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STATE OF NEVADA
GOVERNMENT EMPLOYEE-MANAGEMENT RELATIONS BOARD

SARAH GAZALA, Case No.: 2026-009

Complainant,
V. REPLY IN SUPPORT OF CLARK COUNTY

EDUCATION ASSOCIATION’S MOTION TO

CLARK COUNTY EDUCATION DISMISS
ASSOCIATION; CLARK COUNTY
SCHOOL DISTRICT,

Respondents

Respondent Clark County Education Association (“CCEA” or “Association”), by and
through its undersigned counsel, hereby files its Reply in support of its Motion to Dismiss
Complainant Sarah Gazala’s (“Complainant” or “Gazala”) Complaint. Complainant has raised
no new information or material facts in her Joint Opposition to CCEA’s Motion to Dismiss
(“Opposition™) that amount to probable cause pursuant to NAC 288.375(1) that CCEA violated
its duty of fair representation, or otherwise committed a violation of NRS 288, nor does it present
any new issue or set of facts that would compel this Board to hold a hearing, rendering her
Complaint “spurious or frivolous... or a complaint which presents only issues that have been
previously decided by the Board,” under NAC 288.375(5).
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L. INTRODUCTION

Complainant is attempting to couch her misunderstanding of both her salary placement
and understanding of negotiations between CCEA and the Clark County School District
(“CCSD?” or “District”) as constituting “factual disputes” that warrant denial of CCEA’s Motion
to Dismiss (“Motion”). She does not dispute that she: 1) received her degree that she is using to
justify her qualification for a salary adjustment pursuant to the Salary Review and Adjustment
Process (“SRAP”) in 2005; and 2) that this degree was used to place her onto the salary schedule
for the Negotiated Agreement then in effect at the time of her re-hire in 2015. She is
conflating her current position on the Professional Salary Table (“PST”) with where she was
initially placed on the PST that was then operative at the time of her re-hire at CCSD. CCEA
and CCSD, from the very first bargaining session for the 2025-2027 Negotiated Agreement
(“Agreement,” “Contract,” or “CBA”), understood and agreed that degrees earned prior to June
2, 2016 are not to be considered for a salary adjustment pursuant to this review process, precisely
because such degrees were already used to place employees like Complainant onto the salary
schedule that was in effect at the time of her hire. Ms. Gazala does not dispute, and is under no
position to dispute, this placement and this agreement between CCEA and CCSD, nor does she
allege any facts that would suggest that such an understanding between the parties is either
untrue, or was agreed to by the Association in a manner that was arbitrary, discrminatory, or in
bad faith.

The evidence submitted by both CCEA and CCSD demonstrates that CCEA exercised its
wide discretion as the exclusive bargaining agent to come to this understanding pertaining to
SRAP with CCSD, for rational and legitimate reasons informed by both the economic realities

surrounding the most recent round of negotiations, and the desire to make a good faith effort to
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address a common concern held by bargaining unit employees relating to their salaries.
Complainant is unable to offer a shred of evidence that CCEA entered into this understanding
with CCSD in a manner that was without a rational basis or justification, that was intended to
discriminate against a sub-set of employees, or was otherwise made with deceitful and/or
dishonest intent. Notably, Complainant in her Opposition does not even attempt to refute the
points made in CCEA’s Motion revealing that the Association reviewed her application multiple
times anonymously, came to an agreement on her lack of eligibility for a salary adjustment in
with CCSD based on a mutual understanding of what was bargained, and provided her multiple
times with a legitimate and true explanation that she waé determined to be ineligible for a salary
adjustment due to the fact that her proffered degree was earned prior to the 2015-2016 school
year and was already used to determine her placement according to the contract under which she
was initially hired in 2015, in conformity with this same agreement made with the District.
Furthermore, CCEA has already represented Complainant, investigated her issue, and
offered her a true, rational, and good faith explanation for why her application was denied. The
record now shows that CCEA never hid this rationale from her nor acted with any deceit. So,
much of her requests for relief from this Complaint have been mooted, and so CCEA questions
why it is a Respondent to this action in the first place. Her remaining requested remedies demand
purely contractual relief from this Board that run outside the scope of its jurisdiction. This Board
does not exist to interpret CBAs, and it certainly does not and should not have the authority to
step in between the two parties to a collective bargaining agreement (CCEA and CCSD) and
pidgeonhole CCEA into proffering an interpretation of one of its provisions, which would

directly counter a valid agreement with the employer on its implementation.
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Given the above, no probable cause exists pursuant to NAC 288.375(1) to demonstrate
that CCEA, either through its negotiated understandings with CCSD, or through its conduct in
reviewing her SRAP application, determining her ineligibility, and explaining to her good faith
rationale for her ineligility, violated its duty of fair representation to Complainant. This
Complaint is also “spurious or frivolous” or otherwise addresses issues that have long been
settled by this Board according to NAC 288.375(5). Thus, this Board should grant CCEA’s
Motion to Dismiss with prejudice.

II. MEMORANDUM OF POINTS AND AUTHORITIES

A. Legal Standard.

NAC 288.375 empowers this Board to dismiss a matter if: 1) no probable cause exists for
the complaint; or 5) if the complainant files a spurious or frivolous complaint or a complaint
which presents only issues that have been previously decided by the Board. In duty of fair
representation cases where the Complaint does not show sufficient facts to amount to probable
cause that the union acted in a manner that was arbitrary, discriminatory, or in bad faith, this
Board has repeatedly not hesitated to dismiss the complaint. DeSouza v. Clark County Education
Ass 'n and Clark County Sch. Dist., Case No. 2024-035, Item No. 906A (2025) (Holding that
CCEA did not violate its duty of fair representation in negotiating for a new salary table and
declined to process her grievance to arbitration based on her contentions running contrary to
what was bargained for with CCSD pertaining to the placement on the new PST of teachers hired
prior to February 1, 2024); Richards v. Police Managers and Supervisors Association, Case No.
A1-046094, Item No. 788 (2013) (“Taking Richards factual allegations to be true for purposes of

this motion, we agree that the complaint lacks probable cause, and should be dismissed under
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NAC 288.375(1)); Valentin v. Clark Co. Public Works, Case No. A1-046010, Item No. 762
(2011).

In attempting to justify why her meritless Complaint should not be dismissed and proceed
to a hearing, Ms. Gazala cites the Board’s decisions in AFSCME Local 4041 v. State of Nevada,
Dept. of Corrections, High Desert State Prison, et al. Yet this cases pertained to a substantially
different factual and legal situation than what has made up the alleged grounds for this
Complaint at hand. In AFSCME Local 4041, the Board was reacting to the novel issue of the
employers’ new duties to bargain pursuant to the Nevada Legislature’s granting of collective
bargaining to state employees employed at State Executive Departments in 2019 pursuant to SB
135. AFSCME Local 4041 v. State of Nevada, Dept. of Corrections, High Desert State Prison, et
al., Case No. 2020-002, Item No. 862A at 4 (2020). The Board was tasked with the new
questions of determining the validity of the recognition of exclusive bargaining agents for 11
different bargaining units, which and what subjects of bargaining the employers were obligated
to bargain with the newly certified bargaining representatives, and when exactly the duty to
bargain arised on the part of the employers after the signing into law of SB 135. /d. at 2. Due to
the novelty of the issues raised by the complainant in these decisions, in addition to there
existing disputes of material fact pertaining to the complainant and respondents’ interpretation of]
the employers’ new collective bargaining obligations under SB 135, the Board determined that
there were too many issues that could not just be decided prior to an evidentiary hearing. /d. at 1.

