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FISHER & PHILLIPS LLP 
MARK J. RICCIARDI, ESQ. 
Nevada Bar No. 3141 
ALLISON L. KHEEL, ESQ. 
Nevada Bar No. 12986 
300 South Fourth Street, Suite 1500 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89101 
Telephone: (702) 252-3131 
Facsimile: (702) 252-7411 
E-mail: mricciardi@fisherphillips.com 
E-mail: akheel@fisherphillips.com 
Attorneys for Respondent, Clark County 
 

STATE OF NEVADA 
EMPLOYEE-MANAGEMENT RELATIONS BOARD 

 
CLARK COUNTY PROSECUTORS 
ASSOCIATION, 
  
           Complainant, 
 
 vs. 
 
CLARK COUNTY, 
 
           Respondent. 
 

Case No.:  2024-019  
 
 
 

ANSWER TO FIRST AMENDED COMPLAINT 

 by and through its counsel, Fisher & 

Phillips LLP, hereby submits its Answer to the Clark County Prosecutors Association, 

1 and hereby admits, denies and alleges as follows: 

1. Answering Paragraph 1 of the FAC, the County admits that CCPA is an 

employee organization within the meaning of NRS 288.040, recognized by the County 

as the exclusive bargaining representative for the Deputy District Attorneys in the 

criminal division of the Clark fice, and denies every other 

allegation contained therein. 

1 This Answer is filed together with the substantive Motion to Consolidate or Stay this matter with the 

contemporaneously herewith. 



- 2 - 
FP 51989345.1 

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

FI
SH

ER
&
P
H
IL
L
IP
S
L
L
P

30
0 

S 
Fo

ur
th

 S
tr

ee
t, 

Su
it

e 
15

00
 

L
as

 V
eg

as
, N

ev
ad

a 
 8

91
01

 

2. Answering Paragraph 2 of the FAC, the County admits the allegations 

contained therein.   

3. Answering Paragraph 3 of the FAC, the County admits the allegations 

contained in the first sentence.  The County further admits that prior to 2006, Deputy 

District Attorneys were covered by the Clark County Management Employees Benefit 

her allegation contained therein.  

4. Answering Paragraph 4 of the FAC, the County admits the allegations 

contained therein. 

5. Answering Paragraph 5 of the FAC, the County asserts that the CBA is a 

document the content of which speaks for itself, and denies every other allegation to the 

extent inconsistent therewith. 

6. Answering Paragraph 6 of the FAC, the County admits that the CCPA 

sent notice to the County prior to February 1, 2022, to negotiate Article 36 - 

Compensation, and denies every other allegation contained therein. 

7. Answering Paragraph 7 of the FAC, the County admits that on March 15, 

2022, the parties signed ground rules, which is a document the content of which speaks 

for itself and denies every other allegation to the extent inconsistent therewith. 

8. Answering the first and second sentences of Paragraph 8 of the FAC, the 

County admits that the parties met several times to negotiate but could not reach an 

agreement and the Union declared impasse.  The County admits the allegations contained 

in the third sentence of Paragraph 8 of the FAC. 

9. Answering Paragraph 9 of the FAC, the County admits the allegations 

contained therein. 

10. Answering Paragraph 10 of the FAC, the County admits that on February 

7, 2023, it held a Public Meeting as required by NRS 288.200(8) and NRS Chapter 241, 

and the Clark County Board of County Co

Recommendation.  The County denies every other allegation in Paragraph 10 of the FAC. 
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11. Answering Paragraph 11 of the FAC, the County admits that the CCPA 

requested binding fact finding and denies every other allegation contained therein. 

12. Answering Paragraph 12 of the FAC, the County admits that prior to 

February 1, 2023, the CCPA sent notice to the County to negotiate to determine if a Cost 

nies every other allegation 

contained therein. 

13. Answering Paragraph 13 of the FAC, the County admits that no ground 

rules were signed for the 2023 reopener negotiations, and denies every other allegation 

contained therein . 

14. Answering Paragraph 14 of the FAC, the County admits the allegations 

contained therein. 

15. Answering Paragraph 15 of the FAC, the County admits the allegations 

contained therein.  

16. Answering Paragraph 16 of the FAC, the County admits the allegations 

contained therein. 

