
 

 

31 March 2017 

 

Dear Mr Denny 

 

I enclose an actuarial report on Public Service Pension cost, prepared for the ICTU Public Services 

Committee by Joseph G. Byrne and Sons. 

We have had sight of a similar report submitted to the commission by the Dept. of Public Expenditure 

and Reform. Both reports are an attempt to review and to up-date the report considered by the second 

Benchmarking Body in 2007 on this subject. 

We would suggest that the main conclusion to be drawn from all these reports is that “pricing” Public 

Services pensions is an inexact science and that the outcome of any such exercise is dependent on the 

assumptions used. For example, as pointed out in the attached report, the effect of the methodology 

used in the 2007 report to calculate the cost of Public Service pensions is to suggest that the calculated 

cost reduces as employees get older. However, funded schemes are, as a matter of fact, required to 

assume the exact opposite and to fund accordingly.  

While this individual point, or indeed any other individual point in any of these reports, does not , of 

itself, invalidate the conclusions, it shows the difficulties in the exercise and the danger of assuming that 

there is one, clear, answer to the question of cost, given all the moving parts, complexity and scale 

involved.  As the relevant section of the enclosed report concludes, it is prudent when attempting to 

evaluate the potential costs of Pubic Service pensions, to show a range on both sides of the central 

assumptions. 

In essence, this is what is being presented to the Pay Commission on this occasion. In crude terms, the 

employer’s actuary has suggested a potential cost of Public Service pensions of up to 29% of pay-roll. 

Given the assumptions used, our actuary would not quibble with this. However, using different, equally 

credible, assumptions, the enclosed report suggests estimates of cost of 21% to 23% for the pre 2004 

cohort,  17% to 19% for the post 2004 cohort and 6% to 7% for the post 2013 cohort. Indeed, a fourth 

report commissioned by our teacher union affiliates, which has been referred to in submissions made to 

the commission , estimates the cost for the pre 2004 cohort at an even lower rate of 19%. The only safe 



conclusion to be drawn , therefore, is that , depending on assumptions , the cost of providing pensions 

for the pre 2004 cohort is probably, (and no firmer than ‘probably’) somewhere between 19% and 29%. 

The figures quoted take no heed of the Pension Related Reduction, (PRD), imposed on Public Servants 

since 2009, the effect of which is that Public Servants pay at least 16.5% out of every euro earned above 

€28,750 p.a  towards their pension cost. 

We note also that the employer’s actuary makes reference to the fact that removing the linkage of 

pension to pay movements and replacing same with linkage to the Consumer Price Index would reduce 

the potential cost significantly. We want to put on record clearly that there will be no agreement from 

Public Service unions to such a development, nor is there any acceptance that this is, in any way, 

necessary. 

If measuring the potential costs of Public Service pensions is difficult and largely speculative then 

measuring any sort of comparable figure in the private sector is, on the evidence of the reports from the 

actuaries, impossible, given the dearth of information. Large Irish based companies that operate at an 

international level do not disclose their pension contributions for their Irish employees separately in 

their accounts. Furthermore, the enclosed actuary’s report makes the point that the outcome of surveys 

should be treated cautiously, as they may underestimate the level of contribution rates, as respondents 

may just disclose headline or base contribution rates and they may be reluctant to disclose commercially 

sensitive information. The report also makes the point that there are serious issues regarding the 

adequacy of Defined Contribution rates in the private sector and that the effect is to put upward 

pressure on the rates. 

The other big issue that requires consideration when making any comparison with the Public Service is 

to question the correct comparisons. Proper like-for-like comparisons with the Public Service, which has 

300,000 employees, cannot be with small businesses that engage in no collective bargaining with their 

employees, with all the consequences that flow from that for the employees. Rather, the correct 

comparisons have to be with a range of large, “good”, employers in the private sector that engage in 

collective bargaining. Going back to the Priestley Commission in the UK in the mid-20th century, this has 

always been accepted as a correct basis for legitimate comparison. Even allowing for the fact that 

information on some of the biggest and “best” employers on their contribution rates for their 

employees’ pensions are not available, analysis of a cross-section of large employers in the private 

sector and the commercial semi-state sector, reveals that it is credible to suggest that there is an 

average contribution rate in the teens, in percentage terms. 