By contrast, Ms. Gazala’s Complaint presents no new facts or issues which would
necessitate this Board to hold a hearing. She raises a standard duty of fair representation claim
which presents no facts suggesting that CCEA’s conduct amounted to a standard which was

arbitrary, discriminatory, or in bad faith. Complainant is attempting to disguise her
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disagreements over the meaning and intent of Article 26-26 of the Negotiated Agreement as a
“factual dispute.” Opp. at 3-4: para. 10. She fails to realize firstly, in requesting this Board to
side with her incorrect interpretation of both Article 26-26 and any agreement between CCEA
and CCSD surrounding the qualifications of employees for a salary adjsutment pursuant to
SRAP, she is asking this Board to resolve matters that are purely contractual in nature, which this
Board has held since early in its existence are outside of its jurisdiction. Valentin, Item No. 762;
Clark County Classroom Teachers Ass 'n. v. Clark County Sch. Dist., Case No. A1-045280, Item
#44 (1975); Reno Police Protective Ass 'n. v. City of Reno, Case No. 18273, Item #16 (1974);
Crom v. Las Vegas Clark County Library Dist., Teamsters Local 14, et. al., Case No. Al-
046004, Item No. 752B.

Secondly, Complainant, no matter what she claims, is unable to credibly dispute that she
is simply wrong about her qualifications for a salary adjustment. The record so far has confirmed
that both CCEA and CCSD have agreed that degrees earned prior to June 2, 2016 are not to be
used in determining whether or not an employee is eligible for a salary adjustment pursuant to
SRAP, as such degrees were already used to place employees like her onto the salary schedule in
existence for the CBA that was operative at the time of their hire. CCEA Mot. at 4: 4-10; CCSD
Mot. at 2: 21-23. In fact, this agreement was reached at the very first negotiations session for the
2025-2027 Negotiated Agreement, where the provision that eventually became SRAP, among
other topics, were discussed by representatives from CCEA and CCSD. See, Affidavit of John
Vellardita, attached hereto as Exhibit A.! Complainant does not dispute, and in fact, admits, that
she earned her degree in 2005. Opp. at 2: para. 5. She admits that at the time of her hire in 2015,

she was placed in the Master’s Column on the salary schedule that was then in effect. Id. at 16.

1 Undersigned Counsel for CCEA was also present for this first negotiations session and took notes. He can confirm
that this topic was addressed by the parties and that this agreement was indeed made.
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This same degree that Complainant proffers in arguing her eligibility for a salary adjustment was
used to place her into the Master’s Column upon her rehire with CCSD. See, CCEA Mot.,
Exhibit D; CCSD Mot., Exhibit F. This leaves only Complainant’s contention that she is not
currently placed properly on the PST. Complainant might not like her current position on the
PST, despite CCEA’s negotiations over the past five years resulting in roughly a $30,000
increase to her annual salary. CCSD Mot. at 3: 12-25; 4: 12-17; CCSD Mot. Exhibit B.
Unfortunately for Complainant, her dissatisfaction with her current salary position is not
sufficient to dispute that based on both the Negotiated Agreement and CCEA and CCSD’s
mutually agreed upon understandings surrounding the implementation of SRAP and who is
qualified for a salary adjustment. She is just incorrect. Given that there is no dispute as to any
material fact between CCEA and Complainant, she has presented no facts that come even
remotely close to amounting to probable cause that CCEA’s conduct was made in a manner that
was arbitrary, discriminatory, or in bad faith. Neither has she presented any novel legal issue for
this body to rule on. There is truly no justiciable controversy for which this Board needs to hold
a hearing for. Dismissal of this frivolous matter is precedented and wholly appropriate.

B. Complainant Has Proffered No Facts or Evidence Suggesting That CCEA
Violated its Duty of Fair Representation.

1. CCEA did not act in a manner that was arbitrary, discriminatory, or in bad faith
when it bargained and agreed with CCSD that degrees earned by employees prior to June
2, 2016 were not to be considered when determining their eligibility for a salary adjustment
pursuant to SRAP.

Where Complainant even addresses CCEA’s Motion to Dismiss, she appears to imply

that the Association somehow breached its duty of fair representation by “agreeing to and
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applying that unwritten criterion against a member.” Opp. at 6; para. 16. This is of course not
correct, as both CCEA and CCSD have now explained to this Board multiple times that the
parties agreed, since the first bargaining session for the 2025-2027 Negotiated Agreement, that
degrees earned by any employee prior to June 2, 2016 were not to be considered when
determining their eligibility for a salary adjustment under SRAP. Exhibit A; CCSD Mot. at pg. 2:
21-23. However, even if such a contention by Complainant was remotely accurate, this act of
simply agreeing to an application or interpretation of the Contract with the employer, by itself,
has been held by this Board and other adjudicative bodies repeatedly not to constitute a violation
of the union’s duty of fair representation in the absence of conduct that was arbitrary,
discriminatory, or in bad faith. Despite getting an opportunity to include facts that would amount
to even a modicum of evidence that CCEA made the above agreement pertaining to SRAP with
CCSD in an arbitrary, discriminatory, or bad faith manner, Complainant in her Opposition has
alleged nothing that would even come close to probable cause towards such a violation on the
part of the Association.

Once again, a union breaches its duty of fair representation to an employee only if its
actions were “arbitrary, discriminatory, or in bad faith.” 4Asch v. Clark County School District
and Clark County Classroom Teachers Association, Case No. A1-045541, Item No. 314 at 3
(1993), citing Vaca v. Sipes, 386 U.S. 171 at 191. A union's actions are arbitrary “only if its
conduct can be fairly characterized as so far outside a ‘wide range of reasonableness that it is
wholly 'irrational’ or 'arbitrary’” or is otherwise “without a rational basis or explanation.” Vos v.
City of Las Vegas and Las Vegas Peace Officers Ass 'n., Case No. A1-046000, Item No. 749 at
10; citing Marquez v. Screenactors Guild, Inc., 525 U.S. 33, 45 (1998). To prove discriminatory

conduct by the union, a complainant “must adduce substantial evidence of discrimination that is
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intentional, severe, and unrelated to legitimate union objectives.” Vos, EMRB #749 at 10.; citing
Amalgamated Ass'n of St. Elec. R . and Motor Coach Emp. of America v. Lockridge, 403 U.S.
274, 301 (1971). To demonstrate that a union acted in “bad faith,” Complainant must illustrate
"substantial evidence of fraud, deceitful action or dishonest conduct.” Lockridge, 403 U.S. at
299.

