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JOINT GOVFRNMENT AFFAIRS COMMITTEES
SPECIAL MEETING - April 10,1975

FMPLOYEE MANAGEMENT NEGOTIATION BILLS

Present: Chairman Gibson Assemblyman Murphy
Senator Walker Assemblyman Craddock
Senator Dodge Assemblyman Harmon
Senator Foote Assemblyman May
Senator Hilbrecht Assemblyman Moody
Senator Gojack Assemblyman Schofield
Senator Schofield Assemblyman Ford
Assemblyman Dini Assemblyman Young

Also Present: See attached Guest Register

Chairman Gibson called the special joint meeting of the Government
Affairs committeeto order at 5:15 p.m. with a quorum present. The
following bills were discussed during that meeting.

SB-242 Makes changes in Local Government Employee-
Management Relations Act. (BDR 23-1355)

SB-420 Makes changes in Local Government Fmployee-
Management Relations Act. (BDR 23-1355)

SB-396 Excludes supervisory and administrative
personnel of city from participation in
collective bargaining process. (BDR 23-1390)

SB—-452 Requires local government employer to notify
employee organization of its desire to
negotiate. (BDR 23-1574)

SB-456 Authorizes factfinder to require local govern-
ment employer to pay costs incurred by employee
organization in factfinding. (BDR 23-1572)

SB-457 Qualifies definition of "supervisory employee"
and amends provision concerning determination
of negotiating units of local government
employee organization. (BDR 23-1573)

AB-572 Makes changes in Local Government Fmployee-
Management Relations Act., (BDR 23-1681)

Senator Dodge explained to the committee members and the audience the
main points in $B-242 that would change the Employee Management Rela-
tions Act.

Bob Warren, Nevada League of Cities, spoke in favor of SB-420 stating
that this bill is equal to ARB-250., He felt there was a need to get

a handle on the costs of salaries and fringe benefits. He went over
the main sections of SB-420.
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Assemblyman Dini informed the committee members and the audience
of the complexities and changes that are in AB-572, Mr. Dini
stated that AB-572 has the same scope of bargalnlng power that
is in SB-242.

Glen Taylor, President of Nevada State School Board Association,
spoke in favor of SB-242 and AB-572,

Bob Petroni, Clark County School District, stated that they were

in favor of SB-242 and Ab-572. Mr. Petroni prefaced his statement
with a few exceptions. Mr. Petroni indicated that both of these
bills did not provide a way to fill a vacancy on the Advisory Board.
He also indicated that they were against striking, also on page 5
in the definition of scope of negotiations Mr. Petroni feels that
it should be more limited. On Page 10, feels that there should be
a minimum amount for the penalty for striking to be not less than
$50.00, Mr. Petroni suggested including that striking emplovees
could be replaced in order to keep the work flowing.

Mr. Petroni stated that in SB-456 he feels that the factfinder will
not always find for one side or the other but suggest a compromise
that doesn't really suit either side.

Ed Pine, Washoe County School Board, stated they were not in favor
of SB=242 and SB-420. Mr. Pine indicated that they favored the
right to strike. Mr. Pine stated that in the Christian Science
Monitor there was an article that indicated there have been fewer
walkouts since the right to strike was put into employee agreements.

Dr. Robert McQueen, School Trustee, Washoe County, stated that he is in
favor of SB-242, Dr. McQueen feels that binding arbitration has been
less than satisfactory and therefore makes the right to strike seem
more favorable to them. (See attached testimony)

Bob Cox, Washoe County School District, believes that these bills,

SB=-242 and SB~420 narrow down the process for bargaining and is in

favor.of them. Mr. Cox feels that it is a good move to replace the

E.M.R.B, with a full time commission. Mr. Cox favors the right to

strike as binding arbitration has not worked in the past for elther
the employer or the employee.

Mr. Cox stated that he is against SB=-456 as the bill is too ambiguous.
Senator Dodge questioned Mr. Cox asking if he ever considered having
a factfinder in the private sector presiding over the issues for a

school area?

Assemblyman Dini also asked if they ever thought of using some other
type of person to come in and act as the arbitrator?

Mr. Cox answered by stating that they have tried but no one seems to
meet the qualifications.
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Dr. Marvin Picolo, Supt. Washoe County School District, spoke in
support of the Negotiation terms. Feels that the strike provision
is good as well as putting them in the private sector. Mr. Picolo
indicated that SB-456 narrows down the scope of negotiations and
that the strike is the only workable alternative. Mr., Picolo con-
cluded his statements by stating that he was in favor of SB-242, -
SB-420 and SB-456.

