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

Yes 

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?  

I believe that the strength of the proposed CPA structure is that it provides a central vehicle for collecting and 
investing employee/employer contributions and for monitoring the Providers and thereby ensuring the safety 
of employee funds.  

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

N/A  

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

I believe that the CPA should be a very economic unit employing a small number of staff. It should receive 
funds once a month from all employers and should invest those funds with Providers once a month. The 
operating costs of the CPA could be met from central government funds, or from a small contribution from 
each employee or employer or a combination of all/any of these.  

5. Is the use of commercial providers for the provision of retirement savings options the right approach?  

Yes, commercial providers are the people who have the “Know-How”/expertise in managing and investing 
pension funds. 

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?  

I do not believe that limiting the number of approved AE Registered Providers will necessarily provide 
economies of scale. Most pension providers today are substantial entities and so all such providers should be 
able to provide economies of scale. 

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

I do not believe that it is in the best interest of this scheme to limit the number of providers to four for the 
reasons stated above i.e. all existing pension providers are of such an economic size that they should be able 
to provide economies of scale and competitive reduced management charges. 

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

I do not support the open tender process in this instance for several reasons: 

a) A tender process requires to be repeated periodically and this is a costly time consuming process 

b) I believe that all of the existing pension providers are substantial companies  that can provide the 
service 

c) I believe a combination of Option A and Option B should be adopted where The CPA determines the 
specific standards required of all providers, determines the range of retirement saving products that 
each provider must provide and determines the level of management fee that each provider must 
agree to. In addition the CPA will require each provider to prove its financial good-standing on an 
annual basis by submitting audited financial statements. 

  



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

I believe that most if not all existing pension providers are limited companies with significant assets and strong 
governance structures and this is what is required. 

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?  

This proposal seems very simple, sensible and practicable.  

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

The level of management fee envisaged of 0.5% seems reasonable for all parties.  

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

For reasons stated in Q8 above, I do not agree that a tender process is the right option in this case. 

13. Do you think the proposed timeframe for the roll-out of AE is reasonable and achievable?  

Yes, I think the proposed timeframe is realistic to allow for the various levels of consultation, followed by time 
for setup of the CPA and for putting in place the necessary structures of the scheme. Employers too will need 
to amend their payroll systems to cater for this new scheme and every employee involved will have to be 
registered. 

14. Do you believe that employees should select their preferred provider or should employers be required to 
select a Registered Provider on their behalf? 
 
Yes I believe that employees should select their preferred provider. I do not think that it is appropriate for the 
employer to select the provider and furthermore I believe that the CPA should only select the provider for an 
employee as a very last resort after repeated requests to the employee to make the selection. 
 

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

Yes 

16. If so, is the proposed earnings threshold of €20,000 p.a. above which members will be automatically 
enrolled into the system appropriate? If not, what would you propose as the earnings threshold and why? 

The proposed earnings threshold of €20,000 is too low and should be raised to €26,000 or at least 
€25,000 for the following reasons: 

a) The underlying principle in relation to maximum pension used by Government heretofore is that 
maximum pension should be 50% of retiring income. The contributory old age pension is 
currently at €243.30 which annualised amounts to circa €12,895 and using the 50% rationale, 
this equates to a retiring income of €25,790 

b) Unless the Government proposes that future pension levels can be greater than 50% of retiring 
salary, then an employee retiring on €26,000 or less will not benefit from any contributions 
made.  

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? 

I think that the earnings threshold should be reviewed periodically taking account of the increase in the 
contributory old age pension (COAP) for the reasons stated in Q16 above. If the COAP were to increase 
annually by €260 then a review every 4-5 years would seem practical from an administration viewpoint.  

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

Yes  

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



I believe that the proposed age thresholds of 23 to 60 are not appropriate and should be changed to 25 to 70 for 
the following reasons: 

a) Government has used 25 and 65 for many years based on the assumption that 40 years is the 
maximum number of pension years when maximum retirement age was 65 and has used 25 as the 
starting age for calculations of professional added years on the basis that much third level study 
occurred between the ages of 18 and 25. 

b) The proposed age thresholds of 23 to 60 do not provide 40 years of contributions. 
c) The mandatory retirement age is moving to70 which is my reason that contributions should be made 

up to that age and that employees at that age are more likely to have the income to make such 
payments. 

d) I believe that many employees entering the work force under the age of 25 have incurred loans for 
their third level education that have to be repaid and need a chance to get a financial footing in the 
world. 

 

20. Should employees outside of the age/earnings criteria triggering automatic enrolment be able to opt-in? 

Yes  

21. How should those with more than one source of employment be treated?  

This is problematic, given that one employer would not and should not be privy to an employee’s income 
from another employer. One possible solution is to deduct contributions on a pro-rata basis, so that if an 
employee works 20 hours per week with an employer, that his/her income is deemed to be 50% of a full 
week. If at the end of a tax year the employee’s gross income is less than the entry level then 
contributions could be refunded. 

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

Yes 

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. 

This is a difficult issue as in many cases these individuals do not currently qualify for any state pension 
and also they may not be in receipt of any “salary”. One possible option would be to allow them to 
contribute 1%-6% of the entry level earnings figure which would entitle them to the equivalent of the 
COAP.   

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

No, age if under the starting proposed.  

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

 
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?  

Yes 

27. Do you agree with the proposed contribution levels? If not, what contribution levels would you propose 
and why? 

Yes  

28. Should there be an upper threshold on qualifying earnings along the lines described in the Strawman or 
should qualifying earnings be uncapped?  

Yes this seems reasonable 

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?  

There is an argument that earnings below the entry threshold should be disregarded as these earnings 
are covered by prsi contributions for the COAP.  



30. Should employer matching contributions be required for those outside the automatic enrolment age/ 
earnings trigger criteria, who choose to opt-in? 

 
No, and I would question whether those outside the automatic enrolment age should be allowed to opt in 
given the principle of 40 years maximum pensionable service. 

 
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?  

Yes 

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

This is a matter of affordability for the State and €1 for €3 is quite generous. I am reminded of the SSA 
scheme where I recall the State contributed €1 for every €4 saved.  

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

N/A as I do agree with the “top-up bonus” approach. 

34. Is it appropriate to cap State incentives? If so, what should be the value of this cap?  
 

Yes. AS there is already a cap on employer contributions proposed then it seems sensible to use the 

same cap. 

 
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? 

Yes, too many options will only confuse the majority of employees.  

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

N/A 

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?  

Yes, I believe that a target benefit approach is desirable but in the past has proved difficult to correctly project due 
to the uncertainty in global investment markets. 

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

Yes, absolutely.  

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

N/A 

40. Do you agree with the proposal to allow members switch between funds? 
 

Yes 

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



Yes I agree with the concept of a minimum compulsory membership period but I do not agree that 6 
months is an appropriate minimum period. I fear that this will result in many individuals opting out, 
knowing that they will get their contributions back. 

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

I don’t think there should be any opt out facility. 

43. Do you agree that people who opt-out should be automatically re-enrolled after a defined period (e.g. 
three years)?  

If there is to be an opt out facility, then yes, I agree that they should be automatically re-enrolled after a 
defined period. 

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 I with this and think that this should be instead of the opt-out agree facility.  

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?  
 

Yes 

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

Yes 

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

Yes 

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

Yes, subject to a minimum accumulated fund. 

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? 

Yes  

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? 

 
Yes, in the case of ill health but limited in the case of enforced workplace retirement where the employee 
is well below the state retirement age. 

  


