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PER CURIAM



The Rochelle Park Superior Officers' Assocation (SOA) filed
a petition with the Public Employment Relations Commission (PERC)
seeking certification as the majority representative for all
"police supervisors." After a hearing, PERC ruled that SOA had
not given sufficient notice to Local 102 of the Policemen's
Benevolent Association (PBA), the incumbent majority
representative of all police personnel in the Township of
Rochelle Park.

On September 30, 1989, SOA filed another petition with PERC,
to which the PBA objected on the grounds that there was no
"requisite showing of interest." However, PERC determined to
proceed in the face thereof. An election was held at which SOA
was elected (5 to 2) and certified by PERC as the majority
representative for the group.

PBA appeals, contending that

Point I: The petition should be dismissed
on procedural grounds, due to
£filing defects.

Point II: The Director of Representation [of
PERC) improperly rendered a decision
without a hearing on the facts
underlying the substantive issues
in the within matter.

Point 1I1X: The Director of Representation's
decision was erronecus as a matter
of law.

Point IV: ([The PERC hearing officer]) should
have recused himself from this case
at some point before a final decision
was rendered, due to a lack of
impartiality on his part.



We have carefully reviewed these contentions in light of the
record presented and of the applicable law, and conclude that
they are clearly without merit. R.2:11-3(e)(1)(D) and (E).

Moreover, see N.J.A.C. 19:11-8.1(a) and Bd. of Ed. of West Orange

v. Wilton, 57 N.J. 404, 427-428 {1971).
Affirmed.
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