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Ronald J. Dreher 
NV Bar No. 15726 
DREHER LAW 
P.O. Box 6494 
Reno, NV 89513 
Telephone: (775) 846-9804 
ron@dreherlaw.net 
Attorney for Complainant 

BEFORE THE STATE OF NEVADA 

GOVERNMENT EMPLOYEE-MANAGEMENT RELATIONS BOARD 

RENO POLICE PROTECTIVE 
ASSOCIATION, Case No.: 

Complainant, Panel: 

vs. 

CITY OF RENO, 

Respondent. 
_____________________________/ 

COMPLAINT 

COMES NOW, Complainant RENO POLICE PROTECTIVE ASSOCIATION, by 

and through its undersigned attorney, hereby charges Respondent CITY OF RENO with 

practices prohibited by NRS 288.270. This complaint is filed in accordance with NRS 

288.270, NRS 288.280 and NAC 288.200. Accordingly, Complainant hereby complains and 

alleges as follows: 

/ / / 

/ / / 

/ / / 

mailto:ron@dreherlaw.net
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        I.            THE PARTIES   

is an employee 

organization as defined in N.R.S. 288.040. It is the recognized bargaining unit for police 

officers employed by the City of Reno.   

2.   is the largest municipality in 

Northern Nevada which oversees the Reno Police Department and its employees. The City is 

a political subdivision of the State of Nevada and a local government employer under NRS 

288.060. The 1 E. First Street, P.O. Box 1900, Reno, NV 89505.   

II.         LEGAL AUTHORITY AND JURISDICTION 

3. 

that includes grievance-arbitration procedures as well as discipline and discharge procedures.     

4. NRS 288.150(1)(i) mandates that employee organizations and employers must 

ischarge and disciplinary procedures. 

5. NRS 288.150(1) outlines the mandatory topics of bargaining and includes in 

Grievance and arbitration procedures for resolution of disputes relating to 

interpretation or application of collective bargaining agreements 

6. NRS 288.270(1)(e) holds in part that it is a prohibited practice for a local 

Refuse to bargain collectively in good faith with the exclusive 

representative as required in NRS 288.150. Bargaining collectively includes the entire 

bargaining process, including mediation and fact-finding, provided for in this chapter. 

7. This Board has jurisdiction over this matter as arise under 

Nevada Revised Statute Chapter 288 - Relations between Government and Public Employees. 
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       III.         PROHIBITED PRACTICES 

8. At all times relevant Complainant was and is the recognized bargaining unit for 

police officers employed by the City.    

9. On September 8, 2023, RPPA member Officer Christian Hoyt was noticed that he 

division related to an arrest he had made they was alleged to have violated policy.   

10. The internal affairs investigation was completed and on March 1, 2024 the alleged 

violations were sustained.    

11. The RPPA, on behalf of Officer Hoyt, appealed the sustained discipline to Chief 

Kathryn Nance. On August 14, 2024, Chief Nance upheld the sustained findings and imposed 

the following discipline:   

1) One (1) day suspension without pay; and 
2) One (1) day, Five (5) hours of training related to: 

  a. First Amendment Issues; 
  b. 2020 Assembly Bill 3 (AB3); 
  c. Recording LE Activity NRS 171.1233; 
  d. Resist Public Officer NRS 199.280; and 
  e. Any other relevant statutes and or case law 

12 

and a hearing was held on October 24, 2024.   

13. On November 8, 2024, Ms. Bryant granted the appeal and rescinded the 

disciplinary action against Officer Hoyt. Ms. Bryant determined that the issue investigated 

concerning Officer Hoyt was based on a lack of training and ordered Officer Hoyt to attend 

eighty (80) hours of training related to First Amendment issues; 2020 Assembly Bill 3 (AB3); 

Recording of Law Enforcement Activity - NRS 171.1233; Resist Public Officer NRS 199.280; 

and other relevant statutes or case law.   
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14 As referenced in the Investigation 

Report for ADI 2023-0015, the finding for the violation of General Order P-340-05 (Code of 

Conduct and Values) G.O.) was sustained 

although Ms. Bryant had rescinded the discipline due to it being based on a training issue, the 

City was not removing the sustained IA findings.   

