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titles have a contractual right to bump into lower-rated positions
if layoffs occur in their positions. Instead, it contends that
the employer must lay off less senjior employees in the Armorer 3
and 4 titles before if lays off more senior employees in the
Armorer 1 and 2 titles. Thus, CWA's grievance, if sustained,
would result in the employer having more supervisors and fewer
non-supervisors than the employer jpelieves appropriate.

Our jurisdiction is narrgw. Ridgefield Park Ed. Ass'n V.
Ridgefield Park Bd. of Ed., 78 N.J. 144, 154 (1978), states:

The Commission is addressging the abstract issue:
is the subject matter in |[dispute within the scope
of collective negotiations. Whether that subject
is within the arbitrationy clause of the
agreement, whether the facts are as alleged by
the grievant, whether thdg contract provides a
defense for the employer’|s alleged action, or
even whether there is a Yalid arbitration clause
in the agreement or any dther question which
might be raised is not tq be determined by the
Commission in a scope prqceeding. Those are
questions appropriate fon determination by an
arbitrator and/or the coyrts.

Thus, we do not consider the contgactual merits of the grievance

or any contractual defenses the enployer may have.
N.J.S.A. 34:13A-5.3 provides, in part:

Representatives designated or selected by
public employees for the |purpose of collective
negotiation by the majority of the employees in a
unit appropriate for such purposes or by the
majority of the employeeg voting in an
election...shall be the gxclusive representatives
for collective negotiatign concerning the terms
and conditions of employment of the employees in
such unit.
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fill promotional positions).
case, where a grievance is seeking
off and, as a result, to increase
vis-a-vis non-supervisors, we agre
arbitration must be restrained.
(o)
The request of the State
Military and Veterans Affairs) for

arbitration is granted.
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