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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Build the factory and its evidence as
one system.

African textile suppliers face a growing demand for evidence about products, working conditions and
environmental performance. Yet an EU buyer questionnaire is not proof that every corporate sustainabil -
ity rule applies directly to the factory. This paper argues that suppliers should build a small, controlled
evidence system into production, then use a dated applicability register to decide what each customer
and regulator can legitimately require. The analysis separates corporate reporting and due diligence
from product prohibitions, safety, chemicals, labelling, packaging and consumer claims. It incorporates
the adopted Omnibus amendments and distinguishes current obligations from future textile ecodesign
and product-passport requirements. It explains why information -request safeguards depend on their
purpose and why a voluntary certificate cannot replace prevention, remedy or product evidence. For a
fictional Cameroon garment order, the paper follows supplier mapping, worker protection, batch records,
laboratory evidence, reporting responses, contractual allocation and shipment decisions. Proposed
exhibits include legal-role matrices, evidence registers, response drills and transparent cost formulas.
Every numerical example must be sourced or explicitly illustrative. GFT's Cameroon textile programme
provides the operating -design reference, not a claim of an implemented or certified export factory. The
recommendations connect compliance work to the same performance-management records that run
production. The paper closes with a gated pilot, a legal-change watchlist and measures of evidence
retrieval, worker-confirmed remedy and product release. It is not legal, tax or investment advice.

01 The supplier sales route, entity status and product scope determine the duty holder; a
buyer questionnaire alone does not establish direct corporate reporting obligations. [soez]

[se3] [S17] [S33] [S35]

02 The adopted Omnibus amendments narrow corporate scope and move amended CSDDD
application to 26 July 2029, with separate reporting timing; inherited descriptions of the
original rules need replacement. [se1] [s02] [s35]

03 The CSRD protected-undertaking reporting cap and CSDDD safeguards for necessary
partner information are different mechanisms, subject to their own scope and implement-
ation. [s35] [s04] [$05]

04 The forced-labour product prohibition applies from 14 December 2027 across origins
and company sizes in its market scope, while introducing no routine audit or reporting
duty of its own. s1e]
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06

07

08

09

10

Textile - specific product-passport data requirements await a future delegated act;
planned adoption in Q4 2027 is not a universal apparel compliance date. (s11] [s12] [513]

Current composition, chemical and product-safety duties require product-specific
evidence now; a textile label does not itself require CE marking. (si6] [s17] [s28] [$33] [$34]

Textile EPR, packaging and unsold-stock rules have distinct responsible parties and
implementation paths, so a single circularity checklist can misallocate duties. [s14] [s15] [s20]

Consumer-law changes applying from 27 September 2026 require disciplined environ-
mental messaging; the separate Green Claims proposal must not be presented as an
adopted compliance regime. [sis] [s19] [$36]

Worker -risk indicators require enquiry and protective action, while shared evidence sys-
tems need purpose, access and correction controls rather than indiscriminate personal-
data collection. [ses] [se9] [523] [524] [$25]

GFT recommends a measured evidence pilot before scaling: validate product release,
remedy effectiveness, request burden and operating cost instead of assuming an export
premium. [ses] [s69] [$13] [$33]

RESEARCH EDITION / 2026-10-30 13
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African suppliers should build
evidence into production
before promising compliance

GF'T argues that a measured factory can answer changing buyer
requirements without confusing documentation with the prevention of harm.
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CHAPTER 01
DECISION TEST

GFT argues that a measured
factory can answer
changing buyer
requirements without
confusing documentation
with the prevention of harm.

GREEN FUTURE TECH

African suppliers should build evidence into production before promising com

frican textile and apparel suppliers should build a small, verifiable evidence

system into daily production before signing European compliance war -

ranties or purchasing generic reporting software. When an export oppor-
tunity arises, a factory that records material batches, shift attendance, chemical
inputs, and quality checks at the shop-floor boundary can answer legitimate buyer
questions and investigate real risks without paralysing management. [se7] [s33] Con-
versely, treating every customer questionnaire as a direct statutory command
exhausts staff on unverified spreadsheets while leaving critical product-safety or
labour vulnerabilities unaddressed. [so5] [s69] Green Future Tech Limited (GFT), Hong
Kong SAR, recommends a two-part operating principle: weave primary measurement
into production from the first shift, and maintain a dated applicability register separat-
ing direct legal duties, buyer due-diligence enquiries, contractual preferences, and
future rules. [se2] [s35] This paper provides that operating guide for African suppliers
considering European Union sales; it is not investment, legal, or tax advice, and every
entity or product determination requires qualified review against the actual transac -
tion. [s33] [s35]

1.1

The processing opportunity creates an
evidence obligation

Cameroon illustrates both the industrial prize of local value addition and the measure -
ment discipline required to capture it. In the inherited programme data annex, about
95 percent of Cameroonian cotton fibre is exported raw while about 5 percent is pro-
cessed locally, alongside a stated industrialisation target of 50 percent local pro-
cessing. [rRas] Cameroon's national development strategy restates that 50 percent
local-processing target by 2030. [re7] Across the wider annex context, national seed -
cotton output reached 330,000 tonnes in 2022, 314,455 tonnes in 2023, and about
340,000 tonnes in 2024, with 2025 projections above 350,000 tonnes across an
upstream network where SODECOTON supports more than 220,000 producers and
operates nine ginning plants and two oil mills. [re1] [re2] [rRe3] Across the CFA franc
zone, cotton output was 2.3 million tonnes in 2024/25, down 11.5 percent. [re5]
These inherited register entries carry a grade-C trade-press classification with unre -
corded original publication dates where noted; they establish the bounded sector
context for GFT's programme analysis rather than a newly audited baseline or a GFT
operating result. [Res] [R7]

Moving a raw - material economy from exporting baled lint to shipping finished gar-
ments requires more than spinning frames and sewing lines. Under GFT's Warp and
Signal thesis, production is the warp and measurement is the weft: a modern factory
must generate verifiable records of how garments are made as it makes them. [se7]
[se102] Whenever an African manufacturer considers selling into European value
chains, physical capacity encounters an evidence obligation. European Union rules
require all consumer products sold in the Union to be safe, identifiable, and traceable
regardless of origin. [s33] [se102] Chemical restrictions under REACH apply to imported
articles just as they apply to domestic goods, including limits on carcinogenic, muta-
genic, or reprotoxic substances in clothing, textiles, and footwear under Annex XVII
entry 72. [s16] Meanwhile, international due -diligence frameworks note that garment
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and footwear supply chains are fragmented and multi-tiered, spanning raw material
production, wet processing, and assembly across formal factories and informal
homeworkers. [se6] [507]

1.2 PHYSICAL CAPACITY WITHOUT OPERATIONAL RECORDS LEAVES VALUE
EXPOSED

A factory that expands physical output without recording batch genealogy, chemical
formulations, working hours, and defect containment cannot prove shipment integrity
when questioned by an importer, lender, or market-surveillance authority. [s16] [525]
[s33] In GFT's engineering analysis, keeping more manufacturing value locally
requires four concurrent record streams alongside machine capacity: labour and
recruitment records demonstrating fair pay and voluntary work, chemical and wet-
processing logs tied to fabric lots, physical quality and composition checks matched
to garment labels, and resource -use measurements covering energy, water, and
process waste. [s89] [s16] [s17] These records enable a plant manager to reconstruct
which cotton lot, dye recipe, sewing line, and inspection check produced a specific
carton of shirts. [se7] [s6162]

GFT states a strict evidentiary boundary around this argument. Building an operational
record system is necessary for answering regulatory and commercial scrutiny, but no
source opened for this paper establishes that documentation alone generates buyer
demand, guarantees export orders, or commands a price premium. [se5] [s13] A sup-
plier should invest in shop-floor measurement because controllable production
requires feedback and market-entry gates block undocumented goods, not because
a compliance folder replaces competitive cost, quality, and delivery. [s10] [$33]

Exhibit 1, p. 17 contrasts the inherited Cameroonian cotton-processing baseline with
the stated 2030 national target, placing the industrial transformation goal beside the
shift required from raw export to local conversion. [Re6] [RE7]
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EXHIBIT 061 / PERCENT OF COTTON FIBRE

The programme baseline separates raw exports from local processing

110
82.5
55
27.5
0
Inherited baseline (R06) 2030 national target (R07)
== Raw fibre export === | ocal processing

SOURCED  [RB6] [RO7] Inherited programme-annex figures (grade C, original publication dates unrecorded). RO6 records about 95 percent raw fibre
export and about 5 percent local processing. RO7 records the SND30 national target of 50 percent local processing by 2030. These are sector context
figures, not newly audited statistics or GFT operating results.

Expanding local processing from an inherited baseline of about 5 percent toward a 50
percent target implies new conversion and assembly operations across multiple sites.
[res] [RO7] However, Exhibit 1, p. 17 cannot establish how much future processed
volume will be sold domestically, regionally, or into the EU, nor does it prove that any
announced project has achieved export readiness. [Ro6] [R07]

1.3

The legal duty and the commercial request have
different owners

When an African garment manufacturer receives a sustainability questionnaire or
contract addendum from a European brand, the document rarely distinguishes
between rules binding the buyer, rules governing the physical product at the border,
lender covenants, and voluntary labels. [se2] [s17] [s29] Treating all four as a single
compliance mandate leads suppliers to sign sweeping warranties over corporate
reporting standards that do not apply to them directly, while overlooking mandatory
product-composition or chemical rules that can trigger a customs withdrawal or
recall. [s16] [$33] [S35]

GFT separates the compliance frontier into four ownership routes:

1. Corporate duties on in-scope undertakings: The amended Corporate Sustainab -
ility Due Diligence Directive (CSDDD) establishes a corporate due-diligence duty
for very large companies in scope to identify and address actual and potential
adverse human-rights and environmental impacts across their operations,
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subsidiaries, and chains of activities. [se2] [s35] Similarly, the Corporate Sustainab -
ility Reporting Directive (CSRD) requires in-scope undertakings to report under
European Sustainability Reporting Standards (ESRS). [se3] [s35]1 A smaller African
supplier outside those statutory thresholds is not the reporting undertaking or
corporate duty holder, even when supplying an in-scope buyer. [se2] [$35]

. Product duties on goods placed on the EU market: Product law follows the article

and the economic operator placing or making it available on the Union market,
regardless of company size. [s10e] [s33] From 14 December 2027, the Forced
Labour Regulation prohibits products made with forced labour from being placed
on, made available on, or exported from the EU market across all origins and
company sizes. [s10] Current rules already require textile products marketed in the
EU to carry fibre-composition labels or permitted commercial documents, require
footwear labels to identify the materials of the three main shoe parts, restrict
hazardous substances in imported articles under REACH, and mandate under the
General Product Safety Regulation (GPSR), applicable since 13 December 2024,
that non-food consumer products sold online or offline be safe and traceable. [s16]
[S17] [S33] [S34] [S0101] [S0102]

. Contractual and finance-linked obligations: Buyers or development lenders may

require specific labour or environmental practices by contract. For example, Inter-
national Finance Corporation Performance Standard 2 requires fair treatment, safe
working conditions, avoidance of child or forced labour, and primary supply -chain
risk identification for finance -linked enterprises. [s25] Such terms bind through the
financing or commercial agreement rather than as an EU import statute. [s25]

. Voluntary standards and environmental labels: The EU Ecolabel is a voluntary

scheme verified by independent experts for products meeting lifecycle
environmental criteria. [s29] Likewise, the Commission's July 2025 recommenda-
tion on a voluntary sustainability reporting standard for small and medium-sized
enterprises (VSME) offers a non-binding template to ease the burden of
answering large-company or bank requests. [se5] Moreover, Commission guidance
on the Textile Regulation states that textile composition rules do not require CE
marking of ordinary textile products, whereas specialised rules such as personal
protective equipment legislation may apply to protective garments. [s28]

Exhibit 2, p. 19 organises these four routes into a responsibility architecture derived
from the opened institutional sources, separating the duty holder from the supplier
interface. [se2] [s10] [S17] [S25] [S29]
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EXHIBIT 02 / CATEGORICAL LEGAL AND VOLUNTARY ROUTES

A duty reaches a supplier through an identifiable route

Corporate duty
In-scope buyer Chain-of-activities National supervisory
diligence (S02) enquiry enforcement
Product duty
Forced-labour product Fibre-composition Market-entry and
ban (S10) label (S17) customs check
Contract or finance
Lender labour Purchase-order Agreed evidence
standard (S25) specification handover
Voluntary standard
Third-party EU Lifecycle excellence Optional market
Ecolabel (S29) criteria differentiation

SOURCED  [S@2] [S10] [S17] [S25] [S29] Categorical transcription from SO02 (CSDDD corporate duty on very large companies), S10 (Forced Labour
Regulation product prohibition), S17 (Textile Regulation composition labelling), S25 (IFC Performance Standard 2 finance-linked labour standard) and
S29 (voluntary third -party verified EU Ecolabel). Does not constitute legal advice for a specific transaction.

1.4 OPERATING GUIDANCE NEVER REPLACES QUALIFIED LEGAL REVIEW

Reading Exhibit 2, p. 19 prevents two opposite errors. First, an African factory man-
ager must not assume that falling below European corporate turnover and headcount
thresholds exempts exported garments from EU safety, composition, chemical, or
forced-labour product rules. [se2] [s1e] [s16] Second, a buyer should not present its
corporate reporting workbook or a voluntary ecolabel criterion as a direct statutory
duty on a small third -country producer. [s29] [s35] Because Exhibit 2, p. 19 cannot
settle which party acts as the legal manufacturer, importer, or responsible economic
operator in a specific transaction, or how each Member State transposes a directive,
supplier teams should use this guide to organise verifiable production evidence before
instructing qualified legal counsel on a specific route. [s82] [$33] [50101]

iLo 5

The programme is a design reference rather
than a certified factory

To keep its engineering proposals concrete without inventing corporate credentials,
this paper uses GFT's three-part Cameroon textile programme as its internal operat-
ing-design reference. Prepared on 31 January 2024 with source -refresh notes
retained in 2026, the programme comprises an industrial feasibility study, a perform-
ance-management system (PMS) design, and a phased digital strategy. [res] In
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accordance with GFT's confidentiality rules, this paper does not name the client, dis-
close any engagement code, or treat the programme deliverables as public docu-
ments. [Ro6]

In the feasibility study's base case, core manufacturing covers garment cut, make,
trim (CMT), and finishing for domestic and regional markets first, with spinning and
knitting evaluated as optional partnered operations rather than assumed day-one
plant assets. [ras] The programme is an engineering design reference, not an operat-
ing factory, an executed EU export contract, a certified facility, or a field-tested
compliance deployment. [rRes] Where the inherited register records third - party
announcements, such as the SODECOTON and CICAM merger target for 2030 or the
Camtext SA integrated project announced in November 2025, those entries describe
external sector developments reported by press rather than GFT engagements or res-
ults. [ros] [RE9] [R16]

1.6 THE PERFORMANCE-MANAGEMENT SPINE SUPPORTS COMPLIANCE
EVIDENCE

Rather than treating compliance as a detached administrative office, the programme's
PMS organises factory records into six operational families: production, quality,
delivery, cost, people, and sustainability. [res] Every metric specifies a capture point
at the machine or workbench, a role owner, a review cadence, and a corrective-action
path. [rRes] The companion digital strategy pairs that cadence with an offline-aware
architecture where operators record timestamped events locally at the edge before
synchronising with the core data store. [Ro6]

This paper extends that proposed PMS and data spine so an African supplier can
answer European due-diligence, product-safety, chemical, and reporting requests
from the same records that run production. [se3] [s16] [s33] Companion papers cover
the industrial baseline, shop-floor measurement, provenance models, wet processing,
and data governance, while interactive tools such as risk-matrix and kpi-cascade
illustrate indicator and risk propagation conceptually without acting as legal
certification engines. [Re6] [507] [$35]

1.7

The strongest claim is the one the factory can
reconstruct

When a customer, auditor, or authority challenges a product claim or investigates a
supply -chain risk, a summary tick-box on a questionnaire has little evidential weight.
[se7] [s16] What matters is whether the supplier can reconstruct the production reality
from primary records created when the work occurred. [s33] [se162] GFT proposes a
five-element record chain:

 Production event: A timestamped shop-floor occurrence, such as receiving fabric
rolls, mixing a dye bath, completing a cutting marker, logging shift attendance, or
recording a worker grievance intake. [se9] [S16]

» Batch and lot link: The identifier binding input lots (yarn, fabric, chemicals, trims,
labels) and work shifts to a finished garment batch and carton sequence. [s17]
[Se102]
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» Primary evidence file: The inspection sheet, meter reading, payroll reconciliation,
safety data sheet, or laboratory test report, stored with its version, sample
boundary, and analytical method. [se3] [s16]

 Role-based review and sign-off: The documented check by a named operational
role confirming whether the evidence matches the required specification and
period. [s33] [$35]

» External claim or buyer response: The bounded declaration, test extract, or cor-
rective -action notice transmitted externally, carrying explicit scope limits and an
audit trail back to the primary file. [s03] [$33]

Exhibit 3, p. 21 illustrates this five-stage control loop, routing failed checks or miss-
ing records into containment and remediation rather than allowing automatic shipment
release. [s10] [S16] [$33]

EXHIBIT 03 / ILLUSTRATIVE CONTROL SEQUENCE

A production event becomes an answerable claim

Capture shop-floor Link input lot to @ Attach test or @ Verify scope and
event batch shift file period
v
Issue bounded | 4 Hold and remediate
response gap

1. lot ID

2. method and sample
3. role check

4. missing or failed

5. retest or remedy

6. verified pass

ILLUSTRATIVE [S03] [S16] [S33] [S0102] GFT illustrative control design extending the programme PMS architecture and informed by EU product
traceability and safety principles (S33, S0102), REACH article restrictions (S16) and reporting verifiability (S03). Represents a proposed workflow, not
deployed software.

1.8 MISSING EVIDENCE MUST NEVER BE CODED AS ZERO HARM

A recurrent failure mode in factory reporting is the silent conversion of a blank field
into a favourable compliance claim. If an external print shop has not submitted its
chemical inventory, or a sewing line lacks a confidential grievance channel, a poorly
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designed workbook often exports a zero for chemical breaches or labour complaints.
[se7] [se8] [s16] Uploading that workbook converts an unmeasured gap into a false
assertion of zero harm. [se8] [$69]

METHOD

To prevent silent falsification in GFT's proposed evidence architecture, every
requirement field in a batch file or buyer extract must resolve to one of five explicit
states: 1. VERIFIED_PRESENT: Primary evidence exists, matches the batch and period,
and has been checked by the assigned role owner. [s083] [$33] 2. MISSING_UNMEASURED:
The process or input has not been measured or received; the release gate treats this
as an open gap requiring a hold or explicit disclosure. [se7] [s16] 3.
DISPUTED_OR_UNCERTAIN: An indicator or test result is ambiguous and requires
targeted investigation before classification. [ses] [s16] 4. FAILURE_IDENTIFIED: A
breach of a labour safeguard, chemical limit, safety rule, or composition requirement
is confirmed; the batch or process enters containment. [509] [$16] [$33] 5.
REMEDIATED_AND_CHECKED: Corrective action or worker remedy is completed and veri-
fied with the affected person or by repeat testing, while preserving the initial failure
record. [S89] [S33]

This five - state rule aligns with international labour and product-enforcement stand -
ards. The International Labour Organization's revised 2025 forced-labour indicators
and third -edition employer handbook state that operational indicators are signs that
trigger investigation, referral, and risk assessment rather than reasons to conceal
problems. [ses] [se9] Likewise, under the EU Forced Labour Regulation, authorities
move from risk-based initial assessment and preliminary dialogue to formal
investigation, decision, and review, where reconstructable batch and remediation
records are vital. [s1e] Exhibit 3, p. 21 cannot prevent a shop-floor breach by itself,
but it ensures management sees a missing test or open investigation before dispatch.
[s10] [s33]

1.9

Changed EU rules make a dated register
essential

African suppliers are frequently handed outdated summaries of European sustainabil -
ity rules. Relying on frozen descriptions of the original 2022 or 2024 directives mis-
directs engineering budgets toward repealed duties or superseded deadlines. [s61]
[s35] A supplier evidence system must therefore rest on a dated applicability register
recording the exact instrument, amendment status, publication stage, and application
timetable as of the review date. [s82] [s84] [$35]

The adopted Omnibus | simplification package shows why version control is mandat-
ory. On 24 February 2026, the Council of the European Union signed off on the
amending directive simplifying corporate sustainability reporting and due-diligence
requirements. [se1] [s35] According to the European Commission's corporate due-dili-
gence page and the adopted Council-hosted text (PE-CONS 66/2/25 REV 2), the
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Omnibus | acts (Directive (EU) 2025/794 and Directive (EU) 2026/470, published in
the Official Journal on 26 February 2026 and entering into force on 18 March 2026)
materially altered corporate scope and dates: [so1] [s62] [$35]

o Narrowed CSRD reporting thresholds: Mandatory reporting under amended Art-
icles 19a and 29a of Directive 2013/34/EU is limited to undertakings and parent
groups exceeding an average of 1,000 employees and EUR 450 million in net
annual turnover. [se1] [s35] Under amended Article 40a, third-country reporting
applies only where net Union turnover exceeds EUR 450 million for each of the last
two consecutive financial years and an EU subsidiary or branch exceeds EUR 200
million in net turnover. [se1] [s35] Listed SMEs are removed from mandatory scope,
and Member States may exempt "wave one" companies falling outside the new
thresholds from reporting for financial years 2025 and 2026. [se1] [$35]

Narrowed CSDDD due-diligence thresholds: Under amended Article 2 of Direct-
ive (EU) 2024/1760, ordinary EU scope requires more than 5,000 employees on
average and net worldwide turnover above EUR 1.5 billion, while ordinary non-EU
scope requires net Union turnover above EUR 1.5 billion, alongside raised royalty
(above EUR 75 million) and turnover (above EUR 275 million) thresholds for
franchising and licensing routes. [se1] [s82] [$35]

Changed CSDDD obligations and timetable: The amendments remove the CSDDD
climate-transition-plan duty, remove the EU-wide harmonised civil -liability
regime in favour of national liability rules while preserving victims' right to full
compensation, cap maximum pecuniary penalties at 3 percent of net worldwide
turnover, postpone Member State transposition to 26 July 2028, and move applic-
ation for all in-scope companies to 26 July 2029, with Article 16 reporting
applying from financial years starting on or after 1 January 2030. [se1] [s02] [$35]
Commission general due-diligence guidelines and voluntary model clauses are
due by 26 July 2027, with further guidelines by 26 July 2028. [se2] [s35]

1.10 ADOPTION, ENTRY INTO FORCE, AND FUTURE DELEGATED ACTS ARE
DISTINCT STATES

Even after an act is adopted, a register must separate adoption, Official Journal pub-
lication, entry into force, national transposition, and product-level application. [se2]
[se4] On 3 July 2026, the Commission adopted two CSRD delegated regulations: one
simplifying the ESRS and another establishing voluntary reporting standards for
undertakings protected by the value -chain cap. [se3] [se4] However, the Commission's
official register states that both 3 July 2026 acts are "not in force until it is published
in the Official Journal". [se4] A supplier register must therefore mark those July 2026
acts as adopted while keeping their in-force and applicable status conditional on
Official Journal publication. [se4]

Similarly, the Ecodesign for Sustainable Products Regulation (ESPR) is an enabling
framework for product durability, circularity, footprint, and Digital Product Passport
(DPP) rules, and the 2025 to 2030 Working Plan lists textiles as a priority where
verification reliability and cost will be examined. [s12] [s13] Yet the Commission's tex-
tile DPP page states that exact information requirements depend on future delegated
acts and technical specifications, giving Q4 2027 only as planned adoption for the
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textile delegated act and noting that timelines may evolve. [s11] No vendor can certify
a garment factory as "DPP-compliant" in October 2026 against final statutory fields
that do not yet exist. [s11]

WARNING

This chapter's Omnibus | analysis relies on the Council press release of 24 February
2026, the live Commission corporate due-diligence page, and the Council-hosted
adopted text PE-CONS 66/2/25 REV 2. [se1] [$082] [$35] While the Commission
records Official Journal publication of Directive (EU) 2026/470 on 26 February 2026,
the final Official Journal PDF could not be retrieved directly in this session, and
Official Journal publication of the 3 July 2026 CSRD delegated acts was not certified
here. [s62] [se4] [s35] Before relying on any threshold, cap, or exemption in a live con-
tract, the supplier's legal reviewer must verify the final Official Journal text and
Member State implementing law. [s02] [$35]

GFT recommends tagging every register row with one of five status labels: proposat,
guidance, adopted, in-force, or applicabtle, paired with its source date and recheck
trigger. [s62] [se4] [S11]

1.11

A buyer evidence pack should help an operator
make a decision

Rather than compiling static certificates solely for external auditors, GFT proposes a
modular buyer evidence pack drawn from the factory's performance-management
system so each file supports an internal production, safeguarding, or shipment-
release decision. [se7] [s16] [s33] Because different routes and products trigger differ-
ent duties, the pack comprises seven modules, with only the relevant subset disclosed
per order: [se5] [$17] [S33]

1. Route-and-role statement: Records the seller, buyer, brand owner, importer of
record, destination Member States, product category, and candidate customs
code, identifying manufacturer, importer, and responsible - operator roles. [s33]
[S0101] [S0102]

2. Activity -level supplier map: Identifies the sites performing ginning, spinning,
knitting or weaving, wet processing, cutting, sewing, packing, and subcontracting,
treating multi-tier structure as a mapping prompt rather than an allegation of
abuse. [s06] [507]

3. Product specification and composition file: Links the bill of materials to fibre-
composition calculations, permitted Annex | fibre names under the Textile Regula-
tion, destination-language translations, and business-to-business documents.