The only safe conclusion to be drawn in respect of private sector pension costs from the various reports 

is that, depending on the nature of comparators and allowing for the fact that many figures may well 

underestimate any real average among “ good “ employers that operate collective bargaining and in 

view of the lack of data on large companies that operate internationally, the average contribution rate is 

probably , ( and no stronger than that), somewhere between 11% and 13/14%. The latter figure could be 

quite credibly argued to be 14%, if account is taken of the unionised employments in the financial sector 

that were, traditionally, a significant point of comparison with the Public Service.  



It is also worth emphasising, as the enclosed report does, that the tabloid image of Public Service 

pensions as the “Rolls Royce” of pension arrangements fails to take account of a range of flexibilities 

available to members of private sector funded schemes that are not available to Public Servants. Indeed, 

in the unlikely event that the Public Service employer was to accept that the pension of their employees 

cost 29% of salary, as their actuary suggests, and, as a consequence, the employer was to make a DC 

contribution of that amount into a pension scheme for employees, (an impractical course that we are 

not advocating), many, and maybe most, Public Servants would see significant advantages in availing of 

same. The truth, of course, is that this figure is probably way over-stated due to the assumptions used 

and that there is no possibility of such generosity to its employees being forthcoming from the 

employer. 

We would suggest that, overall, the conclusions that the commission might reach with some credibility 

are that the recent CSO report showed that Public Servants were, on average, in receipt of less income 

than their average private sector counterparts and that there is some evidence to suggest that the 

employer in the Public Service is exposed to slightly more cost in providing pensions. However both, 

albeit somewhat tentative, conclusions need to be qualified further by recognition that the CSO survey, 

as with all such surveys, is not a comparison of like work or work of equal value and is, therefore, no 

more than a broad and generalised observation. Likewise, it is impossible to say with any precision what 

comparative advantage, (if any), is enjoyed in respect of pension arrangements for Public Servants. 

Finally, lest there be any doubt, the ICTU Public Services Committee does not accept any argument for 

dis-improving the structure of superannuation entitlements for those who serve the citizens of the 

State. There is no evidence based argument that would support any such dis-improvement. 

Furthermore, it is evident that there are inadequacies in occupational pension provisions in parts of the 

private sector that will not be rectified by dis-improvements in the pension arrangements for the State’s 

employees. The obligation for the State is to formulate arrangements that avoid plunging our citizens 

into poverty in old age. That requires the State to tackle the inadequacies in parts of the private sector. 

It is not an argument for adding Public Servants to the list of people for whom inadequate 

superannuation provision has been made.  

 

Yours sincerely, 

 

Tom Geraghty 

Secretary 

ICTU Public Services Committee 

 



 

To: Mr David Denny 

Secretary, 

Public Services Pay Commission 
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1. Introduction 
 

In 2007, Life Strategies prepared a report for the Public Service Benchmarking Body entitled 

“Independent study of pension provisions in the Irish Public Service relative to pensions 

arrangements in the private sector in Ireland”.   In our report, we refer to this as “the 2007 Report”. 

 

We have been asked by the ICTU Public Services Committee to review the methodology and 

assumptions used in the 2007 Report and highlight areas where the results may differ if a similar 

report were to be prepared today.   
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2. Review of the 2007 Report 
 

The 2007 Report essentially approached the issue by comparing the estimated cost of public service 

pensions with the estimated cost of private sector pensions. 

 

1. Estimated cost of public service pensions 

 

The estimated cost was calculated for various cohorts and categories of public servant as the 

estimated employer cost net of employee contributions.  The estimated cost was calculated 

as a long term cost assuming contributions to fund pension benefits are paid over the 

working life time of the public servant.  The report concluded that the estimated cost should 

be calculated using discount rates based on the expected returns from a funded private 

sector pension scheme.  As a result, the basis and assumptions used to calculate the 

estimated cost were similar to a long term funding basis that might be used if the same 

benefits were provided in a funded scheme in the private sector.  The key financial 

assumptions used can be summarised as follows: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

In addition to general salary inflation, an allowance was made for salary scales and 

promotional increases which ranged from 0.9% p.a. to 2.3% p.a. above general salary 

inflation, depending on the cohort and category of public servant.  