This Board is of course well aware that a union’s duty of fair representation has always
been construed narrowly to allow it the discretion to act in what it perceives to be the best
interests of who it represents. Crom v. Las Vegas Clark County Library Dist; Teamsters Local
14, et. al, Case No. A1-046004, Item No. 752E at 5; citing Galindo v. Stoody Co., 793 F.2d
1502, 1514 (9 Cir. 1986); Peterson v. Kennedy, 771 F.2d 1244, 1253 (9™ Cir. 1985); citing
Ford Motor Co. v. Huffman 345 U.S. 330, 337-38 (1953) (Holding that the union did not violate
its duty of fair representation when it negotiated for, and in fact, possessed the authority and
discretion to negotiate with the employer for, a provision in the collective bargaining agreement
that provided seniority credit for employees who served in the military both pre and post
employment, even if this meant that these employees would now have greater seniority over
other employees who had no interruptions in their employment with the company). In fact, “Any
substantive examination of a union’s performance must be highly deferential, recognizing the
wide latitude negotiators need for the effective performance of their bargaining responsibilities.”
Airline Pilots Ass'n v. O’Neill, 499 U.S. 65, 78 (1991) (Holding that the union did not violate its
duty of fair representation where it negotiated a back-to-work agreement with the employer that
gave employees the option of settling their claims of their right to return to work for a lump sum
settlement payment, or retain their existing claim, but not be placed in a position after striking

until everyone who opted to receive the settlement was placed, even if this deal can reasonably
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be construed as being strategically defective on the part of the union and as putting a decent
number of the bargaining unit in a comparably worse position than if the union had not entered
into the settlement at all, absent motives and/or conduct that was arbitrary, discriminatory, or bad
faith). This discretion that the EMRB, the NLRB, and courts give to unions in acting as the
exclusive bargaining agent extends to the bargaining of contracts and the making of agreements
with the employer. Lamberti v. Int’l. Bhd. of Teamsters, 2003 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 2770 at 8
(Unpublished) (N.D. Cal. 2003); citing Bautista v. Pan American World Airlines, 828 F.2d 546,
549 (9™ Cir. 1987) (“In the context of representing members at the bargaining table, a union
must be allowed a wide range of reasonableness because it must be able to focus on the needs of
its membership as a whole without undue fear of lawsuits from individual members disgruntled
by the result of the collective process™). This Board has repeatedly recognized that “collective
bargaining is an ongoing process and involves day-to-day adjustment in the contract and in the
working rules.” Richards, EMRB #788 at 2 (2013); citing Las Vegas Police Protective Ass’n. v.
City of Las Vegas, Case No. Al-045461, Item No. 248 (1990); Conley v Gibson, 355 U.S. 41
(1957).

The duty of fair representation does not require the union to spell out every single
agreement that it has made and/or shared with the employer. Marquez, 525 U.S. 33. In fact, to
require the union to do so would mean that “Contracts would become massive and unwieldy
treatises, yet there would be no discernible benefit from the increased mass.” /d. at 47. Relatedly,
it would be absurd to limit the valid agreements between the union and the employer to solely
what is written down in the collective bargaining agreement, as Complainant appears to argue in
her Opposition, Opp. at 6; para. 16, and the law recognizes the absurdity of this contention.

Rollins v. Cmty. Hosp. of San Bernardino, 839 F. 3d 1181, 1186 (9™ Cir. 2016); citing

10
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Inlandboatmens Union of Pac. v. Dutra Group, 279 F.3d 1075, 1079 (9" Cir. 2002) (“A
collective bargaining agreement is not limited solely to the specific provisions of the basic labor
contract formally executed by the parties, but it may also include, among other things, written
side agreements, and oral understandings entered into by the parties to the collective bargaining
relationship” and a “collective bargaining agreement is more than a contract, it is a generalized
code to govern a myriad of cases which the draftsmen cannot wholly anticipate”); United
Steelworkers v. Warrior & Gulf Navigation Co., 363 U.S. 574, 579 (1960) (“The words of the
contract are not the exclusive source of rights and duties”). The Supreme Court decades ago
declared in United Steelworkers that the very nature of collective bargaining and the ever
evolving relationship between employers and their bargaining representatives necessitate the
reaching of agreements outside the confines of the CBA, explaining that:

There are too many people, too many problems, too many unforeseeable contingencies to
make the words of the contract the exclusive source of rights and duties. One cannot reduce all
the rules governing a community like an industrial plant® to fifteen or even fifty pages. Within
the sphere of collective bargaining, the institutional characteristics and the governmental nature
of the collective-bargaining process demand a common law of the shop which implements and
furnishes the context of the agreement. We must assume that intelligent negotiators
acknowledged so plain a need unless they stated a contrary rule in plain words... Because of the
compulsion to reach agreement and the breadth of the matters covered, as well as the need for a
fairly concise and readable instrument, the product of negotiations (the written document) is, in
the words of the late Dean Shulman, ‘a compilation of diverse provisions: some provide
objective criteria almost automatically applicable; some provide more or less specific standards
which require reason and judgment in their application; and some do little more than leave
problems to future consideration with an expression of hope and good faith.

United Steelworkers, 363 U.S. at 579-580. So, the need to preserve orderly labor relations, a
strong policy interest that courts and labor boards have articulated for more than a century,

indeed necessitates the reaching of agreements outside the language of the CBA. Inlandboatmens

Union of Pac.,279 F.3d at 1075.

B!




O 00 N3 O b R W =

[ T N T N T N S N T N T Lo o O L S S
00 3 N W R W N = O O 0N YN DW= O

In applying this wide latitude given to unions in negotiating on behalf of its bargaining
unit, the Supreme Court has noted that, in evaluating the rationality of a union’s decision, “The
law of labor agreements cannot be based upon abstract definitions unrelated to the context in
which the parties bargained and the basic regulatory scheme underlying that context.” NLRB v.
C&C Plywood Corp., 385 U.S. 421, 430 (1967), and it is important to make such an evaluation
“in light of both the facts and legal climate that confronts the negotiators at the time a decision
was made.” O’Neill, 499 U.S. at 78. “Compromises on a temporary basis, with view to long-
ranged advantages, are natural incidents to negotiations” and so “complete satisfaction of all
members is hardly to be expected.” Huffman, 345 U.S. at 338. In line with this mode of
reasoning, “A union is not guilty of a breach of its duty of fair representation by taking a good
faith position contrary to that of some individuals whom it represents.” Humphrey v. Moore, 375
U.S. 335, 349 (1964) (Holding that the union did not breach its duty of fair representation where
it agreed to the establishment of a joint union-management committee according to the new CBA
that would determine the seniority ranking of each employee in the midst of a merger of two
companies, despite the seniority of most of the employees originally employed at the younger
company being lower than those employees of the older company). This means that any alleged
harmful effect to negotiations, standing alone, does not indicate a DFR breach, as collective
bargaining is a give-and-take process which typically includes concessions from both the
bargaining agent and the employer. Richards, EMRB #788 at 3. In turn, “The final product of the
bargaining process may constitute evidence of a breach of the duty only if it can be fairly

characterized as so far outside a wide range of reasonableness that it is wholly irrational or

2 Or, relatedly, all the rules governing a workplace with roughly 18,000 employees in the fifth-largest school district
in the country.
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arbitrary.” Rugemer v. American Nat'l. Can Co., 2000 U.S. App. LEXIS 8681 at 9-10
(Unpublished) (9% Cir. 2000).

This Board has held that the agreement with the employer on the part of the union
pertaining to an application of a provision of a CBA is not going to be a violation of the
organization’s duty of fair representation unless its reasoning in doing so was motivated by
reasons that were arbitrary, discriminatory, or made in bad faith. This Board’s decision in
Richards details remarkable similarities in facts and circumstances to the issue at hand now of an
employee organization that has made an agreement with a local government employer for
reasons that were not arbitrary, discriminatory, or bad faith, and were indeed informed by both
the on the ground realities at the time of bargaining and the broader give-and-take nature of the
collective bargaining process. In Richards, the complainant took his union to the Board for an
alleged violation of its duty of fair represenation, claiming that the union improperly negotiated
with the employer for the suspension of merit pay increases that would have otherwise been
required under the parties’ CBA. Richards, EMRB #788 at 2. The employee also attempted to
argue that the union exceeded its authority by not presenting this proposal to its membership
prior to agreeing with the employer on its execution. Jd. The respondent union filed a motion to
dismiss the employee’s complaint, arguing that he possessed no probable cause that it had
violated its duty of fair representation in agreeing to such a provision. Id. at 1.

