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It is agreed by both parties that the appellant’s employment ended by way of redundancy. The
appellant’s redundancy lump sum was calculated by the respondent based on a 3-day week, the
appellant maintains it should have been calculated based on a 5-day week. The appellant signed
the RP50 form and accepted his redundancy lump sum payment.

Due to a shortage of work the appellant was put on a 3-day week in November 2008. He
remained on a 3-day week until his employment was terminated in June 2011. The respondent
maintains that they offered the appellant a full-time position in March 2011 but the appellant
declined the offer, as it suited his personal circumstances to work a 3-day week. This is strongly
disputed by the appellant. The appellant maintains that as he was not furnished with new terms
and conditions of employment reflecting his reduced working hours his redundancy should
have been calculated based on full-time hours as per his existing contract of employment. The
appellant accepted voluntary redundancy and was informed prior to his accepting that his
redundancy would be based on a 3-day week. The appellant disputes that it was a voluntary
redundancy or that he was informed that the calculations were based on a 3-day week. The
appellant regularly asked when he would be put back on a 5-day week.



Determination

Section 15 of the Redundancy Payments Acts as amended provides:

¢ Where—

(a) an employee's remuneration is reduced substantially but not to less than one-half of his
normal weekly remuneration, or his hours of work are reduced substantially but not to less
than one-half of his normal weekly hours, and

(b) the employee temporarily accepts the reduction in remuneration or hours of work and
indicates his acceptance to his employer,

such a temporary acceptance for a period not exceeding 52 weeks shall not be taken to be an
acceptance by the employee of an offer of suitable employment in relation to him.’

The employee was on reduced hours for over two and a half years, well over the

52-week period mentioned in section 15 above. The Tribunal finds that the appellant’s

lump sum payment was correctly calculated. Accordingly, the appeal under the
Redundancy PaymentsActs, 1967 to 2007 fails.

The Tribunal is satisfied that the claimant received his full entitlement to notice at the correct

rate of pay. Accordingly, the claim under the Minimum Notice and Terms of Employment Acts,
1973 to 2005 also fails.
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