[817] [s28]

4. Labour -risk prevention and remedy file: Connects recruitment terms, shift
attendance, payroll reconciliation, safety checks, and confidential grievance and
worker-confirmed remedy records, while applying data minimisation so worker
identity documents are not uploaded to buyer portals. [s68] [569] [523] [525]
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5. Chemical control and test evidence file: Links dye and finish recipes to safety
data sheets and batch-referenced laboratory test reports covering applicable
REACH Annex XVII restrictions (including entry 72 CMR substances) and agreed

buyer restricted - substances lists. [s16]

6. Claims and labelling approval log: Records every environmental, origin, or circu-
larity statement on hangtags or packaging, checking whether it rests on a valid
third - party award such as the EU Ecolabel or bounded site measurements. [s281]

[S29]

7. Incident containment and escalation protocol: Defines authority to hold a lot,
notify the importer, protect an affected worker, or report a dangerous product via

the EU Safety Business Gateway where applicable. [s16] [$33] [$34]

Exhibit 4, p. 25 shows an illustrative seven-module index for a hypothetical
Cameroonian garment lot before shipment review, surfacing missing, disputed, and

corrected records so management can act before dispatch. [ses] [s16] [$33]

EXHIBIT 04 / ILLUSTRATIVE EVIDENCE-PACK MODULES

A useful pack states what remains unproved

Pack module

1. Route and role

2. Activity map

3. Fibre composition

4. Labour and remedy

5. Chemical restrictions

6. Product claims

7. Safety and hold gate

ILLUSTRATIVE

Primary PMS record

Importer contract and CN
draft

CMT lines and external
print shop

Cotton lot and label
proof

Shift payroll and agency
check

REACH entry 72 dye batch
test

Draft hangtag wording
review

Needle-detection and
batch ID log

Status code

VERIFIED_PRESENT

DISPUTED_OR_UNCERTAIN

VERIFIED_PRESENT

REMEDIATED_AND_CHECKED

MISSING_UNMEASURED

REMEDIATED_AND_CHECKED

VERIFIED_PRESENT

Operational decision

Confirm importer owns EU
entry

Inspect print-shop
sub-tier log

Approve bilingual care
and fibre tag

Verify fee refund with 2
workers

Hold shipment pending
print test

Remove unverified
eco-badge

Keep lot blocked on
Module 5 gap

[Se7] [S89] [S16] [S17]1 [S33] GFT illustrative specimen evidence index for a hypothetical garment batch. Demonstrates explicit

state coding (present, missing, disputed, corrected). Does not represent a completed audit, an operating GFT plant, or an approved EU shipment.

GREEN FUTURE TECH

1.12 OPERATIONAL BENEFITS MUST BE TESTED IN A PILOT RATHER THAN

ASSUMED

In Exhibit 4, p. 25, the hypothetical lot is held because Module 5 (Chemical
restrictions) shows MISSING_UNMEASURED for an outsourced print paste and Module

2 (Activity map) flags an unverified sub-tier log. [se7] [s16] Meanwhile, Module 4
records that a recruitment-fee discrepancy affecting two workers was refunded and
verified with the workers (REMEDIATED_AND_CHECKED), and Module 6 records removal
of an unverified eco-badge. [s89] [s29] GFT's hypothesis is that this pack reduces
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duplicate request hours, speeds up evidence retrieval, and accelerates corrective
action; these remain hypotheses to test in a bounded pilot rather than claimed savings
or assured export readiness. [s65] [$13] [$33]

GFT NOTE

Supplier leadership should approve an evidence-first operating principle before pur-
suing European export contracts. Assign a named applicability reviewer role to main-
tain the dated legal register and seven-module evidence index. Do not buy a compli-
ance portal or sign a blanket customer warranty until the factory can reconstruct a
single batch from fabric receipt to carton release and distinguish a missing record
from a verified pass. [s03] [$33] [$35]

1.13

A supplier should challenge a request it cannot
explain

Because European corporate and product rules interact across complex value chains,
African suppliers frequently receive questionnaires mixing legitimate safety checks
with disproportionate corporate reporting demands. [se5] [s35]1 GFT recommends test-
ing every incoming buyer request against four operational questions before
committing staff work: [s33] [s35]

1. Who requests the information, and in what legal role? Is the requester an EU
importer of record, an in-scope corporate buyer conducting CSDDD or CSRD
work, a lender, or an intermediary? [se2] [$25] [$33]

2. Under which duty or contract clause is the request made? Does it serve man-
datory product conformity (REACH chemicals, fibre labelling, GPSR traceability, or
the Forced Labour Regulation), an in-depth assessment of likely and severe harm,
corporate ESRS reporting, or voluntary marketing? [s10] [s16] [517] [S35]

3. Which product, site, and period does it cover? Does the buyer need batch-spe-
cific evidence for the garments ordered, or factory - wide annual totals across
unrelated domestic lines? [se3] [s67]

4. What decision will change when the answer arrives? Will the evidence release a
shipment, confirm a worker remedy, calibrate a prevention plan, or merely fill an
optional database column? [se2] [s69] [$33]

1.14 THE OMNIBUS AMENDMENTS ESTABLISH TWO DISTINCT REQUEST
SAFEGUARDS

The operative Omnibus | amending text (PE-CONS 66/2/25 REV 2) establishes two
distinct statutory protections for smaller value-chain partners that suppliers must
keep separate: [s35]

o The CSRD value -chain reporting cap (amended Accounting Directive Articles
19a(3) and 29a(3)): A "protected undertaking" is an undertaking in a reporting
undertaking's value chain not exceeding an average of 1,000 employees in the
preceding financial year. [s35] Reporting undertakings may rely on a self-declara-
tion from the supplier unless manifestly incorrect. [s35] For requests made for sus-
tainability reporting under the directive, protected undertakings have a statutory
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right to decline information exceeding the voluntary reporting standards (to be
adopted under Article 29ca based on the July 2025 VSME Recommendation (EU)
2025/1710), and contrary contractual clauses are not binding. [se4] [s85] [$35]
Crucially, this cap does not affect requests made for other purposes, including
Union due-diligence requirements. [s35]

The CSDDD necessary -information safeguard (amended Directive (EU)
2024/1760 Article 8(2) and 8(2a)): During initial due-diligence scoping to
identify general areas of likely and severe adverse impacts, in-scope companies
must rely solely on reasonably available information, precluding partner requests
as a general rule. [s35] During subsequent in-depth assessments of likely and
severe risk areas, companies may request partner information only where neces-
sary, and for partners with fewer than 5,000 employees, only when the information
cannot reasonably be obtained by other means. [s82] [$35]

Neither corporate safeguard excuses withholding REACH chemical reports, Textile
Regulation composition data, GPSR safety traceability, or targeted evidence address-
ing a forced -labour or workplace - safety risk. [s10] [s16] [$17] [$33] [S35]
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WORKED EXAMPLE: TRIAGING A PRE-ORDER BUYER QUESTIONNAIRE

Consider a fictional garment maker in Douala, Cameroon, running a cut-make-trim
and finishing plant with 320 employees, below both the 1,000-employee CSRD pro-
tected-undertaking threshold and the 5,000-employee CSDDD partner safeguard
threshold. [s35] This continuing illustrative case represents no named client or GFT
facility.

Before placing an illustrative trial order for 5,000 woven 100 percent cotton work
shirts through an EU importer, the buyer sends a 120 -question spreadsheet due in
10 working days. The applicability reviewer sorts the 120 illustrative questions into
four buckets:

« Bucket A (Current product and safety duties): 25 questions on fibre composition
(S17), REACH entry 72 dye and finish restrictions (S16), and GPSR batch trace-
ability (S33, S0102). [s16] [S17] [$33] [50102]

« Bucket B (Targeted labour and process risk inquiry): 20 questions on recruit-
ment terms, wage reconciliation, and wet-processing subcontractors, aligned
with ILO forced-labour indicators (S08, S09) and OECD garment risks (S07). [se7]

[se8] [s09]

« Bucket C (Excessive corporate ESRS reporting datapoints): 55 questions seek -
ing granular Scope 3 and governance disclosures beyond the VSME standard
(S05, S35) solely for the buyer's CSRD statement (S03). [s03] [S85] [S35]

« Bucket D (Unsettled future or unapplicable rules): 20 questions demanding
immediate certification against final textile DPP fields (which S11 states await a
Q4 2027 delegated act) and a CE declaration for an ordinary cotton shirt (which
S28 states the Textile Regulation does not require). [s11] [$28]

Assuming an illustrative ad hoc effort of 1.5 staff hours per question without triage,
answering all 120 items requires 120 multiplied by 1.5 equals 180.0 staff hours.
Under GFT's illustrative triage protocol, the 45 Bucket A and B questions are
answered from reusable PMS files at 0.8 hours each (36.0 hours), the 55 Bucket C
questions receive a bounded VSME extract requiring 8.0 hours, and the 20 Bucket D
questions receive a 4.0-hour scope rebuttal citing S11 and S28. [se5] [S11] [S28]
[s35] Total illustrative work drops from 180.0 hours to 36.0 plus 8.0 plus 4.0 equals
48.0 hours, saving 132.0 hours (73.3 percent). At an illustrative rate of EUR 20 per
hour (about 13,119 XAF per hour at 655.957 XAF per EUR in R32), illustrative
enquiry cost falls from EUR 3,600 (2,361,445 XAF) to EUR 960 (629,719 XAF), or
EUR 0.528 per shirt across the 5,000 - shirt illustrative order. [R32]

Exhibit 5, p. 29 plots the four questionnaire buckets from the illustrative Douala gar -
ment case across factory operational controllability and decision urgency for product
release or worker protection. [s11] [$16] [$33] [$35]
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EXHIBIT 05 / ILLUSTRATIVE INDEX (0 TO 10)

Triage separates urgent product and labour checks from reporting inflation

Shipment or harm urgency (O to 10)
10

Investigate with buyer Verify fromBI'5J tn%ﬁli(’:rﬁgu%c;and @ and
® process
Rebut or watch-list Bound via VSME extract
Bucket C: Extra ESRS
Bucket D: Future DPP © fields
® or CE
0
0 10

Factory controllability (O to 10)

ILLUSTRATIVE [S05] [S09] [S11] [S16] [S17] [S28] [S33] [S35] GFT illustrative triage matrix for the fictional Douala garment questionnaire
case. Coordinates (0 to 10 scale) are illustrative management judgements showing how product/safety duties (Bucket A) and labour-risk checks (Bucket
B) take priority over excessive ESRS asks (Bucket C) and undecided future DPP or unapplicable CE demands (Bucket D).

As Exhibit 5, p. 29 shows, separating the four buckets turns a 120 -item illustrative
checklist into a disciplined sequence. The Douala plant focuses its 36.0 illustrative
hours on Bucket A (Product and safety) and Bucket B (Labour and process), while
bounding Bucket C with a VSME extract and recording a reasoned scope exclusion for
Bucket D with watch-list triggers for Q4 2027 textile ecodesign rules. [se5] [s89] [S11]
[s16] [S28] [833] [$35]

1.15 THE CONTINUING CASE HANDS UNRESOLVED SCOPE QUESTIONS TO THE
NEXT CHAPTER

At the close of this initial triage, the fictional Douala supplier has not yet shipped a
shirt or declared itself compliant. It has identified what its shop floor can reconstruct,
flagged an open print-shop chemical test, and separated product duties from
reporting inflation. [s16] [s35] Before pricing the 5,000 -shirt illustrative order or signing
the contract, it must verify how the exact sales route and customs classification alter
each party's legal role, which the next chapter examines directly. [s33] [s35]

A factory proves its compliance by reconstructing the
batch, not by signing the questionnaire.
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The sales route and product
code decide which rules

apply

A destination label cannot replace an analysis of the entity, economic-
operator role and exact product.
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n African supplier should settle the product, sales route, responsible entity

and relevant date before accepting a compliance checklist. Corporate

reporting, corporate due diligence and product requirements reach different
parties through different tests. A customer can need information without making its

CHAPTER 02
DECISION TEST

A destination label cannot
replace an analysis of the
entity, economic - operator supplier the reporting undertaking. GFT therefore recommends a dated scope

782 06 G Pra ek decision for each proposed route, supported by a product file and a record of unre-
solved questions. This chapter provides that decision method, not legal, tax or invest-
ment advice. The corporate distinctions follow the adopted amending text; product
responsibility requires a separate assessment. [s35] [$33]

2.1

Selling through an importer differs from selling
directly

EU product-safety guidance covers products sold through both physical and online
channels. Buying from an African factory does not remove the safety question, and
selling online does not remove it either. The Council describes the general product-
safety framework as applying to non-food products sold offline or online, subject to
the framework's scope. An exporter should therefore begin with the actual transaction
rather than assume that a website, distributor or logistics provider has absorbed every
responsibility. [s33] [534]

GFT proposes a route worksheet that names the contracting seller, contracting buyer,
brand owner, consignee, intended user and destination market. Alongside each party,
record its legal entity and place of establishment. Then identify separately who manu-
factures, who introduces the product into the relevant market, who distributes it and
who performs the required responsible -economic-operator functions. Treat these as
questions under the applicable instrument. A commercial description such as agent,
partner or fulfilment centre is insufficient for the proposed worksheet because it does
not explain what the party actually does.

For an illustrative importer sale, a Cameroon garment maker sells a buyer-branded
shirt to an established EU business. The preliminary file identifies a candidate importer
and asks whether the brand arrangement changes the legal manufacturer determina-
tion. The production site remains identified even if another entity holds a regulatory
role. The file should not simply copy the factory name into every manufacturer field.
Nor should it treat a delivery -term abbreviation or the party paying freight as a com-
plete legal opinion. These are proposed checks, with the final role allocation subject to
qualified review.

For an illustrative own-brand distribution route, the same maker markets its own shirt
through an EU distributor. The reviewer must establish whether that distributor also
imports, or whether a separate party introduces the product. Physical receipt alone
does not provide a sufficient basis for GFT's proposed scope decision. The file should
identify the relevant contracts, purchase flow, brand presentation and import
arrangements. It should record a distributor's claimed role as an assertion awaiting
support until the reviewer has reconciled it with those facts.
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For an illustrative direct online route, the maker accepts consumer orders from its own
shop. GFT would require a separate review of market targeting, product information,
safety contact arrangements and the party able to answer authorities. The UK
product-safety authority's guidance, expressly written for Northern Ireland, also
explains the EU responsible -economic-operator requirement and possible operator
arrangements. It is useful corroborating guidance, rather than a determination of this
hypothetical Cameroon-to-EU route. The responsible operator is a defined
compliance function, not merely a postal address. [50201]

Exhibit 6, p. 33 compares the questions that change when the route changes. It
deliberately uses an architecture of review responsibilities instead of an unsourced
numerical compliance score. Each layer is an illustrative transaction, and none
represents an approved GFT sales channel.

EXHIBIT 06 / ILLUSTRATIVE ROUTE-REVIEW QUESTIONS

Each sales route needs its own role determination

Importer sale

Verify importer Review buyer brand Locate safety contact

Own-brand

distribution Assign evidence

Check who imports Review maker role
access

Direct online sale
Confirm market

targeting Verify operator Review listing duties

ILLUSTRATIVE [S33] [S34] [S0201] GFT illustrative worksheet, informed by official product-safety guidance. These are questions to resolve, not
statutory role assignments or approved transaction structures.

The practical difference is control over the missing answer. Under the illustrative
importer route, the maker can seek a documented allocation from its business buyer.
Under the direct route, it must organise the missing functions before treating the route
as usable. GFT's proposed release review would ask the same question in either case:
can the named party retrieve the product file and act on a safety concern? Contrac-
tual willingness, verified capability and legal responsibility should be recorded separ-
ately.

Do not use the word producer as a universal substitute for manufacturer. GFT recom-
mends a separate field for waste or packaging producer status, with the destination
scheme and responsible party left conditional until reviewed. That keeps an unre -
solved circularity question visible without pretending this chapter has completed
national scheme analysis. The operational owner should request that determination
when selecting the destination, rather than let a generic supplier registration form
make it accidentally.
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2.2

Corporate thresholds must be tested by the
correct entity route

The adopted Council-hosted text gives the ordinary EU CSDDD route as more than
5,000 employees on average and net worldwide turnover above EUR 1.5 billion. Its
non-EU ordinary route instead uses net turnover in the Union above EUR 1.5 billion in
the financial year preceding the last financial year. The distinction is material: the
employee condition from the EU route must not be mechanically attached to the non-
EU route. Use the precise legal wording rather than rounded summaries. [s35]

The Commission confirms that the amended framework concerns very large compan -
ies and also identifies consolidated group and franchising or licensing routes. Those
routes require their own assessment. A factory-level headcount and an export invoice
are insufficient inputs for a group determination. An ultimate parent, subsidiaries and
an independent production company must not be collapsed into a single undefined
organisation simply because they share branding or management contacts. [se2]

GFT proposes that the applicability reviewer start with an entity diagram signed off by
the finance owner. For each legal person, identify the source of formation, ownership
relationship, relevant financial statements and turnover geography. Where a group
route could matter, retain the consolidation boundary. Where a franchising or licens-
ing arrangement could matter, retain the agreement and royalty evidence. The pur-
pose is to give the legal reviewer usable facts, rather than to ask an operations
manager to infer corporate scope from a sales presentation.

The proposed calculation sheet should also keep the relevant financial periods visible.
A current sales run rate cannot silently replace the statutory financial-year measure.
The same applies to the consecutive-year entry and exit conditions that the full
amended instrument may require the reviewer to apply. This chapter does not certify
those conditions from the amending text alone. GFT would leave the conclusion unre-
solved until the reviewer has checked the underlying directive together with its
amendments and national implementation, where relevant.

An illustrative screening case makes the denominator problem clear. Assume a non-
EU company has worldwide net turnover of EUR 1.8 billion, including EUR 120 million
in the Union. Assume no parent-group or special agreement route is established. The
first amount does not by itself satisfy the ordinary non-EU Union-turnover test. The
correct next action is to verify the geographic allocation and assess the other routes,
not to conclude either that the company is covered because worldwide revenue is
large or that it is permanently exempt. The assumed figures are purely illustrative. [s35]

A supplier outside the direct corporate scope may still be part of an in-scope buyer's
chain of activities. The Commission expressly distinguishes smaller partners that can
be indirectly affected from the very large companies with the corporate duty. GFT
recommends recording these situations in separate fields: direct duty assessment and
buyer evidence interface. Keeping both fields prevents a false choice between
answering every corporate questionnaire as the reporting company and refusing
every request because the factory is smaller. [se2]
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The management decision is consequently narrower than a general compliance
declaration. GFT would ask leadership to approve the assessment boundary and the
person accountable for refreshing it. Leadership should not approve a universal
exemption on incomplete turnover information. If the buyer cannot explain whether a
request serves its corporate process, product release or a contractual preference, the
supplier should seek that explanation while preserving any urgent investigation of
harm. Detailed due-diligence procedure belongs to the next chapter.

2.3

Reporting scope should not be inferred from an
export invoice

The amended ordinary EU CSRD test combines more than 1,000 employees on aver-
age with net turnover exceeding EUR 450 million. Consolidated reporting is assessed
at the relevant group boundary. The third-country reporting route has a different con-
struction: the text includes a subsidiary or branch gateway exceeding EUR 200 million
and a third-country Union-turnover condition exceeding EUR 450 million for each of
the last two consecutive financial years. The branch gateway is conditional on the
subsidiary arrangements in the provision. None is a universal exporter threshold. [s35]

Exhibit 7, p. 35 preserves the denominators and separates the ordinary routes from
the third-country gateway. It is a screening transcription of the adopted text, not an
exhaustive legal scope engine. Its shortened rows must be read with the group, timing
and special-route qualifications in the surrounding discussion. [s35]

EXHIBIT 07 / EMPLOYEES AND EUR NET TURNOVER

The amended corporate tests use different denominators

Route Employees Turnover boundary

CSDDD: EU ordinary >5,000 average >EUR 1.5bn worldwide

CSDDD: non-EU ordinary No test in this limb >EUR 1.5bn in Union

CSRD: EU ordinary >1,000 average >EUR 450m net

CSRD: third-country Different route >EUR 450m Union; >EUR 200m
gateway

SOURCED  [S35] Adopted Council text dated 24 February 2026. Ordinary tests only. Strictly above each stated threshold; group, financial - period,
special-route, transition and national-implementation conditions require separate review. Third-country reporting gateway is not a standalone exporter
test.

GFT's proposed response register distinguishes the entity that prepares a sustainabil -
ity statement from the factory that supplies an input. A buyer can ask for product or
process evidence for use in its reporting; that request does not establish a publication
duty on the respondent. The adopted text contains reporting value -chain protections,
while the Council's explanation describes the policy of limiting disproportionate
requests. Their scope must be assessed against the request's purpose and relevant
implementation, rather than invoked as a general refusal of safety information. [s35]
[se1]
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An illustrative order file should therefore carry the name of the requesting undertak -
ing, the stated purpose, the required reporting period and the product or activity
covered. GFT would have the commercial owner distinguish a request about the whole
factory from one about the supplied batch. If the buyer needs annual energy data
while the available record concerns an individual production run, the supplier should
explain the mismatch. It should not convert the batch observation into a corporate
annual total just to fill a portal field.

A proposed answer can be useful without overstating its status: identify the informa-
tion supplied, its period, boundary and method, and the evidence that remains miss-
ing. Record whether the buyer has acknowledged those limitations. A submitted
spreadsheet is not evidence that its recipient accepted the answer, and an accepted
answer is not evidence that the factory meets every legal requirement. GFT recom-
mends keeping response status separate from the scope conclusion so a successful
upload cannot overwrite an unresolved applicability question.

This separation also provides a sensible procurement control. Before commissioning a
reporting package, GFT would require the sponsor to specify which entity needs
which output, under which obligation or agreement. A shared evidence library may
support several customer responses, but the required publication, assurance or
review work should follow the applicable route. The chapter makes no savings estim-
ate from this approach. The proposal is to avoid buying an undefined corporate
deliverable when the immediate need is a bounded supplier answer.

2.4

Product classification separates apparel from
specialised equipment

Textile fibre labelling does not itself require CE marking. The Commission's textile
guidance explains that other legislation can require it for particular products, including
personal protective equipment. The same guidance treats footwear materials through
a separate labelling framework. A fabric description therefore cannot determine every
product requirement. Intended use and the legal product category need to be
reviewed alongside composition. [s28]

Consider an illustrative file containing an ordinary cotton shirt, a garment marketed for
protection at work and a pair of shoes. For the shirt, GFT would retain fibre specifica-
tions, construction, intended users, trims and proposed label artwork. For protective
clothing, it would also retain the claimed protective function and the conditions of use
for specialist assessment. For shoes, it would request the component description and
the relevant materials -labelling review. These are proposed file contents, not binding
tariff classifications or complete conformity routes.

The product owner should not allow the phrase workwear to settle the protective-
equipment question. In the illustrative workflow, the reviewer compares the design
specification, customer promise, packaging and online claims. If the maker describes
a garment as protective in one place and ordinary clothing in another, the inconsist-
ency becomes a scope issue requiring resolution before release. A declaration that
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the fabric is unchanged cannot answer whether the product's claimed function has
changed. GFT recommends version control over both the physical specification and
the sales wording.

Customs classification and product-law scope should then be assessed together
without treating them as interchangeable. GFT's proposed file records the candidate
CN code, the code edition, the factual description used by the classifier and the
review conclusion. It also records the separate product-law assessment. This chapter
assigns no binding code to the fictional products. The point is to commission the clas-
sification question using the complete description, rather than copy a code from an
apparently similar listing whose use, construction or materials may differ.

The current textile guidance requires fibre-composition information for products in
scope and explains that accompanying commercial documents may replace or sup-
plement labels in certain business-to-business supplies. That distinction should not
be expanded into a conclusion that consumer labelling can be omitted merely
because a factory's immediate customer is an importer. The intended stage of supply
and applicable exceptions must be checked. GFT recommends preserving the agreed
information handover and identifying who produces the final consumer-facing label.
[s171]

For an illustrative change from the ordinary shirt to a protective variant, the production
team should issue a change record before quoting a compliance cost. The record
should state the new promise, the changed design, the intended customer and the
unresolved specialist review. The commercial team can then obtain a testing and con-
formity proposal against that defined variant. It should avoid presenting a generic
laboratory result as approval for the new use. A test can only answer the question and
sample boundary it actually covers.

The resulting gate is deliberately practical. GFT would not release a route merely
because every document slot contains a file. It would ask whether the product
description, classification assessment, applicable requirement and evidence refer to
the same version. A correct report for a superseded trim or a different claimed use
does not close the proposed review. Detailed chemical testing, safety documentation
and labelling methods are addressed elsewhere in this paper; this chapter establishes
the boundary those methods must use.

2585

Cotton is not automatically covered by every
environmental border rule

As opened for this chapter, the Commission's CBAM page lists selected goods in
cement, iron and steel, aluminium, fertilisers, electricity and hydrogen. GFT infers from
that positive sector list that an ordinary cotton shirt should not be assigned CBAM
treatment merely because a buyer requests carbon information. This remains an
inference requiring confirmation against the current covered product codes. An
information request and a border mechanism are different scope questions. [s22]
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The Commission describes deforestation concerns around cattle, wood, cocoa, soy,
palm oil, coffee and rubber and derived products. Cotton is absent from that listed
commodity set. GFT therefore treats a cotton-only apparel exclusion as a preliminary
inference, not a blanket exemption for every mixed product or consignment. An Annex
product assessment is still required where relevant materials or separately supplied
goods raise a possible covered-product question. [s21]

Exhibit 8, p. 38 shows the reasoning that a reviewer should preserve. It uses cat-
egorical text because a numerical risk matrix would imply a measured probability that
these sources do not supply. The exhibit cannot establish the final legal treatment of
an actual shipment. [s21] [s22]

EXHIBIT 08 / PRELIMINARY SCOPE INFERENCES

An ordinary cotton shirt needs a reasoned border-rule screen

Question Preliminary answer Required check

Cotton shirt: CBAM Outside listed sectors Current covered codes
Cotton shirt: EUDR Cotton not listed Current Annex products
Leather trim No automatic conclusion Material and product scope
Wood packaging No automatic conclusion Use and applicable exclusions

DERIVED [S21] [S22] GFT derived categorical screen: compare the assumed cotton-only ordinary shirt against the Commission commodity and
sector lists. Cotton is absent from the EUDR commodity list; apparel is absent from the CBAM sector list. These comparisons are inferences, not verified
code-level exclusions. Mixed goods and packaging need separate review.