 

2. Estimated cost of private sector pensions 

 

The estimated cost of private sector pensions was calculated separately for defined benefit 

pension schemes and defined contribution pension schemes. 

 

The estimated cost of defined benefit pensions was calculated using the same method and 

assumptions as above, but using a notional level of benefits based on an average level of 

benefits compiled from industry surveys. 

 

The estimated cost of defined contribution pensions was taken directly from industry 

surveys as the average employer contribution indicated by the surveys. 

 

The overall estimated cost of private sector pensions was then calculated assuming various 

portions of the private sector were in a defined benefit scheme, a defined contribution 

scheme and without a pension scheme at all. 

Assumption Absolute Level Level relative to salary 
inflation 

(net discount rate) 

General Salary Inflation 4.25% p.a. n/a 

Discount Rate Pre-Retirement 6.25% p.a. 2.0% p.a. 

Discount Rate Post-Retirement 4.25% p.a. 0.0% p.a. 
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Comments on methodology 

 

In broad terms, the methodology used by Life Strategies in their 2007 report seems reasonable.  In 

particular, we would agree with the rationale of using a long term funding basis to calculate the 

estimated costs of defined benefit pension in both the public sector and the private sector. 

 

The “new entrant” approach was reasonable in conjunction with assumptions used at the time. 

However, it is questionable whether it remains appropriate for the pre-2004 category since the 

minimum service in this category is now over 13 years and a large proportion of the salary scale 

increases are in the past.    

 

Comments on assumptions 

 

When reviewing the financial assumptions, it is important to focus on the difference between the 

absolute level of the assumptions rather than the individual assumptions in isolation. 

 

The 2007 Report uses a discount rate pre-retirement of 6.25% and general salary inflation of 4.25% 

p.a.  Therefore, the net discount rate used is 2% p.a. pre-retirement. 

 

The discount rate post-retirement is 4.25% p.a. and pension increases are assumed to be in line with 

general salary inflation of 4.25% p.a.  Therefore, the net discount rate post retirement is 0% p.a. 

 

In this report, all references to net discount rate refer to the discount rate above assumed general 

salary inflation. 

 

In addition to the salary inflation assumption of 4.25% p.a., salary scales and promotional increases 

were assumed to add between 0.9% p.a. to 2.3% p.a. to general salary inflation.  Therefore, the 

actual salary inflation assumed pre-retirement was between 5.15% p.a. and 6.55% p.a. and the 

actual net discount rate was assumed to be between 1.1% p.a. and -0.3% p.a. 

 

This means that in some cases, after allowance for salary scale / promotion the net discount rate 

was negative.  A negative net discount rate means that the calculated cost of pension benefits 

expressed as a % of salary reduces as employees get older.  For example, using the assumptions 

from the 2007 Report, the cost of benefits for the first year of service, expressed as a % of salary, 

could be 13% higher than the cost of benefits for the last year of service (assuming a 40 year career). 

Traditionally, pensions were assumed to increase in cost as employees got older. 

 

As the negative net discount rate only applied to a small portion of the cohorts used, this was not a 

very material issue.  However, if negative net discount rates are used more generally, it would call 

into question the methodology used. 

 

As noted above, if we ignore the impact of salary scales and promotional increases, the net discount 

rates used were 2% p.a. pre-retirement and 0% p.a. post retirement.  There are a range of 

assumptions that could reasonably be used, and our view is that these assumptions are within this 

range of reasonable assumptions. 
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However, we believe that the sensitivity of the assumptions could have been explored in more 

detail.  The sensitivity results shown in the appendix to the report mostly showed the impact of 

choosing more conservative assumptions which increased the costs.  The sensitivity results should 

have shown a range on both sides of the central assumptions.  For example, the discount rate post 

retirement could have been increased, which would have reduced the costs shown in the report.  
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3. Estimated Cost of Public Sector Pensions 
 

In order to estimate the cost of public sector pensions today, we have used a Civil Servant as a proxy 

for the public sector as a whole.  The reason for this is that the estimated cost calculated in the 2007 

report for a pre 2004 Civil Servant, was very close to the estimated cost used for the public sector as 

a whole, which was 20% of salary.  We are assuming that this relativity will be similar today. 