17. Answering Paragraph 17 of the FAC, the County admits the allegations 

contained therein. 

18. Answering Paragraph 18 of the FAC, the County admits that the parties 

met and signed ground rules on April 26, 2024, which is a document the content of which 

speaks for itself and the County denies every other allegation contained in Paragraph 18 

of the FAC. . 

19. Answering Paragraph 19 of the FAC, the County admits the allegations 

contained therein. 

20. Answering Paragraph 20 of the FAC, the County admits the allegations 

contained therein. 

21. Answering Paragraph 21 of the FAC, the County admits that on February 

27, 2024, prior to the Fact Finding Hearing, the County conveyed its Fact Finding 
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Proposal as Exhibit 8, which is a document the content of which speaks for itself and the 

County denies every other allegation contained in Paragraph 21 of the FAC. 

22. Answering Paragraph 22 of the FAC, the County admits its Fact Finding 

Proposal was not retroactive, and asserts that the entire Fact Finding Hearing was 

transcribed by a certified court reporter in a transcript which is a document the content 

of which speaks for itself and the County denies the allegations to the extent inconsistent 

therewith. 

23. Answering Paragraph 23 of the FAC, the County admits that the entire 

Fact Finding Hearing was transcribed by a certified court reporter in a transcript which 

is a document the content of which speaks for itself and the County denies the allegations 

to the extent inconsistent therewith. 

24. Answering Paragraph 24 of the FAC, the County admits that the entire 

Fact Finding Hearing was transcribed by a certified court reporter in a transcript which 

is a document the content of which speaks for itself and the County denies the allegations 

to the extent inconsistent therewith. 

25. Answering Paragraph 25 of the FAC, the County denies the allegations 

contained therein. 

26. Answering Paragraph 26 of the FAC, the County denies the allegations 

contained therein. 

27. Answering Paragraph 27 of the FAC, the County denies the allegations 

contained therein. 

28. Answering Paragraph 28 of the FAC, the County admits that the parties 

negotiated over the successor CBA and CCPA opened a number of articles seeking 

financial compensation, and the County denies every other allegation contained therein. 

29. Answering Paragraph 29 of the FAC, the County denies the allegations 

contained therein. 

30. Answering Paragraph 30 of the FAC, the County admits it proposed the 

removal of severance pay. The County denies every other allegation contained therein. 
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31. Answering Paragraph 31 of the FAC, the County admits that chief 

negotiator Christina Ramos stated that one of its reasons for its proposal was that no other 

bargaining unit receives severance pay.  The County denies every other allegation 

contained therein. 

32. Answering Paragraph 32 of the FAC, the County denies the allegations 

contained therein. 

33. Answering Paragraph 33 of the FAC, the County asserts that the Closing 

Brief is a document the content of which speaks for itself and denies the allegations to 

the extent inconsistent therewith. 

34. Answering Paragraph 34 of the FAC, the County denies the allegations 

contained therein. 

35. Answering Paragraph 35 of the FAC, the County denies the allegations 

contained therein. 

36. Answering Paragraph 36 of the FAC, the County admits that it filed a 

Petition for Declaratory Order on May 6, 2024.  The County denies every other allegation 

contained therein. 

37. Answering Paragraph 37 of the FAC, the County admits that CCPA had 

a conversation with lead negotiator Christina Ramos on May 13, 2024 during which time 

she stated that she could not respond at that time. The County denies every other 

allegation contained therein. 

38. Answering Paragraph 38 of the FAC, the County denies the allegations 

contained therein. 

39. Answering Paragraph 39 of the FAC, the County admits that e-mail 

correspondence was exchanged on May 15, 2024 and May 17, 2024, which are 

documents the contents of which speak for themselves and the County denies the 

allegations to the extent inconsistent therewith. 

40. Answering Paragraph 40 of the FAC, the County denies the allegations 

contained therein. 
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41. Answering Paragraph 41 of the FAC, the County asserts that the Petition 

for a Declaratory Order is a document the content of which speaks for itself and denies 

the allegations to the extent inconsistent therewith. The County denies every other 

allegation contained in Paragraph 41 of the FAC. 

42. Answering Paragraph 42 of the FAC, the County admits both parties 

waived mediation in the 2022 and 2023 impasse proceedings. The County denies every 

other allegation contained therein. 

