ April Denni      
     An employee of THE URBAN LAW FIRM 





















		2. Motion to Dismiss Complaint and Decision on CC.pdf
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We at the Government Employee-Management Relations Board (EMRB) are proud to 


present to you our updated Strategic Plan. We drafted this updated plan to serve 


several purposes, foremost being an official strategic plan. But we also drafted it to 


help explain who we are and what we do – to serve as an educational tool for those 


less familiar with our small agency. Finally, we drafted the document with the hope 


that you would find it enjoyable to read! 


 


On April 28, 2019, our agency turned 50 years old, having been created in 1969. During 


our 50th anniversary year our agency underwent its most drastic change when collective 


bargaining rights were extended to State employees. More about the creation and history 


of our agency may be found on page eight. Though modified from time-to-time, the 


essence of the EMRB has not changed. It has always been there to help promote the 


collective bargaining process between the State and local governments, on the one hand, 


and the labor organizations and employee organizations who represent State and local 


government employees, on the other. Throughout the years there have also been 


disputes between those entities and the EMRB has been there to resolve those disputes 


in a just and fair manner. All this has helped to promote labor peace. 


 


We have read much in the papers in the past few years about teachers and other public 


sector workers going on strike across our great country. Even if not on strike, other 


public sector employees have participated in picketing and demonstrations in order to 


garner support for their positions. I am most proud of Nevada for having set up a 


structure where these disputes can be resolved peacefully through administrative 


hearings, arbitrations, mediations and settlement conferences where evidence is 


introduced and positions are argued based on the law. This is the rule of law at its finest. 


For this we claim the title of being “A Golden Gem in the Silver State!” 


 


Now back to the strategic plan. In these short number of pages you will find our mission, 


our vision, our philosophy and core values, and our history. You will also find 


information about those we serve and influences that may affect the future of our 


agency. Finally, you will learn about our goals, strategies and objectives we hope to 


accomplish in the near future! 


 


Best wishes, 


 


Bruce K. Snyder 


Commissioner, EMRB  


 


 


  


EXECUTIVE MESSAGE 
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Mission Statement – A declaration of an organization’s purpose and focus that normally 


remains unchanged over time. 


 


You will find below not only our mission statement – but to provide context – several 


others from the governments and employee organizations we serve. But first, one of the 


most famous mission statements came from a speech: 


 


“The United States should commit itself, before this decade is out, of landing a 


man on the Moon and returning him safely to the Earth.” 


    Paraphrased from a speech given by President Kennedy on September 12, 1962 


 


Our Mission Statement . . . 


 


 The Government Employee-Management Relations Board 


fosters the collective bargaining process between governments 


and their labor and employee organizations (i.e., unions), 


provides support in the process, and resolves disputes between 


governments, labor and employee organizations, and individual 


employees as they arise. 
 
 


Together as partners in supporting all 


children’s academic, social and emotional 


growth, we communicate, nurture trust, and 


advocate for all families and communities. – 


Clark County School District 


 


The Clark County Education Association is 


a union of educators committed to elevating 


the education profession, ensuring safe and 


just working conditions, and economic 


security for educators, through collective 


advocacy for the advancement of free, 


universal, quality public education. 


 


To attract visitors by promoting Las Vegas as 


the world’s most desirable destination for 


leisure and business travel. – Las Vegas 


Convention and Visitors Authority 


 


The Las Vegas City Employees’ Association 


independently represents the interests of 


their members through contract 


negotiations, grievance and arbitration 


representation, and by working in tandem 


with the City of Las Vegas to provide and 


maintain the best benefit package possible. 


 


 


“Your mission, Jim, should you decide to accept it, is… 


            From the 1960s hit television show Mission Impossible 


 


MISSION STATEMENT 
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Vision Statement – A brief, bold, broad statement of the agency’s ideal future.  


 


You will find below not only our vision statement – but to provide context - several others 


from those we serve. But first, one of the most famous vision statements came from a 


speech: 


 


“I have a dream . . . that we will one day live in a nation where people will not 


be judged by the color of their skin but by the content of their character.” 


  Paraphrased from a speech given by Rev. Dr. Martin Luther King on August 28, 1963 


 


 


Our Vision Statement . . . 


 


 Providing an environment in which Nevada’s governments 


and their employees peacefully resolve their disputes through 


the rule of law. 
 


 


To be the safest community in America. – 


Las Vegas Metropolitan Police Department 


 


As a courageous, innovative leader in 


education, Washoe County School District 


(WCSD) will be one of the nation’s top 


performing school districts, graduating all 


students college and highly-skilled career 


ready. 