Warren Scott, Humboldt County School District, stated that he was
in favor of SB-242

John Hawkins, Carson City Supt. of Schools, stated that he was in
favor of SB-242,

Angus MacEachern, Clark County, drafter of SB-420 feels that this
bill will bring the ability and the desire into the law for the
employees. He explained the various sections in the bill and felt
that they would alleviate the problems with the labor relations
process. Mr, MacEachern gave the committee some proposed amendments
to SB-420. (See the attached) Feels that this will clarify some of
the language in the bill. He stated that section 32, in his opinion, ,;
the most important section in the bill. Mr. MacEachern indicated
that most disputes are handled without the strike but it is good

to have as a last option.

David C. Williams, Teacher from Clark County School District, stated
that he is against.SB-242, SB-420 and AR-572 as he feels that they
further the decline of the teacher participation in the classroom.

Neal Humphrey, Chancellor at the University of Nevada in Reno, is
against SB~-#56 and SB-420. :

Richard Anderson, Las Vegas Valley Water District, Personnel Super-
visor, stated that he is in favor of SB-420, noting that the bargain-
ing is clarrified and it also provides secret ballot of the election.
Prevents department heads and supervisors from belonging to groups
for collective bargaining. Mr. Anderson also favors the right to
strike. Mr. Anderson stated that S$B-4206 and AB~572 should-have some
language regarding the strike provision, as in SB-242,

Ernie Newton, Nevada Taxpayers Association, approves in concept SB-242
and SB-420 as well as AB-572. Mr. Newton would prefer the strike
provision in SB-242 be added to the other bills. Feels that a strike
for anyone would be more inclusive. Mr. Newton also feels that there
should be the power to have an injunction placed if the strike could
endanger the community.

Mr. Newton felt that the "last best offer" in section 2 of SB-325
should be considered by the committee as well, especially if they
decide against the right to strike. The scope of bargaining should
be as limiting as possible. Mr. Newton's comments were brief on
SB-420 noting that he is convinced that collective bargaining has no
place in the state of Nevada.
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Richard Morgan, N.S.E.A., stated that he didn*t think the right to
strike will do any good for the bargaining powers of the employee.
In 15 cases they have found 9 times for the employee. Mr. Morgan
feels that the problems a teacher faces are much different than
any other type of employee problem., Mr.Mdérgan told the committee
that there are three school systems that handle their own problems
with negotiations and this process is working. He concluded by
asking the committee to maintain the current statutess

Lonnie Shiélds, President Elect of Nevada Teaching Association,
stated that they were against the right to strike.

Ed Saltus, Washoe County Teachers Association, stated that he also
was against the right to strike. Mr. Saltus read several cases
where the employer was protected in this right to strike situation,
He feels that the "Dodge Act" should remain as it is and likes the
"last best offer" as proposed by Senator Hilbrecht,

Senator Dodge questioned whether or not the "last best offer" really
fits in with the school procedure as this offer is usually geared
at a monetary type of situation '

Mr. Saltus answered by stating that if this bill were adopted you
would have less situations coming to binding arbitration.

Ken Hogan, Public Employees Coalition, Las Vegas, Henderson and

all of Clark County, stated that in SB-420 and AB-572, the right to
strike would serve no useful purpose. On Page 12, line 25 feels that
the language there makes for a difficult situvation. Mr. Hogan favors
binding arbitration and the "last best offer",

Jim Gist, representing lLas Vegas City employees Association, all have
the same effect and therefore is against these bills (8B-242, SB-420

and AB-572). Mr. Gist concurred with Mr. Ed Saltus' testimony.

Mr. Gist felt that SB-325 would be a very good bill with some limita-
tion to the bargaining items.

Chairman Gibson informed the committee as well as the audience that
the right to strike could be an effective avenue for solving the
problems that groups are having with negotiations giving a strong
inducement to both sectors.

Ed Dodson, Nevada Association of School Administrators, is in favor
of SB-242 and noted the following: (1) if the scope of negotiation

is not limited you have too many things to deal with when bargaining.
(2) If negotiations aren't limited and go to binding arbitration they
can disenfranchise themselves.

Senator Raggio stated that in SB-452 it attempts to reach an inequity
that exists because the present law is onesided in items to be reached
in negotiations. Employee organizations must meet a deadline and the
employee doesn't have this deadline. The law should not have such

an inequity.
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Senator Raggio noted that on SB-456 the bill attempts to reach an
inequity that could exist. He further explained that this bill
will make a more workable situation between employer and employee
during negotiations. Senator Raggio's comments on SB-457 were that
it would have limited application for the negotiations of the law
enforcement units. The law enforcement units can't join a larger
unit but must form their own union.

R. W. Kellerer, Washoe County Deputy Association, stated that he
was in favor of SB-452, 456 and 457. Mr. Kellerer felt that in
SB-452 it would provide a courtesy to the employee organization.
Only question with SB=456 is he feels that the language through-
out the bill is too permissive and does not mandate. He also
stated that the costs for binding arbitration are very expensive,
especially for the small organization.

