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Cash Matters is a civil society and advocacy movement for cash, funded by 
the International Currency Association, w  ith almost a million followers across 
social media. Cash Matters promotes the relevance of cash as an integral part 
of the payment landscape now and in future. Its headquarters are situated in 
the UK. 
 
Cash Matters welcomes the opportunity to contribute to this consultation on 
“Access to Cash”. Beyond answering the questions provided, Cash Matters 
would like to state the following:  
 
Cash Matters very much appreciates the concern by the UK government 
regarding the access, availability and acceptance of cash. The UK has indeed 
been one of the regions with cash in strong decline since ~2017, due to the 
early penetration of contactless payments in the UK. In its Payment Survey from 
September 2018, the British Retail Consortium noted that in 2017 cards were 
used to pay for GBP 277.1bn worth of goods, accounting for 76% of all retails 
sales, whereas cash declined to 22%, down from an already low 46% in 2016.  
 
The UK has seen several movements in the past two years, by customers and 
retailers alike, asking for regulation protecting their freedom of choice by 
ensuring nationwide access to and availability and acceptance of cash. The 
number of campaigns alone (e.g. the Freedom to Pay campaign by Which / 
the #saveourcash campaign by the UK’s Post Office / the “Keep Cash” 
campaign by the Telegraph Money newspaper / a petition requiring retailers 
and businesses to accept cash running until 21 December 2021 or 
the Community Access to Cash Pilots) should make it abundantly clear that 
citizens and enterprises both would like to keep cash. 
 
For businesses and small shop owners it is always about the cost of cash 
crippling them, as the BBC called it in July 2020. For consumers, it is the high 
thresholds to own and operate a card or any account-associated means of 
payment. Many consumers use cash for budgeting and to control expenses. 
Many also simply like to have a choice. In January 2021, a survey undertaken 
by Simple Usability, found 78% of respondents “remain against a move to a 
‘cashless society’”. 
  

https://www.gov.uk/government/consultations/access-to-cash-consultation
https://www.cashmatters.org/blog/britain-stands-cash
https://campaigns.which.co.uk/freedom-to-pay/
https://www.saveourcash.co.uk/
https://www.telegraph.co.uk/money/consumer-affairs/waitrose-ms-post-office-back-telegraph-campaign-save-cash/
https://petition.parliament.uk/petitions/588814
https://petition.parliament.uk/petitions/588814
https://communityaccesstocashpilots.org/
https://www.bbc.co.uk/news/uk-scotland-edinburgh-east-fife-53444700
https://www.bbc.co.uk/news/uk-scotland-edinburgh-east-fife-53444700
https://www.simpleusability.com/inspiration/2021/03/cashless-society/
https://www.simpleusability.com/inspiration/2021/03/cashless-society/


 

Apart from these socio-political considerations, the question remains why the 
UK, by not encouraging and supporting the use of cash, would make itself 
dependent on non-UK and even non-European payment providers.  
Retailers spent £1.3bn in 2020 to accept payments from their customers and 
ultimately these costs, equivalent to more than £46 per household, will be 
passed onto the consumer. This development worries retailers even more than 
consumers which led to an unprecedented alliance calling for action just a few 
weeks ago: The British Retail Consortium (BRC), British Independent Retailers 
Association (BIRA), Association of Convenience Stores (ACS), Federation of 
Small Businesses (FSB), and UKHospitality, representing tens of thousands of 
businesses across the retail and hospitality sectors, have appealed for 
Parliament to intervene to protect British businesses and consumers from the 
mounting cost of anti-competitive practices in card payments. The group of 
trade bodies says “immediate action must be taken to tackle soaring card fees 
which add to the price of goods and services.” 
 
Cash is a guarantee for competition. It acts as a break on fees by non-cash 
payment providers. It is the only form of money that counts as  a public good. 
Different from all other forms of payments, it is deployed not to make a profit on 
its transfer but to support and sustain transfers free of charge. Cash itself is a 
means of value transfer that settles at par, no more and no less. Cash is non-
excludable because its function as a means of payment, of transfer of value, 
works without compensation. And cash is non-rivalrous because its use by one 
person does not preclude its use by another: everyone can use cash at the 
same time. 
 
As can be clearly seen from the Swedish example, making cash available at a 
reasonable distance and in reasonable frequency is not enough to reverse the 
trend. People have been nudged toward paying cashless; now legislation is 
needed to reverse the trend. 
Coupling access and availability with mandatory acceptance of cash by 
retailers is the only way to avoid sleepwalking into a cashless society. Many US 
States recognised this and passed corresponding legislation, e.g. New York City, 
San Francisco, Philadelphia and Massachusetts. 
It is time for the UK and also Europe to do the same. 
 