 


To be America’s premier community. – City 


of Henderson 


 


To enhance the quality of life in the Truckee 


Meadows by delivering exceptional, 


customer-focused water services. – Truckee 


Meadows Water Authority 


To be the premier academic health center. – 


University Medical Center of Southern 


Nevada 


 


Healthy People in a Healthy Southern 


Nevada. – Southern Nevada Health District 


 


Within the next 5 years the Clark County 


Education Association will become: (1) an 


organization where every licensed educator 


is a member; (2) the pre-eminent voice on 


education policy and reform; (3) a member-


driven political force; (4) advocates for 


learning and working conditions which 


ensure students and educators reach their 


full potential. 


 


 


 


“To make people happy.” 


     Disney  


VISION STATEMENT 
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Back in 1969 Senator Dodge believed that Nevada could have a better system to 


handle labor relations between local governments and their employees. This 


vision was codified in the Employee-Management Relations Act (EMRA), to be 


administered by the EMRB. We are now the caretakers of that vision. To this end 


we bee-lieve in the following core values: 


  BEE FAIR   We promise to be fair in the decisions we make. 


This not only includes final orders in contested cases but also in objections 


raised during a hearing, requests for subpoenas, requests for extensions of time 


and other requests made prior to a hearing. 


 


  BEE CORRECT   We strive to be correct in the decisions 


we make. We will do our best to always make the right decision, based upon the 


facts of the case and the law as handed down to us. Nothing is worse than 


making a wrong decision and we promise to avoid this at all cost. 


 


  BEE COURTEOUS   We believe that being polite 


builds better relationships. We will strive to treat you the way we would like to 


be treated. 


 


  BEE A GOOD STEWARD   Taxpayers, through 


their State and local governments, have given to us the resources we need to 


administer the EMRA and our agency. We should be good stewards of those 


resources, using them wisely and to the best advantage possible. 


 


  BEE OPEN   Our documents are public documents and you 


have the right to view them. We also promise to make available the many 


resources we possess to help promote healthy and fair collective bargaining. 


 


  


PHILOSOPHY & CORE VALUES 
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In the spring of 1969 teachers working for the Clark County School District made a 


concerted effort to picket the Las Vegas Strip for better wages and working conditions. 


Some of the moguls on the Strip believed this was not good for the image of Las Vegas. 


This in turn led to Senator Dodge proposing a solution, which was to allow local 


government employees to collectively bargain with their local government employers. 


These are pictures of the Strip and a newspaper from 1969. 


 


 


Timeline of EMRB History – 


1969 Employee-Management Relations Act enacted into law; agency begins. 


Agency staffed solely by a Board Secretary. 


 1975 Bargaining over wages, hours, and conditions of employment eliminated. 


  Bargaining now restricted to a “laundry list” of certain subjects. 


 1979 Position of Commissioner created. 


1993 Nevada Supreme Court decision affirming the “significantly related” test. 


 Any subject significantly related to a subject in the “laundry list” is also 


 a subject of mandatory bargaining. 


2009 Agency becomes self-funded through the imposition of an annual fee 


imposed on local governments. 


2015 Documents may now be electronically filed instead of mailed or hand-


delivered. The following year allows for the electronic service of documents. 


2017 Size of board increased from three to five members. Panels of three Board 


  Members may now adjudicate cases, allowing for more cases to be heard. 


2019 Collective bargaining extended to classified State Executive Branch 


employees. 


OUR HISTORY 
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Number of Local Governments    207 
Local governments include counties, cities, school districts, charter schools and a whole 


host of special districts. The number of local governments remains fairly static except 


for the category of charter schools, which were created by law in 2001. Now there are 


51 charter schools. 


 


 


Number of Unions       159 
Though employee organization is the legal term, many of the employee organizations 


call themselves associations. At the State level they are called labor organizations. In 


layman’s jargon they are unions. Some of the unions are affiliated with large national 


or statewide entities, such as the Operating Engineers, Teamsters or SEIU, while others 


are unaffiliated and thus make all their decisions at the local level. There are currently 


4 recognized labor organizations and 155 employee organizations. 


 


 


Number of Bargaining Units    258 
A bargaining unit is a group of government employees recognized by the government 


employer as having sufficient community of interest appropriate for representation by 


an employee organization for the purpose of collective bargaining. The State has 11 


bargaining units while there are a total of 247 at the local level. One local government 


may have a number of bargaining units. One county, in fact, has 12 bargaining units 


across its far-flung operations. School districts usually have a bargaining unit for 


teachers, one for support staff, and perhaps one for certain administrators. 