In an illustrative mixed-material case, a designer adds a leather patch to the shirt and
proposes a wooden presentation box. GFT would reopen the product file rather than
declare the whole shirt covered or unaffected. The reviewer should establish the
material, the nature of the supplied article and whether packaging is supplied in its
own right or used to carry another product. The current Annex wording and any relev -
ant packaging exclusions must be examined before deciding. This lane has not
certified that transaction - specific Annex analysis.

The proposed operational response is to put the question where it belongs. A bill-of -
materials change should notify the scope reviewer; a new separately sold accessory
should get its own product assessment. The purchasing team should preserve sup-
plier specifications sufficient to answer those questions. It should not demand unre-
lated plantation records from every cotton supplier merely because a questionnaire
contains a forest section. Conversely, it should not delete that section without docu-
menting why its materials and supplied products fall outside the relevant scope.

Carbon information can still have a legitimate commercial purpose in the illustrative
shirt case even if the border-rule screen is negative. GFT would ask whether the
buyer needs an emissions inventory input, a product footprint or support for a mar-
keting statement, and would define the method accordingly. This proposal makes no
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claim that a particular buyer is entitled to every requested field. It prevents a mistaken
CBAM label from determining a calculation boundary that should instead follow the
actual information purpose.

The final scope entry should state both the legal conclusion and its limits. A prelimin-
ary CBAM exclusion does not establish acceptable chemical content, safe
construction or accurate textile labelling. A forest-rule exclusion does not establish
the absence of environmental harm. GFT recommends a requirement-by -requirement
decision, with each item retaining its own evidence and unresolved conditions. The
source lists answer a bounded applicability question; they do not supply a universal
sustainability verdict.

2.6

A directive date is not the same as a supplier
delivery deadline

The Commission distinguishes adoption, publication and entry into force for the
Omnibus amendments. It reports publication of Directive (EU) 2026/470 on 26 Feb-
ruary 2026 and entry into force on 18 March 2026. It also describes national CSDDD
transposition by 26 July 2028 and application from 26 July 2029, with the reporting
measures applying to financial years starting on or after 1 January 2030. These are
different legal events, not interchangeable shipment dates. [s02]

A separate Commission page illustrates the same distinction for consumer-law
changes: adoption on 28 February 2024, transposition by 27 March 2026 and applic -
ation from 27 September 2026. GFT recommends retaining the relevant stage in each
applicability entry. An enacted instrument can exist before a particular duty applies,
while a live product duty may already matter even though another sustainability
framework remains in preparation. [s18]

The proposed order calendar should keep a contractual evidence deadline beside, but
separate from, the relevant legal event. An illustrative buyer may request a product file
before shipment so that it can review the order. That commercial date does not
change a directive's application date. Equally, a future corporate application date is
insufficient reason to ignore current product requirements or an agreed contractual
delivery. The reviewer should identify what the request serves and whether the
promised response is feasible.

For a future textile passport, the Commission states that exact information require -
ments will be set through relevant delegated acts and technical specifications. Its
published timetable describes planned adoption of the textile act in Q4 2027, followed
by further implementation work. GFT would record that as a planning dependency, not
as a universal apparel compliance deadline. Procurement of a data system should
preserve that distinction instead of presenting an anticipated field list as final law. [s11]

A proposed review record should also distinguish evidence freshness from legal
status. The date a web page was accessed does not become the date legislation was
adopted. For inherited sources that use an access date in the date field, the source
register retains that basis explicitly. For the adopted Council text, the manuscript
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should disclose that the final Official Journal text was not retrieved in this lane. The
Commission's confirmation of publication is useful corroboration; it does not replace
reconciliation with the operative text before publication. [se2] [$35]

GFT has not completed a survey of Member State implementation here. A destination -
specific review remains necessary before treating a particular national obligation as
settled. The same boundary applies to Cameroon law and regional sales routes, which
this chapter does not certify. In an illustrative expansion plan, EU sales should receive
their own conditional scope approval rather than retrospectively change every
requirement in a domestic or regional operating plan. Tariff preferences and rules of
origin belong to the paper on trade routes.

The management consequence is to approve readiness work against named depend -
encies. GFT would ask what must be ready for the next proposed order, what
depends on a future act and what requires national legal review. A budget that com-
bines these without explanation is hard to assess. A dated register allows the sponsor
to fund reusable evidence capture now while retaining a decision point for specialised
work whose final legal specification remains unresolved.

2.7

An exclusion should carry its reasoning and its
expiry trigger

GFT proposes applicability states of supported, excluded, conditional and unresolved.
Supported means that the reviewed facts and authority support applying the identified
requirement; it does not mean conformity has been achieved. Excluded means that a
reasoned assessment places the defined facts outside that requirement. Conditional
means that an identified event or fact controls the answer. Unresolved means that the
reviewer lacks the evidence or authority to decide. None should be represented by an
empty cell.

Each proposed register entry should include the product version, legal entity, route,
destination, requirement, authority, source date, review date and reviewer role. Record
the controlling condition in plain language and the evidence location. An exclusion
also needs a reopening trigger and a next review point. A change in product use,
material, destination, group structure or relevant law should notify the owner. These
are GFT control recommendations, not a claim that the proposed register itself meets
every legal recordkeeping duty.

Exhibit 9, p. 41 shows the proposed review sequence. Unresolved cases return for
evidence or qualified interpretation, while changed facts reopen the decision. The
flow does not let a completed checklist bypass the scope review.
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EXHIBIT 09 / ILLUSTRATIVE REVIEW SEQUENCE

A scope decision stays usable only while its facts stay valid

Fix product and

Check role and Record scope > Reopen on changed
route authority decision facts

ILLUSTRATIVE [S11] [S35] GFT proposed control design. A future product act or a change in entity, product, route or destination reopens the
assessment. This is not a legal approval workflow or implemented software.

WORKED EXAMPLE: CHANGING THE ROUTE CHANGES THE REVIEW WORK

An illustrative garment order contains 800 identical ordinary shirts. Assume the
importer route needs 4 hours of initial scope review and 1 hour to maintain the agreed
file. Its assumed total is 5 hours. Assume direct online own-brand sales need 4 hours
for the same product review, 3 hours to examine operator arrangements and 2 hours
to review the online information and escalation route. Its assumed total is 9 hours.
The difference is 4 hours, calculated as 9 minus 5. These are invented task budgets
for demonstrating allocation, not observed GFT labour times or legal minimums.

At an illustrative internal costing assumption of EUR 30 per hour, the review budgets
become EUR 150 and EUR 270 respectively. The assumed incremental cost is EUR
120, or EUR 0.15 per shirt across the assumed order. No exchange rate, laboratory
fee, external legal fee, operator service charge or margin is included. The calculation
cannot establish the cheaper commercial route: it only identifies the additional review
work assumed in this constructed case.

The illustrative decision remains conditional under either route. The importer option
needs a verified role allocation and evidence handover. The direct option needs those
functions organised without relying on an importer that has not been identified.
Neither option passes merely because its review budget has been spent. If the gar-
ment gains a protective claim, both budgets must be reopened because the product
question has changed.

Exhibit 10, p. 42 makes the illustrative workload difference visible. Its arithmetic
follows the assumed tasks in the case, with no claim that route choice causes a
measured burden increase.
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EXHIBIT 10 / ILLUSTRATIVE I

NTERNAL REVIEW HOURS

The illustrative direct route adds unresolved review tasks
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dgets only. Importer route: 4 hours scope review plus 1 hour file maintenance = 5 hours. Direct route: 4 hours

product review plus 3 hours operator review plus 2 hours listing and escalation review = 9 hours. Difference = 4 hours. No external fees or legal minimum

effort implied.

GREEN FUTURE TECH

GFT NOTE

Approve a specific product and route for review before buying a generic compliance
package. Give a named function responsibility for the scope register, require finance
to verify entity facts, and require the product owner to notify material or use changes.
Keep missing evidence visible. Release the proposed sales route only after the
required determinations have been documented and the responsible parties can
perform their assigned functions.

GFT also recommends a short challenge record for a disputed scope result. Preserve
the question raised, the alternative interpretation, the missing factual input and the
decision owner. If a buyer and supplier disagree about a role, the commercial team
should not resolve that disagreement by silently changing a portal answer. The pro-
posed record should show what remains contested and whether release depends on
its resolution. This protects the distinction between a negotiated commercial
accommodation and a reviewed legal conclusion.

Before reusing an earlier assessment, the proposed reviewer should compare the
incoming order with the approved factual file. Confirm that the seller, brand presenta-
tion, destination, material specification and intended use still match. If they differ,
record the difference and determine which conclusions need fresh review. A copied
decision should retain the original source boundary; copying its wording into a new
order does not extend the evidence. The purpose is practical continuity: reuse what
the previous review established, while sending genuinely changed facts back through
the decision process.

The chapter's decision is therefore concrete: select the intended transaction, prepare
its factual file and commission the unresolved determinations against that file. GFT's
proposed approach does not promise a compliant shipment from a checklist. It makes
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the next reviewer able to see what was decided, what supported it and what would
invalidate it. Production can then generate evidence against an intelligible requirement
rather than an unexplained label.

A scope decision is useful only while its facts remain
lrue.
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uyer due diligence becomes useful when information changes a production

decision and the result is checked with those exposed to harm. GFT recom-

mends a shared engagement plan that identifies activities, investigates
credible risks, assigns preventive action and tests whether remedy has worked. The

CHAPTER 03
DECISION TEST

Suppliers need to
understand the buyer
process while retaining buyer retains its own corporate judgement. The supplier remains accountable for its

fESPO”Sib”“V forthed“s"s own conduct. The process proposed here is an operating design, informed by OECD

they can prevent an . . . . q

T guidance, rather than a finding that a particular African factory meets EU require -
ments. [s06] [$31]

5.1

The amended CSDDD preserves a corporate
process duty

The amended Corporate Sustainability Due Diligence Directive, or CSDDD, retains a
process for identifying and addressing adverse human-rights and environmental
impacts. Its reach concerns the covered company's operations, subsidiaries and
business partners where related to its chain of activities. The adopted amendment
changes how that process is scoped and assessed. It does not turn the exercise into
the collection of identical declarations from every supplier. The corporate duty holder
and applicable legal perimeter must first be established through the route analysis
developed elsewhere in this paper. [s35]

The adopted text provides for national transposition by 26 July 2028 and application
from 26 July 2029. Measures implementing Article 16 reporting apply separately to
financial years starting on or after 1 January 2030. These are distinct dates in the
amended corporate framework. They are not universal delivery deadlines for African
factories, and they do not postpone other applicable labour, environmental, product or
contractual obligations. [s35]

This chapter uses the Council-hosted adopted text dated 24 February 2026. The final
Official Journal version could not be read through the available retrieval routes in this
session. National implementing measures have not been surveyed. Before relying on
an enforceable duty or asserting a statutory refusal right, the transaction reviewer
must reconcile the adopted text with the published act and relevant national law. This
chapter is operating-design research, not legal, tax or investment advice. [s35]

GFT's proposed control sequence translates the corporate process into decisions that
a supplier can answer. Start with the reason for concern, identify what is already
known, investigate the missing facts and decide who can change the relevant activity.
Record immediate protection separately from the longer prevention plan. If an impact
has occurred, assess the appropriate remedy rather than treating future prevention as
compensation for past harm. OECD guidance distinguishes preventing impacts from
providing or cooperating in remediation where appropriate. [s8302]

In the illustrative workflow in Exhibit 11, p. 46, the review step can return the case to
investigation. A buyer may discover that the wrong site was assessed, or that a cor-
rective measure transferred work elsewhere. The sequence therefore preserves an
unresolved state. It also separates communicating progress from demonstrating suc-
cess. A report can accurately disclose continuing work without suggesting that a
signed form proves that the underlying harm has ended.

GREEN FUTURE TECH RESEARCH EDITION / 2026-10-30 45



GFT /| RESEARCH Buyer due diligence requires action on harm across the chain

EXHIBIT 11 / PROPOSED DECISION SEQUENCE

Due diligence links investigation to action and rechecking

Scope activities > Investigate harm v Protect and act > Assess remedy

©

Report limits < Check outcomes

6. Unresolved

ILLUSTRATIVE [SB301] [S8302] [S35] lllustrative GFT operating design informed by OECD guidance and the adopted amendment. Nodes do not
reproduce every statutory duty. Return to investigation when evidence or effectiveness is unresolved.

For implementation, GFT proposes an engagement record accepted by both commer-
cial and operational owners. It should identify the buyer duty being served, the sup-
plier activities concerned, the evidence sought, the decision maker and the next
review trigger. Acceptance of that record would mean agreement on how to work. It
would not constitute regulatory approval, assurance or proof that all relevant harms
have been identified. That distinction should remain visible in the buyer response.

A supplier can also use the sequence before any customer falls within the amended
framework. In that setting it is a voluntary management method, unless another duty
or contract requires it. The practical question remains the same: what credible
concern changes today's production plan? A future corporate application date sup-
plies neither a reason to ignore an immediate hazard nor a basis for claiming that all
buyers currently owe the same statutory process.

3.2

Risk mapping must identify activities rather
than just legal names

The OECD describes garment and footwear production as fragmented and multi-
tiered, including formal and informal work. A direct vendor list consequently provides
a starting point rather than a complete account of where production occurs. Its sector
analysis supports looking beyond the invoicing entity; it does not establish abuse at
any named Cameroon business. A map should distinguish the general risk associated
with an activity from evidence about the people and sites actually performing it. [se7]

GREEN FUTURE TECH  RESEARCH EDITION / 2026-106-30 46



GFT /| RESEARCH Buyer due diligence requires action on harm across the chain

GFT proposes recording the activity, site identifier, contracting relationship, material
movement, workforce interface and evidence owner separately. Cotton sourcing and
ginning belong upstream of fabric conversion. Wet processing, cutting, sewing and
finishing may occur under different arrangements. Logistics can connect activities
without changing ownership of the material. The illustrative map in Exhibit 12, p. 47
organises investigation boundaries rather than asserting that a particular order uses
every operation shown.

EXHIBIT 12 / ILLUSTRATIVE ACTIVITY AND EVIDENCE BOUNDARIES

The investigation follows activities and affected people

Material origin

Cotton sourcing Ginning Fabric conversion
Processing

Wet processing Cutting and sewing Finishing
Work arrangements

Direct workforce Labour provider Subcontracted work
Evidence links

Site and batch Affected people Owner and gaps

ILLUSTRATIVE [SB7] lllustrative supplier-map design. Each activity requires its own site, affected people, evidence owner and unknowns. No named
supplier, verified route or observed incident is represented.

In GFT's proposed method, a fabric invoice would establish a commercial movement,
subject to its authenticity and scope. It would not establish which dyehouse per-
formed the operation. The investigator should connect the specification, dispatch and
receipt records to the processing route, then ask about activities that remain unac-
counted for. A trading name should not be silently treated as a production address.
Equally, a missing processing address should remain an information gap until further
enquiry establishes what happened.

The map should also show why the buyer needs each additional field. For example, an
illustrative enquiry into chemical exposure might require the process used, the work
area and the period concerned. It need not begin with a copy of every worker's iden -
tity document. GFT recommends providing the minimum information adequate for the
decision, with controlled access to sensitive case material. The detailed privacy ana-
lysis belongs to the data chapter; here the operating objective is to connect an
exposure to an activity without distributing identities unnecessarily.
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The ILO's revised forced-labour indicators are tools for detecting possible victims and
triggering further investigation. That is a disciplined model for handling early signals.
A report of coercion deserves protective attention, but a screening indicator is not by
itself a final legal determination. The case record should retain the source, context and
uncertainty, while arranging competent enquiry and referral where needed. [ses]

GFT therefore proposes separate map fields for reported, corroborated, disputed and
unresolved information. The investigator should retain conflicting accounts and record
which evidence would distinguish them. A supplier's refusal to provide a document
may reflect a legitimate confidentiality issue, lack of possession or concealment. The
next action should test those possibilities rather than automatically selecting the most
reassuring or most accusatory interpretation.

Changes to routing should reopen the map. In the illustrative garment case used
below, a finishing subcontractor added after an order amendment would need a new
activity record and risk review. The supplier should preserve the earlier route as his-
tory instead of overwriting it. The map then explains which evidence supported the
original decision and why that decision may no longer apply. This is a proposed
version -control discipline, not a finding about existing GFT systems.

3.3

Severity and likelihood determine the next
investigation

The amended identification approach begins with a scoping exercise based solely on
reasonably available information. It identifies general areas where adverse impacts
are most likely and most severe. The in-depth assessment follows that exercise. This
sequence matters because it separates initial screening from targeted requests for
additional evidence. Starting with a universal demand for complete partner records
would obscure the distinction that the amendment expressly creates. [s35]

Where several areas have impacts assessed as equally likely or equally severe, the
adopted text permits prioritising areas involving direct business partners. That is a
qualified ordering option, not a general limitation to direct suppliers. It does not justify
ignoring a more serious concern merely because it arises further upstream. A
reviewer should preserve the reasoning supporting the comparison and identify what
new information would change the order of assessment. [s35]

OECD guidance describes severity through the gravity, reach and potentially irre-
mediable character of an impact. It also gives particular weight to severity when pri-
oritising human-rights risks. This is different from ranking suppliers by the financial
loss that a late delivery could cause the buyer. The person exposed to harm, rather
than the order margin, supplies the starting boundary for the assessment. [se301]

GFT proposes a qualitative prioritisation worksheet before any optional numerical

score. It should state the possible harm, people or environmental receptors affected,
likely duration, available evidence, information gaps, immediate protective action and
next investigation. A short justification should explain the chosen priority. If manage-
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ment uses an internal score, it must publish its assumptions and permit a reasoned
override. Multiplication of ordinal ratings cannot determine legal compliance or
establish that an unmeasured activity is safe.

For an illustrative comparison, consider a credible report of a dangerous chemical
exposure and an incomplete training attendance sheet. The missing sheet may matter,
but it does not have the same evidential meaning as information suggesting present
danger. GFT's proposed response would prioritise protection and competent investig -
ation of the exposure, while keeping the training gap open. Completion of the easier
paperwork should not displace the difficult enquiry simply because it improves the
reported closure rate.

GFT also proposes recording what the investigator has not sampled. An interview with
a permanent employee would not establish the experience of an agency worker who
uses another recruitment route. A daytime observation would not establish conditions
during an unobserved task. The review should identify those boundaries before
drawing a general conclusion. Where further access is unsafe or impractical, man-
agement should state the limitation and choose an appropriate protective or escala-
tion response, rather than treating the unobserved group as represented.

The worksheet should keep confidence distinct from severity. A potentially grave
allegation can initially have uncertain support. GFT recommends recording both char-
acteristics, rather than lowering the severity classification because corroboration is
incomplete. A targeted investigation can then test credibility while precautionary steps
address plausible immediate danger. This is a proposed decision discipline. It does
not authorise indiscriminate suspension, public accusation or disclosure of an
affected person's identity.

The ability to investigate is another separate consideration. An indirect processor may
require cooperation through the direct supplier, a competent specialist or another
credible channel. GFT proposes recording who can obtain the evidence, whether the
affected people can participate safely and when the absence of access must escal-
ate. Ease of access can influence the investigation method. It should not quietly
redefine the importance of the harm being investigated.

Finally, retain the issues deferred through prioritisation. Give each an owner, a reason
for deferral and a reopening condition. A dated decision that a less significant issue
will follow an urgent investigation differs from dropping it from the register. In GFT's
proposed management cadence, material new evidence overrides the previous
queue. The risk-matrix companion can help organise discussion, but its output would
remain a management aid rather than a legal determination.

3.4

Smaller partners face distinct information -
request safeguards

The adopted CSDDD Article 8 amendment permits information requests for in-depth
assessment only where the information is necessary. For business partners with

fewer than 5,000 employees, it adds the condition that the information cannot reas -
onably be obtained by other means. Where different partners can provide the neces-
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sary information, the text also favours asking the partner where the impact is most
likely to occur, where reasonable. These conditions direct attention towards a defined
evidential need. [s35]

The CSRD reporting cap has another purpose and boundary. Under the adopted
Accounting Directive amendments, a protected undertaking is in the reporting under-
taking's value chain and does not exceed an average of 1,000 employees during the
preceding financial year, assessed on its balance sheet date. The protected under-
taking may decline information beyond the specified voluntary standards when
requested for the reporting purpose. This is not the same employee test or request
test as the CSDDD safeguard. [s35]

The distinctions are condensed in Exhibit 13, p. s50. This is a transcription of the
adopted provisions, with its legal-source limitation retained. The table does not certify
national implementation, the current operative voluntary standard or the status of a
particular supplier. Those determinations require a dated applicability review before a
response asserts an enforceable right. [s35]

EXHIBIT 13 / ADOPTED-TEXT COMPARISON

The request safeguard and reporting cap answer different questions

Purpose Partner boundary Request condition

CSDDD assessment All business partners Information necessary

CSDDD added safeguard Fewer than 5,000 employees Not reasonably available
otherwise

CSRD reporting cap Value-chain undertaking; at most May decline beyond voluntary

1,000 average employees standards

Other request purposes Separate applicable regime Reporting cap does not settle

request

SOURCED  [S35] Council adopted text: amended CSDDD Article 8(2a), printed page 96; amended Accounting Directive Article 19a(3), printed pages 55
to 57. Reconcile the final Official Journal act, national implementation and applicable voluntary standard before reliance.

A reporting cap cannot be treated as a general exemption from answering evidence
about harm. The adopted text expressly preserves information requests serving other
purposes, including due diligence, and does not itself create a supplier obligation to
provide sustainability information. The response therefore needs a purpose - specific
assessment, rather than either automatic acceptance of every request or a blanket
refusal based on company size. [s35]

GFT proposes asking the buyer to identify the relevant process, the decision the evid-
ence will support, the product or site concerned and the information already available.
The supplier can then point to an existing report, identify a gap or propose a narrower
extract. When a document covers only part of the requested period, the response
should state that limitation. Reuse is useful only if the evidence answers the present
question.
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In an illustrative wet-processing enquiry, a recent process-specific assessment
might answer whether a hazardous task has been reviewed. It might not answer a new
worker account concerning a later shift. GFT would recommend sharing the relevant
assessment while arranging a protected route to investigate the new account. Sending
the old document as a conclusive answer would misstate its scope. Sending every
payroll record would create burden without necessarily resolving the exposure ques-
tion.

An effective challenge to an excessive questionnaire should therefore include an
alternative. GFT proposes a written response identifying the unsupported request,
explaining the available equivalent evidence and naming the unresolved issue. Urgent
protective action should proceed alongside that discussion when needed. The sup-
plier and buyer should retain the request history so that a disagreement over informa-
tion does not disappear into a falsely complete sustainability response.

3.5

A prevention plan must change a controllable
process

The OECD sector guidance supports constructive due diligence, while its recent
sector analysis identifies purchasing practices and production planning as potential
contributors to excessive working hours and safety risks. These are reasons to
investigate commercial decisions alongside factory controls. They do not prove that a
particular buyer caused a particular incident. A prevention plan needs observations
linking a proposed change to the risk it is intended to address. [ses] [587]

GFT recommends recording the enterprise's relationship to the concern before alloc-
ating the response. An operator may have performed the harmful task; another party
may have contributed through its decisions; a buyer may be connected through a
business relationship without the same causal role. The action record should explain
the available evidence and leave contested attribution open. This proposed field helps
prevent the commercial chain from becoming a chain of unsupported accusations. It
also prevents uncertainty about another party's role from erasing the action an enter-
prise can take within its own control. Any legal finding about responsibility or liability
requires the appropriate separate assessment.

GFT proposes writing an action around a controllable event. Instead of “improve sus-
tainability”, specify the task or practice to change, the person authorised to change it,
the resources available, the interim protection and the evidence required to assess
effectiveness. The site operator may control equipment use. The garment supplier
may control routing approval. The buyer may control a late specification change.
Assigning every action to the supplier's sustainability contact would leave those
decision rights unresolved.
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GFT NOTE

Agree the operational change with the person who controls it. In GFT's proposed
due-diligence register, each action links the suspected mechanism of harm to an
owner, a funded intervention, an effectiveness check and a reopening trigger. Keep
immediate protection, future prevention and remedy for past harm as separate
decisions. Do not close the case solely because the supplier has uploaded a docu-
ment.

The following illustrative case concerns a fictional Cameroon garment order with out-
sourced wet processing. It demonstrates planning arithmetic only. No actual order,
processor, worker allegation or measured GFT result is represented. The numbers test
whether an assumed delivery commitment can fit an assumed reviewed processing
capacity; they are not legal working-time limits or estimates of an operating factory's
productivity.

AN ILLUSTRATIVE SCHEDULE LEAVES PART OF THE ORDER UNSUPPORTED

Assume an illustrative order requires 12,000 garments over 10 processing days.
Assume a competent review has accepted a temporary planning ceiling of 900 gar-
ments per day while an alleged exposure is investigated. Available output is therefore
900 multiplied by 10, or 9,000 garments. The uncovered quantity is 12,000 minus
9,000, or 3,000 garments. At that same assumed ceiling, the full quantity needs
12,000 divided by 900, or 13.33 processing days, rounded up to 14 whole
processing days.

In this illustrative case, the planning gap is therefore 4 processing days against the
assumed 10-day window. The buyer and supplier must choose a defensible alternat-
ive: extend the window, reduce the initial delivery or assess another route before
approving it. Neither unapproved subcontracting nor additional exposure becomes
acceptable because the arithmetic identifies a shortfall. Transport time, quality losses,
maintenance and rework are excluded assumptions; including them could require a
longer window.