15 

requested clarification regarding the IA findings while the 

original IA was sustained, since you are now removing all discipline, we believe this means 

the IA is either not-sustained or exonerated. Please provide clarity on this point for us. 

16. On November 14, 2024 Ms. Bryant responded and stated that recommended 

training is a result of the sustained IA finding and still stands for the violation of General 

Order P-340-05. 

17 

Regarding the sustained IA finding, this is still disciplinary in nature as 

it is kept in Officer Hoyt's file and may be used for future same or similar alleged behavior. 

There is no mechanism for such discipline in the CBA and including this here would be a 

unilateral change to the negotiated discipline procedures. Given this, we are requesting the 

sustained finding be removed from this investigation and the finding changed to not 

sustained. 

18. On November 26, 2024, Ms. Bryant responded and stated that the sustained IA 

finding was not disciplinary as it was not included in Article 29 of the collective bargaining 

agreement.   
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19 The RPPA agrees that 

the sustained IA is not discipline, and with the City's same understand, we are satisfied that 

this sustained IA will not be used as the basis for enhanced or progressive discipline against 

Officer Hoyt in any future alleged same or similar incidents. 

20 We do not have the 

same understanding. To clarify, this sustained IA investigation may be used as the basis for 

enhanced or progressive discipline against Officer Hoyt in any future alleged incidents 

involving the same or similar policy violations per the operative CBA and City/RPD policy 

and procedur 

21 

22. On December 13, 2025 the City responded and refused to hear the grievance.    

23. On December 31, 2025 the RPPA then moved the matter to arbitration in 

accordance with Article 28 of the CBA.   

24. On January 6, 2025 the City refused to participate in arbitration and this Complaint 

followed.   

FIRST PROHIBITED PRACTICE 
(Unilateral Change to Discipline Process) 

25. Complainant re-alleges and incorporates by reference all preceding paragraphs. 

26. The City unilaterally changed the bargained for discipline process by sustaining an 

IA investigation that was found to be due to a lack of training and not based on misconduct.   
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27. The City unilaterally changed the bargained for discipline process by maintaining a 

sustained IA investigation after the finding was overturned and holding that this could be used 

for progressive discipline for any future violation.   

28. The City violated Article 29(c)(1) The term discipline 

as used herein shall include discharge, demotion, suspension and written reprimands 

maintaining a sustained IA investigation which did not meet the definition of discipline as 

negotiated by the parties.   

29. Article 31(b) In the event the City intends to institute a 

change during the term of this Agreement of a subject which falls within the scope of 

mandatory bargaining as outlined in . . . subsection 2 of NRS 288.150, the City recognizes its 

duty to bargain with the Association over said change. Disputes arising under this Article shall 

not be grievable under Article 28 of this Agreement, but shall be submitted to the Nevada 

Local Government Employee-Management Relations Board (EMRB) of resolution 

30. These actions constitute unilateral changes to the discipline discharge procedures 

that are a mandatory topic of bargaining under NRS 288.150(1)(i). 

31 

negotiating the change with the RPPA which violates NRS 288.150(1)(e). 

SECOND PROHIBITED PRACTICE 
(Refusal to Process Grievance) 

32. Complainant re-alleges and incorporates by reference all preceding paragraphs. 

33 disputes concerning the interpretation, 

application, and enforcement of this Agreement 
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33. Article 31(b) In the event the City intends to institute a 

change during the term of this Agreement of a subject which falls within the scope of 

mandatory bargaining as outlined in . . . subsection 2 of NRS 288.150, the City recognizes its 

duty to bargain with the Association over said change. Disputes arising under this Article shall 

not be grievable under Article 28 of this Agreement, but shall be submitted to the Nevada 

Local Government Employee-Management Relations Board (EMRB) of resolution 

35. The City unilaterally refused to process the grievance as required under Article 28 

of the CBA negotiated by the parties.   

36. These actions constitute unilateral changes to the grievance-arbitration procedures 

that are a mandatory topic of bargaining under NRS 288.150(1)(o). 

38 

negotiating the change with the RPPA which violates NRS 288.150(1)(e). 