 

We have looked at the estimated cost for three cohorts – pre 2004 benefits, post 2004 benefits and 

post 2013 benefits (Single Scheme). 

 

The proxy Civil Servant has the following characteristics: 

 

*The salary at entry and the salary at retirement are both expressed in current monetary amounts. 

 

All members are assumed to survive until retirement.  At retirement 90% of members are assumed 

to be married, with the male spouse on average 3 years older than the female spouse.  Life 

expectancy from retirement age is assumed to be in line with life expectancy used in the statutory 

basis set out by the Pensions Authority for calculation of statutory transfer values from defined 

benefit pension schemes. 

 

In setting our financial assumptions, we have assumed that a long term funding basis is used to 

calculate the estimated costs of defined benefit pensions. 

 

Current funding bases used within the pensions industry would have general salary inflation of in the 

range of 0% p.a. to 1% p.a. above inflation.  We have assumed that general salary inflation will be 1% 

p.a. above inflation. 

 

Net discount rates above inflation would be in the range 1% p.a. to 3% p.a.  Therefore, net discount 

rates could be anywhere from 0% p.a. to 3% p.a. above general salary inflation. 

 

 Pre 2004 Cohort Post 2004 Cohort Post 2013 Cohort 

Age at entry 24 25 28 

Age at retirement 60 65 68 

Years of service at retirement 36 40 40 

Salary at entry* €32,100 €32,100 €32,100 

Salary at retirement* €56,700 €56,700 €56,700 

Effective Salary Scale / Promotional 
Increases assumed 

1.6% p.a. 1.4% p.a. 1.4% p.a. 
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We have assumed that increases to pensions in payment will be in line with general salary increases 

for the pre 2004 and post 2004 cohorts.  For the post 2013 cohort, we have assumed that increases 

to pensions in payment will be in line with inflation (which is assumed to be 1% below general salary 

inflation). 

 

Finally, we have assumed that the state pension will increase in line with general salary inflation.  

This is the same as the assumption used in the 2007 Report.  Changing this assumption will have a 

material impact on the estimated costs set out below.  We have set out in Appendix 1 the estimated 

costs if the state pension is assumed to increase in line with inflation (which is assumed to be 1% p.a. 

below general salary inflation). 

 

To summarise, the inflation related assumptions we have used are as follows: 

 

 

The matrices below outline the estimated employer costs (as % of salary, net of employee 

contributions) for a Civil Servant using a range of net discount rates pre and post retirement.  The 

net discount rates are expressed as a % above the assumed salary inflation. 

 

Pre 2004 Cohort 

 

Net 
Discount 

Rate 

 Pre-Retirement 

0.0% 0.5% 1.0% 1.5% 2.0% 3.0% 

P
o

st
-R

e
ti

re
m

e
n

t 0.0% 30% 27% 25% 22% 20% 16% 

0.5% 28% 25% 23% 21% 19% 15% 

1.0% 26% 23% 21% 19% 17% 14% 

1.5% 24% 21% 20% 18% 16% 13% 

2.0% 22% 20% 18% 17% 15% 12% 

3.0% 20% 18% 16% 15% 13% 10% 

 

  

 Pre 2004 Cohort Post 2004 Cohort Post 2013 Cohort 

General Salary Inflation Inflation + 1% p.a. Inflation + 1% p.a. Inflation + 1% p.a. 

State Pension Inflation Inflation + 1% p.a. Inflation + 1% p.a. Inflation + 1% p.a. 