Chris Karamanos, E.M.R.B., Board Chairman, stated that he is against
the abolishment of the board, as these bills seem to imply in giving
the right to strike. Mr. Karamanos feels that their board does

settle many cases to the pleasure of all concerned. He stated that
their board works very hard, they have common sense, and are getting
better at what they do.(See the attached report prepared by Sally Davis)

Nancy Gomez, Member of Washoe County School Board, stated that
bargaining should be in good faith and is against the right to
strike. Mrs. Gomez concurred with Mr, Saltus' testimony. (see P.4)

Jim Berry, Personnel Director for City of Reno, stated that he was
in favor of SB-420 and SB-242., Mr. Berry indicated that this would
prove to be an effective way to bargain. Before going into arbi-
tration he would like to see something where the people would know
what the offer was inforder to review and look over the proposals.

Chan Griswold, Deputy District Attorney, Washoe County, stated that
they were in favor of SB-242, SB-420 and AB-572., Mr. Griswold stated
that he didn!t think the separation between administration and Super-
visors in bargaining is useful or necessary.

Pat. Bovay, Ormsby County,Carson Schools, feels the present statutes
are working well and is against the right to strike. Feels that it
will, in the end, hurt the children.

Pat Boulier, University of Nevada, stated that she was against SB-242,
Ms. Boulier feels these bills are unprofessional and will hurt the
young people that are being taught. She requested that the faculty
be excluded.

John Cerveri, Non Uniferm Group, City of Reno, commented that he
did not like the right to strike section in SB-242,

Bob Rusk, Chairman of Nevada City Community in Washoe County, stated
that in SB-420 the time table is unrealistic. Mr. Rusk indicated that
he did not like the Employee Management Relations Board. (See testimony)
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Mark Saunders, Elko Chamber of Commerce, stated that he was against
SB-420 and SB-242. They feel binding arbitration is detrimental to
the best interests of the people of Nevada.

Pete Allen, Washoe County Employee Negotiation Team, feels that the
arbitrators are well educated people and do the best they can for
all concerned. They object to the right to strike. Mr. Allen
suggested moving up the time limit for the Governor's decision on
binding arbitration.

As there was no further business the meeting adjourned at 9:15 p.m.

R7§Pectfully submitted,

%/
C//E;nlce i?éziig:

Committee Secretary

Approved:

By
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JOINT GOVERNMENT AFFAIRS COMMITTEE - EMPLOYEE NEGOTIATION BILngk/
GUEST REGISTER
April 10, 1975
Meeting No. J-3

Glen Taylor, President Nevada State School Boards
Bob Petroni, Clark County School Dist.

Ed Pine, Washoe County School Board

Dr. Robert McQueen, Washoe School Board

Bob Cox, Washoe School Board

Dr. Marvin Picollo, Washoe School Board
Warren Scott, Humboldt School Board

Bob Warren, Nevada League of Cities

David C. Williams, Teacher

Neil Humphrey, University of Nevada System
John Hawkins, Carson City School District
Alfred Prince Mineral County School District
Stan Cooper, Churchill County School Trustee
Eimo DeRicco, Supt. Churchill County

J. A. MacEachern, Clark County

Richard Anderson, lLas Vegas Water Dist.
Henry FEtchemendy, Carson City

Jim Lillard Mayor of Sparks

E. L. Newton, N.T.A.

Richard Morgan, N.S.E.A,

Lonnie Shields, N.S.E.A.

Ed Psaltes, Washoe Teachers

Ken Hougen, P.E.A.C.

Jim Gist, P.E.A.C.

Lyle Wilcox, Mayor of Lovelock

E. S. Dodson, Nevada Association of School Administration
Jim Berry, City of Reno

Chan Griswold, Washoe County

Pat Bobay, Ormsby County Teachers Assn.
Nancy Gomes, Teacher

Pat Beaulier, University of Nevada

Chris Karamanos, E.M.R.B. Board Chairman

Bob Rust, Washoe County

Mark Sanders, FElko Chamber

Pat Allen, Washoe County

Senator Raggio

R. W. Kellerer, Washoe County Sheriff's Deputy Association

Note: The above guest register reflects the people who wished
to testify. There was not enough time to have all in
attendance sign the register.



SPECIAL AGENDA FOR HEARINGS 0N EMPLOY FF E‘IAP\’\G““ BN

NEGT JIATION BRILLS

NOTE: These hearings will be condicted jointly with the
Assembly and Senate Covernment Affairs committes
The hearlngs will comnence promptly at 5:00 31&.
Tuesdas Wednescday and Thursday, April 8, 8, & 10,

in the legls;atiV€ auditorium,

to be heard on any of the

Those persons who desi
a ular night should notify

bills listed on tha p ic
the committee chairmen presiding so he can make

sure they are givan a ace on the agenda. The
bills listed below w1ll be heard in the order given,

Presiding

[

5:00 P.M., - Tuesday, April 8th - Assemblvman Joe Din

.