 


 


Number of Employees     108,191 
The EMRB gets much of its information on the number of local government employees 


from the Public Employees Retirement System (PERS). There are 90,206 local 


government employees and 17,985 at the State level.  


 


 


Number of Cases Filed Per Year     30 
Over the past five years the number of cases filed per year has gone from a low of 20 to 


a high of 38. The average has been about 30 cases per year.  


POPULATION DATA 
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Overview 


Any strategic plan must take into account both internal and external factors that 


may either affect the agency’s ability to accomplish its goals during the timeframe 


of the strategic plan or at a minimum affect how it may need to change its method 


of conducting business in order to accomplish those goals. 


 


Population Factors 


The prior page shows that the population data remains fairly flat, excepting the 


addition of State employees to the collective bargaining process. Though 


increasing, the rate of any increase is rather small and should not be a major 


factor affecting the agency. 


 


Economic Factors 


During the Great Recession the agency experienced an uptick in the number of 


cases filed. Bad times bring bad news for employees. This translates into an 


increased call for help which manifests itself in an increased caseload. The 


current pandemic has already resulted in a few cases being filed and more are 


likely to come, although the amount will not likely be a major factor affecting the 


agency. 


 


Legislative Factors 


By far the most important factor affecting the EMRB is the amending of the 


EMRA (NRS Chapter 288) every two years when the legislature meets. There has 


hardly been a session in the last 50 years in which the EMRA has not been 


amended. On many occasions these amendments result in cases being filed, 


seeking an interpretation from the EMRB as to what was indeed meant by an 


amendment. 


 


As mentioned previously, the 2019 session extended collective bargaining rights 


to certain State employees. The EMRB will monitor future sessions to determine 


whether additional State employees might be given similar rights, and in this 


regard, most notably the faculty and professional employees working for the 


Nevada System of Higher Education. 


 


 


 


ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT 
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The EMRB has three core activities: 


Core Activity #1: Resolve Contested Cases 


 


This is the heart of what the EMRB does. 


The main type of contested case is where 


one party accuses another party of a 


prohibited practice. Prohibited practices 


may be found in NRS 288.270 and 


288.620. Examples include bargaining 


in bad faith, interfering in the internal 


administration of an entity, 


discrimination based upon conduct, and 


discrimination based upon certain 


characteristics.  


 


Most often a labor or employee 


organization accuses a government. But 


it is not uncommon at all for the roles to 


be reversed or for an employee, either 


alone or in conjunction with a labor or 


employee organization, to file against a 


government. Although not found in NRS 


288.270 or 288.620, an employee may 


also file a complaint against his/her 


labor or employee organization for 


breaching the duty of fair 


representation, which is a court-made 


violation. 


 


But not all contested cases allege a 


prohibited practice. Another type of 


contested case is that of a bargaining 


unit determination, which only applies 


at the local level. A bargaining unit is a 


group of local government employees 


recognized by the local government 


employer as having sufficient 


community of interest appropriate for 


representation by an employee 


organization for the purpose of collective 


bargaining. Sometimes an employee 


organization seeks to add job 


classifications to an existing bargaining 


unit and the employer objects. Or 


sometimes employees wish to be “carved 


out” of an existing bargaining unit in 


order to form their own unit. Moreover, 


a local government employer may seek 


to exclude certain employees from a 


bargaining unit because, for example, 


they may be a supervisor or a 


confidential employee. 


 


A third type of contested case involves a 


decision which needs to be made about 


representation. Which labor or employee 


organization should represent a new 


bargaining unit? Should an existing 


organization be ousted in favor of a 


different organization? Should the 


bargaining unit be decertified for not 


having a majority of the employees join 


as members or for any number of other 


reasons? 


 


If a case does not settle, either with or 


without the assistance of the EMRB, 


then eventually a case will get a hearing 


before either the full Board or a panel of 


three Board members. These hearings 


are similar to hearings held in court. 


 


 


CORE ACTIVITIES 
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Core Activity #2: Prevent Contested Cases 


 


There are a number of practices to help 


prevent contested cases. First, the 


parties may file a Petition for Declaratory 


Order, which presents one or more 


questions to the Board, which the 


Board, either with or without a hearing, 


answers. The answers then enable the 


parties to know how to act with each 


other in a given situation. Without this 


mechanism, one party may behave in a 


certain way only to find out later that it 


acted contrary to law. 


 


A second means to prevent contested 


cases is for the EMRB staff to intervene 


when it learns of a potential case. By 


working proactively with the parties, a 


potential case may be prevented. This 


often happens when an employee calls 


the office to seek redress of what he/she 


believes was wrong conduct by the 


employer. 


