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1. Is the rationale for use of a CPA sound?  

Based on the available detail contained within the document entitled ‘A Strawman Public Consultation 
Process for an Automatic Enrolment Retirement Savings System for Ireland’ as well as some 
assumptions around what is envisaged for the other stakeholders we understand that it is proposed 
that the CPA should provide the following 5 broad sets-of-services 

 Sourcing, selecting and de-selecting providers of AE products 

 Oversight of the selected providers and processes  

 Acting as an awareness, information and education provider  

 Providing data clearing services – passing data to and receiving data from providers, members 
and employers 

 Providing money clearing services – receiving premiums from employees and employers, 
matching this with the state contribution and passing to the relevant registered provider 

While we are of the view that some of these services ought to be provided by a central ‘hub’ at a cost 
affordable to pension savers and completely independent of all other stakeholders, we do believe that 
to ensure an AE governance structure that the public will trust certain proposed functions of the CPA 
may best be performed outside of the CPA to avoid potential conflicts of interest.  

There is potential for conflict for example between the functions of selecting providers and 
subsequently providing an arms-length oversight role; similarly, in playing a key role in certain of the 
data and premium management processes and oversight of the effectiveness (or otherwise) of the 
same processes. 

We also have concerns about duplication of functions, cost, and capacity if the CPA were to be built 
without re-using and recycling existing market capacity which has the ability to perform a number of 
the functions envisaged for the CPA (please see our responses to questions 2 & 3 below).  

A recycling approach would provide a more efficient method of dealing with the complex 
administration of payments, remittance, premium management, investment and eventual 
movements towards decumulation. A fundamental design principle should be not to build new 
infrastructure at unnecessary cost but to leverage existing capacity which may be available within the 
private or public sector.  

We are uncertain from the strawman if it is proposed to undertake a bespoke build of the CPA and if 
so of the associated costs involved. Such an approach would have considerable risks of complexity, 
cost and delivery timelines associated with the roll-out of a large piece of operational infrastructure. 
Therefore, consideration should be given to a CPA concerned only with the deployment of those 
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administration services fundamental to the introduction of an auto-enrolment proposition and should 
otherwise capitalise on services already available from within the State or from registered providers 
so as not to incur an undue financial burden on saver and / or the State.  

The proposed CPA model would require expertise to serve complex requirements associated with the 
end-to-end management of the long-term relationship fundamental to individual pension account 
management during the life of a pensions contract. For decades, industry players have and will 
continue to invest substantially in the capability required of the highly regulated pensions marketplace 
and have the expertise necessary to understand the requirements from the perspectives of each of 
the stakeholders (consumer, employer, regulators, revenue, and government departments). Upon the 
successful roll-out of auto enrolment the saver interaction will be a customer relationship which will 
span more than 60 years (accumulation and decumulation phases combined). For this element of auto 
enrolment it is our view that ‘reuse and recycle’ of existing capability represents the least risky and 
most cost effective strategy. In outlining our view in relation to this we have provided a number of 
alternative methods to introduce auto enrolment (please see answer to question 2 below). We also 
outline the strengths and weaknesses of these approaches. In follow-on discussions and evaluation 
we would welcome engagement and exploration of these alternatives, all of which are based on 
methodologies utilised in other markets.  

In summary the central Hub or CPA ought to be established, but in doing so a robust Independent 
review must be made to its envisaged remit, role and responsibilities alongside those of the other 
stakeholders in order to conclude on an optimal design and delivery solution. The model as outlined 
in the strawman is a good lens through which to examine some of the core issues. It is our view that 
there are several inherent conflicts of interest which would require further review and analysis. 
Finally we firmly believe that existing infrastructure and capacity should be reused and recycled in 
order to deliver the infrastructure.  

2. What are the potential strengths and weaknesses of a CPA structure? Do you believe that the 
CPA model proposed can be improved? If so, how?  

Strengths 

 Facilitates much of functional requirement for AE  

o Enrolment, opt-in, opt-out, re-registration, eligibility, transfer of accumulated savings 
seamlessly (pot-follows member) 

 Oversight of providers 

 Central hub for awareness, education and information 

 Central access points for members and employers  

Weaknesses 

 Potential conflict of interest  

o between operations and oversight roles 

o between selection / de-selection of provider and oversight role 
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 Too complex – sets out to do too much;  

 Execution risk – costly to specify, design, build, implement and support 

 Money management (places state agency at the centre of managing premiums and investments, 
rather than the provider who is a party to the contract)  

 Based on International examples expensive to develop (please see endnotes 1 & 2 for details of 
development programmes in New Zealand and Sweden).  

 Expertise not presently available to state; outsourced outside agencies commissioned to develop 
capability will still require design specifications  

 Little re-use of existing infrastructure  

 Envisaged employee model excludes employer role – key to existing occupational pension 
provision 

 

Improvements / Alternatives  

Based on our research there are in total four potential methods to deliver auto enrolment; we will 
outline these below and provide advantages and disadvantages for each.  

The options are as follows: 

1. The strawman approach – where there is a CPA providing a large number of functions as 
discussed above. The closest model to the above appears to be that deployed in New Zealand, 
however the strawman proposal is putting in place even more functionality than that available 
in either New Zealand1 or Sweden2.  

 

2. A central hub, which handles records and notifies the registered providers of where an 
employee is working and their salary. All of the other functions would be completed 
between the registered provider and the saver. The biggest single difference in this system is 
that no money would pass through the CPA – it would be a data interface. This is a similar 
approach to that adopted in Australia.  

 

3. The establishment of an end to end state supported auto enrolment pension provider. This 
solution would be similar to NEST in the UK. The logic of such a system is that an Irish NEST 
would act as a provider of last resort and as such it would set the standards which all providers 
would have to meet.  

 

4. This would be where all providers who were capable to meeting the regulatory standards 
(IORPS II, Solvency II or equivalent and Consumer Protection Code) would be in a position to 
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apply for and be authorised to provide auto enrolment products. A standard communication 
protocol for the transmission of funds and records would be required. The Australian 
‘SuperStream’ methodology could be used as a blueprint for these transmissions3 

 

Option 1. – The Strawman approach  

 

Please see strengths and weaknesses in question 2. Above. 

 

Option 2. – A central hub (no money through the CPA) 

 

Strengths 

 It facilitates the essential features for an auto enrolment system - enrolment, opt-in, opt-
out, re-registration, eligibility, transfer of accumulated savings seamlessly (pot-follows 
member) 

 One payment pathway from the employer – to the registered provider (no requirement for 
multiple payments by employers).  

