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The decision of the Tribunal was as follows:
 
Respondent’s case:

 
The owner (SJ) gave evidence that she did not dispute the claimant’s entitlement to redundancy,

and had in fact tried to pay her this. The premises is now closed. She said that the claimant was paid

€300 a week for 36 hours work as a shop assistant. She was also paid for the holidays that she took.

The last day she worked was at the end of May when the business closed, but she had stayed on at

her - SJ’s - request. She denied that the claimant was a supervisor. She said that the claimant got

payslips if she asked for them and she was also provided with P60’s each year.
 
An employee (VK) gave evidence that he worked as a supervisor in the shop. He said that he was
not given the title of supervisor, but was considered as such because it was a family business. He



denied that the claimant was a supervisor, and stated that she was paid for her holidays.
 
Claimant’s case:

 
The claimant gave evidence that she was paid €340 a week into her hand, and was never given a

payslip. Her role in the shop was to order products, check the till, delegate work to her colleagues

and pay them from the till. She worked from 10am to 9pm each day and only got a break if the

shop was quiet. She also worked some weekends. Her employer told her she wouldn’t pay her

holiday pay.

 
An employee (MM) gave evidence that she knew VK as someone who brought stock into the shop,
and heard for the first time that he was a supervisor on the day of the hearing. She said that the
claimant paid her and her colleagues from the till. No one told her that the claimant was a
supervisor, she just assumed that she was.
 
Determination:
 
Based on the evidence adduced, the Tribunal finds that the appellant is entitled to a redundancy
lump sum under the Redundancy Payments Acts, 1967 to 2007 based on the following details:
 
Date of Birth                                         24 May 1967
Date employment commenced             4 February 2006
Date employment ended                       29 May 2008
Gross weekly salary                              €300.00
 
This award is made subject to the appellant having been in insurable employment under the Social
Welfare Acts during the relevant period.
 
The Tribunal also awards her €2,760.00 under the Organisation of Working Time Act, 1997.
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