 


A third means is for the agency to either 


directly engage in mediation or else to 


provide support for the parties to select 


an independent mediator. This most 


happens when the collective bargaining 


process has reached impasse. 


 


Finally, the agency indirectly promotes 


the prevention of contested cases by 


providing information, such as prior 


orders, on its website and through other 


means. Having the knowledge of past 


decisions helps guide parties in knowing 


the rules of proper and improper 


conduct in the labor relations arena. 


 


 


Core Activity #3: Provide Support for Contested Cases and Collective Bargaining 


 


Agency staff helps support the contested 


cases by filing documents presented to 


it, by the scheduling of prehearing and 


settlement conferences, and by 


providing the information the parties 


need to better present their cases. Some 


of this information may be found on our 


website. 


 


The agency also supports the collective 


bargaining process by placing on its 


website more than 200 current collective 


bargaining agreements so that parties 


may find better language for their own 


contracts. We also maintain a list of 


individuals who have agreed to serve as 


mediators, fact finders or arbitrators, 


among many other types of information. 


Finally, from time-to-time agency staff 


conducts elections to determine the will 


of employees in representation cases. 
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Goals 


The following pages list the goals for the EMRB for fiscal years 2023-2025. According to 


the budget building manual a “goal is a broad statement of what the agency hopes to 


accomplish over the next several years.” The Strategic Planning Framework (SPF) 


identifies goals as “broad statements of the desired result from State agency action.” In 


addition to the above, goals should relate to the agency’s mission. 


 


Strategies 


Strategies are the “how” part of a strategic plan, detailing steps an agency will take to 


achieve a goal. Each goal may have one or a number of strategies.  


 


Objectives 


Objectives specify how much of a particular goal an agency wants to achieve and when 


it wants to achieve it. Objectives should be SMART: 


 


 Specific 


 Measurable 


 Achievable 


 Realistic 


 Time-Specific 


 


Relationship to the Strategic Planning Framework 


The goals and objectives should relate back to the goals and objectives as listed in the 


Strategic Planning Framework. Core Function 8 in that framework relates to State 


Support Services. Three goals are listed for that core function and each of the three 


goals lists three or four objectives. The goals, strategies and objectives for the EMRB, 


detailed on the following pages, will have a reference back to the goals and objectives for 


State Support Services as listed in the Strategic Planning Framework (SPF), thus helping 


to ensure that the EMRB’s goals and objectives align with the overall goals and 


objectives for the State. 


 


Presentation 


Each of the EMRB’s goals, strategies and objectives are listed under one of the three 


core functions detailed previously in this document.  


INTRODUCTION TO GOALS 
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Goal 1.1 – Resolve Contested Cases Correctly 


 


The Board should make, just, fair and correct decisions according to the facts presented 


as evidence and the law. Its decisions should be upheld on judicial review. The first two 


strategies below relate to objective 8.3.2 in the SPF, which reads “Design systems that 


secure the retention of top-performing employees and promote professional development 


initiatives within state agencies.” The goal is for the agency to prevail on 90% of all 


petitions for judicial review. 


 


Strategy 1.1.1 - Provide Board Members with Training 


➢ Set aside one or more days per year for in-house training when the Board meets 


en banc.  


➢ Use existing State employees to conduct much of the in-house training. This may 


include attorneys from the Attorney General’s Office, State hearing officers and 


others with experience in labor and employment law. 


➢ Invite hearing officers and arbitrators to speak with the Board on how they 


conduct their hearings, including the resolution of objections made during a 


hearing. 


➢ Provide the Board members with easy-to-use charts and checklists to which they 


may refer during the course of a hearing. An example checklist would list 


commonly raised objections and the proper responses thereto. 


 


 


Strategy 1.1.2 – Recruit and Retain Knowledgeable Board Members 


➢ Get a bill passed to increase pay of Board members from $80 to $150 per day. 


➢ Announce future Board openings with entities such as the State Bar of Nevada’s 


Labor and Employment Law Section. 


➢ Announce future Board openings with nonprofit organizations related to the 


furtherance of human resources or labor and employment law. 


➢ Announce future Board openings with organizations representing arbitrators who 


both live and practice in Nevada. 


➢ For every two vacancies, increase by one a person who is either a licensed 


attorney or one who has a background in human resources or labor and 


employment law. 


 
Strategy 1.1.3 – Invite Input from Non-Parties 


➢ In cases of statewide significance, invite input from non-parties in the form of 


amicus briefs, as allowed by the agency’s administrative rules, thus providing the 


Board with more insight for its decision-making. 