This Board agreed with the union that the employee’s complaint lacked probable cause
and granted its motion to dismiss. /d. at 2. This Board determined that absent any evidence of
arbitrary, discriminatory, or bad faith motives in the agreement to the suspension of merit pay
increases, the union’s conduct was not in violation of its duty of fair representation, and in fact,

constituted standard negotiations over a mandatory subject of bargaining (monetary

13
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compensation) with the employer which were directly envisioned by NRS 288. Richards,
EMRB #788 at 2. While the union explained in its motion that the suspension of merit pay
increases was the original intent of the parties at the outset of bargaining, as opposed to a
“modification” of the CBA during its term, as illustrated by a declaration from a union official
indicating that it was agreed to in order to save costs of the employer, this was immaterial to the
Board, as it held that a CBA may be modified during its terms so long as the modification was
bargained for and agreed upon between the employer and the bargaining agent. Id. The Board
agreed with the union in holding that even if there was a harmful effect to some employees in the
organization agreeing to the suspension of these pay increases, including the complainant, this by
itself is wholly insufficient to determine that the union violated its duty of fair representation,
absent the showing of evidence on the part of the union of conduct that was arbitrary,
discriminatory, or bad faith. Id. at 2-3. Additionally, the Board rejected the complainant’s
contention that the union violated its duty of fair representation in not presenting the agreement
to membership prior to agreeing to it with the employer, determining that “there is no provision
within the Act that requires a bargaining agent to submit the terms of an agreement to its
membership before it can agree to them,” and that “The method by which a union ratifies a
collective bargaining agreement with its members is an internal union matter and not within the
purview of this Board.” Id. at 3; citing International Ass'n. of Firefighters Local 1883 v. City of
Henderson, Case No. Al-045455, Item No. 239 (1990).

In contrast, a union can be said to have violated its duty of fair representation where,
instead of agreeing upon a contract provision and/or interpretation or implementation of a
contract provision with the employer openly and in a nondiscriminatory fashion, the organization

negotiates some sort of “side deal” with the employer with the intent of specifically depriving a

14
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particular employee of a right unambiguously conferred to them by the CBA. In Bennett v. Local
Union No. 66, Glass, Molders, Pottery, Plastics & Allied Workers, the plaintiff-employee
completed her probationary period under the parameters of the contract. Bennett v. Local Union
No. 66, Glass, Molders, Pottery, Plastics & Allied Workers, 958 F.2d 1429 (7% Cir. 1992). After
the completion of this probationary period, the employee was formally welcomed as a member
of the union, receiving a membership card, and being assured by the union that her probationary
period would specifically not be extended. /d. at 1431. However, a few days after this, she ran
into car trouble and was facing discipline by her employer for being AWOL. /d. at 1432-1433.
The employer and the union agreed that the employee’s probationary period would be extended
retroactively, despite her initial completion of this process. /d. at 1432. This agreement by the
union allowed for the employer to summarily terminate her without the contractual protections
afforded by the parties’ CBA. /d.

The court agreed with the complainant that these facts, if true, constituted a violation of
the union’s duty of fair representation, as the organization truly lacked a rational basis for which
it could have agreed with the employer to have reinstated her probationary period, nor was there
a plausible interpretation of the CBA that a post-probationary employee’s status could just be
discontinued upon agreement by the parties once this probationary period had officially ended.
Id. at 1434. The court did not consider the union’s agreement with the employer to constitute
legitimate negotiations, as the parties did not purport to modify or supplement the CBA as it
applied to the entire class of employees. Id. at 1435. Instead, the court determined that the union
acted on an ad hoc basis, singling out specifically the plaintiff by depriving her of the non-
probationary status that the CBA had unambiguously conferred her. Id. The court found that

there was sufficient evidence to determine that the union’s president had knowledge of the
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plaintiff’s contractual rights, but nevertheless proceeded to give those already vested rights away,
constituting a “deceitful scheme.” Bennett, 958 F.2d at 1437.

Here, this Board should plainly see that CCEA’s agreement with CCSD to not consider
any degrees conferred to any employee prior to June 2, 2016 in determining their eligibility for a
salary adjustment pursuant to SRAP was not a “deceitful scheme” intended to deprive
Complainant of a salary increase she was entitled to, but rather a legitimate negotiation
pertaining to the intent of the newly bargained provisions in the parties’ CBA that was informed
by a need to reconcile the desires of the bargaining unit to receive said salary adjustments with
the financial realities faced by both CCSD and the state. As John Vellardita explains in his
affidavit, a sizable portion of the bargaining unit wanted to receive salary adjustments
commensurate with their level of relevant attained education. Exhibit A. However, two economic
realities grounded CCEA’s expectations entering into bargaining for the 2025-2027 Negotiated
Agreement. The first of these realities was the declining level of revenue in the state of Nevada
in comparison with previous years. /d. The second factor was the declining level of student
enrollment from previous school years. /d. Since funding for education in Nevada is tied to
student enrollment, a decrease in student enrollment means less funding that CCSD has to work
with from the Legislature.’ Exhibit A.

So, entering into this round of negotiations for the latest CBA, CCEA and CCSD had to
work with a very limited pot of money that it could obtain for its bargaining unit. Id.
Understanding that salary adjustments for those who had not yet been placed on a salary
schedule pursuant to their relevant education was a major priority for a decent size of the
bargaining unit, CCEA understood that it needed to walk away from bargaining with a win for its

members in this regard, so it proposed what eventually became referred to in Article 26-26 as
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SRAP at the first bargaining session on June 25, 2025. Exhibit A. Contrary to Complainant’s
implied contention that CCEA somehow improperly acceeded to CCSD to cut her off from the
salary adjustment that she was supposedly entitled to, the Association and the District, from the
outset of negotiations for SRAP at this first session, agreed that any degree earned by any
employee prior to June 2, 2016 would not be used to determine the employee’s elgibility for an
adjustment, because such individuals have already had these degrees be used to place them on a
salary schedule. /d. The intent of the parties in negotiating for SRAP was never to allow for
employees to use the same degree that had already been used towards their salary placement to
be used again for a new placement; it was for employees, whose relevant degree(s) was never
used to place them on any salary schedule, to have that degree be used towards their placement
for the first time, assuming that the other qualifications for a SRAP adjustment were met. /d.
Indeed, while CCEA was able to negotiate a massive concession from CCSD by getting them to
agree to the provisions of SRAP in the first place, the pot of money the Association could get the
District to allocate for the endeavor was limited to only $10 million for both fiscal years of the
CBA’s term. Id.