Pension Increases Inflation + 1% p.a. Inflation + 1% p.a. Inflation. 
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Post 2004 Cohort 

 

Net 
Discount 

Rate 

 Pre-Retirement 

0.0% 0.5% 1.0% 1.5% 2.0% 3.0% 

P
o

st
-R

e
ti

re
m

e
n

t 0.0% 25% 23% 21% 18% 16% 13% 

0.5% 24% 22% 19% 17% 15% 12% 

1.0% 22% 20% 18% 16% 14% 11% 

1.5% 21% 19% 17% 15% 13% 10% 

2.0% 20% 18% 16% 14% 12% 9% 

3.0% 18% 16% 14% 12% 11% 8% 

 

Post 2013 Cohort (Single Scheme) 

  

Net 
Discount 

Rate 

 Pre-Retirement 

0.0% 0.5% 1.0% 1.5% 2.0% 3.0% 

P
o

st
-R

e
ti

re
m

e
n

t 0.0% 10% 9% 8% 7% 6% 4% 

0.5% 9% 8% 7% 6% 5% 3% 

1.0% 9% 8% 7% 6% 5% 3% 

1.5% 8% 7% 6% 5% 4% 3% 

2.0% 8% 7% 6% 5% 4% 3% 

3.0% 7% 6% 5% 4% 3% 2% 

 

 

As can be seen from the above matrices, the estimated costs reduce in line with the changing 

benefit structures for the cohorts, as you would expect. 

 

There is a marked reduction in estimated costs for the post 2013 cohort. 

 

The matrices also show quite starkly the impact of changing the net discount rate assumed for pre 

and post retirement. 

 

As noted previously, the discount rate should reflect the expected returns on a portfolio of assets 

that could reasonably be used to fund the pension liabilities.  The discount rates will depend on the 

expected returns on the assets held in the portfolio.  There are many methods of constructing 

estimated returns and there can be a wide variation in the estimates produced by each method. 

 

Current pension legislation requires trustees of defined contribution schemes to provide members 

with projected fund values and projected benefits from their scheme.  This is called a Statement of 

Reasonable Projection (SORP).  The Society of Actuaries in Ireland has published guidance for 

actuaries producing calculations under a SORP.   This SORP guidance sets out the range of 

assumptions that can be used in a SORP.   
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The SORP guidance sets inflation at 1.5% p.a. and salary inflation at 2.5% p.a.  The SORP guidance 

also sets out the maximum returns that can be used for various asset classes, gross of fees.  These 

maximum returns are set out in the table below. We have assumed that the fees on equity/property 

investments will be 0.4% p.a. and bonds will be 0.1% p.a. 

 

The above real return figures (above inflation) seem to be relatively prudent when compared against 

long term market averages.  The Credit Suisse Global Investment Returns Yearbook 2016 shows real 

returns on equities and bonds to be 5.0% p.a. and 1.8% p.a. respectively over the period 1900 to 

2015.  These figures are in respect of a globally diversified index of countries.  The figures for Ireland 

are 4.4% p.a. and 1.5% p.a. respectively, materially higher than the respective figures of 3.1% p.a. 

and 0.9% p.a. in the above table. 

 

Using the returns in the above table, and assuming a simplified asset portfolio of real assets 

comprising equities and property and nominal assets comprising bonds, the expected returns on 

various asset portfolios would be as follows: 

 

The net return above salary inflation equates to a net discount rate you might use to value pension 

liabilities in a funded scheme with the above asset portfolios. 

 

Any asset portfolio used to fund public sector pension benefits is likely to have an unconstrained 

mandate.  Therefore, it is reasonable to assume that the exposure to real assets would be relatively 

high.  Based on the above analysis, it would be reasonable to assume a net discount rate pre-

retirement of between 1% p.a. and 1.5% p.a. and a net discount rate post-retirement in the region of 

0.5% p.a.  This results in estimated employer costs of 21% to 23% for pre 2004 cohort, 17% to 19% 

for the post 2004 cohort and 6% to 7% for the post 2013 cohort. 

 

 Maximum Gross 
Return p.a. 

Return Net of 
Fees p.a. 

Real return above  
inflation p.a. 

Return above 
salary inflation 

p.a. 