CORE #1: RESOLVE CASES 
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Goal 1.2 – Resolve Contested Cases in a Timely Fashion 


 


Justice delayed is often justice denied. Back in 2013 the agency had an average backlog 


of 14 months from the filing of the pre-hearing statements to the beginning of a hearing 


on a case. In fiscal year 2017 this was reduced to 6.4 months. Each of the strategies 


listed below relates to objective 8.1.1 in the SPF, which reads “Reduce wait times.” The 


goal is to reduce further reduce the average wait time to 3 months in the upcoming 


biennium. 


 


 


Strategy 1.2.1 – Increase the Number of Hearings by Using Panels 


➢ Increase the number of meetings involving one of more hearings from 12 to 20 by 


assigning cases to panels of three Board members as allowed by a legislative 


change in 2017, thus resulting in 67% more cases to be heard per year. 


➢ Use interim telephonic panel meetings to resolve motions and minor matters 


when doing so would allow a given case to be heard at an earlier timeframe. 


 


 


Strategy 1.2.2 – Structure Hearings to Maximize Board and Client Resources 


➢ Increase the use of bifurcated hearings (i.e., an initial hearing on a threshold 


issue), so that if a case may be disposed of on the threshold issue then a hearing 


as to the other issues in a case may be avoided, thus saving Board resources. 


➢ Use oral closing arguments in lieu of post-hearing briefs except in those cases in 


which the relevant law is either a new issue for the agency or one that is complex 


and better explained in writing. 


 


 


Strategy 1.2.3 – Use Settlement Conferences to Reduce the Caseload 


➢ Send 50% of all incoming cases to a settlement conference. Note that this 


program is currently suspended due to the pandemic. 


➢ Maintain a 50% settlement rate for all cases assigned to a settlement conference. 
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Goal 2.1 – Prevent Contested Cases from Being Filed 


The old adage says that an ounce of prevention is worth a pound of cure. With respect 


to labor relations it is always better to prevent a dispute from arising than trying to 


resolve it after-the-fact. Many of the objectives below relate to objective 8.1.3 in the SPF, 


which reads “Develop opportunities to increase web-based transparency and customer 


engagement.” 


 


Strategy 2.1.1 – Provide More Information on the Law  


Having more and better information can provide the knowledge the parties need to have 


in order to act appropriately with each other. 


➢ Keep up-to-date all the orders on the Nevada Law Library on CD, published by 


the Legislative Counsel Bureau. Every order issued back to 1969 is currently on 


that product. 


➢ Add one additional paper per year to the EMRB’s current list of flyers and white 


papers interpreting the law. 


➢ Conduct three training sessions per year on various topics of the law that pertain 


to the EMRB. Note that this program is currently suspended due to the pandemic. 


 


 


Strategy 2.1.2 – Encourage Advance Opinions from the EMRB 


➢ Continually encourage parties to seek advance opinions from the EMRB in the 


form of Petitions for Declaratory Order, so they would know how to act in a given 


situation. 


➢ Discuss with the Board the viability of a proposed change to the agency’s 


administrative rules that would provide for payment of the other party’s fees and 


costs when a party could have first sought a declaratory order but instead chose 


to act and that act was ultimately a prohibited practice. 


  


CORE #2: PREVENT CASES 
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Goal 3.1 – Provide Excellent Support to Both the Board and Those We Serve 


 


The role of staff is to both administer the agency and to provide support to others. Many 


of the objectives in the following three strategies relate to objectives 8.1.2 and 8.1.3 in 


the SPF. 


 


Strategy 2.1.1 – Provide Better Third-Party Resources for Dispute Resolution 


The EMRB keeps a list of mediators, arbitrators and fact finders for the parties to consult 


when they reach impasse during collective bargaining.  


➢ Update the list each year by contacting each current person on the list to 


determine whether they wish to remain on the list while adding the services they 


perform. 


➢ Add to the current list by contacting members of the State Bar of Nevada’s Labor 


and Employment Law Section and Alternate Dispute Resolution Section to 


determine if they would like to be added to the list. 


 


 


Strategy 2.1.2 – Continue Holding Annual Open Forums 


➢ Continue to conduct an annual open forum where those we serve can offer ideas 


on how to improve the agency. 


➢ Translate the ideas offered, as well as those coming from the Board, into proposed 


amendments to our administrative rules. 


 


 


Strategy 2.1.3 – Maintain and Improve Website 


The agency’s website has much useful information on it. 


➢ Maintain the agency’s website by: 


✓ Adding new orders as they are issued; 


✓ Annually updating the collective bargaining agreements; 


✓ Adding order summaries to the electronic digest of decisions; and 


✓ Adding and culling other information to keep the site current. 


