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QUB8l’lONS AT ISSUE: 

“1. Does the YhiCA nt Russeli, Kentucky continue to 
constitute suitnblc lodging under the Lerms of 
Article II of the June 25, 1964 Nat ional Agreement 
and the property agree~ment of October 15, 1965, as 
amended necember 16, 1983. 

“2. Jf the answer to Quest ion 1 is no, do the 
propoeed renovations of the RuRaell YMCA set forth 
in the feafiibility study plan provided the 
Organization May 5, 1986, constitute sufficienl 
improvements to satisfy the requirementn of 
‘suitable lodging’?” 

“3. If the answer to Quest ion 2 is Yes, Will 
Engineer.9 be required to be lodged in the YMCA 
during renovation?” 

Background: 

The dispute centers on the suitability, or more 
specifically, the cant inucd suitability of the YMCA at 
RUSiSCll, Kentucky to ~serve~ as lodging for employees 
represented by the Rrolherhood of Locomotive Engineers. 

The record deve?tops: that the YMCA nt Russel I has 
provided lodging for railroaders for decades. The preoent 
bui Iding, c.onslructed in 1950, was dccmcd to be suitable 
lodging for Engineers pursuant to the term8 of Article 1 of 
the June 25 , 1964 National Agreement. (See Agreement 
between C&O and HLE dated October IS, 1965. ) As late as 
April 1, lg84, when the agreement of October 15, 1965 ~a8 
revised, the YMCA at Russell, Kentucky. WAS again recognized 
by the parties to bc suitable lodging for Engineers. 

In I986 the Engineers using the YMCA filed complaints 
on the condition of the facility. The Local Chairman 
advised the Carrier that noise, lavetory conditions and 
conditions in the cafeteria had rendered the facility 

ment ioncd the room size as being 

the Organization filed a Notice under 
way J.abor AcL to eliminate the YMCA 
lities deemed suitable for lodging 
by the C&O General Committee, During 
ice, numerous areafi of complaint were 

reviewed. In response, the Company provided plans from the 
YMCA to renovate much or the facility. The parties were 
unable to resolve their differences and t.h.2 Notice and 



djspute remain. The Special board WRR therefore cstsbliehed 
by agreement of the parties to decide the issues cited in 
the Statement of Claim. 

Findings: (in pertinent part) 

The Board finds itfielf in somewhat of a dilemma in 
responding to the first issue via a vis the cant inued 
suitability of the YMCA facility. Numerous complaints were 
reviewed by the Partfee, none of which could not be resolved 
thrcugh more careful housekeeping (lavatories and cafeteria) 
or more diligence by the management (noise levels and food 
quality). Howcvcr , on lhe other hand, t.hc YMCA has seen fit 
to present n renovation plan, which must serve 8s~ tacit 
admission that improvements are needed. It stands to reason 
that a thirty-eight year old facility may need some sprucing 
UP. 

nased on the wholo record in this case, we find that 
the conditions cited by the employees, if not attended to by 
the Carrier, would render the YMCA unsuitnble &s lodging for 
Engineern. This finding is confined to the facts in this 
cnsc and will not acne as precedent in deciding another 
case. Fortunately, the plans by the YMCA to renovnte the 
facility cause ultimate resolve to the first issue, a 
short-lived dilemma for the Carrier. WC, therefore, find 
that the plans submitted by the Carrier to renovate the YMCA 
will Place the facility fn position as suitable lodging 
under the applicable agceement,s. The Board was advised in a, 
post hearing lelter from the Carrier that the number of 
rooms to be renovated has been reduced due to decreased 
utilization. The Board in turn recognizes that it will not 
be necessary tom upgrade the entire facility, so long as the 
renovation adequately meels the lodging requirements in the 
future. To aseuro a satisfactory resolve 9 the Board will 
retain jurisdiction of this case pending submission of a 
final renovation plan, which is due wilhin 60 days of the 
date of this Award. 

As to the final isnue, we find thal the Carrier’s 
position is most persuasive. They have advised that the 
Engineers will be relocated during the heavy construct ion 
Phase. However, they do not feel that it will be necessary 
to stay out until the “last picture is hungup”. We believe 
a reasonable approach wi 11 be taken by the Carrier. It 
surely is concerned that its workforce has an appropriate 
environment to take their rest. 

AWAKU : 

The Questions at Issue arc hereby disposed of per the 
findings. The board retains jurisdiction pending submission 
of the final renovation Plan. 
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