Equities 5% 4.6% 3.1% 2.1% 

Property 5% 4.6% 3.1% 2.1% 

Bonds 2.5% 2.4% 0.9% -0.1% 

 Maximum Gross 
Return p.a. 

Return Net of 
Fees p.a. 

Net return above 
salary inflation 

p.a. 

80% real / 20% nominal 4.5% 4.16% 1.66% 

50% real / 50% nominal 3.75% 3.5% 1.0% 

20% real / 80% nominal 3.0% 2.8% 0.3% 
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For comparison purposes, the estimated employer cost for the pre 2004 cohort using the same net 

discount rates as used in the 2007 Report (i.e. 2% p.a. pre-retirement and 0% p.a. post retirement) is 

20% of salary.  This is in line with the employer costs calculated in the 2007 Report. 

 

We believe that in an exercise such as this, it is important to use assumptions that are reasonable 

over the medium to long term and are not impacted by short term market fluctuations. 

 

We are aware that another firm of independent actuaries, Trident Consulting, have carried out an 

independent review of the costs of the Single Public Service Pension Scheme for teachers.  The net 

discount rates above salary inflation used in that report were 1.75% p.a. pre-retirement and 0.75% 

p.a. post retirement. For comparison purposes, the estimated employer cost for the pre 2004 cohort 

using these assumptions is 19% of salary. 

 

As noted above, the net discount rate pre-retirement has been adjusted for the impact of salary 

scales and promotional increases.  Where the net discount rate pre-retirement is below 1.5% p.a., 

the effective net discount rate allowing for salary scale and promotional increases is negative.  For 

example, using a net discount rate of 0.5% p.a. pre-retirement will result in an effective net discount 

rate of -1.0% p.a. pre-retirement when allowance is made for salary scale and promotional 

increases.  This will result in the estimated pension costs falling as employees get closer to 

retirement. The “new entrant” rates consequently overstate the cost of pensions for somebody mid-

career.  

 

The above estimated costs make no allowance for the Pension Related Deduction (PRD).  Including 

the PRD, public sector employees are effectively paying pension contributions of 16% or 17% of all 

earnings above €28,750 p.a. 
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4. Estimated Cost of Private Sector Pensions 
 

To value defined benefit pensions, the 2007 Report used a notional level of benefits based on an 

average level of benefits compiled from industry surveys.  We have valued the same notional 

benefits as was used in the 2007 Report. 

The matrix below sets out the estimated employer costs using the same net discount rates above 

salary inflation as were used in Section 3.  

Net 
Discount 

Rate 

 Pre-Retirement 

0.0% 0.5% 1.0% 1.5% 2.0% 3.0% 

P
o

st
-R

e
ti

re
m

e
n

t 0.0% 26% 23% 21% 18% 16% 13% 

0.5% 24% 22% 19% 17% 15% 12% 

1.0% 23% 21% 18% 16% 14% 11% 

1.5% 22% 19% 17% 15% 14% 10% 

2.0% 21% 18% 16% 15% 13% 10% 

3.0% 19% 17% 15% 13% 12% 9% 

 

Using a net discount rate pre-retirement of 1% p.a. to 1.5% p.a. and a net discount rate post 

retirement of 0.5% p.a. results in estimated employer costs of 17% to 19% for defined benefit 

schemes. 

 

The private sector employer DC cost was estimated to be 6% of salary in the 2007 Life Strategies 

report.  This was based on an IAPF survey from 2002, a Mercer survey from 2005 and a survey 

carried out by the Benchmarking Body. 

 

Mercer produced another DC survey in 2012 and according to that survey the average employer 

contribution rate was 7.2% of salary.  This was an increase of 1.3% of salary from the average 

employer contribution rate in their 2005 report. This increasing trend has continued since 2012. 

 

It is possible that the surveys could be underestimating the level of DC contribution rates as 

respondents may just disclose headline or base contribution rates.  It may also be that respondents 

do not want to disclose what they consider commercially sensitive information, even on an 

anonymous basis. 

