BEFORE PUBLIC LAW RBOARD NO., 4433

BROTHERHOOD Op RAILROAD SIGRNALMEN
and
SOUTHERN RAILWAY COMPANY

Case No, 18

Organization's Statement OFf Claim:

Claim that the Carrier violated the cugrent agreement, as amended,
when it added note to Bulletin No, §~86-2 which reguired enployees

Findings:

On February 3,'1986, Carrier issued a bulletin listing vacancies.
A note accompanied twe of the positionsg, specifying that émployees
assigned to these positiané must provide Carrier with their address
and phone number in the vicinity of the headgquarters point. The
Organization thersafter fiied a c¢laim, challenging Carrier's inclusion
of a residency requirement on the Job bulletin,

This Board has reviewed the record in this case, and we find thas
_t&é Carrier acted within its power to promote rules and guidelines and
exercise its managerial prerogative within the boundaries of the
collective bargaining agreément when it included a regquirement of

regidence on the job bulletins in question. There is ncthing in the

e

requirement in this case.

In Third pivision Awarg 3982, the Board upheld the Carrier’s

right to require residency within the vicinity of the headquarters

point. The Board stated:

It is true that the Agreement does not specifically
require s signal maintainer to live at or near hig.
headquarters. we think that the assignment of a
headquarters inferentially regquires it, But whether it
does or not, the contract being silent on the subject,



it is the province of management to reguire it., It had
been the practice of kha Carrier on this railroad to
require it and the record shows kthat Wallace knew it.
We do not think the requirement wWas unreasonahle when
the nature of the work is considered

» « o The operation of the railroad being the funetion

of management, and there being no Agreement provision

limiting its action with respect thereto, its decision

that signal maintainers must live at or in proximity to

assigned headquarktes ig controlling.

The record reveals that requiring residence within the vicinity
of the headguarters point is still a widely accepted practice of this
Carrier. It violates no rules of contract, nor any legal

requirements, Therefore, the claim must be denied.

Award:

Claim denied, -~
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