 No funds passing through the hub and thus  

o Mitigates against the risks associated with investment management (market 
movements, moneys not invested in line with regulations, out of the market risks) and 

o reduces the need for the CPA to be a regulated entity  

 A direct link between the registered provider and the employee thus clarity of responsibilities 
– cuts down on shared tasks and associated costs between the CPA (strawman) and the 
registered provider 

 It is the responsibility of the registered provider to comply with regulatory oversight 

 Reuses and recycles the infrastructure which exists within registered providers, thereby 
building on existing economies of scale for existing providers   

Weakness 

 For the system to operate effectively there would only be one auto enrolment provider for 
each employer (the availability of a range of products from providers, including a default will 
largely mitigate this) 
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 There is a requirement for new functionality between the CPA and the registered providers 
which, although not as complex as that proposed by the strawman model, could present some 
complexities 

 An employee who moves jobs regularly may have to change between registered providers on 
a number of occasions, but this solution facilitates pot-follows-member 

 

Option 3. – The establishment of a state end to end provider 

 

Strengths  

 Direct State control of a registered provider offering Auto Enrolment products  

 Alternatives to the state provider will result in a competitive marketplace 

 The state provider has direct access to a customer base which can be used to further drive 
innovation and efficiencies in auto enrolment  

 

Weaknesses  

 Exposes the national balance sheet to the costs and risks associated with pension provision  

 Potential state aid issues  

 A separate methodology required for information flow (possibly mitigated by a SuperStream 
approach) 

 This is an extremely expensive solution both for savers and the exchequer. NEST currently 
charges an annual management charge of 0.3% on the total value of a members fund each 
year and a contribution charge of 1.8% on each new contribution into a member’s retirement 
pot 

o As of 31 March 2017 the loan to NEST from the Department of Work and Pensions 
was £539 million. This amount reflects the costs of establishing and operating the 
NEST pension scheme and is net of charges raised from scheme members.  

o As of March 2017 the forecast breakeven year is 2026, at which point the loan balance 
is projected to be £1,218 million and a loan repayment date of 20384 
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Option 4. – Licence all providers  

Strengths  

 It would be extremely quick to get this system up and running as the only function to be 
performed is the authorisation of the providers 

 No central infrastructure would be required, it would be for each provider to determine the 
infrastructure required to meet the design brief  

 Regulation and oversight would exist at the registered provider level and as there would be 
no central hub or CPA there would be no duplication of roles or responsibilities 

 Stimulate market competition  

Weaknesses  

 Does not immediately facilitate pot-follows-member; there is a danger of a higher amount of 
lost accounts;  

 A separate methodology required for information flow (possibly mitigated by a SuperStream 
approach) which would have to be designed and rolled out as the system went live 

 Employers may have to manage multiple payments to multiple providers unless there was a 
one workplace one provider rule put in place 

 Designing a default product could prove challenging  

 

3. If you don’t agree with the CPA model, can you suggest alternatives?  

Our ‘alternative’ proposal to that proposed in the Strawman is set out in Option 2 above, as it 
balances the requirements of cost, complexity and clarity of responsibility whilst ensuring that key 
features such as choice and pot follows member are present.  

4. Have you suggestions for how the operating costs of the CPA could be covered?  

Not at this point of consultation as it is subject to the final CPA operating model being decided on, 
with cost and where the liability of these costs should rest will follow. To help establish how 
implementation and ongoing CPA costs could be funded an accurate design brief would need to be 
produced following this initial consultation. Definition of “costs” would also need to be clearly defined 
and broken down per category e.g. the UK and New Zealand published total costs do not include items 
such as trusteeship and member communications. For such a project the capital and current 
expenditure should be analysed separately and in detail before a return on investment conclusion 
could be established.  
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5. Is the use of commercial providers for the provision of retirement savings options the right 
approach?  

Commercial providers comprising both existing market players and new entrants who comply with 
existing pension regulations (including those relating to conduct); who are committed to ongoing 
market participation; and who can demonstrate a track record and expertise in supporting pension 
savers and annuitants, represents the right approach. This is entirely in keeping with the experience 
in several markets, New Zealand, Sweden, and Australia.  

 

6. Is it appropriate to limit the number of approved AE Registered Providers, as proposed, in 
order to provide economies of scale and drive down unit costs?  

In any open and competitive market any control on the number of providers that can access it - even 
one designed to provide a specific pension offering, although well intentioned is fraught with difficulty 
and so we believe that the market should determine the number of Registered Providers.  Competitive 
forces will generate efficiencies from existing market scale already achieved and drive down costs. 
Other countries that have adopted an auto enrolment system have not limited provider numbers e.g. 
New Zealand, Australia or the UK.  A proposed limit of four registered providers does not take into 
account two factors. Firstly, the economies of scale currently present in the market place and 
secondly, the risk of holdup in the event that the number of providers declines for any reason.  

 

7. If so, is the maximum figure proposed of four providers about right? Or should it be more or 
less, and if so, why?  

See response to Question 6 

8. Are there alternatives that can achieve the economies of scale required other than to select a 
limited number of providers by open tender?  

See response to Question 6 

9. What do you believe is the optimum governance structure for Registered Providers and why? 
(e.g. Master Trust or insurance based contract providers). 

It is difficult to understand what role a trustee would perform in the environment as proposed. The 
processes around contribution collection, investment, record holding and administration are 
prescribed. Investment selection is actively performed by the employee or defaulted to as a result of 
the ‘carousel’ proposal. 

Consequently, we believe that a contract based structure underpinned by robust existing product 
regulatory requirements and consumer codes of practice  achieve a better outcome. The master 
trust system in the UK is also potentially beneficial but it would have to be adequately empowered 
into any Irish AE system. Also central to this would be the professionalisation of trustees and who 
would pay for the services offered by trustees.  
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10. Where a member elects not to choose a provider and fund option, is it appropriate to allocate 
them to the default fund of one of the AE Registered Providers on a carousel basis, or is there 
a better alternative you would suggest?  

While International Experience supports a carousel mechanism, it would be appropriate to learn from 
those who have had such a system in operation. The key is to ensure that inertia is utilised as a choice 
and it would be incumbent upon the regulator to ensure that operation of a carousel does not 
disadvantage savers who may be passive choosers. 

  

11. What is an appropriate maximum limit on the level of administration/investment 
management fees?  

The primary objective should be to provide the best value for auto enrolment savers to mitigate 
against unnecessary costs while at the same time delivering a service that meets the retirement needs 
of an AE policyholder.  The appropriate level of administration/investment management fees will be 
directly linked to the final AE model adopted and that model should leverage cost synergies from 
existing market infrastructure. As a point of reference, the UK, an Auto Enrolment market which as of 
2015 had 5.2m participants, is the only jurisdiction where a cap - of 0.75% - applies.  A report on the 
New Zealand Kiwisaver by Fitzsimons et all in 2016 set out that TERs (Total Expense Ratios) are 
between 0.5% and 1.5% percent, that the number of participants is 2.6m and the total assets amount 
to $33billion. In New Zealand we understand that the state directly funds the cost of premium 
collection and allocation to the providers.   