SB-256 Includes faculty of University of lNevada System
(1) within scope of Local Government Employee-

Management Relations Act.

(BDR 23*512)

SB-325

* Amends Local Government Bnp10vee~Managemewf
(2) . Relations Act. (BDR 23~ 536) . .
.SB-361 Requires negotiations undexr Local Government

(3) . Employae~~1naqement Relations Act to ba open
' to public. (BDR 23-1334) .

e

5: 00 P.;. Vednesday, April 9th - Assemblyman Joe Dini Presiding

SB*207 Enacts State Fmployee~hanagement_Relations Act.
(1) - (BDR 23-807) - SR
-361 Enacts State Pmployeﬁ—%anacnmenb Relations Act.
(2) " (BDR 23-1029) : C L
AR-483 Enacts State Fmplovee—Manacem ent Relations Act;

(3) . (BDR 23-1200) e

e

5:00 P.¥. Thursdav, Aoril 10th - Senator Janu cw
e -

%




SB-396
(1)

SB-242
(2)

SB-420

(3)

AB-572

(4)
SB-452
(5)

SB-456
(6)

SR-457
1)

892

Excludes supervisory and admlnlstrative personnel
of city from participation in collective bargain-
ing proceSD. (BDR 23-1390)

Makes changes in Local Goverpment Employee-%anage—
ment Relahlons Act. (BDR 23— 1059)

Makes changes in Local Government Fmployen—nanagc—
ment Relations Act. (BDR 23- 1355)

.

Makes changes in Local Government Employee—Manage-
ment relations Act. (BDR 23-1681) ‘
Requires local government employer to notify -
employee organization of its desire to negotlate.
(BDR 23-1574) : .

Authorizes factfinder to réqu{re local government
employer to pay costs incurred by employee organi-
zation in factfinding. (DJR 23-1572)

Qualifies definition of superv*so*v erplovea” and
amends provision cor"ern‘ng determination o=
negotiating units of local government 0F010\ee
organization. (BDR 23-1573)
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I am Bob McQueen, School Trustee folr Washoe County, I would like to
speak in favor of Senate Bill No, 242, We feel this Bill would be a sub-
stantial improvement over e.xisting ‘legislation, The ianr'oVe;nent wou&d come
first by markedly festricting the items of negotiability. At ‘-the present
time the range of negotiations is so broad that for all practicéi pur-
poses the Board, itself, could be negotiated into total impotence. Nevada
School Boards today are faced with a conflict that they are powerless to k
resolve wifhout legislative help., On the one hand, as elected representatives
of the people, Trustees are charggg ,%u.‘ch the responsibility of administering
the public schools in a fashion that will give the best possible education
to children within the financial capability of local taxpayers. On the

‘ other hand, they are continually required to the negotiate the very areas
in which their Trustee responsibilities mainly lie. The net effect of
this is that School Boards are left with an ever dwindling influende on
the schools. More and more, the il arbitratér-(who far from being
an elected representative of the people is frequently not even a resident
of the community or the State) has a weightier impact on the schools than .

ELEcTED |
do all theATmstees combined,

We favor S.B., 242 also because it abolishes the present EMRB Board

and replaces it w:.th a full-time, salaried Conm:.ssn.oner. It 1.51 entirely

possible that the EMRB board
R,

QULD have worked satisfactorily. But diis awl, EX@giem

AT W
failure, It's chief fault has been that

W CTH (T ‘owrmbesdghai~ie has been a
it has had a bewildering succession of members who serve so brief a term
that they cannot possibly learn their tasks and responsibilities or devalop

. a consistent approach to recurring problems. We think the Commissioner,

ATTACHMENT NO. 1.

i
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as proposed in S,B. 242, will gl stability and continuity to negotiations
and we applaud the concept as: a step in the right direction.
‘vFinally. we note that S.B, 242 permits teachers to strike aste

terminal procedure. While the thought of school teachers going out on
RISELF 8S AM EDULETO A RnD :

strlke is repugnant to most School Board members, when it is offered as a
a As we

trade for present blndlng arbztratlon ‘the swap appears to downright

attractlve. Our repeated experience with binding arbitration has been one

where wg,Six,helplessly by while an out-of-state arbitrator imposes harsh -

conditions on the school district and then sl quietly out of town never

to be seen or heard from again. Though both striking and binding arbitration

. N .
are two evils School Trustees could gladly do without, striking clearly
seems to be the lesser of the two.

