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STATE OF NEW JERSEY
BEFORE THE PUBLIC EMPLOYMENT RELATIONS COMMISSION

In the Matter of
RIVER VALE BOARD OF EDUCATION,
Petitioner,
-and- Docket No. SN-98-39
RIVER VALE EDUCATION ASSOCIATION,

Respondent.

SYNO

The Public Employment Rellations Commission grants, in
part, the request of the River Valle Board of Education for a
restraint of binding arbitration df a grievance filed by the River
Vale Education Association. The drievance asserts that the Board
violated the parties’ collective negotiations agreement when it
assigned teachers to lunchroom sugervision. The Commission
restrains arbitration to the extent the grievance asserts that the
Board cannot assign lunchroom supdgrvision to teachers. The
restraint is denied to the extent |[the grievance seeks to enforce a
contractual right to a duty-free lunch period.

This synopsis is not pary of the Commission decision. It
has been prepared for the convenignce of the reader. It has been
neither reviewed nor approved by tlhe Commission.
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6.

to teachers. The request for a reptraint of binding arbitration is

otherwise denied.

BY ORDER OF THE COMMISSION

SN aenZ A DVasel

Millicent A. Wasell
Chair

Chair Wasell, Commissioners Buchanhn, Ricci and Wenzler voted in
favor of this decision. None oppoped. Commissioner Boose abstained
from consideration. Commissioners| Finn and Klagholz were not present.

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