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PER CURIAM. The Hooksett School District appeals from an orderof the New Hampshire Public Employee Labor Relations Board (PELRB)Srequiring it to grant parental leave to one of its teachers. Theissue is whether or not the PELRB acted outside its jurisdictionwhen It overruled a decision made by the school board. For thereasons that follow, we affirm,

On February 17, 1983, Sandra Pcipadeas, a teacher in theHooksett School District, requested a parental leave of absenceduring the 1983—84 school year, preceded by two weeks of paiddisability leave before her due date and six weeks of paiddisability leave after the delivery of he: child. Although theteachers’ ccrtract provides for parental leave, the school districtdenied her r.:quest, stating that the language of the contractregarding disability did not apply to “prenataP disability. Theschool board c1amed, in effect, that to grant Ms. Papadeas aparental leave after the postnatal period of disability would havebeen to grant her a partially paid maternity leave. This, theyargued, was not. the intent of the contract
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The school district argues that the decision of the PELRB wasunlawful and ifl violation of the collective bargaining agreementbecause the parties had negotiated and agreed upon only a four stepgrievance procedure, with no provision for an appeal to the PELEB ifan impasse occurred. We dIsagree.
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it is true that grievance language specificallyand agreed upon, is binding cr. both the public employeeemployer, Agal of Berlin Board of Educatlon, 120 N.H.413 A.2d 312, 314 (1980), we rote that the language of thecontract does not provide for final or binding arbitrationdisposition that is binding upon the parties. Absentr binding arbitration tollo\flng the grievancewith rio explicIt or implicit language in the contractep four of the grievance pr ocechire is final andparties. Lhe PJ:LB, iii the context of an unfair laborhas jurisdiction as a matter of law to interpretorder to determine if, when and how parental leave




