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DECISTION AND ORDER
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Our jurisdiction is narrow. Ridgefield Park Ed. Ass'n V.
Ridgefield Park Bd. of Ed., 78 N.J. 144 (1978) states:

The Commission is addredsing the abstract issue:
is the subject matter in dispute within the scope
of collective negotiatiqns. Whether that subject
is within the arbitratidn clause of the
agreement, whether the flacts are as alleged by
the grievant, whether the contract provides a
defense for the employen’s alleged action, or
even whether there is a [valid arbitration clause
in the agreement or any [other question which
might be raised is not fo be determined by the
Commission in a scope pxoceeding. Those are
questions appropriate fdqr determination by an
arbitrator and/or the cqurts. [Id. at 154]

Thus, we do not consider the confractual merits of the grievance or
any contractual defenses the Boand may have.

A school board has a maragerial prerogative to reduce the
size of its workforce. In re Maywood Bd. of Ed., 168 N.J. Super. 45
(App. Div. 1979), certif. den. 81 N.J. 292 (1979) (reduction in
force of teachers); Manville Bd. |of Ed., P.E.R.C. No. 92-82, 18
NJPER 98 (9423044 1992) (reduction in force of teacher aides); 01d

Bridge Tp. Bd. of Ed., P.E.R.C. No. 86-113, 12 NJPER 360 (417136

1986), aff’d App. Div. Dkt. No. A-4429-85T6 (3/25/87), certif. den.

108 N.J. 665 (1987) (reduction in force of secretary); North

Hunterdon Reg. H.S. Dist. Bd. of |Ed., P.E.R.C. No. 86-55, 11 NJPER

707 (916245 1985) (reduction in force of teacher aides). We will

therefore restrain binding arbit¥ation to the extent the grievance
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Board of Education for a restraint of binding arbitration is granted
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Chairman Mastriani, Commissionersg
Smith and Wenzler voted in favor

BY ORDER OF THE COMMISSION

es W. Mastriani
Chairman

Bertolino, Goetting, Grandrimo,
of this decision. None opposed.

Commissioner Regan abstained from consideration.

DATED: May 20, 1993

Trenton, New Jersey
ISSUED: May 21, 1993
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