 

It is also worth considering the adequacy of private sector DC contribution rates in terms of 

providing a reasonable level of pension benefits.  There has been considerable comment from the 

pensions industry in the past that DC contribution rates in the private sector are inadequate and 

need to be significantly increased in order to provide an adequate level of pension benefits in 

retirement.  

 

Based on our own experience of the pensions landscape there is upward pressure on DC 

contribution rates.    Also, as people get older and accrue more service, age related and service 

related employer contributions will all have increased. 
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There is a relative lack of data in the public domain regarding private sector pension costs.  However, 

there is a publicly available source of information for some companies which is the annual company 

accounts.  We have analysed the publicly available accounts of some public companies and 

commercial semi states to review their pension costs. 

 

The Public Services Committee feel that the “peer group” for pension comparison purposes should 

comprise of large employers who engage in collective bargaining with their employees.  We have 

analysed the accounts of six private sector employers and six semi state employers who meet this 

criteria. 

 

The table below sets out the results of analysis. 

 

Company Year End Accounts P&L pension cost as % 
of wages & salaries 

Cash contributions as 
% of wages & salaries 

Bank of Ireland 
 

31/12/2016 20% 36% 

AIB 
 

31/12/2016 14% 23% 

eircom 30/06/2016 19% 6% 
(14% y/e 2015) 

Glanbia 
 

31/12/2016 6% 8% 

Kerry Group 
 

31/12/2015 5% 10% 

CRH 
 

31/12/2016 8% 9% 

Coillte 
 

31/12/2015 20% 
(5% after curtailment) 

22% 

Bord na Mona 
 

30/03/2016 5% 
(-6% after curtailment) 

17% 

ESB 
 

31/12/2015 10% 
(plus balance sheet 

reserves) 

Not easily identifiable 
but averaging greater 

than 20% 
An Post 

 
31/12/2015 14% 12% 

Bord Gais 
 

31/12/2015 24% 12% 

Dublin Port 31/12/2015 19% 67% 

 

There are some caveats associated with the use of the above figures: 

 

 The figures are based on one year accounts only and can be distorted by one off anomalies 

(benefit changes, one off capital contributions etc) 

 Some companies do not operate wholly or predominantly in Ireland (e.g. Kerry Group, CRH 

and Glanbia) and it has not been possible to isolate the Irish related pension costs 

 Some other large employers are subsidiaries of much larger multinationals and it is not 

possible to isolate their Irish pension costs  
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However, the above analysis would lead to the conclusion that pension costs for the above 

employers are at least in the low to mid-teens, when expressed as % of salary. 

 

The Financial Services Union has provided estimates of the average employer pension costs in 

companies which employ its members.  For unionised companies, they estimate the employer 

pension cost to be approximately 14% of salary.  For non-unionised companies, they estimate the 

employer pension cost to be 8% of salary. 

 

It should also be noted that the structure of private sector pensions gives employees a lot more 

flexibility when compared to public sector employees.  For example, private sector employees: 

 

 can use AVCs to fund tax free cash and still enjoy a pension of 2/3rds of salary (subject to 

Revenue limits) 

 can have the option of availing of potentially higher tax free cash lump sums (up to 25% of 

the value of pension assets for members of DC schemes) 

 can have flexibility in the form of benefits taken (spouses pension on death in retirement, 

pension increases) 

 can have access to Approved Retirement Funds with flexible drawdown 

 

There are many examples of private sector employees opting to take transfer values from defined 

benefit schemes in order to avail of some of the above flexibilities.  This option is not open to public 

sector employees. 

 

While it is difficult to put a value on this flexibility, it should be taken into account when comparing 

public sector and private sector pensions.   
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5. Summary 
 

The results of our review indicate the following estimated employer pension costs for various 

cohorts of Civil Servant assuming a net discount rate pre-retirement of between 1% p.a. and 1.5% 

p.a. and a net discount rate post retirement of 0.5% p.a. 