  Wherefore, the actions taken by the City against Officer Hoyt and the RPPA constitute 

prohibited practices under NRS Chapter 288.   

  THEREFORE, Complainant prays for relief as follows: 

a.   A finding that the conduct of Respondent as referenced herein constitutes 

prohibited practices under Chapter 288 of the Nevada Revised Statutes; 

b. A finding that Respondents failed to bargain in good faith;    

c.   A finding that Respondent made unilateral changes to the discipline and 

discharge procedures which are mandatory topics of bargaining;    

d.   A finding that Respondent made unilateral changes to the grievance-arbitration 

procedures which are mandatory topics of bargaining;    

e.   An order requiring Respondent to cease in violating N.R.S. 288.270;   
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f.   An order requiring Respondent to comply with NRS 288.150 and cease making 

unilateral changes to the CBA and to mandatory topics of bargaining.    

g. An order requiring Respondent to pay the s reasonable attorney 

h. Any and all other relief that the Employee Management Relations Board deems 

appropriate. 

DATED this 24th day of March, 2025.   

        /s/ Ronald J. Dreher_________ 
        Ronald J. Dreher 
        NV Bar No. 15726 
        DREHER LAW   
        P.O. Box 6494 
        Reno, NV 89513 
        Telephone: (775) 846-9804 
        ron@dreherlaw.net   
        Attorney for Complainant 
        

mailto:ron@dreherlaw.net


City of Reno (Respondent) 
Answer to Complaint 















RPPA (Complainant) 
Prehearing Statement 
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Ronald J. Dreher 
Nevada Bar No. 15726 
DREHER LAW   
P.O. Box 6494 
Reno, NV 89513 
775-846-9804 
ron@dreherlaw.net 
Attorney for Complainant 

BEFORE THE STATE OF NEVADA   

GOVERNMENT EMPLOYEE-MANAGEMENT RELATIONS BOARD 

RENO POLICE PROTECTIVE 
ASSOCIATION,   
   
   Complainant,    Case No.: 2025-006 

vs.         Panel:   

CITY OF RENO, 
  
   Respondent.   
___________________________________/ 

COMES NOW, Complainant, RENO POLICE PROTECTIVE ASSOCIATION, 

), by and through its undersigned attorney, hereby files its Prehearing Statement in 

accordance with NAC 288.250   

I.   ISSUES OF FACTS TO BE DECIDED BY THE BOARD 

1. Whether the when it unilaterally 

was found to be due to a lack of training and not based on misconduct.   

2. Whether the City violated NRS 288.270(1)(a,e) when it unilaterally changed the 

bargained for discipline process by maintaining a sustained IA investigation after the finding 

mailto:ron@dreherlaw.net
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was overturned and holding that this could be used for progressive discipline for any future 

violation. 

3. Whether the City violated NRS 288.270(1)(a,e) by unilaterally maintaining a 

sustained IA investigation which did not meet the definition of discipline as negotiated by the 

parties without negotiating the change.   

4. Whether the City violated NRS 288.270(1)(a,e) when it unilaterally implemented 

changes to the discharge and discipline procedures outlined in the collective bargaining 

agreement without bargaining these changes with the RPPA.   

5. Whether the City violated NRS 288.150(2)(o) when it refused to process the 

grievance filed by the RPPA on behalf of Officer Christian Hoyt. 

II. ISSUES OF LAW TO BE DECIDED BY THE BOARD 

6. 

progressive discipline in violation of the bargained for discharge and discipline procedures 

constitutes a prohibited practice under 288.150. 

7. Whether the 

procedures constitutes a prohibited practice under NRS 288.270. 

  

prohibited practice under NRS 288.150.   

III.   MEMORANDUM OF POINTS AND AUTHORITIES 

City 

of Reno v. Reno Police Protective Ass'n, 118 Nev. 889, 895, 59 P.3d 1212, 1217 (2002). It is 
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I.A.F.F. 

Local 731 v. City of Reno, EMRB Item No. 257, Case No. A1-045466 (1991).    

a. Unilateral change to discharge and discipline procedures.    

