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HC Financial Advisers Limited, trading as HC Financial is an Irish owned and Irish managed financial 

advisory firm based in the West of Ireland. The firm was founded 30 years ago on core principles of 

Honesty, Integrity, Mutual Respect and Trust – principles that it continues to operate to today. Over 

the years HC has built up a client base of several thousand and provides a comprehensive range of 

investment, pension, financial and tax planning advisory services to these clients. The firm and its 

subsidiary also provide trustee services to a range of pension schemes and advises both the 

sponsoring employers and the members of these schemes. 

 

Strawman proposal response 

As an overarching comment we believe that the proposed autoenrollment model outlined in the 

proposal is to be welcomed and is badly needed in order to help increase the level of retirement 

saving in Ireland. 

 

Organisational structure – the CPA model proposed makes sense and it is assumed that the costs of 

developing, implementing and maintaining this new authority will be funded from central 

government spending and will not be charged to the members. A levy could be applied to the 4 

chosen registered providers as a means of contributing to the funding however the maximum 

customer charging structure proposed could come under pressure depending on the level of levy 

applied. It could also serve to reduce the attraction of the role of registered provider which could 

potentially reduce the quality of provider that would apply for the role. 

Opt-out – we believe that the opt out date of months 7 or 8 is too early and would suggest that the 

minimum enrolment period be increased to at least month 14 so that more than a complete year of 

savings would be accumulated before the member could seek to exit. The rationale behind the AE 

model is that employees need to save and need to keep saving – evidence would suggest that once 

the savings habit is established it will be maintained into the future. We therefore believe that 

enforcing a longer initial enrolment period will help ensure that the savings habit is more ingrained 

and therefore opt-outs will be minimised. 

State contribution – the 1 for 3 model proposed makes sense however it would be important that 

this model would then apply for all pension savers as otherwise there would be an incentive not to 

stay enrolled if an argument can be put for accessing alternative models (which may be less 

appropriate) simply to access a higher State contribution. Whilst we agree with the need to cap the 

State contribution for cost management purposes, consideration should be given to higher caps than 

those currently proposed. 

Administrative charge cap – again this makes sense and the level proposed (0.50%) seems 

achievable in the context of the centralised processing agency and the scale that will come from 

there being only 4 providers. If there was pressure to increase this rate due to profitability concerns 

we would suggest a reduction to 3 providers (and the consequent scale improvement) would be a 

better solution than increasing the rate of charge. 

Access for self-employed and other employees – this product needs to be available to all earners 

whether they be employed or self-employed. Online enrolment for non-employees should be 

facilitated through the portal. 

 



 

 

Fund choice – the proposed fund options are too narrow, and we believe that they are 

inappropriate. The default fund option from each provider should be a personalised investment glide 

path which manages risk exposure through to the chosen retirement date. It should NOT be a low 

risk fund as this would be wholly inappropriate for the majority of pension savers. The providers 

should ensure that the growth phase exposes members to a diversified global multi asset investment 

portfolio with shifts to Bonds and cash and other lower risk assets as the member approaches the 

decumulation phase. These funds are currently available in the market so this is not a significant 

challenge to the providers. 

Proposed contract structure – there is no logic to utilising multi-employer master trust structures 

for this product. Indeed, we believe that to do so would add an unnecessary layer of complication to 

what is being (rightly) developed in as simplified a manner as possible. The fact that the pot will 

follow the member (potentially) through multiple employments, periods of self-employment and 

back to employment again would reaffirm our view that a simple contract-based account structure 

which is owned by the member makes significantly more sense than the master trust model. 

Post retirement/decumulation – the document is light on detail here however our view is that 

members should be free to decide on when and how they wish to draw down their funds. There is 

no requirement for them to be forced to remain with the registered provider – an open market 

option should be operated. Max charging rules can be applied to ensure that the member is not 

negatively impacted in this area by being moved from the low cost pre-retirement funds to a high 

cost equivalent post retirement. A combination of these max charging rules with the advice proposal 

below will serve to ensure that members get good value whilst being able to access appropriate 

information to enable them to make the most appropriate decision for them at retirement.  

Advice – this is one area that is missing in the proposal – whilst it is clear from the data that 

complexity and confusion are key elements that prevent higher levels of pension penetration in the 

Irish market it would appear that the proposal relies on its inherent simplicity to overcome this issue 

rather than provide for any form of direct advice to members. We would suggest that this is ill 

conceived and that some form of member specific advice provision is required. A simple model 

whereby a register of approved advisors could be operated across the country with a mandate to 

provide advice to AE scheme members. The charging model could be funded by a separate charge of 

15-25 bps added to the annual charge. By applying the charge to all participants ensures that 

members are incentivised to access the services being provided and ensures that all members gain 

access to the same level and quality of advice. The details of the minimum levels of service that 

would be required could then be governed by a standard service level agreement that each 

registered adviser has to sign up to as part of the registration process. The providers could be 

responsible for ensuring that the registered advisers are providing the required level of service and 

would be required to pass on the appropriate remuneration to them. 

 

 

 


