Pittman's seventh and final performance rating is dated
January 29, 1982, and was written after he had been discharged
on January 18, 1982.  It is written on an evaluation form which
seems to be designed for use in making a final evaluation of
an employee who has been discharged.  The form provides for an
overall rating of above average, average, or poor.  Pittman was
given an overall rating of poor.  The form rates employees as
either satisfactory or unsatisfactory.  Pittman was given a
satisfactory rating as to being safety minded and having ability
to learn and was given an unsatisfactory as to all other factors
hereinbefore discussed.  He was given a rating as to initiative
of below average, and the rater checked a block showing that he
would not rehire Pittman.  The rater's comments are:  "[h]ad
problems getting him to work regular.  Suspended 5 days for vio-
lation of roof control plan and discharged for ventilation
problems" (Exh. 16; Tr. 46).
My detailed review of Pittman's performance ratings shows
that when he began working as a section foreman, he was con-
sidered to have a potential for becoming an outstanding employee,
but it is quite obvious that the supervisory personnel at the
Rowland No. 3 Mine became increasingly critical of Pittman's
abilities as a section foreman.  Pittman reached the zenith of
his performance when he was rated in January 1980.  The next
two ratings for 1981 and 1982 show that his supervisors were
becoming doubtful of his abilities to function as a competent
section foreman.  I shall hereinafter review various events
which occurred during the 5 years and 8 months of his tenure
as a section foreman.  Those occurrences show that Pittman was
less than a model employee and provide enlightenment for the
fact that his performance ratings became increasingly critical
of his abilities during the last 2 years of his employment.
Pay Increases
Pittman's initial brief (p. 5) states that Consol gave
Pittman pay increases each year that he worked for Consol.  It
is a fact, however, that Pittman's merit increases were slightly
less than the average increase received by the other section
foremen for the last 2 years of his employment (Exh. AA) .
Therefore, Pittman's merit increases do seem to have been
slightly less than the average merit increase during the 2
years when his performance ratings indicated that his superiors
were becoming more critical of his abilities than they had been
during the first 3 years of his employment.  Since all of Pitt-
man's performance ratings had classified him as average in pro-
motability up to the one he received 15 days prior to his dis-
charge, it is not surprising that-he received the same or near-
ly the same average increase which the other section foremen
were getting.  The fact that Pittman was receiving average
salary increases each year can be used as evidence to show that
Pittman was not discriminated against during the last 2 years
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