The illustrative quantities in Exhibit 14, p. 53 make the commercial decision visible.
They cannot demonstrate safe production or prove a link between order pressure and

the reported concern. The temporary ceiling itself would require a competent basis in

an actual case. Increasing it merely to restore the promised ship date would invalidate

the case's assumed protection boundary.
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EXHIBIT 14 / ILLUSTRATIVE GARMENTS

The illustrative window leaves part of the order unsupported

13,200
12,000
9,900 9,000
6,600
3,300 3,000
0
Order Window capacity Uncovered

ILLUSTRATIVE Assumptions: order 12,000 garments; 10 processing days; temporary reviewed planning ceiling 900 garments/day. Output = 900 x 10 =
9,000; gap = 12,000 - 9,000 = 3,000. Full order requires ceil(12,000/900) = 14 whole days. No legal limit or measured capacity is implied.

For this illustrative case, GFT proposes a joint decision log covering the revised deliv -
ery, the process investigation, interim controls, resources and the conditions for
resuming the original plan. Procurement should record who approved any commercial
change. The processor should record who approved the operating method. If another
site is proposed, its suitability needs assessment before work moves. A routing
change must not be counted as resolution without checking what happened to the
original affected people.

A contingency should state what happens if the plan fails. GFT proposes defining the
observation that would trigger escalation, who can authorise it and how people
affected would be protected while the commercial decision is reviewed. A supplier
should not promise continued production under every circumstance. Nor should a
buyer assume that changing the purchase destination resolves harm already connec-
ted to the order. Any proposed restriction, suspension or alternative route requires its
own assessment of consequences and applicable obligations.

Funding should follow the action. GFT recommends identifying who pays for specialist
review, process changes and appropriate remedy before promising closure. The plan
should preserve disagreement over causation or cost without suspending necessary
protection. Detailed contractual allocation belongs to the contract chapter. The imme-
diate output here is a feasible, resourced plan whose progress can be inspected and
whose limits are honestly reported.
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A certificate does not transfer the buyer
responsibility

The OECD sector guidance states that collaboration does not change the individual
enterprise's responsibility to identify, prevent or mitigate harm. Shared assessments
can inform a buyer's judgement, but they cannot supply that judgement automatically.
The practical implication is to ask what a document actually covers before using it to
answer a broader question about an enterprise or supply route. [s8362]

GFT proposes distinguishing the evidence types in the review record. A supplier
declaration states what its issuer asserts. A laboratory report concerns a sample and
method. A site audit records findings within its scope and period. A voluntary certific -
ate refers to its scheme and award boundary. A corporate due-diligence conclusion
must explain how relevant evidence, gaps and actions inform the company's decision.
These are proposed review categories, rather than interchangeable grades of
universal compliance.

The reviewer should inspect the issuer, site, product or process scope, issue date,
covered period, method and unresolved findings. A garment order may use a process
absent from the assessment. A material change may have occurred after the visit. GFT
recommends recording such mismatches before seeking another audit, because the
missing element may require targeted evidence rather than repetition of the same
exercise. Verification should answer the identified question.

The IFC labour standard provides a useful example of a framework with a defined
application context. Its requirements address labour and working conditions for relev -
ant financed activities, including supply -chain provisions within specified limits. It is a
finance-linked performance standard, not a universal EU import certificate. Invoking it
in a supplier pack therefore requires clarity about why it applies and what the
evidence demonstrates. [50303]

For an illustrative buyer request for a universal compliance warranty, GFT proposes an
evidence response that identifies the garment specification, reviewed route, relevant
jurisdictions, documents available and unresolved limitations. It should offer a review
point when the product, process or law changes. The response should avoid convert-
ing a bounded test or assessment into a promise that every future activity complies
with every legal regime. Final contractual wording requires qualified legal review.

A proposed response could state that the supplier can provide the agreed product and
site evidence for the specified order, explain the period and methods covered, and
disclose open corrective actions through a controlled channel. It could request
clarification of any broader assurance sought and the basis for it. This is a negotiation
approach, not ready-to-sign warranty language or advice that any existing
contractual obligation may be disregarded.

GFT also recommends separating document approval from commercial release. A
reviewer may accept that a report is authentic and relevant while still finding an unre -
solved concern that prevents reliance on it for the present decision. Conversely, an
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outdated certificate need not invalidate every underlying measurement. The decision
record should state what remains usable, what needs refreshing and what action
follows. An undifferentiated pass mark would lose those distinctions.

3.7

Monitoring should test prevention and remedy
effectiveness

The adopted amendment requires monitoring of whether measures are adequate and
effective. Its periodic assessment provision combines a maximum interval of 5 years
with earlier reassessment after significant change and when there are reasonable
grounds to doubt effectiveness or identify new risks. That statutory cadence should
not be mistaken for a recommended interval between operational checks of an active
concern. A current hazard requires a response matched to its circumstances. [s35]

For the illustrative action register in Exhibit 15, p. 55, GFT proposes distinct states for
action delivered, effectiveness checked and remedy unresolved. Each row pairs a
claimed change with evidence capable of challenging it. The table is an operating
template, not incident data. Its purpose is to prevent a management action from being
reported as a verified outcome simply because its due date has passed.

EXHIBIT 15 / ILLUSTRATIVE ACTION-REGISTER FIELDS

Closure requires evidence beyond the completed action

Concern Proposed action Outcome check Remain open if
Exposure concern Control task and Observe task; seek Exposure unresolved
investigate worker account

Capacity pressure Revise delivery plan Check actual routing and Work moves unreviewed
hours

Reported retaliation Protect reporting route Confidential follow-up Reporter remains unsafe

Past harm Agree appropriate remedy Verify delivery and Remedy disputed or
experience incomplete

ILLUSTRATIVE [SB301] [S0303] lllustrative GFT verification design. No incident, worker response or successful remedy has been observed. Confirm
protection and appropriate remedy separately; reopen on contradictory evidence.

GFT recommends selecting indicators that retain their denominators and uncertainty.
Track overdue high-priority actions separately from all actions. Distinguish repeated
concerns from newly reported concerns. Record whether the people affected could
be reached safely and whether follow-up remains incomplete. A closure percentage
alone cannot show whether the gravest problem was resolved. The proposed register
should permit an action to reopen without treating the correction as a reporting failure.

Worker experience is an essential challenge to management's account. IFC's labour
standard calls for an accessible grievance mechanism, understandable feedback
without retribution and the ability to raise anonymous complaints. It also preserves
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other available remedies. These provisions illustrate why a buyer's evidence channel
and a worker's route to redress serve related but different decisions. A file sent to
procurement does not itself provide remedy to the person affected. [s0303]

For an illustrative review, the person checking the outcome should compare the pro-
posed change with the task as performed, available records and protected feedback.
If the action concerned revised scheduling, inspect actual routing and production
decisions rather than only the revised purchase order. If the action concerned a
remedy, check whether the agreed measure reached the intended person and
whether the dispute remains open. Do not require satisfaction to be manufactured as
a condition of receiving support.

GFT proposes retaining a short closure memorandum with the evidence index. It
should name the decision owner, describe the control change, state what was
checked and disclose remaining disagreement. The memorandum should distinguish
the affected person's account from management's interpretation without copying
identifying details into an unrestricted buyer pack. Access to supporting case material
should follow the review purpose. If the affected person cannot safely be contacted,
that limitation belongs in the decision; it must not become an invented confirmation.

The review meeting should also consider whether the intervention has displaced the
problem. In an illustrative case, reduced hours on the reported line might coincide with
additional unreviewed work elsewhere. The proposed check would compare routing
and work allocation across the affected activity boundary. This is why effectiveness
depends on reconstructing the process, rather than celebrating a favourable indicator
in isolation. A revised assessment may conclude that protection has improved while
remedy remains incomplete. The record should support that mixed conclusion plainly.

GFT would connect this proposed register to the same management review that con-
siders quality, delivery, people and resource performance. It is a design recommend -
ation for this paper, not a claim of an implemented compliance deployment. The fact-
ory-measurement paper and supervisor-development paper provide companion
operating questions; neither substitutes for the legal review or specialist investigation
needed for an actual incident.

The reader's decision is to agree a risk-based engagement plan with the buyer,
assign the operational and commercial owners, and preserve the distinction between
request safeguards, prevention and remedy. The following labour chapter develops
recruitment, working-time, grievance and worker -protection controls. The handover
should contain the unresolved concerns and the evidence needed next, rather than an
unsupported statement that the supply chain is compliant.

Due diligence earns its value when the next shift is
safer and the evidence can explain why.

CHAPTER SOURCE NOTES

S06 OECD. 2018-03-07.
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that corrective actions
actually work.
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Worker protection has to survive the production deadline

controlling that deadline must respond to worker evidence. GFT recom-
mends treating recruitment, working time, pay, safety and grievance

w orker protection survives a production deadline only when the people

records as operating controls, with authority to change the schedule, stop an unsafe
task and fund remedy. A buyer pack is an output of that system, not its purpose. The
revised ILO indicators support investigation rather than automatic conclusions, while
its employer handbook connects prevention, remedy and effectiveness review. The
controls proposed in this chapter follow that distinction. [se462] [$8403]

The chapter is an operating design for African textile suppliers, not a finding about
any named business and not legal, tax or investment advice. Current Cameroon
employment rules, safeguarding routes and privacy duties need local professional
verification when an actual site is assessed. No existing GFT factory, certification or
measured worker outcome is claimed.

4.1

Recruitment evidence can expose coercion
before production begins

Recruitment is the first production control because it establishes whether a person
can enter work on informed terms and leave it without penalty. The ILO definition joins
work or service to a menace of penalty and an absence of voluntary consent. Its
revised indicators therefore direct attention to deception, debt, restricted freedom and
other circumstances that can qualify apparent agreement. They do not make a signed
contract conclusive, and they do not make one warning sign a final finding of forced
labour. [sa4e2]

That distinction changes the factory record. A recruitment file should not merely prove
that a candidate received a document. It should preserve what the worker was told,
which recruiter participated, what costs were requested, which identity documents
changed hands and how the worker can seek help. The ILO and IOE handbook
describes fair recruitment as a safeguard against forced labour and trafficking, and
states that workers should not bear recruitment fees or related costs. A fee report is
consequently a reason for protected enquiry and, where substantiated, appropriate
repayment and corrective action, not a minor administration variance. [s8403]

GFT proposes a recruitment record with four linked views. The commercial view iden-
tifies the employer, labour provider and contractual parties. The worker view records
the agreed role, location, pay basis and material terms in a form the worker under-
stands. The evidence view links receipts, declarations and interviews without assum -
ing that any one item is complete. The protection view records who can act if the
worker reports debt, deception, retained documents or an inability to refuse work.
These are proposed fields, not evidence that any supplier currently maintains them.

The revised ILO guidance is explicit that a single indicator does not confirm forced
labour and that the absence of indicators does not rule it out. A good intake therefore
avoids two errors. It does not declare a worker a victim without competent assess-
ment, and it does not dismiss a concern because the worker has a contract, appears
healthy or continues attending work. The reviewer records coercion and consent as
questions requiring evidence from the worker's perspective. [s8402]
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Exhibit 16, p. 66 shows the proposed passage from a warning sign to an enquiry and
a safeguarding decision. It deliberately avoids a compliance score. A recruiter's
explanation may alter the assessment, but it cannot erase immediate exposure while
the explanation is tested. The rows are illustrative controls rather than allegations
about Cameroon or any supplier.

EXHIBIT 16 / ILLUSTRATIVE RECRUITMENT-CONTROL DESIGN

An indicator starts an enquiry rather than ending one

Warning sign Evidence to seek Immediate protection Question left open
Recruitment payment or Receipt, recruiter Pause further charges; Who received money and
debt account, worker account, protect against who must repay?
deduction record retaliation
Identity document Document custody log and Arrange safe return Who holds it and can the
retained worker account without exposing the worker leave?
report
Terms changed after Original and replacement Prevent involuntary Was consent free and
acceptance terms in understood assignment or penalty informed?
language
Overtime refused but Schedule, instruction, Remove threatened What makes refusal
penalised pay and threat evidence penalty; review the costly to the worker?
shift
Age evidence uncertain Available records and Remove exposure to Which lawful status and
specialist safeguarding unsuitable work protective route apply?
assessment

ILLUSTRATIVE [SB402] [S0403] [S0401] lllustrative GFT protocol informed by ILO indicators, the ILO and IOE employer handbook and IFC PS2. No
named supplier, confirmed case or legal determination is represented.

Personal information should not become the price of buyer assurance. Where the
GDPR governs the processing, its principles require a specified purpose and data
minimisation, alongside accuracy, security and storage controls. The supplier should
first ask whether an extract, case reference or controlled review can answer the
buyer's question without uploading identity scans. The GDPR does not automatically
govern every African employment record merely because the customer is European,
so local law and the actual processing circumstances still require analysis. [523]

The release decision belongs before the worker joins an urgent line, not after the
order is late. GFT recommends a pre - start exception review for unexplained fees,
substituted terms, document custody and restrictions on leaving. The reviewer should
be independent of the recruiter and able to pause deployment while protection is
arranged. A pause is not a presumption of guilt. It is a temporary control whose
duration, owner and review conditions should be documented.

Recruitment checks must also survive workforce changes. A new labour provider, a
replacement contract, a transferred worker or an agency -led surge should reopen the
record. The original terms and later versions should remain available for comparison.
If the supplier cannot reconstruct what the worker accepted, the file should state that
uncertainty rather than replacing it with a general declaration of voluntary employ -
ment.
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Worker protection has to survive the production deadline
4.2

Payroll and time records must reconcile to the
shift

Payroll becomes credible when it can explain the work actually performed. The OECD
identifies links among production planning, short lead times, purchasing practices,
overtime, fatigue and safety risk. It also describes wage withholding, delayed payment
and unpredictable earnings as sector risks. These observations justify reconciliation;
they do not establish that a particular factory underpaid workers or forced overtime.
[se7]

GFT proposes starting with the production calendar rather than the payroll summary.
For each shift, the reviewer identifies the scheduled work, attendance evidence,
approved changes and actual output route. The payroll record should then explain
ordinary time, additional time, piece-rate calculations where relevant, allowances,
deductions and the amount due. Payment evidence should show what was actually
transferred or received. A payslip showing an amount due is not, by itself, evidence
that the amount arrived.

The reconciliation must preserve mismatches. An attendance exception may reflect a
broken reader, an informal approval or unrecorded work. A production record with no
matching attendance entry may indicate an omitted worker, a subcontracted task or
inconsistent timestamps. GFT recommends classifying these as unresolved until evid -
ence supports an explanation. A blank overtime field must never be converted into
zero additional work simply because the shift met its output target.

Exhibit 17, p. 62 places worker confirmation inside the control loop. The flow is illus-
trative and does not prescribe a statutory wage rate. Its important feature is the return
path: a discrepancy can require correction of attendance, payroll, payment or the
production record before the case is closed. The appropriate remedy depends on the
verified discrepancy, not on which department owns the first document.
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EXHIBIT 17 / ILLUSTRATIVE RECONCILIATION SEQUENCE

A wage discrepancy should be traced to payment and remedy

Reconstruct shift

5. Resolved
6. Discrepancy

7. Recheck

> Match attendance > Recalculate pay > Verify payment

A

@

Review closure < Correct @ remedy @ Check with worker

ILLUSTRATIVE [SB7] [S0401] lllustrative GFT control design. No wage rate, actual shift or observed underpayment is assumed. Reopen when worker
evidence or payment evidence conflicts with closure.

GREEN FUTURE TECH

METHOD

Use a reconciliation, not a document count. For a defined worker and pay period,
compare time supported by attendance and production evidence, the contractual pay
calculation, every deduction and the final payment. Record unmatched time and
unmatched money separately. Ask the worker to confirm the result through a safe
channel. Independent review is needed where the supervisor controls both the
schedule and the first approval.

Current Cameroon wage, working-time and overtime provisions require fresh local
legal verification at implementation. This chapter intentionally supplies no statutory
rate, premium or maximum hour threshold. Inherited programme figures are not used
as a present legal test. The actual reviewer must identify the worker category, applic -
able instrument, pay period and any collective or contractual terms before concluding
that a payment or schedule is lawful.

Deadline pressure should trigger a forward control as well as a historical check.
Before accepting an urgent change, operations and HR should compare the proposed
hours and staffing with the verified applicable limits and the site's fatigue risks. If the
plan depends on attendance that has not been agreed or on work outside the recor-
ded shift, the commercial commitment is not ready. Moving work to another team or
contractor requires the same analysis, not a new way to hide the hours.
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Finally, the worker needs a route to dispute the record without depending on the
supervisor whose decision is disputed. Payroll correction should include notice of
what changed, preservation of the original entry and a check that any payment
reached the person. Repeated edits to the same shift, unexplained deductions or fear
of raising a mismatch should reopen the enquiry. A reconciled spreadsheet is useful
only when it reflects the worker's experience and the actual movement of money.

4.3

Children and young workers need distinct
safeguards

Age assurance is a safeguarding control, not a single identity -document check. IFC
Performance Standard 2 addresses direct, contracted and supply-chain workers
within its finance-linked scope. It requires identification of persons under the age of
18, prohibits their employment in hazardous work and calls for risk assessment and
monitoring where national law permits minors to work. It also rejects work that is eco-
nomically exploitative, hazardous, harmful to development or likely to interfere with
education. This provides a useful control framework, not a statement of Cameroon's
current minimum working age. [s8401] [525]

The supplier must therefore separate several questions. What is the person's verified
age status under the applicable law? Is the particular task lawful and suitable? Does
the schedule interfere with education? Does the work involve dangerous equipment,
chemicals, late hours or another relevant hazard? A person may be lawfully old
enough for some work yet unsuitable for a specific task. Treating every young worker
as either a child-labour case or an unrestricted adult employee misses that distinc -
tion.

GFT proposes an age-and-task review that links the available age evidence to the
actual job, work area, shift and supervisor. The assessment should record uncertainty
and identify a qualified safeguarding reviewer. Appearance, a manager's assurance or
a copied document should not be treated as infallible. Where evidence conflicts, the
person should be removed from exposure to potentially unsuitable work while the
case is assessed. The interim arrangement should avoid punishment, loss of essential
income or disclosure that could create further harm.

WARNING

Do not make automatic dismissal the default response to uncertain age evidence.
Sudden removal can push a person into a more dangerous income route and can
punish the person the protocol is meant to protect. Pause the hazardous exposure,
obtain qualified local safeguarding advice and assess education, family, referral and
remedy needs. Preserve other employment options only where they are lawful, safe
and appropriate to the individual case.

Remediation should address the conditions that made the work harmful. Depending on
competent assessment, that could include a safe alternative role, correction of an
unlawful schedule, recovery of unpaid amounts, educational support or referral to an
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appropriate specialist service. These are illustrative remedy categories, not a promise
that every option is available locally. The affected person and relevant safeguarding
professionals should participate in deciding what is safe and proportionate.

Young -worker monitoring also needs production triggers. A transfer to cutting, main-
tenance or wet processing, a change to night work, a new labour provider or an urgent
order can change the earlier assessment. The supervisor should not be able to
remove a task restriction to recover output without a new authorised review. Where
the person cannot safely raise a concern, the grievance design should provide an
appropriate representative or independent route.

The evidence pack should show the decision boundary rather than broadcasting
identity material. A controlled record can state that age and task suitability were
reviewed, identify the reviewer and retain unresolved restrictions. Raw documents
remain subject to access and necessity controls. No buyer extract should imply that
an age check proves safe work when the actual task or schedule has since changed.

4.4

Subcontracting cannot erase responsibility for
unsafe work

The OECD describes garment and footwear supply chains as fragmented and multi-
tiered, with subcontracting, informal work and homework alongside formal factories. It
also identifies limited oversight in subcontracted and informal settings as a safety
concern. This is a reason to map work arrangements carefully. It is not evidence that
informal work is inherently abusive or that a named contractor has committed a viola-
tion. [se7]

The production deadline often changes the employment boundary without changing
the purchase order. Overflow sewing, specialist embroidery, packing, maintenance or
transport may move to another site. A labour provider may supply workers who remain
under another organisation's day-to-day direction. GFT proposes that each route
change identify the performing site, the party directing the work, the workers affected
and the records available. The approved commercial supplier and the actual
workplace must not be treated as interchangeable.

IFC PS2 distinguishes direct workers, contracted workers and primary supply -chain
workers. For contracted workers it addresses third-party legitimacy, management and
monitoring, contractual efforts and access to grievance. Its primary supply-chain
provisions address specified risks of child labour, forced labour and life -threatening
safety issues. These requirements arise within the IFC performance-standard con-
text. They do not become a universal EU import statute merely because a supplier
cites them. [se401] [$25]

GFT's proposed subcontractor gate joins procurement, production and labour review.
Procurement records the approved entity and scope. Production records the opera-
tion, quantity and timing. HR or safeguarding reviews the workforce interface, recruit-
ment route and grievance access. A competent technical reviewer assesses process
hazards. No single sign-off can substitute for the others. A certificate held by the
contracting entity does not answer conditions at an unlisted performing site.
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Late capacity pressure should reopen that gate before work moves. The purchase-
order change should state which reviewed capacity remains, why additional routing is
proposed and which controls accompany it. An urgent instruction sent before
approval should be treated as an exception requiring containment, not retrospectively
relabelled as an approved route. If work has already moved, the first task is to identify
where people are working and whether they are safe.

The supplier should also test whether its own commercial decisions make the
approved plan unrealistic. Late design changes, compressed delivery dates and
unpriced additional processes can create pressure for unauthorised routing. The
OECD identifies purchasing practices and short lead times as contributors to overtime
and safety risks, which makes these legitimate subjects for joint buyer and supplier
review. An actual causal finding still requires order-specific evidence. [s87]

Ending a contractor relationship is not a complete labour remedy. It may stop future
exposure while leaving unpaid wages, recruitment debt, injury or retaliation unre-
solved. GFT recommends preserving an affected - worker communication and remedy
path during any disengagement assessment. The decision record should evaluate the
consequences for workers, the feasibility of corrective action and the duties arising
under the actual contract and applicable law. Commercial exit and worker protection
are separate decisions.

4.5

Health and safety evidence must address the
actual process

A generic factory checklist cannot establish safe production. The World Bank Group
and IFC textile guidance sets a defined process boundary and calls for application
tailored to site-specific hazards and risks. It addresses textile manufacturing rather
than polymer synthesis and natural raw - material production. Within occupational
safety it identifies chemical, physical, heat, noise and radiation hazards, with monitor-
ing designed for the specific project. The guidance is a technical reference, not a
universal EU legal limit schedule. [s26]

The first record should therefore be a process-and-task map. A cut-make-trim
operation may require close attention to cutting equipment, needle guards, manual
handling, electrical safety, fire precautions and workstation conditions. Maintenance
introduces moving equipment, stored energy and hot-surface questions. Wet pro-
cessing, where present, changes the chemical, ventilation and heat assessment. The
reviewer should not import controls for an absent process or omit controls because
the product looks simple.

GFT proposes an inspection record that names the task, work area, hazard, exposed
group, existing control and residual decision. It should distinguish a design control
from protective equipment and from worker instruction. The IFC textile guidance, for
example, discusses guarding and isolation for physical hazards and extraction or
ventilation for relevant airborne exposures. An actual selection still requires
competent assessment of the equipment and process in use. [s26]

GREEN FUTURE TECH RESEARCH EDITION / 2026-10-30 65



GFT /| RESEARCH

GREEN FUTURE TECH

Worker protection has to survive the production deadline

The production deadline can weaken each layer invisibly. A guard may be bypassed to
clear a jam quickly. Maintenance may be deferred to preserve output. A blocked route
may appear when urgent stock accumulates. Additional hours may increase fatigue
while the formal inspection checklist remains unchanged. GFT recommends linking
safety review to schedule changes, process changes and exceptional output requests,
rather than waiting for the next routine inspection.

Evidence types must remain distinct. A near-miss report records an event or warning,
not an injury rate. An inspection records conditions within its scope and time. An
emergency drill tests the scenario actually exercised. A corrective action records an
intended or completed change. An independent check assesses only its stated remit.
None should be relabelled as proof that the whole site is safe, legally permitted or
certified.

A low incident count is similarly ambiguous. It may reflect fewer events, restricted
reporting, a smaller exposed population or a changed observation period. GFT
recommends reading incident information alongside near misses, worker reports,
overtime, process changes and closure of high-priority actions. The purpose is not to
maximise reports or minimise them. It is to detect conditions early enough to prevent
harm and to check whether the controls work.

The operating system needs a stop-and-resume decision. A credible life -threatening
hazard should reach a person with authority to stop the affected task without waiting
for commercial approval. Resumption should require evidence that the critical expos-
ure has been controlled, not merely a promise to complete an action later. The record
should identify who assessed the residual risk and what monitoring remains. Produc -
tion release and buyer communication follow that safety decision; they cannot
override it.

Where external verification is needed, the reviewer should state its limits. A visiting
specialist may observe one process, one shift or one document set. GFT would retain
that scope in the evidence pack and assign any unobserved area as a remaining
question. This is more useful than converting a dated visit into a blanket assurance.
Worker evidence remains necessary after the visitor leaves, particularly when the next
urgent order changes the work again.

A grievance channel must be safe to use

A grievance channel is useful only if a worker can raise a concern without paying for it
through dismissal, lost hours, threats or exposure. IFC PS2 calls for an accessible
worker mechanism, an appropriate management level, prompt and transparent hand -
ling, timely feedback without retribution and a route for anonymous complaints. It also
says the mechanism should not impede other judicial or administrative remedies, and
it extends attention to contracted workers. This is a finance-linked standard, but its
control logic is directly relevant to the proposed supplier design. [s8401]

The amended CSDDD separately includes complaints and notification procedures
within the due-diligence process of companies in its scope. That buyer process does
not make every African factory the direct bearer of an identical statutory mechanism.
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It does make a credible supplier route operationally important when a buyer seeks to
hear and address impacts in its chain of activities. The supplier should distinguish its
own duties and voluntary controls from the buyer's corporate process. [s62]

GFT proposes more than a suggestion box. Workers need a channel outside the line
supervisor, intake in a language and form they can use, confidential case handling

and a clear explanation of when information may need to be shared for protection or
investigation. Interpreter support and non-digital access should be available where
the workforce needs them. An anonymous route should not create a false promise that
every concern can be resolved without further information.