A further dimension to consider relates to the proposed ramp-up period whereby it will take 6 years 
until members are making the full 6% contribution. Modelling of participation rates amounting to the 
hundreds of thousands each making modest contributions in a 0.5% price capped environment may 
not be an attractive commercial proposition. This is especially so against a background whereby it is 
anticipated that providers will have to retender after 10 or 15 years in order to continue to act in the 
market– at a time when the inevitable investment to participate in the market may not have been 
recouped. 

12. What is the appropriate timeframe between each tender round (e.g. 5, 7, 10 years) and why?  

We do not believe the market should be artificially restricted in terms of competitors and so the 
question of re-tendering should not arise. New entrants both foreign and domestic delivering 
innovation and value are the mainstay of a competitive environment, and the only barriers to entry 
should be set by a properly resourced regulator ensuring that each provider complies with the 
appropriate regulatory and legislative oversight. A seamless pot-follows-member process should be 
very helpful in that regard – consumers who see better value elsewhere will be capable of efficiently 
moving their accumulated pot to a new provider.  

Given the nature of the products envisioned in the strawman our view is that a minimum participant 
review period for registered providers would be 15 years. Any review would have to take into account 
the performance of the entirety of the system, provider, CPA, the number of savers and the rates at 
which they are contributing to their pensions as well as other variables. In addition the review should 
not duplicate or conflict with existing regulation such as IORPS II or Solvency II.  
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13. Do you think the proposed timeframe for the roll-out of AE is reasonable and achievable? 

The ambition to deliver an auto enrolment solution is the right one and we would like to see it 
implemented without delay. It is difficult to give a comprehensive response in the absence of clarity 
on the functions to be performed by the CPA, the taxation system which will underpin auto enrolment, 
the capital investment required by the state and registered providers and how auto enrolment will 
interact with the existing pension provision.  

 

14. Do you believe that employees should select their preferred provider or should employers be 
required to select a Registered Provider on their behalf?  

 
The employer plays a key role in the current occupational pensions framework – typically employers 

choose a single provider to operate a pension scheme for their employees. We believe that 

consideration should be given to replicating this model in the Auto Enrolment environment – 

employers can play a complementary role to the CPA role in education, awareness and as a first point 

of contact as issues arise with their employees. 

We believe also that this model offers potential for efficiencies over one which is based on employee 

choice of both provider and fund.  

In such a model the employee can still have a level of choice – (s)he is given control over the fund 

choice within the Employer’s chosen provider. In the absence of choice, the carousel system could 

then select provider and fund within that provider (typically a fund with a conservative risk profile). 

We believe there would be operational efficiencies and much more robust controls over data and 

money management where each employee is enrolled with a particular provider, as opposed to where 

employees of a single employer have chosen different providers. Although we have already stated 

that we are not in favour of the CPA handling money flows, should a decision be taken to persevere 

with this role as outlined in the strawman we would caution that the receipt of moneys from the 

employer and the re-distribution of these premiums across participating providers will introduce 

complexities that could otherwise be avoided. 

Employer choice works effectively in the UK and also helps to keep the system affordable.   



10 
 

 

15. Should there be a lower/upper earnings threshold triggering automatic enrolment? 

 

We are basing our responses on our current understanding that the limits are calculated on gross 

earnings (prior to any deductions – statutory or voluntary). In our view this is desirable because if 

the contribution rate for AE is calculated on earnings net of tax the level of contribution would be 

extremely small and would not achieve the aim of enabling workers to provide adequately for their 

retirement. The earnings net of tax has been identified as a complicating factor in the UK.  

On the upper limit we believe a cap of €115,000 to be consistent with the upper earnings limit on 

which the present state incentive applies is appropriate for those who wish to be auto enrolled into 

the system. There is however a complicating factor that those approaching the upper cap could and 

most likely would benefit from advice. They would require clear and concise information on the 

advantages and disadvantages of being in an auto enrolment position as opposed to different 

pension provision, which would be subject to current conduct regulation. This is also true for savers 

in existing pension arrangements who may be encouraged to opt out of existing pension 

arrangements in favour of AE; in such circumstances consideration should be given as to conduct 

regulations that will apply. If savers are not supplied with a suite of options and are simply auto 

enrolled into the system there may be domestic and European consumer protection and financial 

conduct issues, including associated financial redress. The entirety of a career should also be taken 

into account, as a worker progresses through their career they should be able to further invest in 

their retirement. A worker who has managed to develop their career and exceeds the upper cap 

must not be penalised for doing so.  

 

On the lower limit while we accept the logic concerning relative affordability of contributions for 

those on low incomes and the adequacy of existing target income replacement rates,  there is also a 

risk around the absolute trigger point of gross income of €20,000. Assuming (s)he opts in, when fully 

operational a worker earning €20,000 might be €100 net per month worse off than one earning 

€19,999 (accepting of course that the difference is going towards their retirement). Clearly this will 

result in a large level of distortion and as such will be destabilising. There is also an equity difficulty 

with the lower limit; workers who earn less should have the same opportunities to avail of the 

supports towards their retirement from the State and their employers. Given the potential to opt-

out, we feel the lower threshold ought to be removed from the system5. 

 

16. If so, is the proposed earnings threshold of €20,000 pa above which members will be 

automatically enrolled into the system appropriate? If not, what would you propose the earnings 

threshold and why? 

 

As per our response to question 15 above, our belief is that an absolute trigger point of €20,000 will 

be problematic operationally and from a social equity perspective. To this end we would believe that 

all income should be subject to auto enrolment, with no lower limits (indeed options should also be 

provided for those with no income, or who may be dependent on the state and wish to participate). 

By way of example, those workers earning under a certain threshold, perhaps the current level of 

the state pension of €12,700 might contribute 2% of their gross income, their employer’s 
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contribution would remain at 6% and the state contribution would also remain at 2% giving a total 

contribution of 10%. Those workers with gross income of between €12,7000 and €25,000 would 

contribute 4% of their gross income, employers and the state would be the same giving a total 

savings rate of 12% and for those with gross income over €25,000 the standard 6/6/2 would apply.  

