





















































































































































LaNae Barnum (Complainant)

Opposition to CCSD's Motion to Dismiss Complaint



FILED
June 26_ 2026
State of Nevada
EMRB.

STATE OF NEVADA 532 pam.

BEFORE THE GOVERNMENT EMPLOYEE-MANAGEMENT RELATIONS
BOARD

Lanae D. Barnum,
Complainant,

V.

Clark County School District, a political subdivision of the State of Nevada; and
Teamsters Local 14, a Nevada employee organization,
Respondents.

Case No. 2026-011
COMPLAINANT’S OPPOSITION TO CCSD’S MOTION TO DISMISS

Complainant, Lanae D. Barnum, hereby submits this Opposition to the Clark
County School District’s Motion to Dismiss. This Opposition is timely filed
pursuant to NAC 288.240(4).

I. INTRODUCTION

CCSD’s Motion to Dismiss mischaracterizes the Complaint, ignores key facts, and
incorrectly asserts that the EMRB lacks jurisdiction. The Complaint alleges
statutory violations under NRS 288.270, including interference with rights, denial
of due process, discriminatory treatment, and procedural failures in the
administration of discipline. These are not mere contract disputes, and they fall
squarely within the Board’s jurisdiction. For these reasons, CCSD’s Motion to
Dismiss must be denied.

II. CCSD MISCHARACTERIZES THE NATURE OF THE COMPLAINT

CCSD asserts that the Complaint “does not actually include any allegations against
the District.” This is incorrect. The Complaint alleges that CCSD:



» failed to follow required disciplinary procedures;

» failed to provide timely written notice;

» denied Complainant due process;

» interfered with rights protected under NRS 288;

» discriminated against Complainant for exercising protected rights;

- mishandled the termination process; acted arbitrarily and inconsistently.

These allegations constitute statutory violations, not mere disagreements over the
CBA.

III. THE EMRB HAS JURISDICTION OVER THESE CLAIMS

CCSD argues that the EMRB lacks jurisdiction because the Complaint allegedly
raises only “contract violations.” This is incorrect.

NRS 288.270(1) prohibits:

* (a) interference with employee rights;

» (c) discrimination in terms of employment;

* (d) retaliation for filing a complaint;

» (e) refusal to bargain in good faith;

* (f) discrimination for political or personal reasons.

The Complaint alleges violations under (a), (c), and (d).

These are statutory prohibited practices, not contract grievances.

The EMRB has jurisdiction.

IV. CCSD FAILED TO FOLLOW REQUIRED PROCEDURES

CCSD claims it followed “each and every step” of the Negotiated Agreement.
This is contradicted by the record. CCSD failed to:

» provide timely written notice of termination;
« follow progressive discipline;



* provide accurate CDL information;

» follow consistent timelines;

» provide meaningful opportunity to respond;

» ensure proper delivery of the termination letter;
» follow its own regulations and procedures.

These failures constitute procedural violations, due-process violations, and
statutory violations.

V. CCSD’S “ZERO TOLERANCE” ARGUMENT DOES NOT EXCUSE
PROCEDURAL FAILURES

CCSD repeatedly cites its “zero tolerance” policy. However, a policy does not
override:

* statutory rights;

» due process;

« NRS 288 protections;

» required procedures;

» the obligation to provide timely notice;

« the obligation to conduct a fair investigation.

Even if CCSD believed dismissal was justified, it was still required to follow the
law.

It did not.

VI. CCSD’S CLAIM THAT COMPLAINANT “ADMITTED” GUILT IS
MISLEADING

CCSD asserts that Complainant “acknowledged” she must follow FMCSA
regulations. This is not an admission of wrongdoing.

Complainant explained:

* she took CBD gummies;
» she did not knowingly ingest THC;



* she was unaware the product contained THC;
» she was not impaired;
» she was not informed of DOT restrictions regarding CBD.

CCSD’s characterization is inaccurate.
VII. CCSD CANNOT AVOID RESPONSIBILITY BY BLAMING THE UNION

CCSD argues that the union’s failure to arbitrate “is not a concern that can be
imputed on the District.”

However, CCSD’s own actions:

* created confusion;

» delayed notice; denied due process;

» failed to follow procedures;

» interfered with Complainant’s ability to defend herself.

These failures directly impacted the union’s ability to represent Complainant.
CCSD cannot avoid accountability.

VIII. CCSD’S CLAIM THAT THE COMPLAINT IS “FRIVOLOUS” IS
UNSUPPORTED

CCSD’s assertion that the Complaint is “frivolous” is inappropriate and
unsupported. There is nothing frivolous about:

* being denied due process;

* being terminated without proper notice;

* being subjected to inconsistent procedures;

» being denied rights under NRS 288;

* being treated differently than other employees.

This language appears intended to intimidate a self-represented complainant.