 

Cohort Net discount rate 
1% p.a. pre-retirement 

0.5% p.a. post retirement 

Net discount rate 
1.5% p.a. pre-retirement 
0.5% p.a. post retirement 

Pre 2004 23% 21% 

Post 2004 19% 17% 

Post 2013 7% 6% 

   

Assuming the pre 2004 Civil Servant is a proxy for the pre 2013 public sector as a whole, this would 

indicate a slight increase in the estimated employer cost of public sector pensions since 2007.  

However, with the passing of time the proportion of public sector employees who enjoy pre 2004 

benefits is reducing.  Therefore, you would expect the estimated employer costs to be reducing 

significantly over time. 

 

The results show a quite dramatically lower estimated pension cost for the post 2013 cohort.  This 

will, over time, significantly reduce the overall cost of public sector pensions as this cohort grows in 

size relative to the other cohorts. 

 

Naturally, using more conservative assumptions will increase the estimated costs further.  For 

example, reducing the net discount rate pre-retirement to 0.5% will increase the estimated new 

entrant employer cost for a pre 2004 civil servant to 25% of salary. Further, if the more conservative 

State Pension increases assumption as set out in Appendix 1 is used, the estimated new entrant 

employer cost for a pre 2004 civil servant increases to 30% of salary. 

 

The costs of private sector pensions will also have risen since 2007.  Using a “peer group” of large 

employers who engage in collective bargaining with their employees, it is likely that the employer 

pension cost is in the region of low to mid-teens as a % of salary. 

 

 

 

____________________ 

Brian Murray, FIA, FSAI 

31 March 2017 
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Appendix 1 - Sensitivity of changing state pension increase 

assumption 
 

As noted in Section 3, we have assumed that the state pension will increase in line with general 

salary increases in the future, and changing this assumption will have a material impact on the 

estimated costs.  We have set out below the estimated employer costs if the state pension is 

assumed to increase in line with inflation (which is assumed to be 1% below general salary inflation). 

 

Pre 2004 Cohort 

 

Net 
Discount 

Rate 

 Pre-Retirement 

0.0% 0.5% 1.0% 1.5% 2.0% 3.0% 

P
o

st
-R

e
ti

re
m

e
n

t 0.0% 36% 33% 30% 27% 25% 20% 

0.5% 34% 30% 28% 25% 23% 18% 

1.0% 31% 28% 26% 23% 21% 17% 

1.5% 29% 26% 24% 22% 20% 16% 

2.0% 27% 25% 22% 20% 18% 14% 

3.0% 24% 22% 20% 18% 16% 12% 

 

Post 2004 Cohort 

 

Net 
Discount 

Rate 

 Pre-Retirement 

0.0% 0.5% 1.0% 1.5% 2.0% 3.0% 

P
o

st
-R

e
ti

re
m

e
n

t 0.0% 31% 28% 26% 23% 20% 16% 

0.5% 30% 26% 24% 21% 19% 15% 

1.0% 27% 25% 22% 20% 18% 14% 

1.5% 26% 23% 21% 19% 16% 13% 

2.0% 24% 22% 20% 17% 15% 12% 

3.0% 22% 20% 17% 15% 14% 10% 

 

Post 2013 Cohort (Single Scheme) 

  

Net 
Discount 

Rate 

 Pre-Retirement 

0.0% 0.5% 1.0% 1.5% 2.0% 3.0% 

P
o

st
-R

e
ti

re
m

e
n

t 0.0% 12% 10% 9% 8% 7% 5% 

0.5% 11% 10% 8% 7% 6% 4% 

1.0% 10% 9% 8% 7% 6% 4% 

1.5% 10% 8% 7% 6% 5% 3% 

2.0% 9% 8% 7% 6% 5% 3% 

3.0% 8% 7% 6% 5% 4% 3% 
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The above matrices indicate a relatively significant increase in the estimated employer cost as a 

result of assuming the state pension will increase in line with inflation rather than in line with 

general salary inflation. 

 

The impact on the pre 2004 and post 2004 cohorts is in the range of an additional employer cost of 

4% of salary to 6% of salary. 

 

The impact on the post 2013 cohort is less significant, but still somewhat material in the range of an 

additional employer cost of 1% of salary to 2% of salary. 

 