Funding for this endeavor has already ran out, and those employees whom CCEA and
CCSD determined were eligible for a salary adjustment have not yet been able to receive their
increases, pending the ability of the parties to secure additional funding from the Legislature
during the 2027 Legislative Session. Id. CCEA is accordingly under no authority to renege on its
almost year-old understanding with CCSD and all of a sudden push for employees who have
already had their degrees used to determine their salary schedule placement to be re-placed on
the Professional Salary Table (“PST”) in contravention of this mutual understanding. The facts

of this case evidently establish that like the union in Richards, CCEA based its decision to agree

3 This is per the “Pupil-Centered Funding Plan” for education funding in Nevada outlined in NRS 387.121.
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to this understanding with CCSD surrounding the implementation of SRAP based on rational,
legitimate, and non arbitrary reasoning inform-ed by the factual and legal circumstances
surrounding this most recent round of negotiations. CCEA has moreover demonstrated a
legitimate, rational basis for making this agreement with CCSD during bargaining for SRAP.
There exists no case law suggesting that CCEA is not within its broad discretion as the
exclusive bargaining agent to come to this understanding with CCSD. Even if this understanding
is not directly found in the text of the Negotiated Agreement, this is nonetheless a bargained-for
and agreed to understanding between the employer and the bargaining agent, which this Board
must presume to be valid absent countervailing evidence of conduct on the part of CCEA that
was arbitrary, discriminatory, or bad faith. Richards, EMRB #788 at 2. Unlike even the
agreement in question in Richards, where the suspension of merit pay increases almost certainly
negatively impacted at least some members of the bargaining unit, there is no tangible harm that
Complainant in the case at hand has credibly alleged that she has suffered. Unlike the employee
in Bennett, who had a clear vested right in post-probationary employment based off of the
unambiguous language in the CBA, the only right that it can be shown that the Negotiated
Agreement provided to Complainant was her right to have her salary reviewed by both CCEA
and CCSD to determine her eligibility for a new salary. See, CCEA Mot. Exhibit A, Article 26-
26-5 and 26-26-6. Indeed, CCEA and CCSD did just that, and based on this review, determined
that she was ineligible for an adjustment. CCSD Mot. at 5: 15-25. Clearly, this was not an illicit
“side deal” envisioned by the court in Bennert. No guarantee was made to Complainant that she
would receive a new salary placement as a result of this process, and CCEA never promised her
that this would be the case. In fact, CCEA and CCSD have both explained to employees in mass

communications throughout the SRAP timeline multiple times that degrees earned by employees
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prior to June 2, 2016 would not be used to determine eligiblity for a salary adjustment. See
CCEA SRAP FAQ Document, attached hereto as Exhibit B; CCSD Mot. Exhibits 5 and 10. As
opposed to the employee in Bennett, CCEA did not promise Complainant that she would be
entitled to a salary adjustment pursuant to SRAP, and then proceed to collude in bad faith with
CCSD to deny her this salary adjustment. Neither the facts of this case, nor the language of the
Negotiated Agreement, suggest that this is the case.

However, even if a negative impact of CCEA’s negotiations pertaining to the
applicability of degrees eamned by employees for the purposes of SRAP can be gleaned from Ms.
Gazala’s Complaint, such a harmful impact, by itself, is insufficient to establish a DFR violation
without any evidence of conduct that is arbitrary, discriminatory, or bad faith, as this Board has
clearly held in Richards. Complainant has in turn proffered no such evidence that CCEA, in
making this agreement with CCSD surrounding the interpretation and implementation of SRAP
or that it acted in a manner that was arbitrary, discriminatory, or in bad faith so as to establish
probable cause for a violation of the Association’s duty of fair representation, other than that she
is dissatisfied with the outcome of such negotiations, which this Board understands is not a
violation at all of NRS 288, but rather an unavoidable byproduct of the complicated negotiations
of a bargaining agent which represents the oftentimes conflicting interests of approximately
18,000 employees.

Complainant in her Opposition appears to be unhappy that CCEA allegedly applied
“ynwritten criterion” when applying SRAP. However, in conjunction with CCEA’s rational and
legitimate basis for making this agreement with CCSD, there is no such requirement in NRS 288,
nor in any other legal authority, that this agreement need to be put in writing for it to be valid and

in compliance with the duty of fair representation. In fact, CCEA as the exclusive bargaining
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agent is completely within its purview under NRS 288 to make an agreement with the local
government employer surrounding direct monetary compensation, a mandatory subject of
bargaining, which would encompass SRAP and its requirements. Richards, EMRB #788 at 2.
Such oral agreements are even expected in the realm of labor relations, with the understanding
that not everything could possibly be incorporated into the language of the CBA.
Inlandboatmens Union of Pac., 279 F.3d at 1079. Like almost every other union in this country,
CCEA makes oral agreements with CCSD surrounding the implementation of the CBA on a
frequent basis. If all of these understandings and agreements were required to be incorporated
directly into the Negotiated Agreement, it would become an “unwieldy treatise” negatively
envisioned by the Supreme Court in Marquez that would be neither accessible nor legible to
bargaining unit members or to the CCEA officials tasked with implementing its terms. 525 U.S.
at 47. This Board should not diverge from decades of labor law precedent and suddenly rule that
the duty of fair representation is a duty to both provide the employee with everything they want
and to put every single agreement made with the employer into the contract.

Whereas the union in Bennett made an invalid side agreement in relation to a single
employee, CCEA here simply negotiated with CCSD on behalf of all employees in its bargaining
unit, and applied this interpretation uniformly and without discrimination. CCEA, proffering Dr.
Brenda Pearson’s affidavit, explained how this process was conducted jointly by both parties in
an anonymous fashion, with uniform standards. See, CCEA Mot. Exhibit C. Based on this
mutual review and understanding, CCEA and CCSD jointly determined, as they did for every
other employee who only submitted degrees conferred prior to June 2, 2016, that Complainant
was not entitled to a salary adjustment because the degree she earned in 2005 was already used

to place her onto the salary schedule then in effect at the time of her rehire with the District in
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2015. CCEA Mot. at 5: 15-25; CCSD Mot. at 7: 14-16. Accordingly, Complainant has not come
close to establishing probable cause that in agreeing to this interpretation and implementation of
SRAP during the first bargaining session for the 2025-2027 Agreement, acted in a manner that
was arbitrary, discriminatory, or in bad faith.

2. Complainant has offered no countervailing evidence that undermines CCEA’s
proof that it acted within its duty of fair representation in processing her SRAP application
and determining that she was not eligible for a salary adjustment.

CCEA in its Motion to Dismiss presented substantial evidence of both reaching a valid
agreement with CCSD pertaining to the applicability of degrees conferred prior to June 2, 2016
for the purpose of determining eligibility for a SRAP adjustment, and that it applied these
negotiated parameters in a manner that was free from arbitrary, discriminatory, or bad faith
conduct. Complainant in her Opposition curiously fails to address much of what CCEA has
pointed out in its Motion, instead opting to rehash much of the contractual arguments she cited in
her Complaint.

CCEA in support of its Motion proffered a sworn statement from Dr. Pearson explaining
the intent and understanding of both CCEA and CCSD pertaining to the acceptance of degrees
conferred prior to June 2, 2016 towards employees’ eligibility for a SRAP adjustment. CCEA
Mot. Exhibit C. She explained that each SRAP application was reviewed by both CCEA and
CCSD multiple times in an anonymous manner to prevent bias in the process, and that the agreed
upon understanding with the District that degrees conferred prior to June 2, 2016 were not to be
considered towards any employee’s eligibility for a salary adjustment. /d. The negotiated criteria
was uniformly applied, and Complainant was deemed by both CCEA and CCSD to be ineligible

for an adjustment because her 2005 degree was already used to place her onto the salary schedule
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in operation at the time of her 2015 re-hire at CCSD; she was not part of the class of employees
that SRAP was bargained for. CCEA Mot. Exhibit C. Complainant in turn has offered no facts or
evidence in her Opposition to counter CCEA or CCSD statements that the above criteria was
bargained for and agreed to by the parties and was applied fairly, thoroughly and in a manner
that was in line with the negotiated intent of SRAP. She has offered no countervailing evidence
suggesting that CCEA acted outside a wide range of reasonableness in making this agreement
with CCSD based on the economic, factual, and legal background existing at the time of
negotiations, or otherwise any evidence of arbitrary, discriminatory, or bad faith conduct on the
part of CCEA.