Exhibit 18, p. 67 separates access, case management, independent review and
external routes. The layers are illustrative. They prevent the person who controls pro-
duction from becoming the sole judge of a complaint about that production. They also
preserve specialist and lawful routes rather than presenting internal review as the only
available remedy.

EXHIBIT 18 / ILLUSTRATIVE GRIEVANCE ARCHITECTURE

The worker needs a channel outside the production hierarchy

External routes
Lawful administrative Qualified specialist Applicable OECD NCP
or judicial path support route
Independent review
Reviewer outside line control Safeguarding and retaliation check
Case management
Confidential intake and consent Action, feedback and appeal

Worker access
Language, literacy and offline

Anonymous and named channels
access

ILLUSTRATIVE [SB401] [S02] [S30] llustrative GFT design. Actual worker representatives, specialists, authorities and remedy routes depend on the
site and jurisdiction. No external acceptance or compensation outcome is implied.

Protection against retaliation needs observation after intake. HR and the independent
reviewer should watch for changes to shifts, pay, duties, discipline and contractor
status that could punish the reporter. The review should include workers who fear
being identified through a small team or a distinctive account. Restricting the case file
is necessary but insufficient if the operational response reveals who complained.
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An OECD National Contact Point is not a universal local labour court. The OECD
explains that a person with a legitimate interest may bring a specific instance
concerning a company operating in or from an adherent country. If the NCP considers
that the issues merit further examination, it offers mediation. The route is non-judicial
and depends on the relevant connection and admissibility; it does not guarantee
compensation or replace available national remedies. [s36]

GFT NOTE

Fund an escalation route that does not report to the production target owner before
committing to the order. Test it with workers, including agency and subcontracted
workers, and record who can protect a complainant, authorise an urgent stop and
approve remedy. A channel that exists only in a buyer manual has not passed that
test.

4.7

A remedy must be checked with the affected
person

A case is not closed when the supplier uploads a corrective-action plan. GFT separ-
ates four outcomes: protecting the person from immediate exposure, ending the
violating practice, delivering an appropriate remedy for harm and answering the
buyer's evidence request. These outcomes can move at different speeds. A corrected
payroll record may accompany repayment, but it is not repayment. A new recruiter
policy may prevent future fees, but it does not repay an earlier charge.

The ILO and IOE handbook includes tools for grievance, substantive remedy and
tracking effectiveness. GFT's proposed closure rule therefore requires evidence of the
result and a safe follow-up with the affected person. Worker confirmation should
inform the decision, not become a compelled signature or a waiver of other rights. If
the person disputes the outcome, cannot be reached safely or reports recurrence, the
case remains open or reopens. [se9] [$8403]

Exhibit 19, p. 69 provides an illustrative case sheet. It makes room for immediate
protection, actual remedy and recurrence review. The same structure can show that
buyer communication is complete while worker remedy remains unresolved. That dis-
tinction should be visible in management reporting rather than hidden inside an
average closure rate.
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EXHIBIT 19 / ILLUSTRATIVE REMEDY-VERIFICATION FIELDS

A closed case needs evidence of its result

Concern Immediate protection Remedy evidence Closure and reopening
check
Recruitment debt Stop further charges and Payment received; Worker confirms outcome;
retaliation recruiter practice no repeat charge
corrected
Retained document Restore safe possession Document returned; Worker can leave; no
and freedom to leave custody practice changed replacement control
Pay discrepancy Prevent penalty for Corrected calculation Worker confirms receipt;
disputing records and verified payment later pay reviewed
Unsafe task Stop or control the Task changed; competent Exposure controlled; no
exposure resumption review adverse health report
Retaliation concern Separate reporter from Penalty reversed; Reporter remains safe;
threatened penalty conduct addressed follow-up completed
independently

ILLUSTRATIVE [S0403] [S0401] lllustrative GFT case sheet. Remedy depends on the verified harm, worker needs and applicable law. No actual case,
payment, worker agreement or successful outcome is claimed.

The following fictional Cameroon case combines a recruitment-debt report with an
urgent garment order. Every amount is illustrative and chosen only to demonstrate
remedy arithmetic. It is not a market fee, a legal threshold, an actual worker account or
a measured GFT result.

REPAYMENT EVIDENCE MUST RECONCILE TO THE WORKER'S ACCOUNT

An illustrative worker reports paying XAF 120,000 in recruitment fees and XAF
30,000 in related costs charged by a labour recruiter. The amount requiring investig-
ation is XAF 120,000 plus XAF 30,000, or XAF 150,000. The production manager
must not move the worker, reduce their hours or disclose their identity to the recruiter
in a way that creates retaliation risk. The independent case owner secures the report,
assesses immediate safety and preserves the relevant recruitment and payroll
records.

The buyer receives a bounded notice that a recruitment concern may affect the order,
without receiving unnecessary identity material. Supplier and buyer review the deliv -
ery plan while safeguarding proceeds. A revised purchase order or slower output
cannot substitute for remedy. The recruiter and employer may dispute who ultimately
funds repayment, but that allocation dispute should not delay safe interim protection.

An illustrative first payment of XAF 90,000 reaches the worker. The unreconciled
balance is XAF 150,000 minus XAF 90,000, or XAF 60,000. The case therefore
remains open even if the buyer has received a corrective -action statement. Closure
requires the remaining payment to be verified, the worker to confirm the outcome
through a safe channel and a later review to check for further charges or retaliation.
The arithmetic reconciles money only; it does not measure coercion, distress or full
restoration.
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Exhibit 20, p. 76 shows that illustrative balance without converting it into a cost of
harm. The exhibit has no evidential value beyond the stated assumptions. In a real
case, the reviewer would establish which charges were impermissible, whether other
workers were affected and what additional remedy was appropriate.

EXHIBIT 20 / ILLUSTRATIVE XAF

An illustrative part payment leaves the remedy case open

165,000
150,000 -90,000

123,750

82,500

60,000

41,250

Reported charges Verified payment Open balance

ILLUSTRATIVE Assumptions: recruitment fee XAF 120,000 plus related costs XAF 30,000 gives XAF 150,000; verified first payment XAF 90,000;
remaining balance XAF 60,000. All amounts are illustrative and exclude any other remedy or affected person.

Remedy records also need edition control. The ILO's first indicator edition described
signs as clues to possible forced labour, while the revised edition retains the need for
further investigation and updates operational guidance. Training should cite and use
the revised material, preserve the version used and replace obsolete scripts. A histor-
ical checklist should not govern a new case merely because it is already embedded in
a portal. [s32] [se8] [S0402]

The management review should end with the decisions that production cannot make
alone. Is the worker safe now? Has the harmful practice stopped? Has the affected
person received and accepted the appropriate remedy without coercion? Has anyone
checked recurrence? What can the buyer be told without exposing the worker? GFT
recommends answering those questions before reporting success and funding the
independent route before the next production commitment.

A deadline may move a shipment. It must never move
a worker beyond the reach of remedy.

CHAPTER SOURCE NOTES
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GREEN FUTURE TECH RESEARCH EDITION / 2026-10-30 70



GFT /| RESEARCH Worker protection has to survive the production deadline

S8403 International Labour Organization and International Organisation of Employers. 2025-11-26.
S0401 International Finance Corporation. 2012-01-01.

$23 European Commission. 2026-10-30.

S07 OECD. 2026-02-26.

S25 International Finance Corporation. 2012.

S26 World Bank Group and International Finance Corporation. 2007 -04-30.

S02 European Commission. 2026-10-30.

$30 OECD. 2026-10-30.

S089 International Labour Organization and International Organisation of Employers. 2025-11-26.
$32 International Labour Organization. 2012-10-01.

508 International Labour Organization. 2025-11-18.

GREEN FUTURE TECH RESEARCH EDITION / 2026-10-30 71



TECH g >

LIMITED / HONG KONG SAR 2

@ GREEN FUTURE

PART II: MAKE DUE DILIGENCE ANSWERABLE TO WORKERS AND BUYERS / PRODUCT PROHIBITION

The forced -labour ban can
stop a product regardiess of
corporate size

A supplier response must link the affected product to its production evidence
while safeguarding workers.

CHAPTER 05 / 14 WARP AND SIGNAL



GFT /| RESEARCH

CHAPTER 05
DECISION TEST

A supplier response must
link the affected product to
its production evidence
while safeguarding workers.

GREEN FUTURE TECH

The forced-labour ban can stop a product regardless of corporate size

n exporter needs a product-specific response to a forced-labour concern,

even when the company falls outside corporate sustainability reporting or

due-diligence thresholds. The EU prohibition applies from 14 December
2027 to products placed on, made available on or exported from the EU market,
across origins and company sizes. GFT recommends identifying affected goods, pre -
serving the production record and protecting potentially affected workers through
connected but distinct decisions. A missing record requires enquiry; it is neither a
finding of forced labour nor evidence that the product is clear. [s10] [508]

Bodl

The prohibition follows products from every
origin

The scope question starts with the transaction and the product. The Council-hosted
legal text defines the economic operator through its role in placing products on,
making them available on or exporting them from the Union market. GFT therefore
starts the order assessment with the actual product and transaction, rather than a
corporate reporting questionnaire. The relevant economic operator and sales route

still need to be established for the actual order. This is an operating framework, not
legal, tax or investment advice. [ses561]

Corporate sustainability due diligence uses a different scope mechanism. The adop-
ted amending text retains company-scope conditions and changes the corporate
timetable; it does not turn those conditions into a product exemption. Its amended
application provision specifies 26 July 2029, with separate timing for the reporting
provision. Those dates should remain separate from the forced-labour prohibition in
an applicability register. National implementation and the actual entity route require
their own review. [s35] [s16]

GFT proposes that each order file record the seller, buyer, importer where relevant,
product description, destination, production locations and current status. Add the
legal basis relied upon, its version and the person who reviewed applicability. The
purpose is to make a later scope challenge answerable. The file should show why a
rule reaches this transaction, rather than merely displaying a collection of sustainabil -
ity policies. An unresolved role should remain visibly unresolved until reviewed.

Consider an illustrative Cameroon garment maker purchasing fabric through a trader
and selling finished shirts to an EU importer. The proposed enquiry starts with the
fabric operation identified in the concern, the order using that fabric and the evidence
connecting them. It does not start by labelling Cameroon, the trader or every garment
produced at the sewing site as implicated. Equally, identifying the sewing site does
not answer what happened during earlier fabric processing. The scope should expand
or narrow with evidence.

The comparison in Exhibit 21, p. 74 separates the product question from the corpor-
ate process question. It is a categorical transcription of the opened sources, not an
entity - specific determination. The distinction matters because a supplier can be out-
side a corporate threshold while still supplying a product within the prohibition's
market scope. [s10] [$35]
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EXHIBIT 21 / LEGAL SCOPE AND APPLICATION DATE

Product prohibition and corporate duties use different scope tests

Question Product ban Corporate due diligence

Scope EU market and export transactions Companies meeting scope
conditions

Small company size No blanket exemption Relevant to the entity scope test

Main application 14 December 2027 26 July 2029 under amended
provision

Process No routine audit or reporting Corporate due-diligence duties

filing
Decision boundary Affected product and supply chain In-scope company and activities

SOURCED  [S10] [S35] S10 is an opened Commission explanation with no stated publication date. S35 is the adopted Council-hosted amending text.
Corporate application is subject to national implementation; the reporting provision has separate timing. This comparison is not a legal determination for
an entity.

For the proposed order register, GFT would add a change trigger beside every scope
conclusion. A new fabric source, different processor, changed sales route or revised
product specification would reopen the assessment. Keep the original decision so the
reviewer can distinguish a justified change from a silently rewritten conclusion. The
same approach prevents an old corporate-scope assessment being reused as a
standing clearance for every future product.

The source boundary also needs to remain visible. The Commission explanation was
opened for this chapter, but states no publication date; its register entry therefore
records that limitation rather than using the access date as publication. The Council -
hosted legislative texts provide a procedural cross-check. Their document dates are
not application dates. For a live incident, GFT recommends checking the operative
published law, current guidance and the actual notice before deciding the response
route. [s10] [s0501] [$35]

The ban does not create a routine audit filing

The Commission explicitly states that the regulation creates no audit or reporting
obligations and does not itself require sustainability due diligence. The Council -
hosted text also states that it creates no additional due-diligence obligations beyond
those in Union or national law. This boundary should prevent a supplier from confus-
ing a proposed operating control with a newly mandated annual filing. [s18] [s8501]

GFT's recommendation is to retain usable evidence because it supports decisions, not
to manufacture a filing requirement. Start with the question a record must answer. A
purchase order identifies a commercial commitment. A production record connects an
input to an operation. A labour record and a safely obtained account address working
conditions. A management review explains the response. None should be renamed a
universal clearance document merely because it sits in the same folder.
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An illustrative evidence pack would contain a case summary, product identities, a
source index, relevant upstream links, the action log and an unresolved-questions
sheet. The summary should state who prepared it, what was checked and what was
not checked. Keep full records under controlled access. The recipient should be able
to find supporting material without receiving unrelated worker information or an entire
production archive. This pack is GFT's proposed response design, not a prescribed
regulatory template.

Treat a voluntary audit as a bounded item in that index. Record the site, activity,
period, method and exclusions that it actually covers. Ask whether the questioned
process and labour arrangement fell within that coverage. GFT would not infer that an
audit of the sewing operation answers an allegation about a fabric processor. Nor
would it infer that the existence of a certificate closes an allegation arising after the
assessment. These are evidence tests, not assertions about any named scheme.

The ILO employer handbook provides practical tools for identifying and addressing
forced-labour risks in operations and supply chains. Its role here is to inform preven-
tion and response, rather than certify a shipment or replace an authority's investiga-
tion. GFT proposes keeping training and response protocols aligned with that current
edition while leaving detailed worker-protection design to the preceding chapter. [s89]

GFT NOTE

Build the smallest pack that can explain the product and the response. Give every
unresolved link an owner, an evidence request and a decision consequence. Do not
purchase a generic certificate on the assumption that it authorises shipment. A com-
pleted questionnaire, an audit report and an authority decision should remain
separate evidence states.

A useful review meeting would therefore ask what changed in production or worker
protection, as well as what documents arrived. Suppose an illustrative supplier sends
a signed declaration but cannot identify the processor used for the relevant fabric lot.
The declaration adds an accountable statement; it does not fill the missing production
link. The reviewer should retain it, record the gap and request the missing evidence.
Repetition of the declaration should not gradually convert uncertainty into clearance.

Proportionality in this proposed system comes from limiting each request to its
decision purpose. The buyer extract might identify sites, dates and controlled evid-
ence references while a designated investigator accesses sensitive detail through an
agreed channel. GFT would test whether the information is sufficient before collecting
more. A growing archive without a reliable link to the affected goods is additional stor-
age, not an answer. Detailed privacy and international -transfer analysis belongs in the
paper's data-controls chapter.
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5.3

The investigation path separates concern from
a decision

The Commission's explanation distinguishes initial risk assessment, preliminary
engagement, formal investigation, decision and enforcement, with possible review.
The Council adoption announcement assigns investigations outside the EU to the
Commission and those within a Member State's territory to its authorities. GFT recom-
mends checking these roles against the communication received, rather than inferring
them from the sender's commercial relationship with the supplier. [s10] [s8502]

The path in Exhibit 22, p. 76 shows those distinct states. It does not assert that every
submission reaches a formal investigation or that every investigation produces a pro-
hibition. A response team should record the current state explicitly and preserve the
communication that establishes it. [s10]

EXHIBIT 22 / INVESTIGATIVE

AND ENFORCEMENT STATES

A concern and a prohibition decision occupy different states

Initial risk

assessment

1. Risk warrants enquiry

2. Substantiated concern

3. Finding supports decision
4. Apply decision

5. Review route

Preliminary phase @ invzg:g:tlion @ Authority decision

© ®

v

Possible review v Enforcement

SOURCED  [S18] Categorical transcription of the Commission explanation, not a case timetable. Progression is conditional; the review connection is a
possible route. Internal precautionary holds are not an authority state in this diagram.

GREEN FUTURE TECH

GFT proposes an intake record that separates a worker report, buyer enquiry, author-
ity request, investigation notice and final decision. Record the sender, recipient,
receipt time, product scope, requested information, confidentiality instructions and
response route. Authenticate the communication through a known channel. Preserve
the original language and a controlled translation where needed. Do not allow a sup-
plier's internal summary to replace the instrument on which the next action depends.
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The ILO indicators support detection and further enquiry. They should not be treated
as an automatic product verdict. Their guidance also warns against treating the
absence of indicators as proof that forced labour is absent. This supports a response
that tests the concern and safeguards people without prematurely publishing a find-
ing. [se8]

For an illustrative internal triage, the case owner would classify what is known, what is
alleged and what is inferred. An allegation about coercion is different from an uniden-
tified invoice, even if both require investigation. Conversely, a complete invoice trail
can coexist with an unresolved worker account. GFT would keep separate evidence
questions for the movement of goods and the conditions under which relevant work
occurred. A record is useful only within the question it can answer.

GFT proposes a response index that follows the questions in the notice. For every
question, record the answer, its scope, the evidence reference, the reviewer and any
qualification. Keep unanswered questions visible rather than omitting them from the
submission. Where an answer depends on an upstream processor, state whether the
supplier has obtained direct records, a trader's statement or only a request for
information. This proposed distinction helps the recipient judge the evidence without
assuming that every document has the same evidential weight.

The response calendar should distinguish a legal deadline, a buyer's requested return
date and an internal target. GFT recommends transcribing any binding deadline from
the applicable instrument, recording who checked it and planning backwards from it.
If records cannot be obtained, the case owner should disclose the limitation through
the proper channel and seek advice about the next procedural step. An invented
standard turnaround should never displace the actual notice.

GFT would also record branches that leave the main path: the concern was not sub-
stantiated, the scope changed, further evidence was requested, or a decision was
reviewed. Keep the basis for each branch and the date it was communicated. A case
management status should describe the event that occurred. It should not imply regu-
lator approval merely because the team submitted material, received an
acknowledgement or closed an internal task.

5.4

Batch links determine which records can
answer the concern

The OECD describes garment and footwear supply chains as fragmented and multi-
tiered, with subcontracting and different sourcing arrangements. That structure
explains why a final assembly address may not identify all relevant operations. It does
not establish that any named upstream business used forced labour. GFT's response
design therefore links the concern to actual production events rather than assigning
guilt by industry, country or purchasing category. [se7]

The illustrative relationship is simple: an input lot enters an identified operation at an
identified site during a recorded period, then contributes to an output lot or finished
batch. Include subcontracted processing and relevant trims where they enter the
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product. Give the physical identifiers, site identifiers and evidence references their
own fields. A trader's invoice name should not silently become the location where
manufacturing took place. Detailed provenance mechanics belong in wp05.

The illustrative layers in Exhibit 23, p. 78 connect goods to the response without pla-
cing worker identities on ordinary batch labels. Each layer has a different purpose.
The design provides a route to evidence, not proof that the evidence is complete or
that coercion was absent.

EXHIBIT 23 / ILLUSTRATIVE EVIDENCE RELATIONSHIPS

A finished batch needs links to processes and protected evidence

Physical identity

Production event

Protected evidence

Controlled response

Input lot el Finished batch Or(_ier e
output shipment
i Work period Subcontractor _— t_o S
processor link
Labour evidence Restricted case Evidence Worke'r
X o protection
reference file limitations
owner
Reviewed Unresolved Relga'se
Product scope . decision
extract questions
reference

ILLUSTRATIVE [SB7] [S09] GFT illustrative control design informed by the OECD sector structure and ILO employer guidance. These are proposed
record layers, not an implemented system, compulsory data schema or proof of absence of forced labour.

For this proposed system, segregation means keeping identified material physically
separate; a mass-balance record reconciles quantities within its declared boundary;
transaction documents record transfers or commercial dealings. These are distinct
evidential models. GFT would state which model was actually used and what it cannot
demonstrate. A numerical balance does not establish individual product identity, and
product identity does not itself establish the conditions experienced by a worker. Do
not collapse these questions into a single traceability score.

Reconstructing the boundary requires looking both backwards and forwards. Back -
wards, identify which input, processor, period and labour arrangement the concern
could reach. Forwards, locate outputs, rework, remaining stock and finished goods
connected to that input. GFT proposes retaining an unresolved category for material
whose allocation cannot be reconstructed. The response should not distribute that
uncertainty across supposedly clear batches using a convenient percentage. The
allocation rule must be supported by records.
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Evidence quality also depends on chronology. GFT would record when the underlying
event occurred, when the document was created, when it was received and whether it
was corrected. Preserve originals and link replacements to them. If a processor sup-
plies a reconstructed record, identify it as reconstructed and state its basis. A later
document can clarify an event, but its later arrival should not be disguised as
contemporaneous observation.

The proposed reconciliation should also retain the unit used at each operation. Fabric
may be recorded by length or mass while finished goods are counted as pieces. GFT
would not infer a product allocation from a conversion factor unless the assumed
yield, losses, rework and applicable production period are stated. If those inputs
cannot be reconstructed, record the limitation. A neat numerical balance created from
an unmarked assumption should not become stronger evidence than the missing
allocation record it was intended to replace.

Use contradictory records as a question for investigation. An illustrative dispatch note
might name a processor absent from the approved route, while a purchase order
names the expected site. The proposed response would preserve both, locate the
operational event and ask who authorised the change. GFT would not automatically
treat the approved list as stronger simply because it was signed. The useful record is
the one that explains what happened and identifies what remains unproved.

8.5

An investigation hold needs a documented
decision

An internal precautionary hold should state the risk it addresses and who can change
it. GFT proposes separate fields for goods status, investigation status and worker -
protection status. This prevents a warehouse action from appearing to resolve a
labour concern. It also prevents a buyer's delivery preference being represented as an
authority instruction. In the Commission explanation, decisions and their enforcement
follow investigation; the supplier's earlier precaution is a separate management
action. [s1e]

In GFT's illustrative protocol, the incident owner would preserve records and identify
affected orders; operations would locate goods and prevent unauthorised movement;
a worker -protection lead would arrange safe referral and contact; and the legal
adviser would assess the notice and response route. A smaller business may combine
roles, but should still document who decides and who checks. A person whose con-
duct is questioned should not control the entire evidence chain or the contact with
affected workers.
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WORKED EXAMPLE: A FABRIC RECORD GAP CHANGES THE PROPOSED HOLD
BOUNDARY

An illustrative order contains 12,000 shirts in batches A, B and C. Assume A contains
4,000 shirts, B contains 3,000 and C contains 5,000. Production records initially link
A and B to fabric lot F, whose external processing record is missing. Assume the
other inputs and conversions are outside this example. No actual supplier, shipment,
forced-labour finding or authority action is represented.

The illustrative potentially connected quantity is 4,000 + 3,000 = 7,000 shirts, or
7,000/12,000 x 100 = 58.3 percent of the order, rounded to a decimal place. The
remaining 5,000 shirts are outside that initial link, not established as clear. GFT's
proposed precaution would identify and control A and B while the reviewer tests
whether C can actually be separated from lot F. Missing labour evidence and missing
material identity remain different unresolved questions.

Now assume, illustratively, that the cutting record cannot distinguish the fabric used
in B from the fabric used in C. Under a conservative proposed allocation, the possible
connection reaches all 12,000 shirts: 4,000 + 3,000 + 5,000. The illustrative
increase in potentially connected goods is 12,000 - 7,000 = 5,000 shirts. This is
uncertainty about the evidence boundary, not an estimate that any share of the shirts
was made with forced labour.

In this illustrative case, assume that a subsequently retrieved roll -allocation record,
checked against cutting and stock records, establishes that C used a different lot. The
proposed internal boundary could return to 7,000 shirts after documented review,
subject to the unresolved labour issue and any applicable instruction. The record
does not automatically release A or B. It also does not authorise the supplier to
override an authority decision or promise that the importer will accept C.

The example makes a management choice visible without pricing a hypothetical fine
or pretending that missing documents establish a violation. GFT recommends sending
the importer a controlled explanation of the goods potentially connected, the basis of
that boundary, the uncertainty and the next evidence request. Name the decision
owner and the next review trigger. Keep the buyer communication, acknowledgement
and any authority communication separately indexed so later reviewers can
reconstruct who knew what.

GFT proposes testing how the hold reaches daily operations. The warehouse, dis-
patch planner and sales team should receive the same current product boundary
through a controlled instruction. Ask how returned goods, replacement labels, split
deliveries and subcontract stock would be handled in the illustrative case. A hold tied
only to the original sales-order number could miss a relabelled or reallocated batch.
Record the link between the affected goods and any subsequent commercial identifier
instead of assuming that a new order creates a new physical product.

A proposed hold log should record where the goods are, who controls them, which
movements are blocked and how changes are authorised. If goods have already left
the supplier's custody, record the last confirmed location and contact the responsible
counterpart. Do not backdate a warehouse hold or claim physical control of stock held
elsewhere. The next action should reflect actual custody and legal instructions, rather
than the status selected in a supplier spreadsheet.
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The Council adoption announcement describes a final decision to ban, withdraw and
dispose of a product, taken by the authority that led the investigation. GFT recom-
mends retaining the exact action required in the applicable decision instead of
replacing it with the generic word stopped. Release, withdrawal from the market and
disposal are different actions. Their execution needs its own evidence, responsible
party and review. [s0562]

5M6

A review needs new evidence about the
underlying problem

The Council-hosted text provides for a review request containing new substantial
information. It also links withdrawal of a decision for the future to demonstrated com-
pliance with the decision and elimination of forced labour relating to the products
concerned. The source is the adopted legislative text linked by the Council, rather
than a retrieved Official Journal copy. Procedural requirements should therefore be
checked against the operative law and notice for the actual case. [se501]

GFT proposes a review file organised around what has changed. Identify the original
finding or unresolved question, the new evidence, its origin, the relevant product and
period, and why the evidence changes the assessment. Separate a correction to
product identity from evidence about working conditions. A corrected invoice may
change the upstream connection; it should not be presented as proof that coercion
ended. The request should make its reasoning inspectable without concealing earlier
contradictions.