43. Answering Paragraph 43 of the FAC, the County denies the allegations 

contained therein. 

44. Answering Paragraph 44 of the FAC, the County admits that the CCPA 

requested a strike list from FMCS for Fact Finders on May 17, 2024.  The County denies 

every other allegation contained therein. 

45. Answering Paragraph 45 of the FAC, NRS 288.200(2) is a statute the 

content of which speaks for itself and denies the allegations to the extent inconsistent 

therewith. The County denies every other allegation contained in Paragraph 45 of the 

FAC.  

46. Answering Paragraph 46 of the FAC, the County admits it that it declined 

to strike names from the FMCS list.   The County denies every other allegation in 

Paragraph 46 of the FAC. 

47. Answering Paragraph 47 of the FAC, the County admits the allegations 

contained therein. 

48. Answering Paragraph 48 of the FAC, the County admits that outside 

counsel for the County contacted outside counsel for the CCPA 

that reach impasse must first proceed to mediation before they can proceed to non-

ery other allegation contained therein. 

49. Answering Paragraph 49 of the FAC, the County admits that CCPA sent 

an e-mail on May 29, 2024 agreeing to mediation, and the e-mail is a document the 

content of which speaks for itself and denies the allegations to the extent inconsistent 
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therewith. The County denies every other allegation contained in Paragraph 49 of the 

FAC.  

50. Answering Paragraph 50 of the FAC, the County admits the first two 

sentences and denies every other allegation contained therein. 

51. Answering Paragraph 51 of the FAC, the County denies the allegations 

contained therein. 

52. Answering Paragraph 52 of the FAC, the County admits the allegations 

of the first sentence and denies every other allegation contained therein. 

53. Answering Paragraph 53 of the FAC, the County admits it met on June 

17, 2024 and passed a proposal which is a document the content of which speaks for 

itself, and the County denies the allegations to the extent inconsistent therewith.  The 

County denies every other allegation contained therein. 

54. Answering Paragraph 54 of the FAC, the County denies the allegations 

contained therein. 

55. Answering Paragraph 55 of the FAC, the County admits that on June 17, 

2024 outside counsel for Clark County notified CCPA that the earliest dates 

Commissioner Brown had available were July 17, 18 and 23 of 2024 and that counsel for 

 to my clients now to see if any of these dates work 

other allegation contained therein. 

56. Answering Paragraph 56 of the FA

counsel sent an e-mail on June 21, 2024, which is a document the content of which speaks 

for itself, and the County denies the allegations to the extent inconsistent therewith.  The 

County denies every other allegation contained therein. 

57. Answering Paragraph 57 of the FAC, the County admits that it sent an e-

ounty folks were not all available on those 

days, but I think they were willing to cons   The County denies 

every other allegation contained therein. 
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58. Answering Paragraph 58 of the FAC, the County denies the allegations 

contained therein. 

59. Answering Paragraph 59 of the FAC, the County denies the allegations 

contained therein. 

60. Answering Paragraph 60 of the FAC, the County admits that County 

Manager Kevin Schiller sent an e-mail correspondence to all County employees on June 

26, 2024, which is a document the content of which speaks for itself, and the County 

denies the allegations to the extent inconsistent therewith.  The County denies every other 

allegation contained therein.  

61. Answering Paragraph 61 of the FAC, the County denies the allegations 

contained therein. 

62. Answering the Paragraphs starting with WHEREFORE and all 

subparagraphs of the FAC, the County denies any wrongdoing and denies that any 

remedy or relief is appropriate.  To the extent not expressly admitted in the paragraphs 

above, the County denies each and every remaining allegation in the FAC.   

AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSES 

FIRST DEFENSE 

 The claims, allegations and events are barred by the statute of limitations as they 

occurred more than 6 months prior to the filing of the complaint.   

SECOND DEFENSE 

 The legal issue in this case is already 

Declaratory Order in Case Number 2024-016  and a Motion to Consolidate cases or Stay 

resolution of this matter until resolution of Case 2024-016 has been filed by the County 

concurrently herewith. 

THIRD DEFENSE 

 The FAC fails to allege facts sufficient to state the basis for a claim of regressive 

bargaining.  