CCEA additionally in its Motion exposed Complainant’s contentions in her Complaint
that there was a two-month gap in communication between her and the Association as
completely untrue. Kristina Broils explains in her affidavit that she actively solicited employees
at Complainant’s school site to discuss SRAP and the reasons why they would have been denied.
CCEA Mot. Exhibits B and F. Complainant and Ms. Broils met on February 18, 2026 to discuss
her SRAP denial, where Ms. Broils explained to her the possible reasons for her being ineligible
for a salary adjustment, and to which Ms. Gazala after this meeting wrote to her over email
“Thank you for your help.” Id. Complainant called the CCEA office a month later asking the
same questions pertaining to her SRAP denial, for which Ms. Broils thoroughly investigated, and
determined that she was indeed determined by both CCEA and CCSD to be ineligible for a
salary adjustment because the degree she earned from 2005 was already used to place her back in
2015 when she re-entered the District, which was again in line with the bargained for and agreed
upon intent between the two parties to the CBA. /d. Complainant in her Opposition offers no

evidence to refute these clear facts as to CCEA’s rational, non discriminatory, and good faith
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conduct. She indeed does not even address these contentions. These above omissions are telling
because it reveals that Complainant has absolutely no countervailing evidence to refute the clear
evidentiary record that CCEA acted upon a valid and negotiated understanding with CCSD in
conformity with its statutory discretion as the exclusive bargaining agent, undertook its
bargained for duty to review Ms. Gazala’s SRAP application, and then, after her denial,
investigated her question and articulated to her a true, rational basis for determining why she was
ineligible for such an adjustment. Since Complainant, despite possessing an opportunity to
demonstrate probable cause that CCEA, in carrying out its duty of fair representation, acted in a
manner that was arbitrary, (iiscriminatory, or in bad faith, has completely failed to do so, this
Board should grant the Association’s Motion to Dismiss. Richards, EMRB #788 at 2.

3. No meaningful remedy can be afforded to Complainant, as her requests for relief
have either been already performed by CCEA, or call for an action which the Board lacks
the jurisdiction to take.

Aside from simply restating her incorrect arguments surrounding the CBA, Complainant
in her Opposition sheds more light on the type of remedy she is looking for. She claims she is
asking this Board “to require the Respondent to perform their duties properly- to direct CCEA to
fulfill its duty of fair representation by independently evaluating and advocating her placement
under the Agreement’s actual terms, and to direct that her application be re-reviewed using only
the criteria stated in Article 26-26-5, accompanied by a reasoned, individualized written
determination.” Opp. at 8: para. 21. She fails to mention that CCEA has already performed much
of these requested remedies. CCEA has independently evaluated her SRAP submission as
detailed by Article 26-26, multiple times, and determined that she is not eligible for a salary

adjustment based on both the terms of the Agreement and its bargained for and agreed to
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understanding with the District in place since June 25, 2025 that degrees earned prior to June 2,
2016 were not to be considered when determining the employee’s eligibility for a salary
adjustment. CCEA Mot., Exhibits B-F. CCEA has already provided Complainant with her
requested “reasoned, individualized written determination” that she was ineligible for a salary
adjustment under SRAP because her only proffered degree was already used to determine her
placement on the salary schedule then in operation at the time of her return to CCSD. CCEA
Mot. Exhibit B. Complainant merely disagrees with this reasoned, individualized written
determination, and it is well-known by this Board that it is not a duty of fair representation
violation when the employee merély disagrees with the union’s rational interpretation and/or
understanding of the CBA.

Complainant’s remaining requests for relief as they pertain to CCEA, including making a
determination on her eligibility for SRAP based exclusively on the language of Article 26-26-5,
and “advocating her placement under the Agreement’s actual terms,” cannot be granted without
this Board stepping outside its jurisdiction under NRS 288 and interpreting the CBA, which this
Board has acknowledged multiple times that it does not have the power to do. Valentin, EMRB
#762 at 2 (“The Board does not have jurisdiction over claims which assert only a breach of a
collective bargaining agreement”); Clark County Classroom Teachers Ass 'n., EMRB #44; Reno
Police Protective Ass'n., EMRB #16 at 3 (“Without an express grant of jurisdiction to this Board
to construe the provisions of an existing collective bargaining agreement at the local government
level, no such jurisdiction may be presumed”); Crom, EMRB #752B (“this Board has
consistently held that it lacks jurisdiction over contractual disputes which do not allege a
prohibited labor practice under the provisions of NRS Chapter 288”). These particular requested

remedies, given the specific contractual nature of Complainant’s allegations, would give this
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Board no choice but to interpret the CBA in an impermissible manner. She is essentially
attempting to get this Board to step in and say: 1) that CCEA and CCSD did roft agree to a valid
interpretation of the CBA pertaining to the eligibility of certain degrees to be used for a salary
adjustment; 2) that only what is, in her mind, strictly in the language of Article 26-26 determines
an employee’s eligibility for a salary adjustment, irregardless of any other negotiations and/or
communicated and agreed to understandings between the two parties to the CBA (which as
explained above runs contrary to decades of labor law doctrine); and 3) that the language of
Article 26-26 entitles her to such an adjustment in the first place, even though it makes no such
guarantee and only provides that an employee’s application will be reviewed if they submit the
proper documentation. CCEA Mot. Exhibit A. All of these findings that would be necessitated
by Complainant’s requests for relief would require this Board to step in and make determinations
surrounding a CBA that two parties have bargained and agreed to, which it patently lacks
jurisdiction to do.

Complainant barely attempts to tie her contractual requests for remedy in a convoluted
fashion to NRS 288, Opp. at 8: para. 21, but a diligent reading of her Opposition reveals this
Complaint for what it is: an attempt to get this Board to step in between two parties to a CBA,
and state “This is what your contract says,” and “you can only use Complainant’s interpretation
of your contract,” which would, conveniently, in Complainant’s mind, entitle her to a salary
adjustment. Again, Complainant has proffered no evidence which comes close to amounting to
probable cause that CCEA acted in a manner that was arbitrary, discriminatory, or bad faith, or
otherwise committed any sort of violation of NRS 288, and is instead merely using this Board as
an appellate forum for hearing her incorrect contractqal disputes. Any request for remedy by

Complainant has accordingly been either mooted by CCEA’s compliance with its duty of fair
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representation and/or presents purely contractual issues that this Board has no authority to hear

or grant relief for.

III. CONCLUSION

For the above reasons, this Board should grant CCEA’s Motion to Dismiss this

Complaint with prejudice.

DATED this 25 day of June, 2026.
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Dante Dabaghian (NV Bar No. 16837)
General Counsel

Clark County Education Association
4230 McLeod Drive

Las Vegas, NV 89121
ddabaghian@ccea-nv.org

Attorney for Respondent, CCEA
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I hereby certify that on the 25th day of June, 2026, I deposited a true and correct copy of

the foregoing REPLY IN SUPPORT OF CLARK COUNTY EDUCATION

ASSOCIATION’S MOTION TO DISMISS by email to the following;:

SARAH GAZALA
2859 Dunnottar Ave.
Henderson, NV 89044
702-353-7293
sarahgazala@icloud.com
Complainant (pro se)

OFFICE OF THE GENERAL COUNSEL
CLARK COUNTY SCHOOL DISTRICT
CRYSTAL J. PUGH, ESQ. (NV Bar No. 12396)
BETTY J. FOLEY, ESQ. (NV Bar No. 14517)
5100 W. Sahara Avenue

Las Vegas, NV 89146

702-799-5373

herrec4(@nv.ccsd.net

Attorneys for Respondent, CCSD
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AFFIDAVIT OF JOHN VELLARDITA

STATE OF NEVADA )
COUNTY OF CLARK ) ss.

