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Introduction: a short presentation of Local complementary currencies and the 
PSD2  

LCCS are specific payment instruments within the meaning of PSD2 generally issued by non-
profit organizations with the aim of fostering bounds and economic exchanges on a territory 
and pursuing various social, political and environmental aims. 
 
It should be specified that among the many designs of existing community currencies, the 
LCCS referred to in this paper only relate to euro-backed community currency schemes, i.e. 
specific payment instruments functionally used as “money” in a specific territory, acquired in 
euros by users who spend them in a network of acceptors which may either spend them or 
redeem them in euros, subject to a redemption fee. 
 
LCCS can operate at various scales ranging from local communities up to the size of a region, 
within a same country or even cross borders.  
 
Transitions communities in the UK, Regiogeld in Germany or Eusko in France are famous 
examples of the many LCCS projects existing across Europe. 
 
Since account-based LCCS are specific payment instruments according to PSD2, we are of the 
opinion that the EBA Guidelines should include a reference to LCCS to ensure that the 
peculiarities of these schemes will be recognised and considered by the EBA and CAs. 
 
Indeed, the PSD2 itself sets, in its recitals, a number of examples that should be considered as 
“context” for the exclusion applicable to special purpose payment instruments: “store cards, 
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fuel cards, membership cards, public transport cards, parking ticketing, meal vouchers or 
vouchers for specific services”. 
 
Adding the concept of local complementary currencies schemes to the guidelines could be a 
precedent for preparing the path to a formal exclusion in PSD3 and/or a specific legal regime. 
PSD2 provides an exclusion for instruments for “specific social or tax purposes to acquire 
specific goods or services from suppliers having a commercial agreement with the issuer” 
(PSD, art. 3, k, (iii)). LCCS, on the other hand, pursue several general interest objectives (social, 
economic, inclusion…) without benefiting from a legal shelter or favorable regime.  
 
EBA guidelines are silent on recognizing the peculiarities of LCCS and the way these 
peculiarities are considered by the national competent authorities’ PSD2 exclusion practices. 

Applicability of the Limited Network Exclusion to LCCS 

Attention of the EBA and competent authorities should be drawn on the peculiarities of LCCS 
to appraise the applicability of the Limited Network Exclusion (LNE) to them. 
 
A successful LCCS implies to create a dense network of users to multiply the opportunities for 
the LCCS instrument to be used and re-used again in the local loop. This means a great variety 
of actors (merchants, service providers, consumers, local communities, public services) for a 
great variety of uses. 
 
A LCCS will generally adopt a series of restrictions which will follow the criteria set by the 
guidelines for a network to be considered limited: 
 
- their territory of circulation is limited and generally coincides with actual administrative 

districts and/or historical regions, 
 
- the network of acceptors may only be joined by professionals which meet the social, 

geographical and environmental criteria set by the charter of the LCCS, 
 
- the exposures of the users to the LCCS instrument is limited as LCCS represent only a 

marginal part of the users’ means of payments and revenues and assets; besides, other 
contractual arrangements may be agreed to limit the exposure of users such as specific 
guarantees of the collected funds. 

Q1. DO YOU HAVE COMMENTS ON GUIDELINE 1 ON THE SPECIFIC PAYMENT 
INSTRUMENTS UNDER ARTICLE 3(K) OF PSD2? 

Account-based LCCS are specific payment instruments within the meaning of PSD2. 

Guideline 1.9 redeemability should not be a factor in the assessment 
 
The guidelines advocate that redeemability of the monetary value should not be a factor in 
assessing whether the conditions for LNE (limited network exclusion) are met. The rationale 
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is that redeemability should be left aside because it is a concept of the EMD2 and not of the 
PSD2.  
 
Subsequently, the logical position should be that the guidelines should include no reference 
whatsoever to the redeemability of the monetary value. The French Competent Authority 
(ACPR), in its policy toward LCCS, has declared that redeemability is a factor of exclusion for 
some LCCS (paper based). It should be put forward that France is the only EU member to have 
a legal basis for LCCS. 
 