Such an approach would deal with the ‘cliff effects’ of having thresholds particularly at the lower 

limits and would also be a more socially equitable and inclusive proposal for a more ‘universal’ 

system available to all citizens of working age. It would allow those who are in lower paid jobs in our 

society to have the opportunity to provide for a more comfortable retirement. It has been well 

established that a disproportionate number of those in lower paid roles are women. Such an 

approach would greatly reduce a woman’s dependence on her spouse for retirement income and go 

a small way to bringing much needed equality into pension provision. Such a step must only be 

viewed as the beginning of a constant effort to ensure gender equity. In Australia the Executive 

Officer of ‘Women in Super’ Sandra Buckley has drawn attention to the scale of the issue they face 

where “Women retire on average with less than half the super of men. One in three women are 

currently retiring with no super. One in three women are retiring into poverty.”6 

 

A further advantage of our proposed approach is that it addresses the issue of multiple 

employments which may fall outside the scope of an auto enrolment system. For example a worker 

earning €9,000 in one job and €10,000 in another. If the above approach is adopted all income 

would be reckonable for auto enrolment and would also attract the contributions from the State and 

employers. The use of the PPSN will be critical in determining whether a worker should contribute 

2%, 4% or 6% and the employer’s contribution of 6% would be calculated on the proportion of the 

total annual income earned in each employment. The state’s contribution will always be set to 2%   

 

An alternative method which could be examined would be to tie Auto Enrolment contributions to 

the minimum wage which will be an hourly rate of €9.80 from 1 January 20197. The advantage of 

linking Auto Enrolment to the national minimum wage is that it will incentivise pensions savings 

across the workforce and as such it should greatly assist in ensuring that some small steps are made 

to address the gender pensions gap. Given the patterns of employment of those earning the 

minimum wage an annual limit may not be appropriate. It may be more useful to set limits for pay 

role period be that monthly, by-weekly or weekly. This of course would require careful analysis for 

unintended consequences.  

 

17. Do you agree with the proposal to review the earnings threshold on a five yearly basis? If not 

what adjustment process would you propose? 

 

Given our position that there ought to be no lower earnings threshold there will be no requirement 

for review.  

Should thresholds be considered appropriate, in our view five years is too long and could result in 

too much change between contribution levels from year one (when introduced) to year six (when 

the review is completed). Any changes in contribution levels will have implications for workers, 

employers, the state and providers and as such efforts should be made to ensure they will be 
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introduced on a gradual basis, signalled significantly in advance of occurring and accepted by all 

stakeholders in the process.  

The number of parameters which can be used to review the rates should be limited in scope. It is our 

contention that these should be limited to minimum wage changes and inflation. As pensions are 

long term investment positions the temptation during periods of recession will be to reduce 

contribution rates due to short term economic cycles.  

The concern of the impact of economic cycles on pension savings rates is apparent from experience 

in the Irish market. In 2005 when the economy had benefited from a prolonged period of strong 

employment 55.9% of workers had a pension. In 2015 when the economy was only beginning to 

recover from a severe economic down turn that comparable figure was 47.2% (for further detail on 

this point see our response to question 31).  

 

Changes to contribution rates should be avoided at all costs as it is extremely difficult to reverse 

such changes and they greatly undermine the achievement of adequacy of pension saving.  

 

18. Should there be a lower / upper age threshold for automatic enrolment? 

 

It is our belief that there is sound logic to a lower age threshold but that the proposed age of 23 may 

be problematic as there would a steep difference in the cost to the employee and employer once 

the employee reaches their 23rd birthday. In essence the employee would lose 6% of their gross 

salary from their net income and it would cost the employer 6% more to employ the same worker.  

A clear goal of auto enrolment is to normalise and support the decision to save for retirement. For 

this reason it is our belief that the appropriate age for enrolment is 18.  A large proportion of those 

who enter ‘serious’ employment for the first time will do so when they are 18 or older and as such 

the pensions habit should be introduced as early as possible. This also has the advantage that there 

would be no cliff edge effects in terms of affordability for the employee or employer; saving for 

retirement would be   an element of employment from the earliest days. We are supported in 

making this recommendation by a 2017 review conducted by the Department of Work and Pensions 

in the UK who have reached a similar conclusion8.  

 

We believe the upper age limit should be the state retirement age. Anything other than this is open 

to criticism of exclusion from participation and hence the benefits accruing from state and employer 

contribution on the basis of age alone. We accept that the pension benefits available will be limited 

as a consequence of the projected size of the accumulated ‘pot’ and that this will need to be dealt 

with at decumulation. This proposal would need to be fully costed.  

 

19.  If so, are the proposed age thresholds appropriate?  If not, what would you propose as the age      

thresholds and why? 

See answer to Question 18 above. 
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20. Should employees outside the age/earnings criteria triggering auto enrolment be able to opt-

in? 

Yes, in our view it is vital from a social equity perspective that this can occur (please see our answers 

to questions 15 – 19 above for details). It is crucial in our view for retirement saving to be 

encouraged at all age and income levels for better consumer outcomes.  

 

21. How should those with one or more income be treated? 

 

Please see answer to question 16 for details on how to deal with multiple employments. Making all 

income subject to auto enrolment will address a number of these difficulties. It is our belief that the 

current PAYE taxation system, the employer’s registered number and the PPSN number should be 

utilised in order to identify these cases and that this work should not be duplicated by the CPA or a 

similar entity.  

As seen in Australia, common protocols and administrative treatments should seek to data match 

through the PPSN number. A multiplicity of employment engagements should not disadvantage 

growth in retirement savings. Superstreaming, as seen with the Cooper review should be embraced 

for Ireland9. 

 

22. Do you agree with the approach for self-employed people? If not, what modifications would 

you propose? 

 

We cannot see that the auto enrolment system as currently constructed would be attractive to self-

employed workers. The basis of this assertion is that in many cases self-employed workers are both 

the employer and the employee and hence would have to contribute 12% to receive a match of 2% 

(of course the 6% employer contribution can be offset against corporation tax of the business but it 

is our sense that this is not sufficient to incentivise the self-employed cohort).  

From our discussions with the Department of Employment Affairs and Social Protection we 

understood that the current proposal consist of a taxation system commonly referred to as TEE 

(taxation, exempt, exempt), i.e. that contributions are subject to taxation prior to being contributed 

to the system, any gains in investment would be exempt from taxation as would any payments made 

in the decumulation phase. At a number of public meetings and in follow-up contacts the 

Department of Employment Affairs and Social Protection clarified that they do not envisage any 

different taxation system for pensions in payment (decumulation) to that which presently applies. 

