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Park Bd. of Ed., P.E.R.C. No. 93-76, 19 NJPER 159 (924081 1993);
Upper Saddle River Bd. of Ed., P.B.R.C. No. 91-69, 17 NJPER 148
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ORDER
The request of the North [Caldwell Board of Education for a
restraint of binding arbitration ip granted.

BY ORDER OF THE COMMISSION

YN fivor 2o 2. Dlese 28

Millicent A. Wasell
Chair

Chair Wasell, Commissioners Buchanan, Finn, Ricci and Wenzler voted
in favor of this decision. Commigsioner Klagholz voted against this
decision. Commissioner Boose was [not present.

DATED: December 18, 1997
Trenton, New Jersey
ISSUED: December 19, 1997
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