The Local Government Employee-Management Relations Act (EMRA) imposes a 

City of Reno v. International Assoc. of Firefighters Local 731, Item No. 253-A, 

Case No. Al-045472 (1991).   

The matter of a unilateral change to the discharge and discipline procedures has been 

decided by this Board and has been held to be a per se violation of NRS 288.270. Charles 

Jenkins; Las Vegas Police Managers and Supervisors Association vs. Las Vegas Metropolitan 

Police Department, Item No. 775A, Case No. A1-046020 (2012). In the Jenkins case, this 

Board answered the questions regarding the unilateral changes to the discharge and discipline 

procedures alleged herein when it held that 

City of Reno, the Nevada Supreme Court affirmed that it is a 
violation of the Act of an employer to depart from the bargained-for 
disciplinary process without first bargaining over the change with the 
recognized bargaining agent. 118 Nev. 899-901, 59 P.3d 1219-1220. 
Authority arising under the National Labor Relations Act holds that 
these types of changes to collective bargaining agreement violate both 
section 8(a)(l) and 8(a)(5) of the National Labor Relations Act. 
N.L.R.B. v. Southwestern Elec. Co-op., Inc. 794 F.2d 276, 278 -279 
(7th Cir. 1986). This Board has likewise held that this type of conduct 
violates both NRS 288.270(1)(a) and NRS 288.270(1)(e). Boykin v. 
City of North Las Vegas Police Dept., Item No. 674E, Case No. Al-
045921 (2010). This Board has repeatedly reaffirmed the principle that 

bargaining relationship concerning matters which are mandatory 
subjects of bargaining are regarded as per se 
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Operating Engineers, Local 3 of the International Union of County of 
Lander, Item No. 346, Case No. Al-045553, (1994); see also N. L. R. 
B. v. Katz, 369 U 

Id. at 7:10-

the bargained for discharge and discipline procedures without negotiating these changes with 

the RPPA is a per se violation of NRS 288.270. Therefore, the City has committed prohibited 

practices in this matter and the remedies requested by the RPPA must be granted.   

b. Failure to process the grievance.   

rievance and arbitration procedures for 

resolution of disputes relating to interpretation or application of collective bargaining 

agreements as the question on whether the 

unilateral change to the discharge and discipline procedures is a prohibited practice, the Board 

has already addressed and concluded that the refusal to process a grievance under the 

bargained for grievance process is a prohibited practice. In the Jenkins case, the Board 

specifically addressed this very question and held that   

Grievance procedures are a mandatory subject of bargaining. NRS 
288.150(2)(0). One component of the employer's obligation to 
bargain in good faith is the obligation to follow the bargained-for 
grievance procedure. When the collective bargaining agreement 
allows for a grievance to be filed and the employer then refuses 
to process that grievance under the negotiated process, the 
employer violates the Act. Kallsen v. Clark Count y School Dist. No. 
393B, Case No. Al-045598 (1998); see also Advanced Architectural 
Metals, Inc., 351 N.L.R.B., 1208, 1217 (2007). 

   Jenkins, Item No. 775A at 9-10:25-3. Given that the Board has already established that the 

refusal to follow the bargained for grievance-arbitration process is a prohibited practice, there 
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grievance violated NRS 288.150 and NRS 288.270. Therefore, the City has committed 

prohibited practices in this matter and the remedies requested by the RPPA must be granted. 

IV.   NAC 288.250(1)(c) STATEMENT 

The RPPA is not aware of any outstanding, pending or anticipated judicial or 

administrative hearing related to this matter. 

V.   LIST OF POTENTIAL WITNESSES   

A. Josh Sanford - RPPA Board Member.   Mr. Sanford is expected to testify to the 
facts and circumstances surrounding the Complaint and the actions taken by the City during 
the time periods encompassed in the Complaints. 
  

B.   Christian Hoyt RPPA member. Mr. Hoyt was the subject of the IA 
investigation and is the member for whom the RPPA filed the grievance. Mr. Hoyt is expected 
to testify to the relevant facts and circumstances brought forth in the Complaint to which he 
has knowledge and the actions taken by the City related to the issues in the Complaint. 