Given this, further clarification would be necessary to understand how the tax system would treat 

contributions into pensions (accumulation). The matching system as it is outlined is based on a 

calculation on gross income (before tax) and a deduction from nett income (after tax) to which a 

state support is added back. If this system is to be the same as the existing one, the state support 

would have to be the same as the rate of tax paid by a similar worker in a private pension (lower or 

higher rate). A failure to achieve this will lead to a requirement for advice, the possibility of arbitrage 

and potential distortion.  
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The current taxation system is referred to as EET (exempt, exempt, taxed) contributions are exempt 

from taxation prior to being contributed to the system, any gains in investment are exempt from 

taxation, but once decumulation occurs the income in retirement is subject to taxation. EET systems 

are commonly referred to as deferred consumption systems, individuals forego income today to 

have an income in the future. The same also applies to the exchequer which provides relief on 

contribution and in turn receives taxation income in the future when the pension enters 

decumulation.  

 

An EET system would be more suitable to incentivising self-employed workers to make pension 

provision. As a design consideration the need to accommodate self-employed workers within 

existing provision or auto enrolment would require further thought. According to the DEASP self 

employed workers currently account for 16% of the work force (c. 338,000) of whom only 30% have 

supplementary pension coverage. The proportion of self employed workers may? increase over the 

coming decades and as such solutions should be hard wired into the design process now.  

 

Separately, in section 4.4 we will further articulate our rationale as to why the existing EET system as 

it applies to all private and public sector pension contributions and draw down should be utilised in 

designing an auto enrolment system. In this articulation we believe that such an approach facilitates 

choice, consistency, simplification and equity for all pension savers in Ireland.  

 

23. Should people outside of the workforce (e.g. carers, homemakers) be eligible to opt-in? If so, 

suggest how that might work in terms of contributions, etc.  

 

In principle we believe that it would be desirable to accommodate such people in the system and 
that if those outside the workforce wished to contribute the same amount as those in employment 
they should be encouraged to do so, with the state incentivising such participation.  We recommend 
that the work of carers, homemakers and volunteers and their contribution to society could be 
recognised by the state, with the state contributing the employer element in addition to the 
proposed state contribution.    

 

24. Should all eligible members be enrolled immediately on commencing employment? 

 

Yes although for the sake of simplicity we would recommend a form of backdated re-enrolment.  

 

25. Should members of existing pension schemes be allowed to transfer into the AE system?  

Yes, in principle it is our belief that existing members should be allowed to transfer into the AE 

system and furthermore we believe that transfer of balances out of AE into existing schemes should 

also be possible. These transfers should only be possible if there is a clear benefit to the employee 

who is contributing to the scheme, with such benefits evidenced to meet current regulatory 

consumer protection advice requirements.  
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However, it will be problematic to effect such transfers to existing pension schemes under the 

proposed strawman not least given the differing approaches to taxation in the accumulation and 

decumulation phases. Complexities will arise giving rise to the need for advice and the potential for 

arbitrage. 

Further complexities arise in the implementation of transfer capability. With any new pension 

reform system, IT demands  and technology do not always operate effectively on Day 1.  The UK had 

a moratorium on transfers for a certain period to avoid confusion and allow the system to bed down.  

International experience suggests that the unintended consequences for the existing system need to 

be carefully considered. 

It would be a matter for national regulatory authorities, the Central Bank of Ireland and the Pensions 

Authority to ensure that the rights of employees are protected in this regard.  

 

26. Do you agree with the approach to starting with a low level of contributions increasing on a 

phased basis to a higher level over a period of six years? If not what approach would you propose 

and why? 

 

Subject to detailed economic modelling our belief is that a six-year build-up to a 14% contribution 

rate is rather optimistic and could be a threat to achieving the desired levels of coverage. One of the 

key factors we would like to see in any modelling of the appropriate build-up rate would be for it to 

be done as speedily as possible but not so quickly that it would impact on participation rates.  

 

The currency of any pension system is trust and this is absolutely the case in relation to a new 

innovation such as auto enrolment. It is vital for all concerned, employers, employees, regulators, 

the State and providers that once a time table is agreed it is implemented in accordance with what 

has been promised. One of the critical success factors in successful roll-out of auto enrolment in the 

UK was that a clear timetable, with some elements that wouldn’t occur for years in advance, was 

comprehensively communicated and introduced. There were no surprises, delays or alterations, any 

refinements were held over until after the post roll-out review period. It is our view that it is critical 

to use this pre-introduction design period to design and communicate a roll-out timetable with 

milestones  up to a decade in advance.  

 

In the UK employers were enrolling their employees on a phased basis (starting at the largest 

employers) since the 1 October 2012. The contribution build-up has been more gradual.  

 

Date Employer Contribution  Employee 
Contribution  

Total Minimum 
Contribution  

Until 2/4/18 1% 1% 2% 

6/4/18 – 5/4/19 2% 3% 5% 

6/5/19 onwards 3% 5% 8% 
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27. Do you agree with the proposed contribution levels? If not, what contribution levels would you 

propose and why? 

 

As flagged earlier it is our belief that constructing a bespoke TEE taxation system for auto enrolment 

is a policy that is potentially high risk and could adversely impact both those who save for their 

retirement under an auto enrolment system and those private sector and public sector workers who 

are currently engaged in an EET system. We will explore these themes further in our response to 

section 4.4 of this consultation.  

 

It is our belief that however it is constructed a minimum contribution rate of 14% of gross salary 

would be extremely beneficial to Irish workers. There should also be scope for workers contributing 

to an auto enrolment pension to make additional contributions (AVCs) in a similar fashion to those 

currently allowed to workers currently saving for a pension.  

 

28. Should there be an upper threshold on qualifying earnings along the lines described in the 

Strawman or should qualified earnings be uncapped? 

 

In our analysis we have focused more on the lower end of earnings as this is the segment that would 

benefit most from an auto enrolment proposition. Provided a similar taxation treatment is applied 

the upper cap should be consistent with the existing limits, currently at €115,000.  

 

29. Should the Irish AE system incorporate a ‘disregard’ such as used in the UK’s AE system 

whereby earnings between £0 and £6,032 are not subject to a contribution requirement? IF so, 

why do you believe a ‘disregard’ should apply and at what level? 

 

No we do not agree that a disregard should exist as this will greatly reduce the prospect of auto 

enrolment pensions being adequate to meet the needs of workers in retirement. The contribution 

rates should in our view be calculated on gross earnings and attract tax relief at the appropriate level 

(for further detail on the supports to workers earning under €20,000 please see our response to 

section 4.2).  

 

30. Should employer matching contributions be required for those outside the automatic 

enrolment age /earnings trigger criteria, who choose to opt in? 

 

Yes and in addition these contributions should also benefit from state support also. This is important 

from a social justice perspective and would greatly assist in creating buy in from the general public 

for auto enrolment.  
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31. Do you agree with the Strawman approach to State incentives – i.e. a potential State bonus 

top-up based on matching member contributions with a payment of €1 for every €3 they save?  