IX. CCSD’S MOTION IGNORES KEY FACTS



CCSD’s Motion does not address:

» the delayed termination letter;

« the inconsistent communication;

» the lack of progressive discipline;

» the failure to provide written notice;

e the failure to follow timelines;

» the failure to provide accurate CDL information;
* the failure to allow meaningful defense;

» the failure to follow due process.

A motion to dismiss must accept the facts in the Complaint as true. CCSD instead
ignores them.

X. CONCLUSION

The Complaint alieges:

« statutory violations;

» procedural violations;

» due-process violations;

* discriminatory treatment;

« interference with rights under NRS 288.

These are justiciable controversies under NRS 288.270.

CCSD’s Motion to Dismiss relies on mischaracterization, omission, and incorrect
jurisdictional arguments.

For these reasons,
Complainant respectfully requests that the Board DENY CCSD’s Motion to

Dismiss.



DATED: June 26, 2026
Re?ctfully submitted,

Lanae D. Barnum
Complainant

P.O. Box 1072
Overton, NV 89040
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Reply in Support of CCSD's Motion to Dismiss
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STATE OF NEVADA
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LANAE D. BARNUM, CASE NO.: 2026-011

Complainant,
REPLY IN SUPPORT OF CLARK

V. COUNTY SCHOOL DISTRICT’S
MOTION TO DISMISS COMPLAINT

CLARK COUNTY SCHOOL DISTRICT, a
political subdivision of the State of Nevada;
and TEAMSTERS LOCAL 14, a Nevada
employee organization,

Respondents.

The CLARK COUNTY SCHOOL DISTRICT (“the District” or “CCSD”), by and through
its undersigned counsel, submits its Reply in support of the Motion to Dismiss Lanae Barnum’s
(“Complainant’s”) Complaint.

L INTRODUCTION

Complainant’s Opposition is evidently an Al-generated response to the District’s Motion
to Dismiss and is devoid of true argument or substance. Complainant effectively argues that
because she pleads violations under NRS 288.270, that deems her case within the jurisdiction of
this Board. While perhaps facially true, Complainant fails to address the actual arguments made
in the District’s Motion, which show that what Complainant is truly taking issue with (i.e., the
District’s application of its zero-tolerance policy for safety-sensitive employees and dismissal of

Complainant) is outside the scope of the Board’s jurisdiction. The Board cannot exercise
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jurisdiction over a matter simply because there is a recitation of NRS 288.270 in a Complaint. In
the same way, the Board cannot exercise jurisdiction over boilerplate contentions that lack factual
support and are, in reality, breach of contract claims. For example, Complainant concludes that
the District failed to follow disciplinary procedures, failed to provide timely written notice, denied
Complainant due process, mishandled the termination process, interfered with her rights under
NRS 288, and discriminated against her in exercising her protected rights. Noticeably absent from
the contentions is any factual support or contrast from a breach of contract claim. Complainant
cannot plead conclusions and violations to satisfy the thresholds under NAC 288.200.

Altogether, Complainant’s claims are not within the jurisdiction of the EMRB, and there is
no probable cause for the Complaint. Therefore, the Complaint must be dismissed as against the
District.
1L MEMORANDUM OF POINTS AND AUTHORITIES

Complainant’s Opposition focuses on self-serving conclusions that are devoid of factual
support and do not defeat dismissal. First, Complainant takes the position that the Board has
jurisdiction over her claims because Complainant avers violations under NRS 288.270(1)(a), (c),
and (d). What Complainant misses is that reciting NRS 288.270 does not satisfy the pleading
threshold under NAC 288.200, which provides that a complaint must include clear and concise
statements of facts that evidence the alleged prohibited labor practice. NAC 288.200(c). This is to
include the time and place of the alleged act and the individuals involved. Id. While Complainant
claims that the District, among other conclusory statements, failed to follow disciplinary
procedures and engaged in untimely acts without notice, she never identifies what exactly she is
referring to and how such purported contract violations fall within the Board’s jurisdiction.
Complainant’s recitation of NRS 288.270 and conclusion that the Board has jurisdiction over the
matter does not make it true simply because Complainant desires it to be true.

Second, Complainant seemingly seeks to insert a new claim against the District that is
futile. In her Opposition, Complainant states that she is alleging retaliation for filing a complaint
under NRS 288.270(1)(d). NRS 288.270(1)(d) states that it is a prohibited labor practice for a
local government employer to willfully “[d]ischarge or otherwise discriminate against any
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employee because the employee has signed or filed an affidavit, petition or complaint or given
any information or testimony under this chapter, or because the employee has formed, joined or
chosen to be represented by any employee organization.” Even if her Complaint included this
claimed violation, which it does not, Complainant cannot support the claim because she has not
filed any type of complaint or affidavit under NRS 288 prior to her discharge, or claim she was
otherwise discriminated against for such actions or for being represented by an employee
organization. Therefore, the claim, even if pled, fails and would warrant dismissal