It is out hope that you will give S.B. 242 a 'do pass' recommendation

R Qs €2

and then work to make it law,
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ON SB-420 )
,S};Q. 30, . NRS 288.150 iv{lcrcby amendad to read as follows: - ’  ;835. :.t:,.
288.150 L. [It is the duty .of every local government employer, - e

except as limited in subsection” 2, to negotiate in ﬂoud faith through a : L
representative or r»prcsent"m“s of its own choosmg concerning wages, B
hours, and conditioas of employment with the recognized employee orga- :
. nization, if any, for each appropriate unit menﬂ its employces, If either .
o party requests i, agreemients so reached s I be recuced to writing.
VWheie any ofiicer of a local government erlpiay,r other than a2 member -
~of the governing body, is elecied by the people and directs the work of S
- any local government employee, such officer is the proper person to nego- T
tiate, d,rectlv or through a re,m.sentunve or rcp;cs”n‘anvcs of his own SN
chaosing, in the first insterce cerning ~2m‘ emg.oy ce whose work is
- directed by hir, but may rcfe: :o tw governibg ba..3 or iis choszn repre-.
sentatwe or representatives any- matter ue»cnd the scope of his authorm:
2.  loca! government employer is entitled, without negotiation or o
‘u{elence to any agreement resalting from negotation: - S -
. (a) To direct its employecs; T ~ o
{b) To hire, pfomot\,, clossify, transfer, assx*;., retain, susp‘eﬁd;
demote, discharge or take disci ghxmv action agains: any e*ﬁ;:iaye 4
(c} To relieve any employes from dut} beeuuse of lack of wom or for
any other egitimate reason; .
(@) To maintain the Quu.u. ey of its gov erumontal o eratzem;
(e) To dotermine the metiods, means and personnei by which its oper-
‘ations are to be cond""tud and ‘
(f) To take whatever actions may be necessary to carry out its re&ponw
_ sibilities in szmat:ons o{ emeremﬂy .
_ Any action tclen under the provisions of this subsec ction shell not bz con-
s’mﬂd w2 foilure to negotiate in good faith.3 t:,xcept as provided in sub- -
ection 4, it is t/.e duty of every nm eriunent empzover 1o negotiate in good
: fa:z‘" through ¢ rep;wenmm ¢ or represeilGiives of iis own choosing con-
eeraing the wandatory subjects of bargaining set forth in suvseciion 2 'ss“u
. the designzicd representatives of the recag;:;zed em,w} 2 O gauisaaam i
any, }'ar cach srpropriuce ncg‘“:uumg uniz afuong izs #ﬂ,.eiuycds. lieither
» | pariy SO TEGLISis, AGTeenieiiis rﬂa.:l.xu sl c.., be rediced to writing.

2. The scope of mandatary bargaining’ is limited to: S
_%)Salgr) or wage raies. : T T R AL TR
~" {b) Sick leave. T 5
.. {c) V acation leave. T T e
. {d) Holidays. . ) L o

“(e) Other pazd or no:zpazd leaves of absezzce
. ‘(Q'Insurauce besnefus.
’ .- (g) 7 o:al hours of uork required o{ an. emplo; ge on eax:h warkday

{I) Discharge and disciplinary procedures.
{i) Recogaition clause. : :
,l) Deduction of dues far the recogniz zeéd employee orgam;.auon. I
[k) Protection of emplovecs in negotinting unit from mwgggﬁwr‘
oecause of par tzczpa:zom’?f recognized empioyce o gumaas*eam eansmenz
with the provisions of ths clsaprel.
(1) No-strike provisions consisient with the prowswm af this chapter.
- {m) Grievance and arbitration procedures for resolution of &sﬁu{éﬂ L
nelatmg w mzerpwmt:ou or applzca;mn of . co.lleecnve bargainiug agree»'
: ments. L . .
\ {n) General savmgs elmzses. : ‘ IEA
None of the aub;.:c; niaiiers e:.nmerared in this st:bxccam‘ miay be n&gazi- o
. . ated beyond tie umm. if anx, established under other p:ouszon: of NRS
o ~or applicabic jedersl laws. An agreeincitt shall not provide more than orw STl
‘ - procedure relating to dz.sapfme or discharge of employees. - co . e . o

-

ATTACHMENT NO. 2
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3. Those subjcct maticis which are not wiikiin the scope of manda-

dory bargaim‘n and which are reserved to the local govérnment employer
without neg'mauou firclude: : s
{a) The right to lire, dmc:, assigit and na;.s;’er ahy employee.

