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PER CURIAM:*

On August 3, 1995, the employees of Trencor, Inc., voted to certify the United Steelworkers

of America as their union and bargaining agent.  This election was upheld by the National Labor

Relations Board.  Trencor appealed to this Court.  This Court remanded the matter for an evidentiary

hearing on Trencor’s allegation that the union had promised to throw “the biggest party in the history

of Texas” if the employees voted to unionize.2  After the evidentiary hearing was held, the

Administrative Law Judge overruled Trencor’s objections to the election and the events surrounding

it.  The Board then affirmed the decision of the Administrative Law Judge, and ordered Trencor to

accept the union as the collective bargaining agent of the employees.  Trencor now appeals.

Trencor asserts that the union made a pre-election promise to the employees that, if the
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employees voted to unionize, the union would throw the biggest party in the history of Texas.

Trencor contends that this promise of a party constitutes an illegal inducement to vote in favor of

unionization.  The ALJ determined that no such pre-election promise had been made.

If there is substantial evidence in the record as a whole that supports the Board’s findings, this

Court is bound to accept them.3  In this case there is substantial evidence to support the Board’s

findings.  The ALJ credited the testimony of Bill Fears, who is alleged to have made the pre-election

promise, that he never made such a statement.  Rather, the ALJ determined that Fears invited other

employees to join him to drink beer after the election, either to celebrate together or to cry together.

The ALJ also credited the testimony of Larry Whitaker, a former Trencor employee who gave

hearsay testimony that there would be a party to celebrate the union’s victory.  The ALJ, however,

did not credit Whitaker’s testimony that this discussion of a party was held before the election.  The

ALJ’s final conclusion was that such a conversation occurred, but only after the union had won its

victory.

Trencor contends that this testimony cannot be considered substantial evidence to support the

Board’s decision,  in that this credibility determination is “inherently unreasonable and self-

contradictory.”4  We disagree.  There is nothing inherently contradictory in a finder-of-fact

determining that a witness accurately recalls an event, but is mistaken as to exactly when that event

took place.5  As the ALJ’s credibility determination is neither unreasonable nor self-contradictory,

this determination is conclusive.  Based on the testimony credited by the ALJ, there is substantial

evidence to support the Board’s decision.

AFFIRMED.
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