C. Ron P. Dreher Former RPPA member. Mr. Dreher is an expert on 
negotiations and labor relations. Mr. Dreher is expected to testify to meaning of the language 
in the collective bargaining agreement, to include the discharge and discipline procedures as 
well as the internal investigations and grievance processes.     

E.   All witnesses identified by the City (Respondent).   

F.   Additional witnesses may be supplemented based on newly developed 
information. 

VI.   ESTIMATED TIME 

Complainant estimates that it will need six (6) hours to present its position.   

VII. CONCLUSION 

As noted herein, the unilateral changes to the bargained for processes under the 

collective bargaining agreement have been previously decided by this Board and found to be 

violations of the Nevada Government Employee-Management Relations Act. Wherefore, the 

actions taken by the City against Officer Hoyt and the RPPA constitute prohibited practices 

under NRS Chapter 288.   
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  THEREFORE, Complainant prays for relief as follows: 

a.   A finding that the conduct of Respondent as referenced herein constitutes 

prohibited practices under Chapter 288 of the Nevada Revised Statutes; 

b. A finding that Respondents failed to bargain in good faith;    

c.   A finding that Respondent made unilateral changes to the discipline and 

discharge procedures which are mandatory topics of bargaining;    

d.   A finding that Respondent made unilateral changes to the grievance-arbitration 

procedures which are mandatory topics of bargaining;    

e.   An order requiring Respondent to cease in violating N.R.S. 288.270;   

f.   An order requiring Respondent to comply with NRS 288.150 and cease making 

unilateral changes to the CBA and to mandatory topics of bargaining.    

f. An order requiring Respondent to pay the s reasonable attorney 

j. Any and all other relief that the Employee Management Relations Board deems 

appropriate. 

DATED this 5th day of May, 2025.   

        /s/ Ronald J. Dreher_________ 
        Ronald J. Dreher 
        NV Bar No. 15726 
        DREHER LAW   
        P.O. Box 6494 
        Reno, NV 89513 
        Telephone: (775) 846-9804 
        ron@dreherlaw.net   
        Attorney for Complainant 

mailto:ron@dreherlaw.net
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE   

Pursuant to NAC 288.070, the undersigned hereby certifies that I am the counsel for 

the Reno Police Protective Association and that on this date I served a true and correct copy of 

the preceding document addressed to the following: 

Karl S. Hall 
Reno City Attorney 
Mark W. Dunagan 
Deputy City Attorney   
Nevada Bar #10574 
Post Office Box 1900 
Reno, NV 89505 
(775) 334-2050 
Email: dunaganm@reno.gov 
Attorney for Respondent 

by electronic service by transmitting the copy electronically as an attachment to electronic 

mail in portable document format. 

DATED this 5th day of May, 2025. 

        /s/ Ronald J. Dreher_________ 
        Ronald J. Dreher 
        NV Bar No. 15726 
        DREHER LAW   
        P.O. Box 6494 
        Reno, NV 89513 
        Telephone: (775) 846-9804 
        ron@dreherlaw.net   
        Attorney for Complainant 

mailto:ron@dreherlaw.net
mailto:dunaganm@reno.gov
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE   

Pursuant to NAC 288.070, the undersigned hereby certifies that I am the counsel for 

the Reno Police Protective Association and that on this date I served a true and correct copy of 

the preceding document addressed to the following: 

Marisu Abellar   
Commissioner, EMRB 
3300 W. Sahara Avenue 
Suite 260 
Las Vegas, NV 89102 
MAbellar@business.nv.gov 

by electronic service by transmitting the copy electronically as an attachment to electronic 

mail in portable document format. 

DATED this 5th day of May, 2025. 

        /s/ Ronald J. Dreher_________ 
        Ronald J. Dreher 
        NV Bar No. 15726 
        DREHER LAW   
        P.O. Box 6494 
        Reno, NV 89513 
        Telephone: (775) 846-9804 
        ron@dreherlaw.net   
        Attorney for Complainant 

mailto:ron@dreherlaw.net
mailto:MAbellar@business.nv.gov


City of Reno (Respondent) 
Prehearing Statement 


































