Seven witnesses called by Consol disagreed with Pittman's
claim (Tr. 224) that it would have been impossible on Janu-
ary 15, 1982, for McConnell to have obtained a return air read-
ing which was the same as the intake reading (Tr. 1340-1341;
1409; 1436-1437; 1598-1599; 1652; 1956; 1997).  Blankenship,
for example, testified that he could see no reason why air
which was leaking outby the Nos. 2 and 3 check curtains and
going down the belt entry could not also leak back across and
get into the return in sufficient quantity to affect the air
reading obtained in the return entry (Tr. 1997).
Based on the discussion above, I find that Pittman failed
to prove that there is no logical explanation for the fact that
McConnell obtained a reading in the return on January 15, 1982,
which was the same as the reading he reported for the intake
entry (Exh. 18, p. 55).
Pittman's Work Record Prior to his Discharge on January 18, 1982
Performance Ratings
Pittman's initial brief (pp. 3-4) refers to some of Pitt-
man's early performance ratings after he became a section fore-
man for the purpose of showing that Pittman was considered by
Consol's management to be an outstanding section foreman.  The
review of Pittman's work record, hereinafter given, shows that
Consolfs management, in the beginning, expected Pittman to
develop into a competent and dependable section foreman, but
his performance of his position as section foreman deteriorated
for about 2 years preceding his discharge on January 18, 1982.
Pittman began working for Consol on May 15, 1976, as an
assistant section foreman (Tr. 24).  He was promoted to section
foreman in August 1976 (Tr. 27; 31).  His first performance
rating was given on February 11, 1977, and ranked him as 16th
in ability in a list of 20 section foremen.  The rating also
considered his ability in such factors as quality of work,
quantity of work, job knowledge, cooperation, dependability,
relations with employees, attitude, attendance, leadership,
and initiative.  Five adjectival ratings are used to describe
an employee's ability with respect to the aforesaid factors.
They are outstanding, above average, average, below average,
and marginal.  Pittman was given an average rating as to all
factors except "quality of work" as to which he was rated as
below average.  The rater's comments were:  "Production
oriented--his relationship with his employees prevents him
from getting dead work done.  May be promotable in time.
Still learning his present job" (Exh. 10; Tr. 33).  Pittman
testified that he did not understand why the rater mentioned
his inability to-get "dead work" done because he says he was
as able to get dead work done as any other section foreman
(Tr. 35) .  He also said that no supervisor had mentioned to
him anything about his inability to get dead work done (Tr. 36) .
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