/ / / 
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FOURTH DEFENSE 

Any claims arising from scheduling the mediation have been waived by the CCPA 

request for a private mediator and/or a mediator with earlier dates.  

FIFTH DEFENSE 

The FAC fails to allege a claim upon which relief can be granted. 

WHEREFORE, Respondent, Clark County, prays: 

1. Complaint be dismissed; 

2. County be awarded its reasonable costs and attorney fees; and 

3. Such other relief as the Board deems appropriate. 

DATED this 22nd day of August, 2024. 

     FISHER & PHILLIPS LLP 

 
                     By: /s/ Allison L. Kheel, Esq.   
      Mark J. Ricciardi, Esq. 

Allison L. Kheel, Esq. 
300 South Fourth Street, Suite 1500 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89101 
Attorneys for Respondent, Clark County 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
 

I hereby certify that on the 22nd day of August, 2024, I filed and served by 

electronic means the foregoing ANSWER TO FIRST AMENDED COMPLAINT, as 

follows: 

Employee-Management Relations Board 
3300 W. Sahara Ave., Suite 260 

Las Vegas, Nevada 89102 
emrb@business.nv.gov 

bsnyder@business.nv.gov 
 

Daniel Marks, Esq. 
Adam Levine, Esq. 

Law Office of Daniel Marks 
610 South Ninth Street 

Las Vegas, Nevada 89101 
office@danielmarks.net 

alevine@danielmarks.net  
jharper@danielmarks.net 

Attorneys for Complainant, 
Clark County Prosecutors Association 

 
 

 
    By: /s/ Allison L. Kheel                                 
          An employee of Fisher & Phillips LLP 
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FISHER & PHILLIPS LLP 
MARK J. RICCIARDI, ESQ. 
Nevada Bar No. 3141 
ALLISON L. KHEEL, ESQ. 
Nevada Bar No. 12986 
300 South Fourth Street, Suite 1500 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89101 
Telephone: (702) 252-3131 
Facsimile: (702) 252-7411 
E-mail: mricciardi@fisherphillips.com 
E-mail: akheel@fisherphillips.com 
Attorneys for Respondent, Clark County 
 

STATE OF NEVADA 
EMPLOYEE-MANAGEMENT RELATIONS BOARD 

 
CLARK COUNTY PROSECUTORS 
ASSOCIATION, 
  
           Complainant, 
 
 vs. 
 
CLARK COUNTY, 
 
           Respondent. 
 

Case No.:  2024-019  
 
 
 

 CONSOLIDATE OR STAY  

by and through its counsel of record, 

Fisher & Phillips LLP, hereby moves to consolidate the above-captioned case1 with Case 

No. 2024-016, pursuant to NAC 288.275. Alternatively, the County moves to stay all 

proceedings and resolution of this case until the Employee Management Relations Board 

Petition for Declaratory Order in Case No. 2024-016. 

BACKGROUND 

The County and Complainant, the Clark County Prosecutors Association 

wage article of its collective bargaining 

1 This Motion is filed contemporaneously with the C
this matter. 
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proposal included language which would 

make the proposal effective upon ratification by the Board of County Commissioners 

proposal would have been 

retroactive, effective upon the date of the reopener (July 1, 2023).  

On May 6, 2024, the County filed a Petition for Declaratory Order in Case No. 

2024-016 seeking among several claims, a declaration by the EMRB that the County can 

include a specific effective date in a final offer at both the bargaining table and continue 

to make that proposal in binding factfinding.  On July 9, 2024, the CCPA filed its First 

Amended Complaint for Prohibited Practices (h

Case No. 2024-019.  See  Paragraph 27 of the FAC 

, by definition, regre

and alleges several prohibited practices claims in Paragraphs 25, 26 and 30 on the basis 

of the theory that non-retroactive offers equate to regressive bargaining.  FAC ¶¶  25-27, 

30.    

6, 2024 . . . it filed a Petition for 

which arise out of the current bargaining di

¶ 36.  Paragraph 41 of the FAC specifically no

for Declaratory Order, Respondent Clark County asked this Board for a declaration that 

in binding arbitration, despite 

arbitrator is retroactive to the expiration fate of the last co

County denies the validity of this legal argument, there is no doubt that both parties agree 

that the two cases involve the same legal and factual issues.    