 


 


Strategy 2.1.4 – Appoint a Replacement Commissioner 


It is likely that the current Commissioner will retire during the timeframe of this 


strategic plan, if not beforehand. One of the key decisions the Board will need to make 


during this timeframe is the appointment of a replacement Commissioner to guide the 


agency. 


 


  


CORE #3: PROVIDE SUPPORT 
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We want to thank you for spending your time reading our strategic plan. We hope it was 


not only informative but that you learned more about our agency – and had a little 


enjoyment in doing so. 


 


The EMRB is a small, but important, agency in the State of Nevada. We take pride in 


both being small and in being important. The Dodge Act, as enacted and as amended 


over the years, allows the State and local governments, their employees and the unions 


that represent their employees to work out many of their differences based upon the 


rules they set up in the agreements they make between them called collective bargaining 


agreements. The EMRB needs to only step in to handle disputes better resolved by our 


Board than by a private arbitrator – representation issues, bargaining unit 


determination issues and prohibited practices complaints. 


 


The law enacted in 1969 has also worked well. It was intended to prevent public sector 


strikes that we read about happening in other states across our country. It has 


accomplished its goal as there have been no public sector strikes in Nevada since 1969! 


Instead, disputes have been and continue to be resolved peacefully. 


 


If you are interested in learning more about the EMRB please call and we would be glad 


to visit with you on the phone. Better yet please stop by and visit our office. We love to 


show it off as it is a nice office that works well for our agency. We’ll even put a pot of 


coffee on for you as we love having visitors stop by and chat with us for a while. 


 


We would also love to add you to our mailing list, which will enable you to receive our 


monthly e-newsletter, which tells you what is coming up at the agency, what recent 


orders have been issued and many more useful facts. 


 


Finally, please visit our website. We are proud of all the information that may be found 


on it. We have our statute, regulations, agendas, minutes and answers to the most 


frequently asked questions. Our website also contains more than 200 collective 


bargaining agreements currently in effect as well as the actual text of more than 1,000 


orders issued by the Board. We even have a document containing summaries of all those 


orders, which you can search through Word. 


 


FINAL THOUGHTS 








 
 


 


 
 


 
January 13, 2022 


 
MINUTES OF THE MEETING OF THE GOVERNMENT 


EMPLOYEE-MANAGEMENT RELATIONS BOARD 
(Meeting No. 22-01) 


 
A meeting of the Board sitting en banc, as well as that of Panel A, Panel C and Panel D, of 
the Government Employee-Management Relations Board, properly noticed and posted 
pursuant to the Nevada Open Meeting Law, was held on Thursday, January 13, 2022. The 
meeting was held online using remote technology system called WebEx. 
 
The following Board members were present: Brent C. Eckersley, Esq., Chair 


Sandra Masters, Vice-Chair 
       Gary Cottino, Board Member 
       Brett Harris, Esq., Board Member 
       Michael J. Smith, Board Member 
 
Also present:      Bruce K. Snyder, Commissioner 
       Marisu Romualdez Abellar, Executive Assistant 
       Henry Kim, Esq., Attorney General’s Office 
 
Members of the Public Present:   Jeffrey Allen, Esq., LVCEA 
       Corrine Cosentino, DHRM Labor Relations Unit 
       Nicole Malich, Esq., Clark County 
       Norma Santoyo, City of Reno HR Director 
 
The agenda: 
 
 
 


The Board Sitting En Banc 
Presiding Officer Brent C. Eckersley, Esq. 


 
The following 10 items were for consideration by the full Board: 
 


 
 


STEVE SISOLAK 
Governor 


 
Members of the Board 


 
BRENT C. ECKERSLEY, ESQ., Chair 


SANDRA MASTERS, Vice-Chair 
GARY COTTINO, Board Member 


BRETT HARRIS, ESQ., Board Member 
MICHAEL J. SMITH, Board Member 


 
 


STATE OF NEVADA  
 


TERRY REYNOLDS 
Director 


 
BRUCE K. SNYDER 


Commissioner 
 


MARISU ROMUALDEZ ABELLAR 
Executive Assistant  


 DEPARTMENT OF BUSINESS AND INDUSTRY 
GOVERNMENT EMPLOYEE-MANAGEMENT 


RELATIONS BOARD 
3300 W. Sahara Avenue, Suite 260, Las Vegas, Nevada 89102 


(702) 486-4505    •    Fax (702) 486-4355 
http://emrb.nv.gov 
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1. Call to Order & Roll Call 
 The meeting was called to order by Chair Brent C. Eckersley, Esq. at 8:15 a.m. On roll 


call all members were present. 
 
2. Public Comment 


No public comment was offered. 
 


