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The parties’ collective n
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of collective negotiation
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item is not mandatorily

determination must be made.
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App. Div. 1980); Rutgers, the
NJPER 186 (910103 1979), recon.
30 (910128 1979), aff’d 6 NJPER

ave specifically held that regular




P.E.R.C. NO. 98-95

police officers in a negotiations

unit may seek contractual

protection against having their opportunities to earn overtime

compensation reduced through the

fill in for absent officers. Bel
P.E.R.C. No. 87-93, 13 NJPER 125 (
P.E.R.C. No. 86-17, 11 NJPER
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arbitration of this grievance.
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The request of the City o

of binding arbitration is denied.
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An employer’s
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We therefore decline to restrain
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f Egg Harbor City for a restraint

BY ORDER OF THE COMMISSION
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Chair Wasell, Commissioners Boose,
in favor of this decision.
Klagholz were not present.

DATED: January 29, 1998
Trenton, New Jersey
ISSUED: January 30, 1998

None opposed.

MilIlicent A. Wasell
Chair

Buchanan, Ricci and Wenzler voted
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