There is a substantial overlap between the facts and legal arguments of this matter 

and the Petition for Declaratory Order in Case No. 2024-016.   In fact, if the Board were 

to rule in favor of the County in Case No. 2024-016 and find that its proposal was not 

regressive, and it is not unlawful to make a proposal with a specific effective date, it 
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 matter that such a proposal was bad faith 

bargaining and a prohibited practice. 

On July 9, 2024, the CCPA filed the instant FAC claiming the prohibited practices 

that the County failed to bargain in good faith in violation of NRS 288.270(1)(a) and (e) 

by including a non-retroactive effective date in its bargaining proposal and insisting on 

the same at impasse.   

While the relative me s respective positions on the 

issue of whether non-retroactive proposals violate the statute will, of course, need to be 

weighed and evaluated by the Board, there can be no genuine dispute that the instant case 

should be consolidated with Case No. 2024-016 to promote efficiency and consistency 

GROUNDS FOR MOTION 

in any one hearing when it appears that the issues are substantially the same and that the 

rights of the parties will not be prejudiced by a consolidat

criteria are met here.  

First, a critical issue in both cases is whether a proposal containing a specific 

effective date (or a future effective date based upon the date of ratification by the Board 

of County Commissioners) is permissible under the statute.   It is a critical issue in Case 

No. 2024-016 because the County is expressly seeking a declaration that their proposal 

containing a non-retroactive effective date is permissible and does not violate the statute.  

And it is a critical issue in the instant case because, the Board must find that the proposal 

is not permissible before it could find that the County bargained in bad faith by including 

non-retroactive language in its proposal.   

ll not be prejudiced by consolidating these cases for 

hearing.  The Board cannot determine whether the County has violated NRS 

288.270(1)(a) and (e), and/or NRS 288.270(1)(b) as CCPA alleges, without first 
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determining whether the conduct alleged to be bad faith bargaining is actually illegal.2  

Consequently, the legal issue of non-retroactivity will have to be litigated in both cases if 

they are not consolidated. 

Accordingly, the County requests that the Board consolidate Case No. 2024-016 

with the above-captioned case and receive evidence, testimony and legal argument to 

resolve the legal issue of whether non-retroactive offers in bargaining and binding fact 

finding are lawful and permissible.   Alternatively, the County requests that the 

proceedings in this case be stayed until a Decision on the Merits has been issued in Case 

No. 2024-016. 

DATED this 22nd day of August 2024. 

     FISHER & PHILLIPS LLP 

 
                     By: /s/ Allison L. Kheel, Esq.   
      Mark J. Ricciardi, Esq. 

Allison L. Kheel, Esq. 
300 South Fourth Street, Suite 1500 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89101 
Attorneys for Respondent, Clark County 

  

2 It should be noted that the inverse proposition is not always true.  Even if the Board determines that a 
non-retroactive proposal violates the statute (which it should not), the County still held a good faith belief 
that its proposal was permissible and thus there was no bad faith bargaining. 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
 

I hereby certify that on the 22nd day of August, 2024, I filed and served by 

electronic means the foregoing 

STAY, as follows: 

Employee-Management Relations Board 
3300 W. Sahara Ave., Suite 260 

Las Vegas, Nevada 89102 
emrb@business.nv.gov 

bsnyder@business.nv.gov 
 

Daniel Marks, Esq. 
Adam Levine, Esq. 

Law Office of Daniel Marks 
610 South Ninth Street 

Las Vegas, Nevada 89101 
office@danielmarks.net 

alevine@danielmarks.net  
jharper@danielmarks.net 

Attorneys for Complainant, 
Clark County Prosecutors Association 

 
 

 
    By: /s/ Sarah Griffin                                 
          An employee of Fisher & Phillips LL 
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FISHER & PHILLIPS LLP 
MARK J. RICCIARDI, ESQ. 
Nevada Bar No. 3141 
ALLISON L. KHEEL, ESQ. 
Nevada Bar No. 12986 
300 South Fourth Street, Suite 1500 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89101 
Telephone: (702) 252-3131 
Facsimile: (702) 252-7411 
E-mail: mricciardi@fisherphillips.com 
E-mail: akheel@fisherphillips.com 
Attorneys for Respondent, Clark County 
 

STATE OF NEVADA 
EMPLOYEE-MANAGEMENT RELATIONS BOARD 

 
CLARK COUNTY PROSECUTORS 
ASSOCIATION, 
  
           Complainant, 
 
 vs. 
 