3. Approval of the Minutes 
Upon motion, the Board approved as presented the minutes of the meeting held 
December 9, 2021. 
 


4. Report of the Deputy Attorney General 
Deputy Attorney General Henry Kim gave an oral report as to the status of cases on 
judicial review or at the Nevada Supreme Court, and other matters related thereto. 
 


5. Approval of Meeting Dates 
Upon motion, the Board approved the following Board meeting dates for the second 
quarter of 2022: April 5-7, 2022; May 10-12, 2022; and June 14-16, 2022. Chair 
Eckersley stated he would be unavailable on June 16th. 
 


6. Case 2021-011 
Education Support Employees Association v. Clark County School District 
Upon motion, the Board approved the Notice of Complainant’s Withdrawal of 
Complaint, as presented. 
 


7.       Case 2020-019 
Susan Finucan v. City of Las Vegas 
The Board deliberated on the Joint Status Report, but took no action at this time, thus 
keeping the stay in effect. The next report would be due March 25, 2022. 


 
8.       Case 2020-020 


AFSCME, Local 4041 & Shari Kassebaum v. State of Nevada ex rel. its 
Department of Corrections 
The Board deliberated on the Joint Status Report, but took no action at this time, thus 
keeping the stay in effect. The next report would be due March 25, 2022. 


 
9.       Case 2020-031 


Henderson Police Supervisors Association v. City of Henderson et al. 
The Board deliberated on the Joint Status Report, but took no action at this time, thus 
keeping the stay in effect. The next report would be due March 25, 2022. 


 
10.       Case 2021-002 


Nevada Association of Public Safety Officers v. Las Vegas Metropolitan Police 
Department & Las Vegas Police Protective Association 
The Board deliberated on the Joint Status Report, but took no action at this time, thus 
keeping the stay in effect. The next report would be due at the end of October or when 
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the situation changes, whichever occurs first. 
 
 


Panel A 
Presiding Officer Brent C. Eckersley, Esq. 


 
The following 1 item was for consideration by Panel A: 
 
11. Case 2021-005 


Las Vegas Police Protective Association v. City of Las Vegas   
The Panel deliberated on the Joint Status Report, but took no action at this time, thus 
keeping the stay in effect. The next report would be due March 25, 2022. 
 
 


Panel C 
Presiding Officer Gary Cottino 


 
The following 1 item was for consideration by Panel C: 


 
12. Case 2020-008 


Clark County Education Association & Davita Carpenter v. Clark County School 
District with Intervenors Education Support Employees Association & Clark 
County Association of School Administrators and Professional-Technical 
Employees 
Pursuant to NAC 288.271(2)(c), the Commissioner had randomly selected Vice-Chair 
Masters to fill the vacancy at the time on the panel. The Panel deliberated on the Joint 
Status Report but took no action at this time, thus keeping the stay in effect. The next 
report would be due March 25, 2022. 
 
 


Panel D 
Presiding Officer Brent C. Eckersley, Esq. 


 
The following 4 items were for consideration by Panel D: 
 
13. Case 2018-017 


Las Vegas Metropolitan Police Department v. Las Vegas Police Protective 
Association   
Pursuant to NAC 288.271(2)(c), the Commissioner had randomly selected Vice-Chair 
Masters to fill the vacancy at the time on the panel. The Panel deliberated on the Joint 
Status Report but took no action at this time, thus keeping the stay in effect. The next 
report would be due March 25, 2022. 
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14. Case 2019-012 
Luquisha McCray v. Clark County   
The Panel deliberated on the Joint Status Report, and upon motion, voted to lift the 
stay and ordered the prevailing party to file an appropriate motion or other pleading to 
advance the status of the case. 
 


15. Case 2020-021 
Robert Ortiz v. SEIU, Local 1107   
The Panel deliberated on the Joint Status Report, but took no action at this time, thus 
keeping the stay in effect. The next report would be due March 25, 2022. 
 


16. Case 2021-003 
International Association of Fire Fighters, Local 1265 v. City of Sparks  
Pursuant to NAC 288.271(2)(c), the Commissioner had randomly selected Vice-Chair 
Masters to substitute for Board Member Cottino. The Panel deliberated on the Joint 
Status Report, and upon motion, voted to lift the stay and ordered the prevailing party 
to file an appropriate motion or other pleading to advance the status of the case. 
 


 
The Board Sitting En Banc 


Presiding Officer Brent C. Eckersley, Esq. 
 