The worker response needs its own closure test. Drawing on the ILO handbook's pre-
vention and response purpose, GFT recommends checking whether the affected
person can exercise the freedom or receive the remedy at issue. The review should
ask whether the apparent correction survives in practice and whether the person can
report continuing pressure safely. Detailed labour safeguards remain in the preceding
chapter; here they are linked to product decisions without being replaced by them.
[s89]

For an illustrative recruitment-debt concern, a cancellation of the garment order
changes the commercial relationship but does not repay a worker's debt. GFT would
track a proposed repayment or other remedy separately from stock handling and legal
correspondence. Evidence might need to show the agreed action, actual receipt, the
worker's safe confirmation and a check for continuing coercion. Those proposed
records require local specialist review and appropriate privacy safeguards; they are
not a declaration that a remedy has occurred.

GFT would maintain distinct closures for the internal enquiry, buyer corrective action,
worker remedy and authority procedure. Each closure needs a stated scope and sup-
porting evidence. An authority communication may resolve a product decision while a
wider prevention action remains open. Conversely, a supplier may correct working
arrangements while still needing to comply with an outstanding decision. The case
dashboard should show these differences without allowing a single green status to
conceal them.
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A proposed recurrence check should look at the mechanism that allowed the problem
to persist. If the enquiry exposed an unapproved processor, examine how capacity
pressure, purchasing approval and dispatch documentation interacted. If it exposed
an unsafe recruitment arrangement, the worker - protection team should review the
relevant recruitment and supervision controls with specialist support. GFT
recommends linking the corrective action to that mechanism. Replacing a document
without changing the decision that caused the gap would leave the response
vulnerable to the same failure on another order.

A restart recommendation should therefore explain the proposed goods, supply route,
process changes, evidence reviewed and remaining conditions. GFT would require the
reviewer to check whether the responsible counterpart or authority has actually taken
the necessary action. Filing a review request does not itself prove that the underlying
decision changed. Where the team cannot establish the current legal status, the
dashboard should retain that uncertainty and prohibit an unsupported public
clearance claim.

Bo7

A tabletop drill should test uncertainty before
the border does

GFT recommends rehearsing the missing - subcontractor-record scenario before an
actual enquiry. The illustrative drill begins after transport has been booked, with an
importer asking about an upstream fabric operation. The controller introduces con-
flicting site names, a missing allocation record and a request for worker information.
Participants should distinguish what they can answer immediately, what they need to
verify and which decisions require escalation. The exercise is a proposed test, not
evidence of export readiness.

The planning window in Exhibit 24, p. 83 uses illustrative elapsed exercise units.
They are scheduling assumptions, not working days, a legal deadline or measured
response performance. The overlap keeps worker protection active while product
mapping and records work continue. In a live case, the applicable notice and actual
circumstances would determine timing.
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EXHIBIT 24 / ILLUSTRATIVE ELAPSED EXERCISE UNITS

A response drill tests parallel duties before a release decision

Intake and preservation -

Map potentially connected
goods

Protect workers and arenae _
referral

Reconcile evidence and gaps

Importer and legal review

Record decisions and open -
actions

ILLUSTRATIVE Assumed exercise window from O to 8 units. Intake and preservation occupy 0 to 1; product mapping 1 to 3; protected worker response
1 to 7; evidence reconciliation 3 to 5; importer and legal review 5 to 7; decision logging 7 to 8. Overlap is intentional. No statutory duration, field result or
budget is implied.

Observe retrieval rather than rewarding a polished presentation. GFT proposes
recording elapsed time to identify the potentially connected goods, elapsed time to
locate the underlying record, and whether the response states its limitations correctly.
Also test whether unauthorised movement can occur while a hold is recorded. These
measures should expose a broken control even when the team eventually finds the
document. No target or performance improvement should be claimed until a pilot
establishes a usable baseline.

The drill should include a worker -protection challenge that cannot be solved by
uploading more documents. An illustrative buyer request might ask for the complain-
ant's identity, while the proposed safe response requires a restricted contact route.
Participants should state the purpose of disclosure, the authorised recipient and the
unresolved protection question. Detailed data controls belong in wp14 and the
paper's privacy chapter. The test here is whether the incident process recognises the
boundary before transmitting the material.

Use an observer who is not assembling the response to challenge its conclusions.
GFT proposes asking the observer to select a finished batch from the proposed clear
stock and require the team to reconstruct its allocation without advance preparation.
Then select an unresolved batch and ask what precise evidence would change its
status. This tests both unjustified reassurance and unnecessarily broad restriction.
The exercise succeeds when the boundary is explained honestly, including where it
remains uncertain, rather than when participants release the largest quantity of goods.

Close the illustrative exercise with an action register: the missing control, its owner,
the evidence needed to establish correction and the condition for retesting. Rehearse
the corrected step using another plausible allocation or subcontractor change, rather
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than repeating the answer participants have memorised. GFT recommends testing the
manual record chain before buying another platform. The operating architecture in
wp18 and the trace-a-garment and risk-matrix companions can support that con-
versation without being represented as legal clearance tools.

The approval sought is practical: adopt a product-specific response protocol, assign
decision owners and test it against an unresolved upstream link. Preserve the
difference between suspicion, evidence, finding, remedy and authorised release. The
factory should be able to explain both the goods it controls and the questions it has
not answered. That is the proposed Warp and Signal discipline applied to an incident:
production identity and measured decisions remain connected throughout the
response.

A product response is credible when its evidence
follows the goods and its remedy reaches the worker.
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Reporting requests should be necessary, reusable and bounded

supplier should answer a buyer's sustainability question through one con-
A trolled record, not through a new spreadsheet for every questionnaire. GFT

recommends a response system that identifies the request's purpose,
reuses evidence with the same meaning, and marks every gap, estimate and correc-
tion. The reporting value-chain cap can protect a defined supplier from excessive
reporting requests. It does not dispose of necessary due-diligence enquiries, product
evidence or worker protection. The operating objective is therefore purposeful selec-
tion rather than refusal: necessary information should move once, remain traceable

and stop at a justified boundary. [s35]

This chapter is an operating-design analysis as of 30 October 2026, not legal, tax or
investment advice. Exact amendment wording comes from the opened Council adop -
ted text, with legal-status context from the Commission. Before asserting a statutory
right or delivering a regulated response, the supplier and buyer should check the
published act, relevant national implementation, effective reporting standards and
their actual relationship. [se2] [s84] [$35]

6.1

The buyer reports its own sustainability
statement

The Corporate Sustainability Reporting Directive assigns the corporate statement to
the undertaking subject to that reporting regime. Companies within its scope report
according to European Sustainability Reporting Standards, or ESRS. An African sup-
plier may hold evidence that helps a buyer prepare that statement. Supplying the
evidence does not, by that fact alone, make the supplier the reporting undertaking or
transfer the buyer's responsibility for the corporate output. [se3]

The information request has two broad corporate purposes that should not be col-
lapsed. The amended Accounting Directive refers to information needed to under-
stand the undertaking's impacts on sustainability matters, and information needed to
understand how those matters affect its development, performance and position. The
first directs attention to people and the environment. The second connects sustainab -
ility matters to the reporting undertaking's prospects and condition. A supplier extract
can inform either perspective, but its evidential status remains that of an input to the
buyer's assessment. [s35]

This distinction changes the questions worth asking. A buyer assessing an impact
may need to know which site performed a process, who was exposed and what cor-
rective action followed. A buyer assessing a financial effect may need a different
boundary, such as the possible interruption to a supply relationship. The same pro-
duction record may support both enquiries, but neither should be answered with an
undefined sustainability score. GFT recommends asking which decision the field sup-
ports and which population, period and unit would make the answer intelligible.

The corporate statement also differs from product evidence. EU product-safety rules
require products sold in the EU to be safe irrespective of where they were made. A
buyer's reporting template cannot replace the test report, specification control,
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traceability or corrective action needed for a particular product. Conversely, a product
file does not become a corporate sustainability statement merely because a supplier
uploads it to a buyer portal. [s33]

GFT therefore proposes a request brief before any data collection begins. It should
name the requesting entity, the corporate or commercial process served, the report-
ing period, the site and product boundary, the requested unit, the preferred format
and the intended recipient. It should also ask what the buyer already holds. These
fields are a proposed control, not a statutory form. Their purpose is to expose
ambiguity while clarification is still cheap.

The response owner should then separate three kinds of work. The first is retrieval of
an existing record whose definition already fits. The second is transformation, where a
measured value can be recalculated transparently for another period or denominator.
The third is new investigation, where the present evidence cannot answer the ques-
tion. Treating all three as simple form filling hides the actual effort and encourages
unsupported answers.

GFT's Cameroon textile programme supplies a useful design reference because its
performance - management work connects production, quality, delivery, cost, people
and sustainability records to owners and review. It does not demonstrate a deployed
EU reporting service or an accepted buyer statement. The recommendation here is to
use that operating record as the source of truth where its boundary fits, then add a
controlled reporting view rather than building a parallel account of the factory.

Detailed greenhouse-gas accounting belongs to the companion carbon paper, and
process measurement belongs to the resource paper. This chapter asks a prior ques-
tion: can the supplier show what a reported value means, where it came from and why
it is suitable for this request? If that cannot be shown, adding decimal places or
another dashboard will not repair the answer.

6.2

The reporting cap protects a defined class of
undertakings

The amended Accounting Directive defines a protected undertaking through two
cumulative conditions. It must be in the value chain of a reporting undertaking, and it
must not exceed an average of 1,000 employees during the preceding financial year,
assessed on its balance sheet date. This is not a loose description of any small sup -
plier. The workforce basis, period and value-chain relationship belong in the
applicability record. [s35]

A reporting undertaking may rely on the value-chain undertaking's self -declaration to
determine whether it is protected. The adopted text does not require the reporting
undertaking to verify that declaration, but it may not rely on a declaration that it
knows, or can reasonably be expected to know, is manifestly incorrect. GFT recom-
mends a dated declaration that states its employee calculation and is reopened when
the workforce basis or corporate relationship changes. [s35]
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The substantive protection concerns information exceeding the voluntary standards.
For a request made for sustainability reporting as required by the Accounting
Directive, the protected undertaking has a right to decline the excess. The reporting
undertaking must not require that excess through contractual or other arrangements
established for its reporting requirements. A contrary contractual provision is not
binding, without destroying the remainder of the contract. [s35]

The adopted text also places a notification duty on a reporting undertaking that dir-
ectly or indirectly requests information beyond the voluntary standards from a protec-
ted undertaking. It must identify which information exceeds those standards and
ensure that the protected undertaking is informed of its statutory right to decline it. A
useful buyer request should therefore make the excess visible rather than leaving the
supplier to reverse engineer the boundary from a portal. [s35]

The mechanism is bounded in both directions. It does not prohibit voluntary sharing,
and it does not itself impose a general obligation on a value-chain undertaking to
provide sustainability information. It also preserves requests for other purposes,
including due diligence. A reporting undertaking that reports necessary value-chain
information without exceeding the specified voluntary-standard information from
protected undertakings is deemed to comply with the relevant value-chain reporting
obligation. The cap is thus a reporting design rule, not a licence to conceal a material
gap. [s35]

Legal status needs its own dated check. The Commission records that Directive (EU)
2026/470 was published in the Official Journal on 26 February 2026 and entered into
force on 18 March 2026. The adopted amendment requires national measures for the
reporting changes after entry into force, while the Commission's acts page lists the
July 2026 voluntary standards as not in force until their own Official Journal publica-
tion. A supplier should not convert the adopted cap into an undated, universal refusal
without checking the applicable national measure and effective standard. [se2] [s04]
[S35]

The CSDDD request safeguard answers another question. For an in-depth assess-
ment, companies may request partner information only where necessary. Where the
partner has fewer than 5,000 employees, the information must also be unobtainable
by other reasonable means. That test differs from the reporting cap's employee
boundary, voluntary - standard reference and corporate-reporting purpose. The two
regimes should appear as separate rows in the response record, not as one blended
size exemption. [s35]

In practice, GFT proposes a protection assessment containing the request purpose,
supplier workforce declaration, value-chain relationship, applicable voluntary - stand -
ard version, national-law check and any buyer notice of excess. The reviewer should
record which fields are accepted, which are voluntarily supplied and which are
declined with reasons. If the relationship or legal premise is unresolved, the response
should say so and offer a proportionate alternative where possible.

This discipline also protects the buyer. A bounded response tells the reporting team
which necessary information remains unavailable and why. It prevents an apparently
complete supplier portal from concealing an unresolved scope question. The supplier
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should preserve that limitation in its submission, while the buyer retains responsibility
for explaining missing value-chain information where its own reporting rules require
that explanation. [s35]

6.3

The VSME recommendation is a practical
starting template

The Commission adopted its voluntary SME reporting recommendation on 30 July
2025. It presented the VSME as a way to reduce administrative burden by making it
easier for smaller companies to answer sustainability -information requests from large
companies and financial institutions. It encouraged requesters to base their questions
on the voluntary standard as far as possible. This supports using the VSME as a
common starting structure, not treating every buyer portal as an independently
necessary invention. [se5]

The recommendation is voluntary. A supplier can use it to organise information
without claiming that the resulting pack is a mandatory CSRD statement, an assured
report or a regulator-approved filing. GFT's proposed adaptation is more modest still:
map reusable internal records to the relevant VSME question, preserve the definition
and evidence behind each answer, and omit fields that are not applicable with a stated
reason. [s03] [S05]

Version control matters because the July 2026 policy instruments are not identical to
the 2025 recommendation. The Commission records the adoption of two delegated
acts on 3 July 2026, one simplifying certain ESRS and another establishing sustain-
ability reporting standards for voluntary use by undertakings protected by the value-
chain cap. The acts register opened for this chapter labels both as not in force until
Official Journal publication. A folder named “VSME final” would conceal precisely the
distinction the response system needs to retain. [s03] [504]

Exhibit 25, p. 96 places the opened milestones on a common arithmetic scale. The
intervals are calculated from calendar dates; they are not implementation durations or
deadlines. The final point records the research boundary, not a prediction that the
legal status will remain unchanged.
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EXHIBIT 25 / DAYS AFTER 30 JULY 2025

An adopted reporting act still needs its legal - status check

0
VSME recommendation

Commission adopts the voluntary SME recommendation on
30 July 2025.

338
Reporting acts adopted

Revised ESRS and voluntary value-chain standards are
adopted on 3 July 2026.

/0

Council-hosted adopted amendment is dated 24 February
2026.

209

Omnibus text adopted

DERIVED

——

Opened acts page retains an Official Journal
publication condition; effective version requires
checking.

457

Research status boundary

[Se3] [Se4] [S05] [S35] Derived calendar arithmetic: 24 February 2026 minus 30 July 2025 = 209 days; 3 July 2026 = 338 days; 30

October 2026 = 457 days. S04 lists the July 2026 acts as not in force until Official Journal publication. This chapter does not certify a later publication or

effective date.

The practical response is a version register, not a wait for perfect legal certainty.
Record the template title, issuing body, adoption date, publication status where
known, effective date where established, retrieval date and mapping version. A
response prepared under the 2025 recommendation should remain identifiable after a
later mapping is introduced. Historic answers should not be silently rewritten because

a template changed. [s04] [s65]

A crosswalk can connect the old and new structures. For each question, it should
show the internal dictionary key, the external field identifier, any change in definition
and the migration decision. Some answers may transfer unchanged. Others may
require a new boundary or additional evidence. The reviewer should mark those dif -

ferences rather than assuming that similarly labelled fields remain equivalent.

The buyer has a role in keeping the template useful. GFT recommends asking it to
accept the agreed common core and to place buyer-specific questions in a separate
schedule. That schedule should state the additional purpose and decision. This is a
negotiation proposal, not a claim that a buyer must accept a VSME -formatted answer

for every legal or commercial need.
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6.4

A data dictionary prevents incompatible
answers

A reusable answer begins with a definition, not a value. GFT proposes a dictionary
that identifies the site, legal entity where relevant, reporting period, workforce basis,
output denominator, energy source, incident status and evidence owner. It should also
state whether the record covers a whole site, a product family, an order or an alloc-
ated process. Without those fields, two accurate source records can produce an
inaccurate consolidated answer.

The dictionary should distinguish a measured value from an estimate, an unavailable
field and a non-applicable field. “Unavailable” means that the question applies but the
supplier does not have adequate evidence. "Not applicable” requires a scope reason.
An estimate needs a method, inputs, boundary and reviewer. None of these states
should be converted to zero merely because a portal accepts only numeric entries.

This separation is particularly important when a buyer permits estimation. The estim-
ate should not borrow an unmarked sector average and present it as site perform-
ance. Its method should show which measured records were available, which
assumptions filled the gap and how sensitive the answer is to those assumptions. If
the buyer needs a precise figure, the supplier should clarify whether an estimate is
acceptable before investing in false precision.

A period lock provides another control. Once a reporting period closes, the source
extract and dictionary version used for the submission should remain identifiable. A
later payroll correction or meter reconciliation can create a new version, but it should
not overwrite the evidence that supported the original answer. The review record
should state whether the change is material for each recipient and whether a
correction notice is required.

Exhibit 26, p. 92 shows a compact illustrative structure. Its rows are design
examples, not observed factory data and not prescribed ESRS definitions. The actual
buyer standard and operating context must determine the final definition. The table
deliberately keeps method, evidence and review beside the value so that reuse does
not detach the number from its meaning.
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EXHIBIT 26 / ILLUSTRATIVE DICTIONARY FIELDS

A reusable answer retains its definition and evidence

Boundary and

period

Unit or state

Method

Evidence and
owner

Review

Site
electricity

Workforce

Good output

Corrective
action

Named site and kWh Reconcile meter Meter log; Unlocked
meters; and invoice; energy reviewer
calendar label estimates
quarter
Entity or site Employees or State averaging Payroll Definition
named; same FTE as and inclusion extract; HR check
period requested rules reviewer
Approved lines; Garments Count accepted Production log; Unlocked
same period units, not operations

cutting input owner
Specific case Open, closed, Separate Action Outcome
and site; verified closure from register; unresolved
period end effectiveness process owner

ILLUSTRATIVE lllustrative GFT response design. No factory observation, legal metric definition or completed review is represented. Adapt each row to

the applicable standard, request purpose and measured system boundary.

GREEN FUTURE TECH

The dictionary should also define transformations. If a buyer asks for energy per

accepted garment, the numerator and denominator must cover the same site and

period unless a documented allocation says otherwise. If another buyer asks for total
site energy, the supplier should not submit the order-allocated value without explana-
tion. The source measurement may be identical, but the reporting products are differ-
ent.

Workforce fields need equal care. Period-end employees, average employees and
full-time equivalent capacity answer different questions. Contractors and agency
workers need an explicit inclusion rule rather than silent insertion into whichever cat-
egory makes the answer appear stable. The protected-undertaking self-declaration
has its own average-employee test, so its calculation should not be replaced by an
unrelated portal field. [s35]

Incident and corrective -action records should preserve status at the reporting date. A
concern reported but still investigated is not equivalent to a confirmed breach, and an
action marked closed is not equivalent to an outcome verified with affected people.
These distinctions allow the buyer to understand what is known without turning an
unresolved case into either an accusation or a clean bill of health.

GFT NOTE

Approve one canonical response dictionary before buying another reporting portal.
Give each field an owner, boundary, period, unit, evidence state and correction route.
Let buyer-specific schemas reference that record rather than creating competing
versions of the factory. Where a definition does not fit, ask for clarification or submit a
labelled alternative instead of forcing the value into the nearest available field.
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The dictionary is complete only when its ownership works in practice. Operations
should explain production records, HR should explain workforce boundaries, and the
evidence reviewer should test whether the submission matches the question. A sus-
tainability coordinator can orchestrate the pack, but should not become the silent
author of every operational estimate. Accountability remains with the roles that can
explain and correct the source.

65

The purpose of a request determines the
response route

Intake should classify the request before assessing its length. GFT proposes six
working routes: sustainability reporting, CSDDD risk assessment, product safety,
chemical compliance, commercial specification and voluntary marketing. A question-
naire can contain several routes at once. The response record should therefore clas -
sify each field or coherent field group, rather than allowing the document title to
determine the legal treatment of every question.

For sustainability reporting, the reviewer tests the protected-undertaking conditions,
the voluntary - standard boundary and the reporting purpose described above. For
CSDDD risk assessment, the reviewer asks whether the information is necessary for
the relevant in-depth assessment and, where the smaller-partner condition applies,
whether it can reasonably be obtained elsewhere. Neither route should be used
mechanically to answer the other. [s35]

Product safety requires an operational route. The Commission's product-safety guid-
ance states that products sold in the EU must be safe regardless of where they were
made, and that businesses must act when they find an unsafe product. A reporting
cap should not be used to delay evidence needed to evaluate a safety concern or
corrective measure. The request should identify the product, batch, hazard, decision
and responsible economic operator. [s33]

Chemical compliance likewise needs product-specific treatment. REACH restrictions
setting conditions for placing substances on the market apply to domestic production
and imports. The Commission identifies a clothing, textile and footwear restriction in
Annex XVII, but the current operative entry and exact article scope must supply the
applicable limits and method. A generic corporate sustainability answer cannot
establish that a garment meets those requirements. [s16]

The forced-labour route illustrates why “no reporting duty” does not mean “no
information needed"”. The Commission states that the Forced Labour Regulation intro-
duces no audit or reporting obligations and does not prescribe sustainability due dili-
gence. It also describes preliminary and formal investigations in which economic
operators can be asked for documents or other information. The supplier should dis -
tinguish an ordinary buyer questionnaire from a case-specific investigation notice
while keeping relevant product records retrievable. [s16]

Commercial specifications and voluntary marketing need their own review. A buyer
may contractually require a standard beyond a legal minimum, but the supplier should
identify that requirement as contractual and assess its feasibility, evidence and cost
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before acceptance. A marketing team may want a broad environmental story, while
the evidence supports only a narrow product fact. The response should route that
request to claims approval rather than inflating the reporting pack with unsupported
superiority language.

Privacy provides a cross-cutting constraint, not another blanket refusal. Where GDPR
applies, purpose limitation and data minimisation require personal data processing to
serve a specified purpose and remain limited to what is necessary. A buyer's legitim-
ate interest in labour evidence does not imply that every identity scan should be
copied into a shared portal. The supplier should consider an aggregated answer, a
redacted extract or controlled inspection, with local law and the actual processing
arrangement reviewed separately. [523]

Exhibit 27, p. 94 visualises this triage as an illustrative operating model. The hori-
zontal position moves from a corporate value-chain boundary towards an identified
product or activity. The vertical position moves from routine review towards an urgent
operational decision. These are GFT planning coordinates, not legal scores, risk
ratings or conclusions that one purpose matters more than another.

EXHIBIT 27 / ILLUSTRATIVE ROUTING COORDINATES FROM O TO 10

The question purpose selects the information rule

From routine review to urgent decision

10
Product safety
Chemical compliance
CSDDD assessment
Voluntary marketing Commercial
([ ] @ specification
Sustainability
@ reporting
0
0 10

From corporate boundary to product or activity

ILLUSTRATIVE [SB2] [S10] [S16] [S33] [S35] lllustrative GFT synthesis. X runs from corporate value - chain reporting boundary (0) to identified
product or activity (10). Y runs from routine review (0) to urgent operational decision (10). Positions are chosen to explain routing, not to rank legal duties
or quantify risk.

The map shows why one universal refusal rule would fail. A reporting question may be
bounded by the voluntary standards, while a safety question needs immediate tech-
nical escalation even when both arrive in the same workbook. It also shows why one
universal acceptance rule would fail. A voluntary marketing request does not inherit
the necessity of a product-safety enquiry merely because a buyer uses the same
portal.
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GFT's proposed protocol starts by reusing evidence that already answers the defined
question. Where the purpose is ambiguous, the supplier asks for clarification before
creating new data. Where the request is disproportionate, it offers a narrower extract
or an existing equivalent and records the unresolved disagreement. Where the evid-
ence suggests possible harm or a critical product failure, the operational review
proceeds without waiting for the reporting negotiation to finish.

The response log should retain the buyer's answer to that clarification. If the buyer
changes the purpose, the reviewer reopens the legal and evidential route. This pre-
vents a reporting request from becoming a back door to unrestricted due-diligence
collection, and it prevents a genuine risk assessment from being misfiled as optional
reporting administration.

FIELD-LEVEL RESPONSE TRIAGE

For each coherent field group, record the stated purpose, the legal or contractual
basis claimed by the requester, the product, site and period boundary, the existing
dictionary key, the evidence state, the recipient and the decision supported. Then
assign one operating state: reuse, transform, investigate, clarify or decline. Reuse
requires a matching definition. Transformation needs a visible calculation. Investiga-
tion needs an owner and a review date. Clarification remains pending until the buyer
answers. A decline states its basis and any proportionate alternative.

Do not infer that legal basis from the portal label. Urgent safety or harm-related fields
escalate immediately even when other fields remain under discussion. Close the field
group only when the recipient has received the answer with its limitations and the
released version has entered the submission log. This is a GFT operating design, not
a statutory workflow.

6.6

An evidence pack should survive review and
correction

A reusable pack needs a release process just as a product does. GFT proposes ver-
sioned submissions with a period lock, source references, reviewer sign-off and a
distribution list. The pack should identify who prepared each answer, who checked its
operational meaning and who authorised external release. These roles can overlap in
a small organisation, but the checks should remain visible.