When NCAs examine LCCS, they should be able to refer to a limited redeemability factor for 
specific payment instruments in the scope of the PSD2 (excluding EMD2 related 
instruments). If redeemability limitations are an advantage given to the issuer, they are also 
strong enabler for the circulation of LCC in a given geographical area (circular economy). For 
specific instruments that obey the LNE conditions, redeemability or transfer of funds from the 
account can be limited in order to pursue special purposes. 

Q2. DO YOU HAVE COMMENTS ON GUIDELINE 2 ON THE LIMITED NETWORK 
OF SERVICE PROVIDERS UNDER ARTICLE 3(K)(I) OF PSD2? 

Guideline 2.1 Four Criteria of limited network exemption 
 
EBA pointed out for main criteria to assess whether a specific instrument is limited within a 
limited network, namely: 
 
a) a direct contractual agreement for acceptance of the instrument between the issuer 

and the providers, 
b) the envisaged maximum number of providers of goods and services within the limited 
network, 
c) the envisaged specific geographical area for provisions of goods and services 
d) the offering of goods and services under a common brand, 
 
Firstly, it should be noted that it is our understanding that these criteria are alternative and 
not cumulative, that is to say that each criterion may give sufficient justification that a network 
is limited for the purpose of PSD2. However, it will be generally the case, depending on the 
circumstances, that several criteria are met for a same instrument, giving additional 
justification that a network is effectively limited. 
 
 
Regarding criterion a), it should be noted that LCCS universally operate under a contractual 
agreement entered into between each user (whether consumer or a goods and service 
provider) and the issuer of the LCCS. Therefore, criterion a) will be very easily met for each 
LCCS. 
 
Regarding criterion b), an overall cap on the number of acceptors will not be the preferred 
route for LCCS since it would unnecessarily hinder their growth (hence the opportunities to fill 
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the gaps in the local loop) without any clear benefit in terms of protection for the consumer. 
Acceptors are mostly very small size businesses. Experiences show that many of them 
generate a turnover in LCCS of only a few hundred euros a year. The number of providers of 
goods and services  is not significant to assess the economic importance of an LCCS. 
 
Indeed, the limitation of the network of an LCCS is generally through the geographical 
limitation factor (criterion c)). It is part of the essence of LCCS projects to circulated in a limited 
territory, often rooted in history, which is a vector of identity. 
 
Encouragingly, according to EBA, may be considered as a limited network “a specific region 
with local producers of goods and services” which generally corresponds to the context of an 
LCCS. 
 
When combining LNE criteria for LCCS, the geographical factor and the growth of a network 
factor should be considered exclusive of each other. Where the geographical limitation factor 
is a condition, the growth criteria should not be one. Therefore, if the list of goods and services 
providers grows but these providers comply with a geographical perimeter, it should be 
considered that the network complies with the LNE criteria. 
 
Regarding the criterion d), if we understand the term “brand” in its general meaning (and not 
as “payment brands” as defined in the PSD2, cf Consultation Paper 4.2.2 §29), this criterion 
should be dismissed as not relevant since the services and goods providers adherents to an 
LCCS are independent entities operating each under its own brand, if any. But criterion d) may 
also understood as the visual manifestation under which an LCCS operates which is definitely 
applicable to LCCS which aim to unite a group of users through symbols, names, images, etc 
that constitute a “brand”. 

*** 
 
In many countries, LCCS are gaining considerable attention from public authorities who realise 
that LCCS could be useful tools in their climatic transition policies as a way to foster the 
development of truly resilient and dynamic territories. Therefore, it is not unreasonable to 
think that in the foreseeable future, LCCS will be regulated on a European, national (as for 
France) or regional level paving their way for an exclusion under article 3(k)(iii) of PSD2. In the 
meantime, LCCS experiments should not be hindered in their growth by criteria which would 
rather apply to commercial schemes. 
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