John Vellardita, being first duly sworn and under penalty of perjury, does say and depose
the following:

1. I have personal knowledge of the facts set forth in this affidavit.

2. 1 am currently employed at the Clark County Education Association (“CCEA”) and
make this affidavit in support of CCEA’s Reply in Support of its Motion to Dismiss (“Reply”) in
Sarah Gazala v. Clark County Education Association, EMRB Case No. 2026-009.

3. I am currently employed as the Executive Director at CCEA, and have been employed
in this capacity since 2011. I can competently testify regarding my duties as the Executive
Director, my duties as the Chief Negotiator of all Negotiated Agreements (“CBA”) between
CCEA and the Clark County School District (“CCSD”) since 2011, along with the bargained
intent and shared understanding of the Salary Review and Adjustment Process (“SRAP”)
between the two parties.

4, In my capacity as Executive Director, one of my duties consists of serving as the Chief
Negotiator on behalf of CCEA’s bargaining unit for successive CBAs between the Association
and CCSD. Over the course of my employment as the Executive Director, I bargained with
CCSD for 9 CBAs since 2011, including the current 2025-2027 Negotiated Agreement.

5. For the 2025-2027 Negotiated Agreement, one of the provisions we bargained for was
SRAP, with its provisions housed in Article 26-26.

6. During neogtiations for the 2015-2017 Negotiated Agreement, the parties agreed to

new salary provisions that placed all existing employees onto the salary schedule that was then in
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place at the time according to both their experience and their education. The use of these
employees’ degrees to place them onto the then-operative salary schedule was considered a
settled matter by the parties.

7. In June of 2022, CCEA and CCSD agreed to a Memorandum of Agreement that, in
relevant part, created a new Salary Table, effective August 1, 2022. In order to maintain CCSD’s
competitiveness in the market for attracting new teacher hires, the parties agreed to delete the
first five steps in Column I and the first step in Column II of the then-existing Professional
Salary Table (“PST”) and have Column I, Step F be the entry level salary for incoming
employees with no prior experience as a licensed personnel. As a result of this adjustment,
employees who were already placed in Column I, Steps A through E, and Column II, Step A on
this PST moved down to either Column I, Step F, or Column II, Step B. The employees who
were already placed in these columns and steps prior to the agreement of the June 2022 MOA
did not receive such a salary increase. This created the issue that CCEA and CCSD referred to as
“Compaction,” which the parties verbally agreed to address in the next round of CBA
negotiations.

8. For the 2023-2025 Negotiated Agreement, CCEA and CCSD were unable to agree on &
solution to the Compaction issue. However, by arbitral agreement, the parties agreed to a new
PST that took effect on February 1, 2024. As a result, employees hired on or after February 1,
2024 were placed on the PST according to their applicable education and experience. Employees
hired prior to February 1, 2024 received a 10% increase to their existing salary, and were placed
in the Column and Step that most closely reflected their existing salary, with the 10% increase.

9. After the 2023-2025 Negotiated Agreement was executed between CCEA and CCSD,

CCEA, still determined to address the Compaction issue for its represented employees, solicited
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a “Compaction Survey” to employees where they could submit their relevant degrees, transcripts,
and other educational information in an effort to gather data to use in support of a proposal that
would address the Compaction issue for the next CBA. In analyzing this data, CCEA was careful
to distinguish degrees earned prior to the 2015-2016 school year, as opposed to degrees earned
after that time, because those degrees were already credited to place employees on the salary
schedule that was then in effect at the time, and what CCEA wanted to determine was the
number of employees with relevant degrees which were not yet used towards their placement on
any salary schedule.

10. The economy, and consequentially, both funding from the Nevada Legislature and
CCSD’s budget sharply decreased in 2025. In addition, funding for CCSD is tied to student
enrollment per NRS 387’s Pupil-Centered Funding Plan. Student enrollment at CCSD decreased
going into the 2025-2026 school year, which meant declining funds alloted from the Legislature
to the District. As a result, CCEA and CCSD opened up negotiations for the 2025-2027
Negotiated Agreement with the reality of a significantly smaller pot of money to work with than
in previous bargaining cycles. Still wanting to address the Compaction issue for affected
employees in the bargaining unit, CCEA was able to have CCSD commit to $10 million for the
next two fiscal years in funding to address the problem through both reviewing degrees,
transcripts, and other materials submitted by employees to CCEA, and jointly determining
whether each employee, based on the submitted materials, was eligible to receive an adjustment
to their salary. This process became known as SRAP. The parties agreed that SRAP would cover
two groups of employees: those who were “compacted” due to the changes to the PST enacted
by the June 2022 MOA, and those who were hired prior to February 1, 2024, but had not yet

been placed on a current or previous PST according to their relevant education and experience.
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11. Due to the limited funding available, along with the shared understanding by CCEA
and CCSD that degrees earned by employees prior to the 2015-2016 school year were already
factored into their salary placement onto the salary schedule then in place, the parties mutually
agreed, at the first bargaining session for the 2025-2027 Negotiated Agreement on June 25,
2025, that degrees conferred to an employee prior to the 2015-2016 school year would not be
used in determining whether or not they were qualified to receive a salary adjustment. The
parties understood employees with only degrees conferred prior to the 2015-2016 school year to
not be in either of the above two groups of employees that SRAP was intended to address. Since
this first bargaining session, this has continued to be the understanding between CCEA and
CCSD.

12. In applying the bargained-for criteria in implementing SRAP, CCEA and CCSD
jointly determined that 1,533 employees were qualified for a salary adjustment, for Phase I of the
review process alone. Of these qualified employees, 827 of them have not yet been able to
receive their salary adjustments because the alloted funding for this effort had run out. Although,
under Article 26-26-9 of the 2025-2027 CBA, CCEA and CCSD have agreed to secure
additional funding during the 2027 Legislative Session to secure funding for those qualified
employees waiting on a salary adjustment, CCEA is under no ability to diverge from its mutual
understanding with the Distict and attempt to suddenly expand its definition of who is qualified
for an adjustment, given the lack of funding and those who actually qualify for an adjustment not

having yet received one.
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FURTHER YOUR AFFIANT SAYETH NAUGHT,

John Vellardita

SUBSCRIBED and SWORN to before me this 18" Day of June, 2026.

s ",,"g_\ IRIS MONTANO
3 % Notary Public, State of Nevada |
e :

Ot WMW

NOTARY PUBLIC in and for said

5 No. 24-2664-01

m"‘? My Appt. Exp. Jan. 8, 2027

CLARK COUNTY and NEVADA







EXHIBIT B






FAQ: Salary Review Adjustment Process
For the 2025-27 Negotiated Agreement between CCSD and CCEA, click here. Per the CCEA
Negotiated Agreement, all results are final and not subject to appeal or the grievance
procedure.

2025-27 CCSD/CCEA Contract
How will salary advancements be granted?
Salary advancements for eligible employees are granted in order of district-level seniority in
the following groups or tiers:
Tier I: eligible employees who were negatively affected by the compaction of the
salary table in 2022.
Tier lI: eligible employees in Title | schools.
Tier lIL: eligible employees in non-Title | schools.