Preparation, assurance, buyer acceptance and public reporting are different states.
Supplier preparation establishes what the supplier is willing to submit. External assur-
ance has the scope and conclusion stated in its own engagement. Buyer acceptance
records a commercial response within the buyer's process. Public reporting belongs
to the entity making that publication. None of these states should be inferred from a
completed upload or a successful file receipt. [s83]

Product acceptance is separate again. Product-safety guidance provides for correct-
ive action, withdrawal and recall when unsafe products are identified. A buyer's
acceptance of a sustainability pack does not establish that an EU authority has
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accepted a product, nor does it remove an obligation to act on a later safety finding.
The evidence pack should preserve the relevant product decision rather than
presenting a general compliance badge. [s33]

The release checklist should test completeness against the applicable request, not
against every field the supplier could possibly disclose. It should confirm that meas-
ured values reconcile to their sources, estimates carry methods, unavailable fields
remain visible and non-applicable fields have reasons. It should also check that the
final export has not dropped notes, units or source identifiers during format conver-
sion.

Corrections need a wider boundary than the source file. If a meter error changes an
energy answer, the reviewer should identify every submission that used it, assess the
effect and notify the relevant recipients through a controlled correction. The original
submission remains in the history. The new version states what changed, why, who
approved it and which earlier version it supersedes.

Where personal data is concerned and GDPR applies, accuracy requires inaccurate
data to be corrected or deleted without delay, taking account of the processing pur-
pose. That principle supports a recipient-aware correction route rather than a quiet
edit in a master spreadsheet. The detailed lawful basis, retention and international -
transfer assessment still belongs to the privacy review, not to the reporting
coordinator's convenience. [$23]

A correction should not erase a legitimate unresolved issue. If operations and HR dis -
agree about a workforce boundary, the pack should record the dispute and the
method chosen for the current response. Later agreement can close that issue
through a reviewed decision. The reader can then distinguish a corrected factual error
from a changed estimation method or a newly available record.

The pack also needs change triggers. A new buyer schema, a revised reporting
standard, a different sales route, a changed meter boundary or a new subcontractor
can all invalidate reuse. GFT proposes reopening only the affected dictionary rows
and linked submissions, while preserving unaffected evidence. This makes mainten-
ance proportionate and avoids rebuilding the entire response for every local change.

Finally, retention should follow the evidence's purpose and applicable obligations. The
pack should remain retrievable long enough to support the statement, investigation or
product decision it served, without turning every buyer extract into an indiscriminate
permanent store of personal information. A retention schedule with legal and contrac-
tual review is safer than treating storage capacity as a retention policy. [s23]

Request burden should be measured as work

A supplier cannot manage request inflation if it records only the number of question -
naires received. GFT proposes logging collection hours, translation, evidence
retrieval, checking, portal entry, rework and unresolved questions by buyer and
request. The log should also identify duplicate fields and distinguish new investigation
from reuse. These observations show where work accumulates; they do not presume
that standardisation will save time.
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The measurement unit should be a defined request, with amendments recorded sep-
arately. A short questionnaire can require extensive new measurement, while a long
one can draw mostly from an approved pack. Comparing page counts would miss that
difference. Staff time should be recorded by activity so that a technical investigation is
not mistaken for avoidable administration.

Exhibit 28, p. 97 provides an illustrative work breakdown. All inputs are assumed to
demonstrate the formula. They are not observed GFT hours, buyer benchmarks or a
forecast. A future pilot should replace them with time records and preserve
differences between products, buyers and request purposes.

EXHIBIT 28 / ILLUSTRATIVE STAFF HOURS PER REQUEST

Duplicate requests consume staff time that can be observed

14

Opening Collection Translation Checking Portal entry Rework Total

ILLUSTRATIVE lllustrative formula: total response hours = collection + translation + checking + portal entry + rework =6 + 2 + 3+ 2 + 4 = 17. All inputs
are invented for the worked model and must be replaced by pilot observations.

The model makes rework visible as work rather than treating it as a defect after sub-
mission. It also suggests where a test should focus. If collection dominates, better
source retrieval may help. If portal entry dominates, a common dictionary alone will
not remove the burden. If rework follows inconsistent definitions, the buyer and sup -
plier should examine the request specification before automating the response.
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CHAPTER SOURCE NOTES

WORKED EXAMPLE: SIMILAR LABELS DO NOT MAKE THE ANSWERS REUSABLE

An illustrative Cameroon garment supplier receives two buyer requests. Buyer A asks
for annual site electricity per accepted garment and average employees. Buyer B
asks for quarterly order-allocated electricity per garment and period-end headcount.
The labels are similar, but the periods, allocation boundaries and workforce defini-
tions differ. The supplier should reuse source records and calculation documentation,
not copy one final value into both answers.

For the response-burden model, assume the first request takes the illustrative 17
hours shown above. After a dictionary and evidence index are prepared, assume a
comparable later request needs 2 collection hours instead of 6, and 1 rework hour
instead of 4. Translation remains 2 hours, checking remains 3 and portal entry
remains 2. The illustrative revised totalis 2 + 2 + 3+ 2 + 1 = 10 hours. The modelled
reduction is 17 minus 10, or 7 hours.

This arithmetic demonstrates a pilot measure, not a saving already achieved. The
later request must be genuinely comparable, and the two energy and workforce
answers still require their separate definitions. Reuse reduces avoidable retrieval and
correction; it does not make incompatible reporting products identical.

A buyer negotiation can use the same evidence. The supplier should show which
fields duplicate an agreed core, which require new measurement and which remain
unclear. It can then propose the common pack, a bounded additional schedule and a
realistic response date. Necessary harm-related evidence and critical product
records should remain outside the burden-reduction trade - off.

GFT recommends testing this approach on a limited set of actual requests before
claiming administrative value. Record the baseline, dictionary version, request mix and
subsequent effort. Examine whether buyer clarification removes fields, whether
retrieval improves and whether unresolved questions decline. If the burden merely
moves from supplier administration to buyer review, the system has not achieved its
objective.

Reuse the evidence, preserve its meaning and bound
the request by its purpose.

S35 European Parliament and Council of the European Union. 2026-02-24.

S02 European Commission. n.d..

S04 European Commission, DG FISMA. 2026-07-03.

S03 European Commission, DG FISMA. 2026-07-03.

$33 European Union, Your Europe. 2026-08-19.

S05 European Commission, DG FISMA. 2025-07-30.

S16 European Commission, DG GROW. n.d..

$10 European Commission, DG GROW. n.d..

$23 European Commission. n.d..
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PART III: DEMONSTRATE THAT THE PRODUCT AND ITS CLAIMS CAN TRAVEL / SAFETY AND CHEMICALS

Current product duties need
attention before future
passport fields

A supplier must address composition, safety and chemical evidence even
while new sustainability specifications are being developed.

CHAPTER 07 / 14 WARP AND SIGNAL
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n African garment manufacturer preparing for European Union export routes

cannot wait for the future textile Digital Product Passport to build product-
level compliance evidence. [s11]1 While the Ecodesign for Sustainable

A supplier must address . . . .

composition, safety and Products Regulation (Regulation (EU) 2024/1781, in force since 18 July 2024) cre-

chemical evidence even ates a framework for product longevity, circularity and digital information, the textile-

CHAPTER 07
DECISION TEST

e specific delegated act has a planned adoption target of the fourth quarter of 2027

specifications are being . . . A

developed. and its exact fields remain undecided. [s11] [s12] By contrast, four product-level
regimes already govern clothing and textile articles placed on the European Union
market today: fibre - composition labelling under Regulation (EU) No 1007/2011,
sector-specific rules that determine when CE marking is prohibited or required,
chemical restrictions on imported and domestic articles under Annex XVII of
Regulation (EC) No 1907/2006 (REACH), and non-food product safety duties under
the General Product Safety Regulation, which started to apply on 13 December 2024.
[s16] [s17] [s28] [s34] Green Future Tech Limited (GFT), Hong Kong SAR, argues that a
factory must weave composition verification, batch-matched chemical testing and
post-sale safety traceability into production and dispatch gates now, before adding
speculative passport fields. [s11] [$33]

In the Cameroon textile context, where inherited programme baseline records indicate
that about 95 percent of cotton fibre is exported raw against about 5 percent pro-
cessed locally and SND30 targets 50 percent local processing by 2030, moving from
raw lint to finished garments shifts the compliance duty from commodity grading to
finished -article conformity. [res] [Re7] GFT's three-part Cameroon textile programme
(feasibility study, performance -management system design and digital strategy, pre-
pared on 31 January 2024 with source-refresh notes retained in 2026) serves here
as an operating-design reference for cut, make, trim and finishing operations, with
spinning and knitting treated as optional partnered stages rather than a certified
export plant. [res] This chapter provides an operational engineering guide rather than
legal, tax or investment advice; qualified advisers must verify the operative texts,
Combined Nomenclature product codes and destination Member State rules for each
transaction. [s28] [$33]

7.1

Composition labels must describe the product
being sold

Every textile product marketed in the European Union must be labelled or marked to
show its fibre composition, and the indication of fibre composition is mandatory at all
stages of industrial processing and commercial distribution. [s17] [se7e1] Under Regu-
lation (EU) No 1007/2011, which has applied since 8 May 2012, mandatory compos-
ition rules cover all products containing at least 80 percent by weight of textile fibres,
including raw, semi-worked, worked, semi-manufactured, semi-made and made-up
products, as well as furniture, umbrella and sunshade coverings and textile compon-
ents of multilayer floor coverings, mattress coverings and camping goods reaching at
least 80 percent by weight. [s17] [s28] [se7e1] A factory cannot treat composition
labelling as a late packing detail; the label text is a regulated metrological statement
about the mass fraction of every constituent fibre in the finished garment. [s17] [s28]
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7.2 SCOPE BOUNDARIES, FIBRE NAMES AND MULTI-COMPONENT
THRESHOLDS GOVERN THE LABEL TEXT

Before printing a label, the supplier and the European Union buyer must verify
whether the article falls inside the general rule, a multi-component rule or a statutory
exemption under Regulation (EU) No 1007/2011. [s17] [s28] Fibre names on the label
are restricted to the harmonised generic names in Annex |, such as cotton, wool, poly -
ester, viscose, lyocell or polyacrylate (added by Commission Delegated Regulation
(EU) 2018/122 of 20 October 2017, after Commission Delegated Regulation (EU) No
286/2012 of 27 January 2012 added polypropylene/polyamide bicomponent). [s17]
[s28] [s6761] Brand names or breed descriptions cannot substitute for an Annex |
name: describing a knitted jumper solely as Merino violates the regulation unless the
Annex | word wool appears, with any additional breed detail displayed separately
under Article 16(2). [s28] Fibres must be listed in decreasing percentage order by
weight under Article 9(1), meaning that a garment containing 60 percent cotton and
40 percent polyester cannot share a label with a style containing 40 percent cotton
and 60 percent polyester. [s17] [s28]

Purity claims, tolerances and multi-component assemblies directly constrain factory
quality control. [s17] [s28] A product may be described as 100 percent, pure or all of a
single fibre under Article 7(1) only when composed exclusively of that fibre, subject
to narrow statutory allowances. [s171 [s28]1 For multi-fibre blends, Article 20(3) permits
a 3 percent manufacturing tolerance between the stated composition and the weight
percentages obtained during official inspection under Article 19 (for example, 70 plus
or minus 3 percent and 30 plus or minus 3 percent on a 70/30 blend). [s28] Under
Article 11(1), textile components with different fibre contents that represent 30 per-
cent or more of total product weight (and main linings) require separate disclosure,
whereas smaller components below 30 percent need not be labelled separately (save
for certain corsetry items under Annex IV where a 10 percent threshold applies) but
still enter the overall calculation, excluding only reinforcement and trim items listed in
Annex VII. [s28] Under Article 12, any textile product containing even small quantities
of down, feather, bone, leather, pearl or horn must carry the exact sentence "Contains
non-textile parts of animal origin" on the label or marking. [s17] [s28]
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EXHIBIT 29 / CATEGORICAL LEGAL AND OPERATIONAL COMPARISON

Composition, safety and chemicals require different evidence

Current legal

status

Product scope

Primary evidence
record

Supplier
verification role

Textile Regulation
(EU) No 1007/20M

CE marking sector
rules (e.g. PPE,
toys)

REACH Annex XVII
restrictions

General Product
Safety Regulation
(GPSR)

ESPR Textile
Digital Product
Passport

Applies since 8
May 2012

Applies by
specific product
act

Applies to
domestic goods and
imports

Applies since 13
December 2024

Planned delegated
act Q4 2027

Products with at
least 80% textile
fibres by weight

PPE (Reg.
2016/425), toys
(Dir. 2009/48/EC),
medical devices

Substances in
articles,

including Entry 72
(33 CMRs in
textiles)

Non-food consumer
products sold
offline or online

in the EU

Textiles and
apparel as defined
in future
delegated act

Annex | fibre
percentages,
animal-origin
notice, B2B or B2C
label

EU declaration of
conformity,
technical file,
notified body
check

Batch-linked
analytical test
reports and recipe
declarations

Risk analysis,
batch
traceability,
Safety Business
Gateway path

Future
carrier-linked
ecodesign and
compliance dataset

Reconcile bill of
materials, fabric
weight and 3% lab
tolerance

Screen intended
use; never place
CE mark on

ordinary apparel

Control dyes,
finishes, prints
and trims against
Annex XVII limits

Maintain lot
records, physical
safety checks and
recall readiness

Keep internal
batch and material
records reusable
without
pre-claiming

SOURCED  [S11] [S16] [S17]1 [S28] [S33] [S34] Transcribed from opened EU institutional sources as of 30 October 2026. Exact obligation depends
on the Combined Nomenclature product code, economic -operator role and destination Member State rules.

As shown in Exhibit 29, p. 102, each product rule answers a different regulatory
question and demands a distinct primary artifact. [s11] [s16] [s17] [$28] [533] [$34] What
Exhibit 29, p. 102 cannot establish is the binding classification of a specific style
without reviewing its tariff code, construction and sales route. [s28] [$33] Regulation
(EU) No 1007/2011 does not harmonise wash-care symbols, sizing or country-of-
origin marking, and Annex V exempts specific categories (such as textile parts of
footwear under item 23, travel goods under item 17, toys, and device covers up to
160 square centimetres on one side under item 30), while Annex VI permits inclusive
labelling for specified items. [s28] [56701]

7.3 CONSUMER LABELS, BUSINESS-TO-BUSINESS DOCUMENTS AND
RECYCLED-CONTENT STATEMENTS FOLLOW DISTINCT RULES

For textiles intended for sale to an end consumer, labels or markings must be durable,
easily legible, visible, accessible and firmly attached (such as sewn in), using uniform
lettering in the official language or languages of every Member State where the
product is made available under Article 14(1) and Article 16(3), with composition also
shown before purchase in catalogues and online offers under Article 16(1). [s17] [s28]
Under Article 14(2), when products are supplied in business-to-business transac -
tions within the supply chain or in public procurement, physical labels may be
replaced or supplemented by accompanying commercial documents. [s17] [528]
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Mandatory composition must also remain separate from voluntary recycled-content
statements. [s28] Under the Commission's FAQ on Regulation (EU) No 1007/2011,
there is no requirement under the Textile Regulation to use the term recycled, and if a
manufacturer wishes to give that information, the mandatory Annex | fibre name must
appear first and the voluntary phrase must be displayed separately under Article
16(2) (for example, "polyester" followed separately by "recycled fibres"), provided it
is not misleading. [s17] [s28] Since 27 September 2026, when Directive (EU)
2024/825 amending Directives 2005/29/EC and 2011/83/EU entered into applica-
tion, any voluntary consumer environmental claim must also avoid generic unverified
wording or presenting a component claim as covering the whole product. [s18] [519]
[S36]

EXHIBIT 30 / ILLUSTRATIVE GFT CONTROL SEQUENCE

The approved label follows the material specification

Lock. bill of Check 80% textile Ceflculate Annex | Scre‘en trims for
materials and fibre order and @ animal parts

weights weight and Annex V 30% rule (Article 12)

©

v
Approve physical Verify Member
label or B2B @ State languages
document and claims

1. Style spec

2. In scope

3. Within 3% lab check

4. Add Article 12 text if needed

5. Sign off for batch print

ILLUSTRATIVE [S17] [S28] [S0701] llustrative workflow proposed by GFT to link bill-of - materials records in the performance - management system
design to Regulation (EU) No 1007/2011 verification gates. Not a record of an operating plant.

The illustrative sequence in Exhibit 30, p. 103 links the engineering bill of materials to
label approval so a print proof cannot be released until component weights, Annex |
fibre names, the 3 percent laboratory check, Article 12 animal-origin screening and
Member State languages are verified. [s17] [s28] What Exhibit 30, p. 103 cannot valid-
ate is the chain-of-custody authenticity of a recycled fibre lot, which belongs to the
provenance model in wp05. [528]
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7.4

The textile rules do not create a general CE-
mark requirement

Garment exporters and unverified brokers sometimes assume that exporting clothing
to the European Union requires a CE mark on the garment label. [s28] The European
Commission's FAQ on Regulation (EU) No 1007/2011 states clearly: "The Textile
Regulation does not require CE marking of textile products." [s28] CE marking is
reserved exclusively for product categories governed by specific Union harmonisation
legislation that mandates its use. [s28] [$33]

7.5 SPECIALISED PRODUCT LEGISLATION DETERMINES WHEN CE MARKING
OR SEPARATE MATERIAL PICTOGRAMS APPLY

Certain products that meet the textile definition (at least 80 percent textile fibres by
weight under Article 3(1)(a) of Regulation (EU) No 1007/2011) concurrently fall
under sector - specific legislation requiring CE marking, technical files and
manufacturer or importer identification. [s28] Question 8.6 of the Commission's FAQ
identifies four main categories: [s28]

1. Personal protective equipment (PPE): protective workwear, high -visibility gar-
ments and protective gloves designed to protect against health and safety hazards
under Regulation (EU) 2016/425. [s28] [58762]

2. Medical devices: surgical gowns, drapes and medical textiles governed by the
Medical Devices Regulation (EU) 2017/745. [s28]

3. Toys: textile plush toys and dress-up items governed by the Toy Safety Directive
2009/48/EC (while Annex V of the Textile Regulation exempts toys from
mandatory fibre composition labelling). [s28]

4. Construction products: geotextiles and construction textiles governed by the
Construction Products Regulation (EU) No 305/2011. [s2s]

Footwear follows a separate legal boundary. [s28] [s8762] Under Annex V item 23 of
Regulation (EU) No 1007/2011, textile parts of footwear are exempt from mandatory
textile fibre labelling, and Article 12 on animal-origin parts does not apply to footwear.
[s28] Instead, Directive 94/11/EC requires consumer footwear labels to indicate the
materials (leather, coated leather, textile or other materials) accounting for at least 80
percent of the surface area of the upper and the lining and sock, and at least 80 per-
cent of the volume of the outer sole (or the two main materials where no single
material reaches 80 percent). [s28] [s8702] In the Commission's 2025 to 2030 ESPR
Working Plan (COM(2025) 187 final of 16 April 2025), footwear is also treated sep -
arately from textiles, with a dedicated study due by the end of 2027. [s13]
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GFT NOTE

GFT recommends a mandatory pre-costing product-classification check before
accepting any European Union order. The commercial and quality leads should com-
plete an illustrative three - part worksheet: first, record the bill of materials and user
group (adult apparel, children's wear, protective workwear or footwear); second,
screen every functional or marketing claim on the buyer's tech pack (such as high-
visibility, flame-retardant, protective or medical support) to check whether it triggers
PPE Regulation (EU) 2016/425 or Medical Devices Regulation (EU) 2017/745; third,
forbid printing a CE mark on any garment unless the style file holds a verified EU
Declaration of Conformity citing the harmonisation act that mandates it. [$28] [$33]
Using a CE mark on ordinary cotton apparel to signal quality or sustainability is
unlawful. [s28] [$33]

7.6

Chemical restrictions apply to imports as well
as EU production

Unlike corporate reporting or due-diligence directives that apply through company -
size thresholds, European Union chemical restrictions attach directly to imported art-
icles. [s02] [s16] As the European Commission's REACH Restrictions reference states:
"Restrictions setting out conditions for the placing on the market of substances apply
to both domestic production and imports." [s16] Under Title VIl and Annex XVII of
Regulation (EC) No 1907/2006 (REACH), restrictions can ban or limit substances in
imported textile articles even where registration is not required. [s16]

7.7 ANNEX XVII ENTRY 72 AND RELATED SUBSTANCE RULES TARGET TEXTILE
DYES, FINISHES, PRINTS AND TRIMS

For an African cut-make-trim and finishing plant, the primary chemical rule is Entry
72 of Annex XVII to REACH, enacted by Commission Regulation (EU) 2018/1513
under Article 68(2) and applicable since 1 November 2020. [s16] Entry 72 restricts 33
carcinogenic, mutagenic or reprotoxic (CMR) category 1A and 1B substances in
clothing, related accessories, skin-contact textiles and footwear, whether present as
production residues or added intentionally for shrinkage or crease resistance. [s16] On
27 June 2018, the CARACAL competent authorities endorsed explanatory guide CA/
44/2018 clarifying covered articles and available analytical methods. [s16]

Opened Commission records in S16 and S28 also identify related restrictions affecting
garment components and finishes: [s16] [s28]

« Nickel in metal fasteners (Entry 27 of Annex XVII): metal zippers, snaps, rivets
and buttons in direct and prolonged skin contact must comply with Entry 27
nickel-release limits verified by harmonised standards. [s16]

« Polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (Entry 50 of Annex XVII): adopted in Decem-
ber 2013 under Regulation (EU) No 1272/2013, Entry 50 restricts PAHs in rubber
and plastic components of consumer articles in skin or oral contact, such as
plastisol prints, elastomeric straps and soles. [s16]
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« Phthalates in plasticised materials (Entries 51 and 52 of Annex XVII): revised
Entry 51 restricts DEHP, BBP, DBP and DIBP at or above 0.1 percent by weight
individually or combined in any plasticised material (such as PVC prints, coated
fabrics or synthetic patches). [s16]

» PFAS and PFHxA in consumer textiles: while national authorities estimate that
textiles, upholstery, leather, apparel and carpets represent 11 percent of PFAS use
(behind fluorinated gases at 59 percent and transport at 19 percent), the Commis-
sion adopted a restriction on 19 September 2024 banning undecafluorohexanoic
acid (PFHxA) and PFHxA - related substances in consumer textiles such as rain
jackets and waterproofing sprays. [s16]

« Intentionally added microplastics and POPs: Regulation (EU) 2023/2055 (adop-
ted 25 September 2023, in force 17 October 2023) restricts synthetic polymer
particles below five millimetres intentionally added to products (including non-
biodegradable loose plastic glitter, subject to transitional rules), while Regulation
(EU) 2019/1021 governs persistent organic pollutants and the REACH Restrictions
Roadmap (updated 31 August 2026) signals upcoming substitution priorities. [s16]
[S28]

7.8 PROCESS-LEVEL CHEMICAL MANAGEMENT DIFFERS FROM LEGAL
ARTICLE LIMITS AND BUYER RSLS

Suppliers must separate three chemical frameworks: statutory article restrictions
(REACH Annex XVII and POPs), buyer Restricted Substances Lists (RSLs), and factory
process guidance. [s16] [526] [s28] The World Bank Group and International Finance
Corporation (IFC) Environmental, Health, and Safety Guidelines for Textile Manufac -
turing (30 April 2007) cover wet processing and natural, synthetic and regenerated
fibre manufacturing, while stating: "This document does not include polymer syn-
thesis and natural raw materials production." [s26] The IFC guidelines recommend
replacing alkylphenol ethoxylates (APEOs) with biodegradable alcohol ethoxylates,
avoiding high-formaldehyde cross-linkers, dichromate oxidisers and benzidine -
based azo dyes that form carcinogenic aromatic amines, and testing textiles before
market entry for pH, pesticides, heavy metals, formaldehyde, chlorinated phenols and
carriers. [s26] However, IFC effluent guidelines (such as pH 6 to 9, BOD 30 milligrams
per litre, COD 160 milligrams per litre, AOX 1 milligram per litre, total chromium 0.5
milligrams per litre and hexavalent chromium 0.1 milligrams per litre for 95 percent of
operating hours) govern local factory discharges rather than certifying that a garment
meets REACH Annex XVII Entry 72. [s2¢6] Likewise, buyer RSLs or voluntary EU Ecola-
bel criteria under Decision (EU) 2014/350 (prolonged on 23 December 2025 to 31
December 2028) may exceed statutory law and must be tracked separately in the
factory register. [s16] [527]

7.9

Sampling evidence has to match the batch and
the test question

A laboratory test report is an empirical measurement of a specific submitted sample
under a named analytical standard, not a blanket export licence. [s16] [s28] Attaching

an outdated generic pass certificate from a fabric trader provides no protection if the
dye bath, finishing recipe, print paste or metal trim lot has changed. [s16] [526]
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7.10 COMPONENT-LEVEL RISK MAPPING DETERMINES WHAT TO TEST AND
WHICH METHOD TO SPECIFY

Drawing on S16, S26 and S28, GFT decomposes the garment bill of materials into five
homogeneous testing zones: [s16] [526] [528]

» Greige and bleached natural fabrics: screen for agricultural pesticide residues
where relevant, aqueous extract pH under EN ISO 3071 (S28), and chlorinated
bleaching residues. [526] [528]

» Dyed yarns and fabrics: test against the 33 CMRs in Entry 72 of Annex XVII,
including carcinogenic aromatic amines cleaved from azo dyes, restricted disperse
dyes and extractable heavy metals. [s16] [526]

» Resin-finished and water-repellent fabrics: test for free and released formalde -
hyde (Entry 72) and PFHXA or related PFAS substances in repellent finishes (S16).
[S16] [S26]