The following 4 items were for consideration by the full Board: 
 
17.       Cases 2021-008; 2021-012; 2021-013; 2021-015 


Las Vegas City Employees’ Association & Julie Terry v. City of Las Vegas; Las 
Vegas City Employees’ Association & Jody Gleed v. City of Las Vegas; Las 
Vegas City Employees’ Association & Marc Brooks v. City of Las Vegas; and 
International Association of Fire Fighters, Local 1285 v. City of Las Vegas 
The Board deliberated as to whether the four consolidated cases should be stayed 
under the limited deferral doctrine, and upon motion, agreed to so stay the cases, thus 
retracting their earlier decisions on denying any motions to dismiss. 


 
18.       Case 2021-016 


International Union of Operating Engineers, Local 501 v. University Medical 
Center of Southern Nevada 
The Board deliberated on Respondent University Medical Center of Southern 
Nevada’s Motion to Dismiss Complaint for Unfair Labor Practices but came to no 
decision at this time. However, it was ordered for the parties to notify the EMRB when 
the promised documents had been transmitted. 


 
19.      Additional Period of Public Comment 


No public comment was offered. 
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20.      Adjournment 
There being no additional business to conduct, Chair Brent C. Eckersley, Esq. 
adjourned the meeting. 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
 
 
Bruce K. Snyder, 
EMRB Commissioner 


 





		Director

		Commissioner

		Executive Assistant

		RELATIONS BOARD



		MINUTES OF THE MEETING OF THE GOVERNMENT

		EMPLOYEE-MANAGEMENT RELATIONS BOARD
















- Page 1 of 3 -


1


2


3


4


5


6


7


8


9


10


11


12


13


14


15


16


17


18


19


20


21


22


23


24


25


26


27


28


 


James J. Conway, Esq.
Nevada Bar No. 11789
UNIVERSITY MEDICAL CENTER
OF SOUTHERN NEVADA
1800 W. Charleston Blvd.
Las Vegas, Nevada 89102
Tel. No.:  (702) 224-7140
Fax No.:  (702) 383-3893
james.conway@umcsn.com
Attorney for Respondent,
University Medical Center of Southern Nevada


BEFORE THE 
GOVERNMENT EMPLOYEE-MANAGEMENT RELATIONS BOARD


INTERNATIONAL UNIOIN OF 
OPERATING ENGINEERS LOCAL 501,
AFL-CIO,


Complainant,


vs.


UNIVERSITY MEDICAL CENTER OF 
SOUTHERN NEVADA


)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)


Case No.: 2021-016


)


COMPLAINANT INTERNATIONAL UNION OF OPERATING ENGINEERS LOCAL
RESPONDENT UNIVERSITY MEDICAL CENTER OF SOUTHERN 


JOINT NOTICE REGARDING PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS


NOTICE IS HEREBY PROVIDED to the Government-Employee Management 


Relations Board, by Complainant INTERNATIONAL UNIOIN OF OPERATING ENGINEERS 


and Respondent UNIVERSITY MEDICAL CENTER OF 


, through their respective attorneys of record, that the Subject 


Documents requested by Complainant Local 501 have been provided by Respondent UMC.


/ / /


/ / /


/ / /
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FURTHER NOTICE IS HEREBY PROVIDED that Complainant Local 501 and 


Respondent UMC have agreed to settle this matter and are currently finalizing a settlement 


agreement.  The Parties will file a Stipulation to Dismiss the Complaint should a settlement 


agreement be effectuated. 


Dated this 2nd day of February. 2022. Dated this 2nd day of February, 2022.


/s/Justin Crane /s/ James Conway
JUSTIN CRANE, ESQ. JAMES J. CONWAY, ESQ.
THE MYERS LAW GROUP, APC UNIVERSITY MEDICAL CENTER
9327 Fairway View Place, Suite 100 1800 W. Charleston Blvd
Ranco Cucamonga, CA  91730 Las Vegas, Nevada  891
Attorney for Complainant, Attorney for Respondent,
International Union of University Medical Center of
Operating Engineers Local 501, Southern Nevada
AFL-CIO
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE


I hereby certify that on this 2nd day of February, 2022, I served a true and accurate copy 


of the foregoing JOINT NOTICE REGARDING PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS, via


email to the following:


Employee-Management Relations Board
3300 W. Sahara Ave., Suite 260
Las Vegas, Nevada 89102
bsnyder@business.nv.gov
emrb@business.nv.gov


I hereby certify that on this 2nd day of February, 2022, a one copy of the foregoing was


emailed to the following:


Justin M. Crane, Esq.
The Myers Law Group, APC
9327 Fairway View Place, Suite 100
Rancho Cucamonga, CA 91730
jcrane@myerslawgroup.com


/s/ James Conway
UNIVERSITY MEDICAL CENTER OF 
SOUTHERN NEVADA