It is appropriate for the state to incentivise pension saving. There is a direct link between the level of 
state incentive and overall coverage levels as demonstrated by figures provided by the CSO10. 
Supplementary pension coverage ‘peaked’ at 55.9% of the general population in Q4 2005 (62.8% of 
the 30 – 65 age group) but has declined in the intervening period. During this time significant 
reductions in tax reliefs have been implemented – e.g. changes to the age/salary related limits on 
tax-relieved employee contributions have been introduced; relief from USC and PRSI on individual 
contributions no longer applies; and the Standard Fund Threshold (SFT), which was introduced in 
2005, was reduced from a high of €5.4m to €2m from 2014; In addition in the period between 2011 
and 2015 a Pension Levy amounting to a total of 2.75% was applied to Pension funds.  
 

Supplementary pension coverage (%) for selected groups, 2005-2015  

       

  Q1  2005 Q4 2005 Q1 2007 Q1 2008 Q4 2009 Q4 2015 
General 
Population  

 51.9  55.9  53.0  53.6  51.2  46.7  

Male   55.0  59.5  55.4  56.3  53.1  47.2  
Female   47.7  51.0  49.8  50.0  49.0  46.2  
Age 20-29   34.5  39.1  34.9  36.6  32.6  22.1  
Age 30-65   58.9  62.8  60.7  60.6  57.5  52.1  
 

The Strawman deals with a possible approach to incentivising Auto-Enrolment only. In certain 
circumstances the state incentive to AE will be a more attractive proposition than that available 
through existing products, in other circumstances existing pensions products will be more 
advantageous. Consequently, we contend that this will lead to difficulties in the wider Pensions 
Landscape.  

Based on the Strawman and further clarifications provided during the Public Consultations we 
describe the proposed AE environment as a T+EE- system, which contrasts with the existing EET 
system (T+ because while workers contributions are taken net of tax they are incentivised by the state; 
E on the investment side on the basis that the gross roll-up system will continue to apply to AE 
investments , and E- on the basis that there is confusion around what tax treatment will apply on 
drawdown / decumulation of AE ‘pots’).  

We contend that where there are alternative available propositions this will lead to the ongoing 
necessity for advice and the potential for arbitrage. Employees will need to be helped decide between 
alternatives, not only at the outset but continually as circumstances change; also people may benefit 
more under one system than another – and again at different times during their working lives.  Similar 
complexities arise also at the decumulation phase. 

Issues of this nature also have the potential to cause difficulties between Employees and Employers 
as employees seek to gain their best advantage as circumstances evolve, and employers face the 
financial and administrative challenges of repeated opt-out and opt-in and transfers into and out of 
Auto Enrolment and Occupational Schemes. 

Therefore, we cannot agree with a State Incentive system which is inconsistent with the existing 
system of tax relief and we caution against further changes to the existing level of state incentive on 
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the basis that it will continue the downward trend in existing levels of supplementary pensions 
coverage, as demonstrated by the CSO table above.  

Inconsistency of tax approach – the document seems to be embracing TEE when the Pensions 
Authority master trust consultation suggests an in EET model.  The US experience of EET and TEE in an 
employer sponsored arrangement is quite complex.  References to the Roth IRA and 401(k) should be 
closely considered11.  

32. What level of top-up or State incentive would you propose?  

The proposed Auto Enrolment and existing Pensions systems ought to operate in a consistent, 
complementary fashion. There should be no potential to arbitrage as between one and the other. 
Therefore, we believe that the AE system should provide an equivalent state incentive to the 
employee, irrespective of whether s/he participates in auto enrolment or in a private pension. As 
stated earlier, further changes to the existing levels of state incentive will further erode 
supplementary pensions coverage. 

Further, in support of a concept of a pension landscape that has universal applicability we believe that 
the state should offer options to participate and incentives for those who don’t or can’t participate in 
the existing or proposed solution such as those with no income such as homemakers, those in receipt 
of social protection payments as their only source of income and those below any threshold proposed 
at €20,000. 

 

33. If you don’t agree with the ‘top-up bonus’ approach what type of incentive would you 
propose?  

The state incentive to AE should be equivalent to that available to an employee who is a member of 
an occupational pension, which is presently provided at the worker’s marginal rate of income tax. The 
UK system facilitates this by providing the AE bonus but tax relief can be availed of where it is shown 
to be more advantageous. 

34. Is it appropriate to cap State incentives? If so, what should be the value of this cap?  
 
There are presently caps to the state incentives based on age, income and size of fund so it is equally 
appropriate to apply caps to the AE system. Consistent with our position that the AE system should 
operate as part of the overall pension landscape, the starting point for any review of such caps are 
those that exist at present, and any changes must ensure that caps applied to the AE world don’t 
present the requirement for best advice or the potential for arbitrage.  
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35. Do you agree with the suggested approach to limiting the AE Registered Providers to offering 
three ‘standard choice’ DC savings options with one fund acting as the default?  

While we accept that the vast majority of participants will be risk adverse, nonetheless there may be 
an appetite for a higher level of risk and associated reward among some participants. We contend 
that higher returns over the long term arise through greater exposure to equity markets. 

In reality, employee choice will be guided by the short, medium and long-term objectives for the 
fund choices available. Consequently it will be vital to have clear guidance on these characteristics to 
facilitate choice – the role of the CPA in providing education and guidance will be critical to that end. 

In that regard consideration also ought to be given to the rules for opt-out around how contributions 
will be invested during the initial 7-month period. Expectations may range from a return of 
contributions to a return of the value of contributions invested in the chosen fund. Also 
consideration should be given to what should occur to amounts accumulated after the 7 month 
period – such as an automatic switch into the savers chosen fund. 

 
36. If not, what retirement savings options do you consider should be provided? 

Clearly an option to invest in any high return fund would have to be provided under very rigorous 
controls, always ensuring that the participant has evidenced their consideration and subsequent 
selection of such a risk profile. A possible control for example would be to facilitate some element of 
higher risk with a floor of say 75% of the fund being required to remain in a low(er) risk fund. 

One facility typically provided in existing products available in the market is the concept of 
‘lifestyling’ where a more prudent investment strategy is adopted as the worker approaches 
retirement. Registered Providers ought to be able to demonstrate capacity to support whatever 
options are set out as requirements for participation in the marketplace. 

 

37. An alternative to conventional DC is the target benefit approach – do you believe that a target 
benefit approach merits consideration as one of the ‘standard choice’ options for the AE 
Registered Providers?  

Assuming what is meant by Target Benefit is some form of Defined Benefit guarantee option, we 
believe it would not be possible to offer such a strategy due to the expense associated with the 
provision of guarantees within the proposed charging levels 

 

38. Do you agree with the approach to provide for maximum annual management and investment 
charges at 0.5% of assets under management?  