It is imperative for a free and democratic society to keep cash. There is no 
personal independence and freedom without it. 
 
________________________________________ 
 
  

https://www.kamcity.com/namnews/uk-and-ireland/general/retailers-urge-government-to-take-urgent-action-on-soaring-payment-card-costs/
https://www.kamcity.com/namnews/uk-and-ireland/general/retailers-urge-government-to-take-urgent-action-on-soaring-payment-card-costs/


 

Consultation: Questions and Answers  
 
Question 1: Do you agree that legislation should provide the government with 
powers to set geographic requirements to ensure the provision of withdrawal 
and deposit facilities to meet cash needs through time?  
 
Yes, definitely. However, Sweden, as mentioned in 2.13 of the consultation, is 
not a good role model: “Access to cash (ATMs) must be provided with no more 
than 0.3% of the population having to cover a distance of more than 25 km 
from their location to the next ATM to withdraw, and no more than 1.25% of the 
population having to cover a distance of more than 25 km from their location 
to deposit cash.” 
Even if Sweden had also taken the second step necessary to ensure access to 
cash – mandatory acceptance by retailer – the Swedish model is not sufficient 
to ensure adequate access and availability of cash. The distances are spaced 
too far apart in rural areas to make access to cash halfway convenient. This is 
especially true for elderly people. 
 
It might therefore not be enough, referring to 2.10,  2.11. and 2.12 of the 
consultation, to use existing distribution facilities and leave gaps to be filled by 
“industry actions”, even with “regulatory oversight”. It would require tight 
monitoring and a nationwide plan by all stakeholders to ensure adequate 
access to cash. This all the more as the number of bank branches is fast 
declining as this interactive map shows. 
 
 
Question 2: Do you agree that legislative geographic requirements should 
target maximum simplicity?  
 
Only under the condition that “maximum simplicity” does not mean more 
difficulties for consumers and enables easy, fast access to cash at all times 
without having to cover larger distances. 
 
 
Question 3: Do you agree that geographic requirements should initially be set 
to provide a level of reasonable access to all areas, reflecting the current 
distribution of cash access facilities?  
 
The current distribution will not suffice to enable “reasonable access” to cash as 
stipulated in 2.10. It needs to be expanded considerably, ensuring that the 
elderly, the disabled and people without a car have proper access to cash – 
they are the ones needing it most.  
 
 
Question 4: Do you agree it is necessary to allow for requirements in Northern 
Ireland and Great Britain separately?  
n.a. 

https://www.linkedin.com/posts/cashmattersorg_post-office-video-of-uk-bank-closures-between-activity-6828932944657207296-5Mzg


 

 
 
Question 5: Do you think that requirements in Northern Ireland and Great Britain 
should be set at a consistent level? 
n.a. 
 
 
Question 6: Do you agree that requirements should be targeted at the largest 
payment account providers?  
 
In principle yes for the reasons laid out in 3.3 and 3.4. However, it must be 
defined that, while the banks in question “would only be required to meet SME 
depositing cash access requirements where they provide payment account 
products for business customers” (3.5), it is not a requirement for any SME to 
actually be a customer of the bank in question and use one of these “payment 
account products for business customers”. It must suffice that the bank in 
questions offers these products in general. Any SME should be able to use any 
bank offering “payment account products for business customers” in order to 
access and deposit cash. 
 
 
Question 7: Are there other factors beyond those listed that the government 
should take into consideration when designating firms? 
 
Fees by firms offering cash access and deposits should be capped. A legislation 
is required that ensures “reasonable” fees in order to not make cash more 
expensive for SMEs than cards or mobile payments. 
 
 
Question 8: Do you agree that the FCA should be the lead regulator for 
monitoring and enforcing requirements on access to cash?  
 
A central independent agency should be in charge in order to ensure a 
comparability of services provided.   
 
 
Question 9: Do you agree with giving the FCA discretion on additional 
requirements for qualifying cash facilities?  
n.a. 
 
 
Question 10: Are there any other factors, beyond those listed, that the FCA 
should consider as part of evaluating qualifying cash facilities?  
n.a. 
 
 



 

Question 11: If geographic requirements are being met at a national level, do 
you think there are any circumstances in which the FCA should nevertheless be 
able to intervene at a local level?  
 
If there is a disproportionally high part of the population depending on cash, if 
internet connections are slow or non-existent etc. For any reason that leads to 
the population being in need of cash more often at closer distances, the FCA 
should intervene on a local level.  
 
Question 12: Do you have any other views regarding the future role of the 
regulators in protecting cash? 
 
Cash, for all the reasons mentioned on the first two pages, must be explicitly 
anchored in the constitution as legal tender and means of payment, entailing 
mandatory acceptance as well as easy access and availability for all. 