(b) The right 10 reducc in force or lay off any u:zp.’O) ee beeer:sz of lack

of work or lack of funds, in '1i:e interest of economy or in the irlerast of
the governmcinal opcra;ion mvolved. In exercising ihis righe, the locel
governmcut employer shall connply with all atize; ,appfzcabuz pio'.':.:.'&:;s of
NRS, if any.
{c) The right to datermine: : ’ o
- (1) Appropriate stafjing lc'.ms and work pcrformaizce slenGeidsy
(2) The conient of the w omaa}, including without tinitation svork-
load factors and work schedule
(3) The c;...k..‘ v oand q.':r“m} of services 1o be offered to the public;
and ‘ A )
(4) The nicans and methods of ofjering tnose sarvices.
4 N otwitlisiaiiding the provisices of-Gity coileciive bwo. g fyree-
rent negoiiated pursuant to ihis ehaper, a local goverrmiszni em,;.o o s
entitled to: ‘ Lo

ta) Tale vwhaiever actions may be necessary to ccrry oui its responsi-.
bilities in szhzat'u o, emeigency sucn a3 @ riot, nillitary aciioil, naiiral
disaster or civil (uo() 7. Such actions miay include tie suspeision of any

collectzve bargalii g eem:n for tie duraiion of the eincrgzicy.

(b) Contraet ciid s;abconm«t funciioi:s m.d services. An) action icken.
under the provisiviis of this parcgrapn snall not be construed as a'jailure
lo negotiaic in good falin.

5. The provisisis of Uiis ciiipier, incisdling v..uzoz:t limiiteiion the
provisions of tiis sectivii, recognize Gne Lecie i ukimaze righi and

responsibility of ik local government employer 1o n#laage its operaiion in
the most economical and efficient marnner consistent with tlte best interests

of all its citizens, its taxpayers and its employces.

6. This seciion does not preclude, but this chapter does not reguire -
the local goveinment emplover to negotiate or discuss subject riatters et~ -

merated in subsection 3 whiich are outsidézhe scope of mandatory bar-
gammg ‘ - © :

"

3
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‘ 4~-/70 =78 STATEMENT TO THE LEGISLATURE

%&/gﬂcs/( FROM WASHOE COUNTY
’VLVébﬁéae(CbuMé;TZZQAWﬁﬂ.

(INTRODUCTION)

I believe SB 420 is the most éomprehensive bill‘befofe‘thé
Legislature offering solutions to the major problemé epcounté?ed
by local governments and local governmental employees assééiations

I P T
under the existing provisions of Chapger}288.;’A1théhghithﬁéﬁhave

been previously disgussed, I wouldflike‘ﬁogempﬁésize}six méjq;
areas contained in SB 420. A o o e

1. The existing Time Table for negotiations is unrealistiﬁnv

statvtory |

when compared with the W Time Table established for local
governmental bﬁdgets. In Washoe County the Ad Valorem Taxkréte;:
of the local governments historically has been e;tabiished.oh
May lst by the Nevada Tax Commission. Until the local govérnmeétai
rates ére set, it is extremely difficult for thevparties,to negotigte

settlements on economic issues.

2. SB 420 provides much needed changes in the compositionf§ﬁ 
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the Employée-Manaéement Relﬁtions Board. It has proved to be
unworkable if{on}y beéausé of the rapid turnover of the members
appointed'td;théjéoard;

3. SB 420 provides much needed changes in the mandatory sub-
jects of bargaining, which changes are made necessary by the
decisions of the Employee-Management Relations Board and the
Nevada Supreme Court. Under the present law as interpreted by
the Nevada Supreme Court, it appears that the private sector
decisions |
dbopwmmies cstablished under the Taft~Hartley Act are applicable
in the public sectib"in‘Nevada, which includes such matters as
work rules and crew size, which have always been troubled areas
in the private sector.

4., SB 420 would require financial displosure by employee
organizations, which in these times is equated with»motherhood
and apple pie.

5. SB 420 would exclude administrative and supervisory

employees from inclusion in any negotiatiﬁg unit. AB 361, proposed
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for state employees contains an exclusion of "administrative"
employees. AB 483, also felating to state employees excludesk
"managerial" employees. The Taft~Hartley Act,.relating te the‘
private sector excludes supervisors. Executive Order 11491,
covering federal employees excludes supervisors. Locel govern-
ment employers are placed in the position of havingvthe'Colleetive
Bargaining Agreement administered on behalf of the local govern-
ment by supervisors and administrative personnel who may be membefs
of the employee association and covered, as employees, by the Veryf
contract they are administering on behalf of ﬁanegement.

Washoe Ceunty has, pursuant to statute, adopted and imple-
mented a Merit Personnel Systeﬁ which is comparable to the;Staﬁe
Personnel System. If excluded from.coverage;in“Colleetive
Bargaining Agreements, supervisory employees would stillkretain
the protection afforded by the Merit Personnel System.

6. SB 420 eontemplates a proeedure for‘Impasse Resolutioh
that will encourage, rether than discourage, the partiee to nego-'

tiate Collective Bargaining Agreements.