Ultimately the saver will have to pay in one form or another so we support the concept that a 
competitive market will result in efficient charges. We are of the view that a fully functioning 
competitive marketplace without restriction on number of competitors or price rather than the 
imposition of a cap represents the optimal way to achieve the lowest charges possible. We see a cap 
on charges as an inappropriate intervention in a fast moving market, stifling competition and 
innovation.   



20 
 

 

39. If not, what approach to management and investment fees would you propose?  

There should be transparency in product charges but price caps will result in a focus on the expenses 
associated with administration and compliance, rather than on the primary objective of producing 
best long term investment returns.  

 
40. Do you agree with the proposal to allow members switch between funds? 
 
Yes and as set out in response to Q 35 we believe that each provider should offer a range of funds 
and each customer be facilitated in spreading their assets across a number of different funds, for 
example up to 5. 
 

 

41. Do you agree with the concept of a minimum compulsory membership and that six months is 

an appropriate period? 

 

Yes we agree that there should be a minimum compulsory membership period and we agree that 

not having the ability to opt-out until the beginning of month seven is also correct. We would further 

agree that any optout option should close after two months. It would be important that the worker 

is informed on the date they are auto enrolled of the date when they can choose to opt out of the 

system and the date when they will no longer be able to opt out of the system.  

 

A key feature will be how probationary periods are treated, often employment contracts state that 

the employee could have a probationary period of three, six or twelve months. It is our view that 

such a probationary period should be treated as irrelevant for the purpose of auto enrolment. The 

contributions should be reckonable on the gross income of the worker, the employer and the state 

from the first day on which the employment commences. Any other solution could result in 

unintended consequences such as a rise in short term contracts or an extension in probationary 

periods. 

 

If the ability to opt out at the beginning of month seven until the end of month eight is accepted as 

appropriate for auto enrolment this may require changes to the vesting rules as they currently apply 

to other pension savers. As with a number of related issues (see sections 4.1, 4.2 and 4.4) it is our 

view that the treatment of auto enrolment pension savers should be consistent with the treatment 

of those currently saving for a pension in the private and public sector.  

 

A further issue which will have to be decided upon is how the funds contributed up until the end of 

month eight will be treated by registered providers. Specifically, there will be a possibility that these 

funds will have to be returned to the employee and as such it may not be appropriate to invest them 

into a fund for the first eight months. The employee will have to be aware that they will forego 

potential investment returns for this period and agree to same.  
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If as it is expected there is an opt out period of eight months a clear and unambiguous methodology 

will have to be established in advance, it will have to be agreed by all stakeholders and crucially auto 

enrolment savers will have to be clearly aware of where their money is, how it is being managed and 

why this is the case.  

 

42. What is your view on an opt-out window of two months in months seven and eight of 

membership? 

 

We agree with the proposed opt-out window 

 

43. Do you agree that people who opt-out should be automatically re-enrolled after a defined 

period (e.g. three years)? 

 

Yes and we agree that three years after their opt-out period that eligible workers should be re-

enrolled.  

 

44. Do you agree with the concept of allowing members to take a period of Saving Suspension? If 

so, are there specific conditions that should attach to such suspensions? 

 

Yes we agree that there should be a facility for saving suspensions. However rather than linking 

these to life events with the potential for certification / validation, we propose that a number of 

suspension events could be invoked during the lifetime of an AE policy. For example a member could 

be facilitated in taking a total of 4 periods of 6 months suspension at their discretion and request. 

We would think that these periods should not run consecutively and that there shouldn’t be more 

than one suspension period in any two years.  

 

The purpose of the suspension is to allow the employee to free up the capital they would otherwise 

be paying into auto enrolment provision. We would believe that there is a case for the employer to 

maintain their contributions during the period. The advantage of this approach is that it would 

ensure the worker is receiving some support during the suspension and also they will continue to 

make some contribution towards their pension balance.  

 

45. Do you agree with the approach which sees employer and State contributions retained / 

credited to the CPA to contribute to its costs, in the case of member opt-out?  

We do not agree that funds contributed towards an auto enrolment pension by the employer and 

the state should be redirected for any other purpose including defraying the cost of operation of the 

CPA. As stated in section 4.1 clarity around the scope of the role of the CPA should be defined, 

flowing from this will be the costs of the CPA and in turn how these costs are met. In the event of 
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the employee seeking to exercise their option to opt out all funds contributed should return to the 

parties who contributed them, namely the employee, the state and the employer. Using funds 

contributed for any other purpose than that which they were originally contributed would be a 

fundamental breach of trust, and they ought to be returned to the employee, the employer and the 

state. The CPA should not be seen to benefit from a decision made by a worker.   

 

46. Do you agree that Registered Providers should provide a standard range of investment/ draw-
down options?  

While we agree that Registered Providers should have the capability and should commit to offering a 
range of investment / draw down options, we believe significant more detail is required in order to 
make a determination around the nature and range of such options that should be provided. 

Again we point to the complexities arising because of the differences in the E/E/T system that forms 
the basic features of the existing pension landscape, and the T+/E/E? nature of the proposed AE 
Strawman proposal. It would seem unfair to have post-retirement benefits paid tax-free in the AE 
world in circumstances where the state has provided a contribution during the accumulation phase, 
when the accumulated funds of a worker’s contribution will continue to be subject to tax in the 
existing E/E/T system – once again giving rise to the requirement for advice and the potential for 
arbitrage.  As we have also alluded to previously (See response to Q31), this becomes especially 
complex in circumstances where a worker transfers his/her existing Occupational Pension fund into 
the AE world. 

47. Should members be allowed to allocate their accumulated fund across all of these post-
retirement options?  

 

As a general principle we feel that the existing system which provides for tax free lump-sum 

payments, annuities and deferred pay-out options to be appropriate. However clearly controls need 

to be developed based for example on the size of the fund and the mortality rate. Once again 

taxation treatment of the accumulated ‘pot’ will need to be considered and rationalised alongside 

taxation treatment for the existing landscape. 

 

48. Should members be required to invest a minimum proportion of their accumulated fund in a 
lifetime annuity (pension)? If so, in what circumstances?  

The same approaches to benefit draw down and pay out should be available to both AE and the 
existing pensions regime. 
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49. Do you agree that the appropriate age to grant access to the retirement draw-down products 
is the State pension age? If not, what age would you suggest?  

 

In general we agree with this principle, but we would suggest flexibility in two areas, as follows. 

There should be options to defer payment beyond the state pension age as the worker chooses, as 

well as options to bring forward payment in circumstances where the worker is obliged to retire 

earlier than the state pension age.  