How is compaction defined?
in 2021-2022, the lower end of the Professional Salary Table (PST) was increased to $50,115.
When this change occurred, educators making less than $50,715 had their base salary

increased to $50,115.

Employees who ended the 2021-22 school year at the following columns and steps were
identified as being most negatively impacted by adjustments to the Professional Salary
Table.

e Employeeson I(G) and II(C)

e Employees on I(H) and II(D)

e Employeeson I(l) and II{E)

SRAP Review Process

How was my SRAP submission reviewed?

CCEA and CCSD meticulously reviewed each submission for the required documentation
stated in Article 26-26-5, and a strict criteria was applied to everyone as indicated in Article
26-26-6. There were multiple levels of anonymous review by both CCEA and CCSD, where
degrees attained and graduate credits that led toward endorsements were reviewed. Both

parties met on a regular basis and agreed upon results.

| submitted for Phase | of the SRAP, and | am in a non-Title school. Why did | not

receive my results?
CCSD and CCEA are currently reviewing the Phase | Tier |l submissions. Once the results are

finalized, you will receive an email.

Education Placement

How were my degrees accepted for placement?

Not all education will be considered in your salary review and adjustment. According to
Article 26-26, educational attainment must be from an accredited institution and must



directly align with the subject matter you currently teach in or your Nevada Department of
Education licensure.

How is the criteria for degree applicability applied?

Article 26-26-5(d) states that all education attained must be directly and precisely applicable
to the subject matter in which you currently serve and/or your licensure. Both parties
mutually agreed upon the degrees that would and would not align to subject matter and

licensure. Nevada Department of Education endorsements currently reflected on the

licensed employee's license were accepted if they met the completion requirements.

My education completed or conferred prior to June 2, 2016 was not considered in my
salary review. Why?

The salary review and adjustment process is not intended to address any possible negative
impact on the salary schedule change that occurred in 2015-16. Article 26-4 of the 2015-17
CCSD/CCEA CBA stated that education attained during the 2015-16 school year could either
result in an adjustment on the salary schedule or accrue contact units toward an
adjustment on the salary schedule through the Joint Hearing Panel. June 2, 2016 was the
last day of the academic year, so any adjustment to educational attainment was resolved
through the Joint Hearing Panel at that time.

What education is reflected in the results?

Article 26-26-5 states the necessity of providing all necessary evidence and documentation
of educational attainment; educators had the opportunity to submit documentation to
CCEA and/or CCSD by October 1, 2025. Article 26-26-5(c) states that unofficial or official
transcripts are from accredited institutions and that they must include the primary area of
focus, the degree awarded, and the degree conferral date.

Experience Placement

How does experience prior to 2015-16 count for an adjustment?

Each licensed employee who began in CCSD prior to the 2015-16 school year was placed on
the salary schedule according to the contract in place at that time, which considered both
years of service in public schools and education attained.

I began as a licensed employee prior to 2015-16 and have experienced lost steps. Why
can’t | get an adjustment for those steps?

Article 26-26-5(i) states that some licensed employees may not receive full credit for their
experience due to caps on steps on the previous salary schedule. Prior to 2015-16, licensed
educators would only be granted annual step increases until they hit the bottom of the
column on the salary schedule. This was stipulated in the existing contract at that time, and
no adjustments will be made to years of service for being capped out on the bottom of the
column.

Determining Adjusted Placement
How are salary adjustments for eligible licensed employees granted?



Salary advancements are granted in order of district-level seniority according to the eligible
employee’s identified tier:
e Tier I: eligible employees who were negatively affected by the compaction of the
salary table in 2022.
Tier Ik eligible employees in Title | schools.
Tier llI: eligible employees in non-Title | schools.

How was it determined if | would receive an adjustment for my educational
attainment?

1. Your current column placement on the salary schedule was determined.

2. The eligible education attained was considered according to the conferral or
completion date. In other words, your degrees were not cumulatively, but
chronologically, considered.

3. Ifyour eligible education resulted in a placement on the salary schedule which was
higher than you were currently placed, you were granted an adjustment to that

column.
4. Ifyour eligible education resulted in a placement on the salary schedule which was

lower than you were currently placed, no adjustment was granted for education.

How was it determined if | would receive an adjustment for my experience?

Between March 1, 2016 and February 1, 2024, newly hired CCSD licensed employees were
initially placed on the salary schedule by matching their previous educator salary. Licensed
employees who were found to have eligible experience were moved the additional number
of steps on their current column to align with the number of years of eligible experience,
with no movement awarded past Step J on their current column. This process aligns with
the current initial placement practice agreed by both parties.

Phase I: Adjustment Timeline

I have received an email stating I am eligible for an advancement. When will | see the
adjustment on my pay?

Salary adjustments for FY26 will be reflected by the end of February 2026, on the second
paycheck for the CEY pay group or by the end of March 2026, on the second paycheck for
the CER pay group. Per the CCEA Negotiated Agreement, SRAP adjustments are not
retroactive.

How do | know if | am in the CEY or CER pay group?
Please review your CCSD paystub using HCM to view whether you are considered either part
of the CEY or CER paygroup. This information is located at the top of your paystub.

Will I receive retropay for my SRAP adjustment?
No. Article 26-26-3 states that no retroactive implementation of any salary adjustment will be

made pursuant to the SRAP.



I have been informed that 1 am eligible for an adjustment, but the allocated funds were
exhausted. What should | expect next?

Article 26-26-8 states that the SRAP will be repeated in the fiscal year 2027 if there are
available funds. Those licensed employees who were found eligible for a salary advancement
under the SRAP but were not given the adjustment shall be the first in line for an
adjustment in fiscal year 2027, based upon available funding.

If | do not agree with the results of my SRAP, can | appeal the results?
No, Article 26-26-6(d) states that all reviews and results are final and not subject to appeal or
the grievance procedure.

SRAP Phase Il

When will Phase |l of the SRAP begin?

The application process reopened on January 1, 2026 and will end on February 27, 2026.
According to Articles 26-26-4 and 26-26-5(a-e), all documents submitted must have a
conferral date aligned with the original October 1, 2025 deadline to ensure equitable review.
Transcripts conferred after October 1, 2025, are not applicable for the SRAP but may be
applicable through the Professional Growth System.

How do | access the SRAP Phase Il survey?
If you believe you are eligible for an SRAP salary adjustment but have not submitted an
SRAP survey, you may do so here.

Ineligible For the SRAP Review

1 am a former CCSD administrator and have returned to CCSD as a licensed employee.
Why was | denied an adjustment on the SRAP?

Article 26-21 places you according to Article 26-8, and then applies additional adjustments as
determined by your current position in schools. No additional SRAP adjustment will be
made to your salary placement.

Previously | was a CCSD teacher who transferred into a position as an audiologist,
counselor, school mental health professional, school psychologist, social worker, or
speech and language pathologist. Why was | denied an adjustment on the SRAP?
Article 26-2-3 provides new placement on the salary schedule aligned with Article 26-8 for
these job classes. The school district has the sole discretion to adjust the salary of these
licensed employees. No additional SRAP adjustment will be made to your salary placement.

I am a licensed employee who started in CCSD on or after February 1, 2024, but | am
ineligible for a salary review. Why?

Article 26-26-4 states that current licensed employees were placed on or after February 1,
2024 according to their experience and education. This means that your education and
experience has already been taken into consideration for salary placement.