CLARK COUNTY, 
 
           Respondent. 
 

Case No.:  2024-019  
 
 
 

OR STAY  

by and through its counsel of record, 

Fisher & Phillips LLP, hereby files its Reply 

Motion to Consolidate or Stay. 

ARGUMENT 

As outlined in the Motion, both criteria for consolidation under NAC 288.275(1) 

have been met as there is substantial overlap of the issues in this case and the previously 

filed Petition for Declaratory Order in Case No. 2024-016.   

ll not be set for hearing for several 

Petition will almost certainly have is 

actually an argument in favor of consolidation as it demonstrates that there will be no 
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significant harm or prejudice to either party in having to wait for a decision.  Opp. at 

2:15-16.   Consolidating or staying this matter to await the outcome of the Petition will 

allow the parties to have a solid understanding of the Boar

and definition of retroactivity and regressive bargaining.  This in turn will impact the 

1 in this case and will avoid the parties having 

to submit supplemental pre-hearing statements and briefing.  It will also avoid having to 

present duplicative evidence and legal arguments.  Therefore, the interest of efficiency 

is best served by consolidation or a stay of this matter pending the outcome of the 

Petition.  

the retroactivity language of NRS 288.215(10) is 

clear and unambiguous on its face

argument based on the merits of the positions of the parties. Clearly the County 

believed and believes that the retroactivity language was and is a substantial legal issue 

as it was the good faith grounds for the County bringing the Petition in the first place.  

Opp. at 2:18-20.  The Board cannot find that interpretation of the retroactivity language 

is insubstantial (as the CCPA asserts) in this case without also effectively ruling on the 

merits of this central legal issue in the Petition.  As that legal issue will be fully briefed 

in the Petition and constitutes a one sentence argumentative assertion in this matter, a 

determination of such a legal issue should await the determination of the Board once the 

matter is fully briefed in the Petition. 

The Board cannot determine whether the County has violated NRS 

288.270(1)(a) and (e), and/or NRS 288.270(1)(b) as CCPA alleges, without first 

determining whether the conduct alleged to be bad faith bargaining is actually illegal.2  

Consequently, the legal issue of non-retroactivity will have to be litigated in both cases 

if they are not consolidated. 

1 While not every issue in this matter overlaps with the issues in the Petition, that is not a reason to deny 
consolidation as there is significant overlap on several of the issues in this matter. 
2 It should be noted that the inverse proposition is not always true.  Even if the Board determines that a 
non-retroactive proposal violates the statute (which it should not), the County still held a good faith belief 
that its proposal was permissible and, thus, there was no bad faith bargaining. 
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Accordingly, the County requests that the Board consolidate Case No. 2024-016 

with the above-captioned case and receive evidence, testimony and legal argument to 

resolve the legal issue of whether non-retroactive offers in bargaining and binding fact 

finding are lawful and permissible. Alternatively, the County requests that the 

proceedings in this case be stayed until a Decision on the merits has been issued in Case 

No. 2024-016. 

DATED this 19th  day of September, 2024. 

     FISHER & PHILLIPS LLP 

 
                     By: /s/ Allison L. Kheel, Esq.   
      Mark J. Ricciardi, Esq. 

Allison L. Kheel, Esq. 
300 South Fourth Street, Suite 1500 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89101 
Attorneys for Respondent, Clark County 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
 

I hereby certify that on the 19th day of September, 2024, I filed and served by 

electronic means the foregoing 

MOTION TO CONSOLIDATE OR STAY, as follows: 

Employee-Management Relations Board 
3300 W. Sahara Ave., Suite 260 

Las Vegas, Nevada 89102 
emrb@business.nv.gov 

bsnyder@business.nv.gov 
 

Daniel Marks, Esq. 
Adam Levine, Esq. 

Law Office of Daniel Marks 
610 South Ninth Street 

Las Vegas, Nevada 89101 
office@danielmarks.net 

alevine@danielmarks.net  
jharper@danielmarks.net 

Attorneys for Complainant, 
Clark County Prosecutors Association 

 
 

 
    By: /s/     
          An employee of Fisher & Phillips LL 
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