manual labor in violation of the mine foreman's instructions
may be one of the reasons that Blankenship, the mine superin-
tendent, and Thomas became less pleased with his work during
the last 2 years of his employment.
Thomas testified that Pittman rode to work with a UMWA
employee and that he asked Pittman not to do so because he felt
that Pittman might disseminate to the UMWA crewman (Simms)
policy matters which were discussed in meetings attended only
by managerial employees and that he felt that it was preferable
for the section foremen to avoid fraternizing with UMWA employ-
ees (Tr. 1781-1782).  Pittman ignored Thomas's instructions not
to ride with the UMWA employee and he continued to ride with
him up to the time of his discharge (Tr. 396; 1044).  There is
nothing in the record to show that Pittman's continued riding
to work with a UMWA employee contributed to Pittman "s discharge
and, even if there were a connection between the discharge and
Pittman's riding with a UMWA employee, there is nothing in sec-
tion 105 (c) (1) which makes the choice of a person's method of
getting to work a protected activity under the Act.
Pittman's Foot Injury and Consol' s Report of No Lost Time
Pittman says that in October 1981 his roof-bolting crew
had a mechanical problem with the roof-bolting machine.  He
tried to help them repair the machine which was, he agrees, an
instance when he was doing UMWA work instead of supervisory
work.  The defective component of the roof bolter fell on Pitt-
man's foot so that he had to have it examined by a physician
(Tr. 201) .  Blankenship testified that he personally looked at
Pittman's foot after it was injured and that he could see no
discoloration or break in the skin and no swelling (Tr. 2051).
Blankenship said that Pittman had requested a week off without
pay so that he could do some work on his house and that the re-
quest had been denied (Tr. 2050).  Blankenship felt that Pittman
had feigned the injury in order to take a week off anyway and
he insisted that Pittman report to work the next day after the
injury.  Pittman's foot was eventually placed in a walking cast
and Pittman reported to work nearly every day during his recup-
eration from the accident, but for a few weeks he did such work
as calibrate equipment and collect materials needed for a re-
training course (Tr. 202-203; 2027).
Pittman1s reply brief (pp. 1-2) argues that Blankenship
was as guilty of falsifying Consol's report of no lost working
days as a result of Pittman's foot injury as Pittman was in
signing the fireboss book when it contained incorrect air mea-
surements.  Exhibit 29 is a report of personal injury dated
October 27, 1981.  It indicates that Pittman's foot was injured
on October 20, 19Q1, and shows that Pittman returned to his
permanent job in full capacity although Consol's attorney asked
questions at the hearing indicating that Consol considered Pitt-
man 's work for a short time after the accident to be only
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