 

50. Do you agree that early access to accumulated retirement savings should be provided on the 
grounds of ill health and enforced workplace retirement? If so, under what conditions and from 
what age?  
 

Current Occupational Pension provision and associated additional protection benefits provide a 

variety of solutions. Further consideration needs to be done to see what current market practices 

and offerings can complement AE in this area or can be recycled to support the AE offering.   
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Notes  

11 The Kiwi Saver model is a close parallel to the proposal contained in the strawman. The comprehensiveness 
of the service available to KIWI Savers is apparent from the range of fees which have to be paid. The fees are 
contained in the default providers instrument of appointment and include  

 An administration fee - $3.06 or less per month 

 Investment management fee – 0.40% per annum or less. This fee is calculated on the gross 
asset value of the default investment product.  

 Trustee fees – 0.05% per annum or less. Calculated on the same basis of the above.  

 Usually two free switching fees are allowed in a year and there are nor entry/exit fees. There 
may be other minor charges including some such as audit fees which may be charged directly 
to the overall fund.  

 To mitigate the effect of fees on members investment returns, the Government will make an 
annual contribution of $40 per member that will be paid directly into each members scheme 
account.  

Source https://treasury.govt.nz/publications/information-release/kiwisaver-extended-questions-answers-html 
The development costs for Kiwi saver infrastructure build were in the region of $200 to $400 million NZ 
Dollars. In the 2007 Budget the Government approved $3.2 billion NZ dollars of which $3 billion was for 
employer and employee tax supports although the actual draw down in those years appears to have run below 
this level, the remainder was utilised for design and build.  
Source https://treasury.govt.nz/publications/executive-summary/executive-summary-2007-html#child-3 
https://treasury.govt.nz/sites/default/files/2007-11/b07-cab07-136.pdf 
 
2 The development of the Swedish system is extremely interesting. Reform proposals were first introduced in 
1992 for discussion, two years later legislation was passed by parliament. The IT project failed on a number of 
occasions and was eventually delivered in 1999, the real cost of the system design and build is unclear as it was 
paid out general exchequer spending. Access to pensions balances is supported by local social security offices 
and over 400 civil servants who have received training on the system.  
3 https://www.ato.gov.au/Super/SuperStream/  
4 Sir Robert Devereux KCB, Permanent Secretary, Department of Work and Pensions, to Meg Hillier MP, 20 
April 2017.  
5 International experience would support this view although the lower threshold in Australia - $450 

gross per month is being questioned as it disadvantages lower income women especially and part 

time workers.  They effectively miss out employer contributions. ‘Employers do not have to pay the 

9.5% superannuation guarantee to people who earn less than A$450 a month from one employer.  

Critics say this disadvantages low-income workers or people who work multiple jobs with different 

employers…. …as it results in many Australians – predominantly women – missing out on valuable 

super payments (because) as many as one in five women (18 per cent) currently have a job that pays 

less than AA$450 a month.  This is nearly twice the number of men affected by the threshold limit, 

with the highest proportion of women affected between 18 and 35 years old.  Many women earn 

more than A$450 per month, but from multiple employers, so they do not meet the A$450’.  

Modern payroll systems now make it easier for employers to meet their super obligations’ Women 

retire on average with less than half the super for men.  One in three women are currently retiring 

with no super.  One in three women are retiring into poverty.  Women aged 50 and over are the 

fastest group of homeless.  These are sobering statistics and structural changes to the current super 

system are necessary to reverse the figures or we will condemn future generations of women to the 

same outcome. Source https://www.intheblack.com/articles/2018/08/01/super-guarantee-barriers: 

p.1-3 

 

A salient comment for Ireland must centre on this final commentary from the article ‘the age pension is 
available for those who have no superannuation, but all Australians have the right to a dignified retirement 
and universal superannuation should be just that – available to all. 

                                                           

https://treasury.govt.nz/publications/information-release/kiwisaver-extended-questions-answers-html
https://treasury.govt.nz/publications/executive-summary/executive-summary-2007-html#child-3
https://treasury.govt.nz/sites/default/files/2007-11/b07-cab07-136.pdf
https://www.ato.gov.au/Super/SuperStream/
https://www.intheblack.com/articles/2018/08/01/super-guarantee-barriers
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6 https://www.intheblack.com/articles/2018/08/01/super-guarantee-barriers 
7http://www.citizensinformation.ie/en/employment/employment_rights_and_conditions/pay_and_employm
ent/pay_inc_min_wage.html  
8 
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/668972/
print-ready-automatic-enrolment-review-2017-maintaining-the-momentum.pdf . P3.  
9 https://static.treasury.gov.au/uploads/sites/1/2017/06/R2009-001_Final_Report_Part_1_Consolidated.pdf  
10 https://www.cso.ie/en/releasesandpublications/er/q-penp/qnhsmoduleonpensionsq42015/ 
11 Academic literature questions the notion of blending tax approaches to encourage retirement savings.  ‘Roth 
401(k) contributions are not tax-deductible in the contribution year, but withdrawals in retirement are 
untaxed.  The more common before-tax 401(k) contribution is tax deductible in the contribution year, but both 
principal and investment earnings are taxed upon withdrawal.  Using administrative data from eleven 
companies that added a Roth contribution option to their existing 401(k) plan between 2006 and 2010, we find 
no evidence that total 401(k) contribution rates differ between employees hired before versus after Roth 
introduction, which implies that take-home pay declines and the amount of retirement consumption being 
purchased by 401(k) contributions increases after Roth introduction’. Source John Beshears, James J. Choi, 
David Laibson, and Brigitte C Madrian, NBER, Does Front Loading Taxation Increase Savings? Evidence from 
Roth 401(k) Introductions, August 24, 2015, p.1-2, Boston, United States. 
It is also useful to review https://www.niesr.ac.uk/sites/default/files/publications/DP455.pdf and 
https://www.nber.org/papers/w18565.pdf  
 
 

http://www.citizensinformation.ie/en/employment/employment_rights_and_conditions/pay_and_employment/pay_inc_min_wage.html
http://www.citizensinformation.ie/en/employment/employment_rights_and_conditions/pay_and_employment/pay_inc_min_wage.html
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/668972/print-ready-automatic-enrolment-review-2017-maintaining-the-momentum.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/668972/print-ready-automatic-enrolment-review-2017-maintaining-the-momentum.pdf
https://static.treasury.gov.au/uploads/sites/1/2017/06/R2009-001_Final_Report_Part_1_Consolidated.pdf
https://www.cso.ie/en/releasesandpublications/er/q-penp/qnhsmoduleonpensionsq42015/
https://www.niesr.ac.uk/sites/default/files/publications/DP455.pdf
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