Third, Complainant includes a number of conclusions in her Opposition that are devoid of
factual support and fail to show a unilateral change by the District,! discrimination, or
interference of rights as contemplated in NRS 288.270. In the Opposition, Complainant states that
the District failed to follow disciplinary procedures, failed to provide timely written notice, denied
Complainant due process, mishandled the termination process, interfered with her rights under
NRS 288, and discriminated against her in exercising her protected rights. However, Complainant
never identifies rudimentary facts such as what the District did not follow, what acts were
untimely, or what notice was not provided. The evidence and argument in the District’s Motion,
as well as the Motion to Dismiss filed by Teamsters Local 14 (“Teamsters™), establish that all
processes under the applicable negotiated agreement were followed by the District, despite
Complainant’s generalized conclusions purporting otherwise. Teamsters, the designated
representative/agent for the Education Support Employee Association, acknowledged that the
District was within its rights to suspend Complainant without pay, irrespective of any prior
discipline, because she was a bus driver who was required to maintain a CDL and her CDL
license was suspended following her positive drug test. See Teamsters’ Motion to Dismiss at 6:3-

17. Teamsters also acknowledged that in accordance with the applicable negotiated agreement,

1 Under the unilateral change theory, an employer commits a prohibited labor practice when it
changes the terms and conditions of employment that fall under the subjects of mandatory
bargaining listed in NRS 288.150 without first bargaining in good faith with the recognized
bargaining agent. See City of Reno v. Reno Police Protective Ass’n., 118 Nev. 889, 59 P.3d 1212

(2002).
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the District was well within its rights to terminate Complainant following her positive drug test.
Id. at 6:18-26 — 7:1-2. Teamsters even acknowledged that it reasonably did not pursue the matter
to arbitration, considering it would clearly lose. Id at 7:15-125 — 8:1-7. It is therefore
bewildering what Complainant is taking issue with as against the District. Her generalized
contentions that there was a delayed termination letter, inconsistent communication, lack of
progressive discipline, failure to provide written notice, failure to follow timelines, failure to
provide accurate CDL information, failure to allow meaningful defense, and failure to follow due
process ring hollow and outright ignore the statements and evidence in this case. As provided in
the District’s Motion, all procedural and substantive steps required of the District under the
negotiated agreement were followed. Complainant was provided notice of the concern, given an
opportunity to respond with the representative of her choosing, and was ultimately dismissed in
accordance with District policies and the negotiated agreement. Complainant is clearly
dissatisfied with her termination, but it cannot be said that the District committed a unilateral
change of the terms and conditions of the negotiated agreement, discriminated against her, or
interfered with her rights through such process.

Fourth and finally, Complainant’s claims are fundamentally a violation of contract claims
despite the attempted characterization as NRS 288 violations. What Complainant is saying is that
the District did not follow the processes set forth in the negotiated agreement. She maintains that
the District did not follow disciplinary procedures, did not follow timelines, did not provide
proper written notices, and mishandled her termination. Those allegations are essentially contract
violation claims. A violation of contract claim is not a cause or concern under NRS 288 that the
Board may hear and determine. See NRS 288.110(2) and NRS 288.270(1). See County of Washoe
v. Washoe County Sheriff’s deputies Assoc., Case No. A1-045300, Item No. 57 (citing to Reno
Police Protective Assoc. v. City of Reno, et al., Case No. 18273, Item No. 16); Clark County
Teachers Assoc. v. Board of Trustees of the Clark County School District, Case No. A1-045351,
Item No. 130 (“it is outside the Board’s jurisdiction to resolve grievances arising under the
parties’ collective bargaining agreements.”). Accordingly, under the circumstances, there is
plainly no justiciable controversy that the Board may consider.
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CONCLUSION

For these reasons, the Board should dismiss the instant Complaint as against the District.

DATED this 10" day of July, 2026.

CLARK COUNTY SCHOOL DISTRICT
OFFICE OF THE GENERAL COUNSEL

By:_/s/ Crystal J. Pugh
CRYSTAL J. PUGH, ESQ.
Nevada Bar No. 12396
BETTY J. FOLEY, ESQ.
Nevada Bar No. 14517
5100 West Sahara Avenue
Las Vegas, Nevada 89146
Attorney for Respondent,
Clark County School District
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE
I hereby certify that on the 10" day of July, 2026, I sent a true and correct copy of the
foregoing REPLY IN SUPPORT OF CLARK COUNTY SCHOOL DISTRICT’S MOTION
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TO DISMISS by U.S. Mail with first-class postage fully prepaid to the following:

LaNae D. Barnum

479 S. Moapa Valley Blvd. #10

P. 0. Box 1072
Overton, NV 89040
Complainant, pro se

Bradley C.W. Combs, Esq.

Teamsters Local 14

8951 W. Sahara Ave., #100
Las Vegas, NV 89117-5899

/s/ Elsa C. Pefia
An employee of the
OFFICE OF THE GENERAL COUNSEL,
CLARK COUNTY SCHOOL DISTRICT
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