* :,;W‘?‘?belie‘,’é that bindiﬁg»;f????indinqf”ifi"?f"‘ny,,fér@ is an’
'unacceptable method of impééée«Resoluticnff f;g.f
Arb?t;étprs do n@twalwayS‘engagekin‘£h§£fié&rﬁedeér§fés$iOn, .
for pﬁ?ely;altruistié motives. Some’deriyéSa;ﬁiénificanﬁepo%fion\

~ of their incomes from acting as arbitrators. They are selected

,tQ act as arbitrétors on1y~ifztheykattemp§ £o1satisfy inys@ﬁéi~kl 
’méasure; both of'thé:pai£ies ih’arﬁitréﬁién;fﬁlt appears tbfﬁg
that this situatiohfreéuiresythgiarbitratdt; ipim§king’his decif  ‘
‘ | fsion; to engaée in compromlseregardlessof ”theﬁaé:,t;u‘al mevr’ij‘ts’ of |
o ﬁhe éés¢:§§‘£h§£, if not:ﬁaééf Qith ﬁhé;decisio#;‘bOthu?argigéiﬁ
feel that £hey;coﬁld hgve doﬁe wqrse.’51£ ié,thi$éontinuaL ;§ﬁp§0jQ
 Emise Of’the finanéial andfmanagementkptégriﬁiés of iocai‘govérﬁ@enfs
Wﬁich I,beliéve repfesents the major[tb:eat ﬁo the eﬁfecti§%%j
\kfunctioning kalqcal governﬁenﬁs;
"Lasﬁ‘Best'Offerf Arbitra£ion is nof?ihé‘sqigtion to this” '
, p;bblem.  The arbiﬁrétor is still;faced wiﬁgﬂﬁﬁe~problem quAV‘:

kkxattempting'to satisfy both parties and cqmbfémises»at ﬁnacceptable




levels will continue in a slightly different form. Instead of
splitting the difference between a 15% salary demand and a 7%
salary offer, the arbitrator will compromise by éCcepting one
anether '3“# ot
party's salary <SR reguest and the other party._
sl $The decisién’ may not be on the basiS' of merit,
but for the reason that both parties must:£éceive something if
the arbitrator is to continue to be»selected to arbitrafe'éasesf‘
The damage to local governments through bindingvarbit:ation
will not be evident overnight, nor will it coﬁe in one dramatic
decision. The public sector does not have the same "built-in"
control on labor costs that exists in the private sector. In
thé private sector, the market piace éontrols efficiency énd,
productivity. The company which is ﬁnable to operate at a,profit
will eventually cease to exist; not so with government.’ Measures
of productivity have not been significantly developed in the

public sector. The level of governmental services provided at a

given cost is not easy to ascertain, partiéularly for the taxpayer.

Pl
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There are no profit figures at the end of the year that the public

&,
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can examine to determine the efficiency of the governmental dpera-

tions for that year. o

A compromise by thé arbit:ator bn a éalary;issué;whigﬁ:excegds
acceptable 1imits;isknot immediately discernible by the publié and
. the taxpayer. The slight'feductiqn in’gqvernmentalfse:vices,;£he
inability to hire additional'depﬁty sheriffé~to keepkpace with the
expanding population, the inability'to develop a pérk’is‘nét
’obvious,

In difficult financia1;times, i# is’not unusual to see uniohs
agree to‘wage—reductions and,otherkbénéfit reductions iﬁ ofder'to
preserve thelexistence of the company and thereby( theif jobs.

It is diffiﬁult to'foreseé,this'héppening’in they?ublic7sect6r.’
There are nb profit figureé to demonstrate thefinancialpfobiems
qf‘the local'gdﬁérnments. The effect is simply the gradua;5 i
reduction of service;yﬁf;the inability tq expand;services £o meet

the needs of an expandingipopulation.kaReductiqn in work hours or
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lay~-offs, although methods of reducing salary costs, results in

the very thing local governments are attempting to avoid=--reduc-
tion in necessary services to the public.

(Conclusion)
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MEMO TO:

FROM:

"RE:

Sally Davis

MR. CHRIS N. KARAMANOS, BOARD CHAIRMAN

. Prepared: 4/9/75

304

STATISTICAL COMPILATION REGARDING THE>FUNCTIONING'OF THE.LOCAL-
GOVERNMENT EMPLOYEE-MANAGEMENT RELATIONS BOARD

BAARD MEMBERSHIP - 1969 TO THE PRESENT; NUMBER OF DECISIONS EACH MEMBER

PARTICIPATED IN:

Board Member

Mark Smith
Tayfor H. Wines
Clel Georgetta

Harry Wallerstein

F. Thomas Eck, 1]

 Paul H. Dahlberg

H.R. (Doc) Knoller

‘Fred Scarpelio

Dennis Pletzke
Harriet Trudell

C. Robert Cox

Chris N. Karamanos (Present Member)

Dorothy Eisenberg (Present Member)

TOTAL MEMBERS:

TOTAL ITEMS FILED:

‘John T. Gojack (Present Membar)

Number of [tems
(decisions & orders)
participated in
)

2

ATTACHMENT NO. 4
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B. ITEMS (DECISIONS AND ORDERS) FILED PER YEAR:

Memo to: Mr. Karamanos

Prep.d: 1 4/9/75

Re: - Statistical COWP!!BTIOH regarding The funcfloning of The Local Goverﬁmggi
Emp!oyee—Managemenf Relations Board

| 795

1969 None

1970 2

1971 - |

1972 8

’1973 None

1974 i |
1975 i1 (as of 4/9/75)

TOTAL |TEMS FILED: 33

C. RULINGS ON ITEMS SUBMITTED FOR A DETERMINATION OF NEGOTIABILITY PURSUANT TO

NRS 288.150:

“item
*
Class Size
. | .
Professional Improvement

Teacher Emplioyment & Assignment
Vacancies & Promotions

Student Discipline'*
School Calendar *
Positions in Night School,
Summer ‘School and under
- Federal Programs

*
Teacher Performance

Special Student Programs

Y.

Ruling

Negofiable

- Partially Negofiabie

Pursuant to STspulaTson, withdrawn from
the Board's consuderafson

Pursuant to Sfxpu!afron, withdrawn from
the Board's consideration .

Negotiable

: Negofiable

Pursuant to anpuiaflon w*fhdrawn from

the Board's consideration

Negotiable

“Non-Negotiable
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3 , E _ {MDQS
() - Prep@a: 4/9/75
Memo fo: Mr. Karamanos ‘

Re: Statistical Compilation regarding the functioning of the Local Governmenf
Employea-Management Relations Board

- C. RULINGS CON ITEMS SUBMITTED FOR A>DETERMINAT[ON OF NEGOT!ABILITY PURSUANT»TO;

NRS 288.150, CONTINUED:

Jiem
Differentiated Staffing

-

Teacher Files

Voluntary Change of Assignments

Teacher Load
Instructional Supplies*

Information

. . *
Preparation Time
Teacher Hours

Discretionary Instructional
Materials Fund

Hiring and Assignment of
School Nurses

Parent-Teacher Conferences

Field Trips

Teacher Evaluation of
Evaluators

School Libraries
Substitute Teachers

Reducticon in Force

Ruling
Negotiable

Pursuant to Stipulation, withdrawn from
the Board's consideration

Pursuant to Sflpula+xon, withdrawn from

- the Board's consideration

Negotiable .
Négofiabie

Pursuant to Sfrpuiaf:on, withdrawn from
the Board's consideration

Negotiable
Negotiable

Not Negotiabie
Not Negotiable

Scheduling same by dismissing classes
found negotiable; all other areas of
proposal found not negotiable

Not Negotiable

Not.Negotiable

Not Negotiable
Not Negofiablé'

When a reduction in force is necessary
and the areas where it shall occur are
not negotiable; the order in which
individuals will be discharged and any
preference with regard to re-employmenf
are negotiable



e | | ' | ‘ ‘ . Prepared: 4/9/75

Memo to: Mr. Karamanos ' ’ 307
Re: Statistical Compilation regarding the funcTIoning of The Local GovernmenT

“' ‘ Employee-Management Relations Board
' C. RULINGS ON ITEMS SUBMITTED FOR A DETERMINATION OF NEGOT!ABILITY PURSUANT 10
NRS 288.150, CONTINUED:

I+em - " Ruling

Leave : Not Negotiable (due to subsequent
' enactment of NRS 391.180(5))

Class Size : Negotiability reaffirmed (not included
in overall statistics)

Teacher Load Negotiability reaffirmed (not ,inciqded'
in overall statistics)

Student Discipline : Negotiability reaffirmed (not included
in overall statistics)
Posting of Vacancies Negotiable
Budgetary Formulas for lInstructional Not Negotiable
Equipment and Library Allocation. '
‘ Student Placement : Negotiable
Assignment to Curriculum Committees Negotiable

and Ccmpensation therefor

Maintenance of Standards Negoﬂablé .
TOTAL ITEMS CONSIDERED: 31
STIPULATED WITHDRAWN OF |
I TEM: 6
FOUND NEGOTIABLE: B I3
FOUND NOT NEGOTIABLE; 9

FOUND PARTIALLY NEGOTIABLE: 3

* Indicates items appealéd.to the Nevada Supreme Court

o | | 4



. » ‘ Prepare&: 4/9/75

Memo to: Mr. Karamanos : : 908

Re:

D.

Statistical Compilation regarding the functioning of the Local Government
Employsa-Management Relations Board ‘

CURRENT BOARD STATUS; PENDING MATTERS:

Matters set for hearing in April, 1975: 4
Matters Yo be set in May, 1975: ‘ 3
Matters which will be ready for hearing o 5.

upon Tha filing of the answer:

Pending inactive files (awaiting stipulated 2
dismissal):

TOTAL MATTERS PENDING: - ' 14

There are no currently pending matters which are ready for decision.



