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ORDER
The request of Woodbridg¢ Township for a restraint of
binding arbitration is denied.

BY ORDER OF THE COMMISSION

D et A -Ttascdl
Mitllicent A. Wasell
Chair

Chair Wasell, Commissioners Boose| Buchanan, Finn and Ricci voted in
favor of this decision. None opppsed.

DATED: December 17, 1998
Trenton, New Jersey
ISSUED: December 18, 1998
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