« Prints, coatings and plasticised trims: test for restricted phthalates (DEHP, BBP,
DBP and DIBP at the 0.1 percent threshold in Entry 51), PAHs (Entry 50), solvent
residues and intentionally added microplastics. [s16] [$26]

» Metal fasteners and leather or animal-origin trims: test metal parts touching skin
for nickel release (Entry 27) and lead or cadmium, and screen leather and horn
trims for chromium VI and the Article 12 label notice. [s16] [s28]

EXHIBIT 31 / ILLUSTRATIVE GFT FOUR-LAYER EVIDENCE MODEL

A test report supports only its stated sample and method

Layer 1: Release

gate and declaration Match test scope to
EU law and buyer RSL

Confirm no recipe

" Issue bounded batch
change since sample

declaration or hold

date
Layer 2: Lab report
and test method Standard method ID Quantification limit Lab ISO/IEC 17025
(e.g. ENISO 3071) and legal threshold competence for matrix
Layer 3: Sample
yt d d P i Sealed sample ID Linked dyehouse bath R
it ek date and sampler rt;le and finiZhin recipe B SR D BT
lock P 9 P for retest
SRR A . . Bill-of-materials
component and lot ID Fabric roll batch and Button, zipper and .
. . R . version and mass
wet-processing site trim supplier lot IDs

balance

ILLUSTRATIVE [S16] [S26] [S28] [S33] lllustrative control architecture designed by GFT to connect laboratory test reports to batch production
records in the Cameroon programme PMS design. Does not represent an audited laboratory deployment.
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As shown in Exhibit 31, p. 107, a laboratory report in Layer 2 supports a Layer 1
release decision only when Layer 3 (sample chain of custody and recipe lock) and
Layer 4 (physical component and supplier lot identity) remain unbroken. [s16] [528]
[s33] What Exhibit 31, p. 107 cannot supply is the operative concentration limit for
every substance; reviewers must check the current Annex XVII text, the CARACAL
guide CA/44/2018, CEN/TC 248 standards and the ECHA Forum's living compendium
of analytical methods before ordering tests. [s16] [s28]

METHOD

GFT proposes an illustrative five - point Test-to-Batch Reconciliation Check within
the factory quality system (linking to process measurement in wp@6 and provenance
data in wpB5): [S16] [$28]

1. Identity link: confirm that fabric rolls, dye lots, finishing logs and trim batches cut
for the order match the lot identifiers on the laboratory sample form. [s16] [526]

2. Component coverage: verify that main fabrics, linings, prints, coatings and
fasteners are each covered in their relevant matrix. [s16] [528]

3. Threshold check: confirm that the tested analytes match REACH Annex XVII
(such as Entry 72, Entry 27, Entry 50, Entry 51 and PFHxA) plus the buyer RSL,
with a limit of quantification below the threshold. [s16]

4. Method competence: verify that the report cites the current CEN/TC 248, EN ISO
(such as EN ISO 3071 or Annex VIl of Regulation (EU) No 1007/2011) or ECHA
compendium method and laboratory accreditation. [S16] [528]

5. Retest trigger screen: check logs between sampling and packing for five retest
triggers: (a) a dye or finish chemical change; (b) a fabric mill, dyehouse or trim
supplier switch; (c) re-dyeing or chemical rework; (d) odour, pH or colour-
fastness anomalies; or (e) a legal or buyer RSL update. [S16] [S26]

7.11

Product safety requires a response after sale as
well as before shipment

Beyond composition and chemical limits, every garment must satisfy the overarching
European Union safety rule: "EU rules require that all products sold in the EU must be
safe, regardless of where they were made." [s33] For non-food consumer products
sold offline or online, the horizontal regime is the General Product Safety Regulation
(GPSR), which "started to apply on 13 December 2024" alongside the Digital Services
Act (applying since February 2024) and Market Surveillance Regulation (EU)
2019/1020. [s28] [S34] [S0703]
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7.12 THE GPSR LINKS PRE-MARKET RISK ANALYSIS TO POST-MARKET
SAFETY GATE AND SAFETY BUSINESS GATEWAY DUTIES

While the Council notes that 68 percent of European Union consumers feel confident
that products they buy are safe, the GPSR tightens both pre-market prevention and
post-sale recall obligations: [s33] [534] [S6703]

» Pre-shipment risk assessment and traceability: garments must be evaluated
against European safety standards (such as CEN/TC 248 pull-test standards for
children's clothing attachments, cords, sharp trims and chemical hazards) and
carry batch or serial traceability plus responsible European Union economic -
operator contact details. [s28] [$33] [534]

Online marketplace controls and product safety sweeps: online marketplaces
must designate a single product-safety contact point and cooperate with authorit-
ies authorised to order removal of dangerous offers; the GPSR also introduced
simultaneous coordinated "product safety sweeps" and automated detection of
reappearing dangerous web offers. [s34] [s8703]

Safety Business Gateway notifications and Safety Gate alerts: when a product
on the market proves dangerous, economic operators must immediately take cor-
rective action (withdrawal from distribution, recall from consumers or destruction)
and notify national authorities through the Safety Business Gateway, while
authorities share alerts across the Union via Safety Gate. [s33] [s34] [56703]

o Consumer recall remedies: when a product is recalled under the GPSR, con-
sumers are entitled to repair, replacement or refund. [s34]

WARNING

As official Your Europe guidance warns, only a manufacturer, a distributor or an
authorised representative can file notifications in the Safety Business Gateway
(S33). [s33]1 Where an African supplier sells through an European Union importer or
brand, that buyer typically holds the statutory reporting role, whereas a direct-to-
consumer exporter must appoint a responsible economic operator in the Union. [$33]
[s34] In either route, if the African factory cannot trace which fabric roll, needle-
check log and trim batch entered an unsafe lot, a narrow batch withdrawal can escal-
ate into a full recall. [s33] [s34] Holding a voluntary EU Ecolabel award (under Regula-
tion (EC) No 66/2010 and textile or footwear criteria prolonged to 31 December
2028) never replaces GPSR safety conformity. [s27] [529] [533]

A supplier declaration must state its limits

Buyers often demand a blanket warranty stating that a shipment complies with "all EU
laws, including REACH, GPSR, Textile Labelling, ESPR, CSDDD and CSRD." [s02] [s11]
[s16] [s17] [s33] Signing an unbounded warranty confuses factory-controlled product
facts with buyer corporate reporting duties (S03, S35), undecided future textile
passport fields (S11) and unverified upstream inputs (S07, S16). [s67] [s11] [S16] [$17]
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7.14 FOUR DISTINCT DOCUMENTS CARRY DIFFERENT EVIDENTIAL WEIGHT
AND AUTHORITY

GFT's compliance register separates four evidence types: [s16] [529] [$33]

1. A bounded supplier declaration: a first-party statement for a named style, order
and batch range, listing the exact requirement checked, the bill of materials and
logs reviewed, the signatory role, issue date and upstream certificates relied upon.
[S16] [S17] [S28]

2. An accredited laboratory test report: a third - party measurement valid only for the
tested specimen, method and detection limit. [s16] [528]

3. A voluntary third -party ecolabel or certification: an independent award against
scheme criteria for a defined product group and validity window, such as the EU
Ecolabel (527, S29, S36). Under Directive (EU) 2024/825 (S18, $36), displaying a
voluntary sustainability label in consumer marketing is prohibited from 27 Septem-
ber 2026 unless established by public authorities or based on a third-party certi-
fication scheme whose monitor is legally separate from both the scheme owner
and the trader. [s18] [$36]

4. A competent-authority inspection decision: an official customs or market-sur-
veillance determination (such as by Sector 32 textile labelling authorities in S28),
which no private certificate can pre-empt. [s28] [$33] [$8703]

7.15 CHANGE-NOTIFICATION RULES PROTECT THE VALIDITY OF A BOUNDED
SUPPLIER DECLARATION

In GFT's illustrative control design, every batch declaration states four boundaries: (a)
the exact product, purchase order, date window and carton count; (b) the positive list
of verified composition and REACH Annex XVII parameters; (c) explicit exclusions for
undecided future rules such as Q4 2027 textile passport fields (S11); and (d) a man-
datory Change-Control Covenant requiring written notice and buyer approval before
any change in fabric mill, blend ratio, dye recipe, finishing chemical, print paste, trim
supplier or subcontractor. [se7] [s11] [s16] [517] [s28]1 This change trigger is a GFT oper-
ational control rather than a statutory retest interval, preventing unrecorded dyehouse
substitutions from invalidating the shipping file. [s16] [s26]

7.16

Shipment release should stop on an unresolved
critical requirement

GFT rejects weighted-average compliance scores at dispatch: product duties are
conjunctive legal gates where an accurate French and German composition label
cannot offset a REACH Annex XVII Entry 72 amine failure or a failed GPSR fastener
pull test. [s16] [s17] [$28] [S33] [S34]

7.17 VISUAL DEFECT INSPECTION AND COMPLIANCE EVIDENCE GATES SERVE
COMPLEMENTARY ROLES

In GFT's Cameroon textile programme (prepared 31 January 2024 with 2026 source
refreshes), automated visual inspection (wp83) and compliance release gates
complement each other. [r28] [R29] Inherited inspection literature records that manual
fabric inspection is 60 to 70 percent accurate and misses 20 to 30 percent of defects,
whereas computer vision exceeds 90 percent accuracy across more than 40 defect
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types at up to 60 metres a minute (within a fabric -defect-detection Al market estim-
ated at US$523.4 million in 2024 and projected to US$6,522.1 million by 2033 at
33.8 percent a year, while McKinsey's The State of Fashion 2025 notes Al cutting invent-
ory costs by 35 to 40 percent). [r27] [R28] [R29] Yet a line-scan camera cannot detect
PFHXA in a water-repellent finish (S16), a blend drift beyond the 3 percent tolerance
in Article 20(3) of Regulation (EU) No 1007/2011, or a missing Article 12 horn-
button notice (S28). [r29] [s16] [s28] GFT's Shipment Release Gate therefore requires
both physical inspection sign-off and documentary compliance sign-off before
packing release. [R29] [S16] [517] [S33]

EXHIBIT 32 / ILLUSTRATIVE GFT RELEASE-GATE SCORE (0 TO 10 SCALE)

A critical evidence gap should hold the shipment

Legal, chemical or safety severity (O

to 10
el 10 Failed child fastener

Immediate quarantind/aagpeeyed finish Hold pending buyer or laipudgetstti®
® chemical change

Wrong fibre order on
® sewnMGitghbahimal notice
@® (horn button)

Conditional B2B document cure Eligible for shipment release
B2B invoice missing

@ composition line

Verified batch with
matched lab file ®

Evidence completeness and batch link (O to 10)

ILLUSTRATIVE [S16] [S17] [S28]1 [S33] [S34] lllustrative two-dimensional decision model proposed by GFT. Coordinates are analytical design
positions on a 0 to 10 scale, not statistical measurements or regulatory probabilities.

In Exhibit 32, p. 111, any batch in the upper quadrants (such as an unapproved finish
chemical change, a failed child fastener pull test or a wrong consumer label) triggers a
warehouse hold. [s16] [s17] [s28] [$33] [s34] Only a non-hazardous B2B paperwork
omission in the lower-left quadrant (such as adding a composition line to a commer-
cial document under Article 14(2)) can be cured by documentation alone; Exhibit 32,
p. 111 never permits shipping chemically unverified goods while awaiting later tests.
[s16] [S17] [528] [$33]
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WORKED EXAMPLE

Illustrative mid -order finishing substitution on a Cameroon cotton -twill overshirt
order

Consider an explicitly illustrative production case demonstrating GFT's release -gate
arithmetic (all figures are illustrative design assumptions, not observed plant data).
[s16] [S17] [S28] [S33]

Assumed order and product specification. An illustrative Cameroon plant produces
2,400 men's water - repellent woven overshirts (100 cartons of 24 units) for an
European Union importer selling in France, Germany and Belgium. [s17] [s28] Each
illustrative 500-gram overshirt comprises:

o Main shell (illustrative): 430 grams of woven 100 percent cotton twill (86.0 per-
cent of total weight). [s17]

» Yoke and pocket lining (illustrative): 50 grams of 100 percent polyester taffeta
(10.0 percent of total weight, not a main lining). [s281]

» Non-textile trims (illustrative): 12 grams of natural horn buttons and 8 grams of
thread, labels and Annex VII stiffening (4.0 percent of total weight). [s28]

Composition and Article 12 label check. Following Exhibit 30, p. 183 under Regu-
lation (EU) No 1007/2011: [s17] [S28]

» Scope and components (Articles 2 and 11(1)): in this illustrative case, textile
fibres weigh 430 plus 50 equals 480 grams out of 500 grams (96.0 percent,
above the 80 percent threshold); the polyester lining is 10.0 percent of total
weight (below the 30 percent separate-component threshold), so it is combined
into the overall composition. [$17] [$28]

« Fibre order and animal-origin notice (Articles 9(1), 12, 16(3) and 20(3)): on the
480-gram net textile denominator, cotton is 430 divided by 480 equals 89.58
percent (90 percent cotton) and polyester is 50 divided by 480 equals 10.42
percent (10 percent polyester), within the 3 percent analysis tolerance; the 12 -
gram horn buttons require the sentence "Contains non-textile parts of animal
origin" in French, German and Dutch, with no CE mark permitted. [s17] [528]

Mid - order finishing change and containment arithmetic. The illustrative 2,400
overshirts are finished in two sub-lots: Sub-lot A (1,500 units, Cartons 1 to 62 plus
12 units in Carton 63) uses approved fluorocarbon-free wax Recipe W-01 with
verified REACH Entry 72, PFHxA and EN ISO 3071 pH reports; Sub-lot B (900 units,
12 units in Carton 63 plus Cartons 64 to 100) undergoes an unapproved weekend
switch to stock fluorochemical and urea-formaldehyde Recipe W-02, and 180 units
of Sub-lot B (Cartons 93 to 100) also receive an old label missing the Article 12
horn-button notice. [s16] [s17] [S26] [S28] At the release gate: [s16] [S28]

« Split-release eligible (Sub-lot A): unpacking Carton 63 (24 illustrative units)
segregates its 12 Sub-lot A units by bundle ticket to join Cartons 1 to 62 (1,488
units), yielding 1,500 releasable Sub-lot A garments (62.5 percent of the
order). [S16] [$17]

 Quarantined for retest and relabelling (Sub-lot B): 900 illustrative garments
(37.5 percent of the order, weighing 450 kilograms) are held for accredited
laboratory retesting on REACH Entry 72 formaldehyde and the 19 September
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2024 PFHxA ban (S16), including 720 units held for chemical retesting alone and
180 units (Cartons 93 to 100, or 7.5 percent of the order) held for both chemical
retesting and physical Article 12 label replacement. [s16] [$17] [S28]

EXHIBIT 33 / ILLUSTRATIVE GARMENT UNITS (2,400-UNIT ORDER)

Batch segregation isolates the unapproved finish change before export

2,640
2,400 -720
1,980
-180
""""""" —

1,320
660

0

Total order packed Sub-lot B chemical hold Sub-lot B chem + label Sub-lot A releasable

hold

ILLUSTRATIVE [S16] [S17] [S28] [S33] lllustrative reconciliation from the worked example: 2,400 ordered garments minus 720 Sub-lot B garments
held for chemical retest only, minus 180 Sub-lot B garments held for both chemical retest and Article 12 relabelling, leaving 1,500 Sub-lot A garments
eligible for split release.

The illustrative waterfall in Exhibit 33, p. 113 shows how bundle-to-bath traceability
confines the unapproved Recipe W-02 change to the 900 garments of Sub-Iot B
while preserving 1,500 Sub-lot A garments for split release. [s16] [$17] [$28] [$33]
Without batch linkage, all 2,400 garments would require quarantine; and if Sub-lot B
fails its laboratory retest, those 900 garments cannot be placed on the European
Union market even if relabelled. [s16] [s33] Building this operational discipline across
composition, CE-scope, REACH chemicals, GPSR safety and release gates today cre-
ates the exact product-and-batch evidence foundation that Chapter 8 will extend to
future ecodesign and Digital Product Passport rules. [s11] [s12] [s16] [$17] [S33]

A passport field is a promise for tomorrow, but a
composition label, a chemical test and a safe garment
are the ticket across the border today.
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Prepare for textile ecodesign
without inventing its final
requirements

A reusable product evidence model can be built before the textile delegated
act fixes the legal fields.
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reparation should begin with evidence that remains useful when the legal
CHAPTER 08 g g q
SERTERAN TEST schema changes, not with a promise that a proprietary passport already
satisfies future textile law. The Ecodesign for Sustainable Products
A reusable product
evidence model can be built
before the textile delegated Commission states that exact textile Digital Product Passport (DPP) information will be
act fixes the legal fields.

Regulation (ESPR) establishes a framework for product-specific requirements. The

defined through the relevant delegated acts and supporting technical specifications.
[s12] [s11] GFT therefore recommends a controlled product record, traceable meas-
urements and versioned disclosure mappings. These assets can support current pro-
duction and buyer reviews while the final textile fields, test methods and application
dates remain conditional.

This approach separates three questions that a vendor demonstration often combines:
what the factory can establish about its product, what a buyer requests under a con-
tract, and what an adopted legal act will require. The answers belong in one evidence
architecture, but they must retain different status labels. The proposal below is an
operating design, not legal, tax or investment advice. It does not claim that GFT's
Cameroon textile programme already contains a DPP, that a demonstration has been
certified, or that preparing data guarantees future conformity.

8.1

A framework regulation needs product-specific
rules

The ESPR has been in force since 18 July 2024. It replaces the earlier Ecodesign Dir-
ective and establishes a framework for setting requirements on specific product
groups. The Commission describes coverage of virtually all physical goods, subject to
limited exemptions, and a wider range of possible requirements than energy efficiency
alone. That framework is the legal starting point. It is not, by itself, an apparel test
protocol or a finished list of passport fields. [s12]

The 2025 to 2030 working plan explains how product-specific work will proceed.
Ecodesign requirements may address product performance, product information, or
both. They will be set through delegated acts, either product by product or horizont-
ally for groups of similar products. Generic examples in the plan include durability,
availability of spare parts, minimum recycled content, key product features and envir-
onmental footprints. These examples explain the regulatory mechanism. They do not
assign every example to clothing or establish a numerical clothing threshold. [s13]

Textiles and apparel are prioritised in that working plan, with garments and footwear
expressly included in the first priorities. The plan identifies potential improvement in
product lifetime, material efficiency, water use, waste, climate impacts and energy
consumption. This justifies early managerial attention. It does not prove that a partic-
ular garment has those impacts, that a particular intervention will reduce them, or that
every possible measure will appear in the eventual act. [s13]

A useful preparation register therefore distinguishes the requirement family from its
unresolved specification. Durability is a possible performance family. The applicable
use scenario, sample, conditioning, test method, unit, acceptance limit and conformity
procedure still need the relevant adopted rule. Recycled content is a possible family.
The eligible input, chain of custody, calculation denominator and verification method
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still need definition. Footprint information is a possible family. Its system boundary,
data quality, allocation and comparison rules cannot be invented by the supplier. [s12]
[S13]

The same discipline applies to information. The Commission lists possible textile DPP
content such as product identification and characteristics, fibre composition where
relevant, use and repair information, end - of -life information, origin information and
identification of relevant economic operators. The list is explicitly conditional on the
final delegated act. A supplier can organise evidence around these families without
declaring that every listed item will become mandatory for every garment. [s11]

Exhibit 34, p. 117 converts that distinction into a workshop map. The horizontal score
records whether the opened sources state a principle, identify a conditional family, or
leave the exact requirement unresolved. The vertical score records GFT's recommen-
ded preparation response. Both are derived facilitation scores, not legal ratings,
measurements of readiness or predictions about the final act. [s11] [s12] [513]

EXHIBIT 34 / DERIVED CATEGORICAL SCORES FROM 0 TO 2

Known passport principles differ from undecided textile fields

Reusable preparation response

Product identity Carrier access
2 ({
Monitor unknowns Build despite change
Apparel thresholds Repair information Operator roles
( [ J
Clarify priority Reuse principles
Exact field list
0
0 2

Requirement certainty in opened sources

DERIVED [S11] [S12] [S13] GFT coding of opened Commission sources. Requirement certainty: 0 = exact requirement unresolved, 1 = conditional
requirement or information family, 2 = stated framework principle. Preparation response: 0 = monitor, 1 = design and test, 2 = build reusable evidence
now. Positions are categorical workshop aids, not legal findings, probabilities or measured readiness.

The practical conclusion is not to wait for complete certainty. Product identity, spe-
cification control and traceable test evidence have operational uses before the legal
mapping is finished. Conversely, a supplier should not hard-code a guessed threshold
or publish a conformity statement merely because a requirement family appears in a
policy document. Build the evidence, preserve its provenance, and leave the legal
acceptance rule as a separately versioned object.

This also prevents a category error in procurement. A laboratory can test a declared
property under a declared method. A software supplier can store and present fields.
Neither activity alone establishes that the test or field is the one required by a future

GREEN FUTURE TECH  RESEARCH EDITION / 2026-10-30 117



GFT /| RESEARCH Prepare for textile ecodesign without inventing its final requirements

textile act. The purchase specification should say which proposition each service
supports and which decision remains with the legal reviewer and the responsible eco-
nomic operator.

8.2

The textile timetable is indicative rather than a
compliance promise

The Commission's textile page gives Q4 2027 as the planned adoption of the ESPR
delegated act for textiles. It immediately qualifies the timetable: implementation
timelines may evolve as legislative and technical work progresses. It also places addi-
tional guidance, technical specifications and implementation measures after adoption.
Planned adoption is therefore not a universal date by which every textile product must
carry a compliant passport. [s11]

Exhibit 35, p. 118 preserves the sequence without turning it into a fabricated dead-
line. The first event is the framework entering into force. The second is the working
plan that programmes the product-specific work. The third is planned textile-act
adoption. Later legal and technical milestones remain conditional on adopted instru-
ments rather than being inferred from the quarter shown in an indicative plan. [s11]
[s12] [$13]

EXHIBIT 35 / ORDERED LEGAL AND POLICY MILESTONES, NOT ELAPSED TIME

Planned textile adoption leaves later legal milestones unresolved

0 2 4

18 Jul 2024: ESPR in force Q4 2027: planned adoption Later: verify application

The framework regulation is in Indicative plan for the textile Entry into force, transition and

force; product-specific textile delegated act; the Commission warns application dates remain to be

rules remain a separate task. that timing may evolve. confirmed in the adopted
instruments.

- .

/.\

/‘

1 3

16 Apr 2025: working plan After adoption: specifications
The 2025 to 2030 working plan Additional guidance, technical
prioritises textiles and apparel specifications and implementation
for product-specific work. measures are to be developed.

SOURCED  [S11] [S12] [S13] Positions O to 4 preserve sequence only and are not proportional to calendar time. Q4 2027 is planned adoption, not an
application date. Entry into force, transitional arrangements, application and product-scope detail must be read from the eventual adopted act and related
instruments.
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A legal-change register should give each milestone its own row. Record the
instrument, product scope, status, source date, adoption date where established,
publication status, entry into force, transition, application and responsible reviewer.
Keep consultation material and technical guidance in separate status classes. A pre-
paratory study can inform design; it should not silently become the source of a bind-
ing product limit. The working plan itself is policy programming, not the textile deleg-
ated act. [s13] [S11]

Investment approval needs the same separation. A supplier can authorise record
cleaning, specification control and evidence retrieval because those activities answer
present operating needs. Expenditure tied only to an unadopted field or interface
should carry a change allowance and a stop point. The reviewer should be able to
explain which part of the work survives a different final schema and which part would
need rework. That is a more defensible contingency than a precise budget built
around an assumed legal deadline.

The register also needs reopening triggers. A new draft or adopted act, a technical
specification, a changed product family, a different sales route and a buyer schema
revision can each alter the assessment. Assign the monitoring task to a role and retain
the text used for each decision. When the timetable moves, update the plan rather
than preserving an obsolete countdown in sales material or a factory dashboard.

8.3

Product identity can be designed before the
final field list

The durable core is a canonical product record: a controlled internal representation
from which different disclosures can be generated. For a garment, GFT proposes links
between style, style revision, material specification, component and trim identifiers,
input lots, production batch, relevant economic operators and evidence references.
The record should also retain the approving role, effective dates and supersession
history. These are design recommendations, not an adopted EU schema. The Com-
mission's conditional list makes product identification and characteristics plausible
preparation areas, not settled legal fields. [s11]

Identity must match the decision being made. A style identifies a design family. A
colour and size variant may identify a saleable unit. A production batch connects a
defined group to material and process events. An individual item may be necessary
for a particular service or investigation. The future act and technical specifications
must determine the legally required passport granularity. Until then, the internal model
should preserve these relationships rather than choosing one identifier and discarding
the others. [s111]

A useful record also distinguishes an identifier from the evidence behind it. A material
code can point to an approved specification, but the code alone does not prove
composition. A supplier reference can identify an economic operator, but it does not
establish the actual processing site. A test reference can connect a result to a sample,
but it does not demonstrate that every later batch remains equivalent. Each reference
should resolve to a scope, owner, version and review state.
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Exhibit 36, p. 120 shows the proposed separation. Production facts sit below evid-
ence services, disclosure mappings and role - specific outputs. A future field change
should alter the mapping and, where necessary, add a measured source field. It
should not rewrite the production event that originally created the evidence. The
architecture is illustrative and does not represent a deployed GFT system or an EU-
prescribed technical stack. [s11] [513]

EXHIBIT 36 / PROPOSED EVIDENCE ARCHITECTURE

A stable product record can serve changing disclosure schemas

Role-specific

outputs Public product view Buyer evidence Authority review view
extract
Versioned mappings
Buyer schema versions Future legal mapping Correction history
Evidence services
Specification Test and method Batch and operator
approvals references links
Production record
.. Material and process Controlled
Style and revision X o
events identifiers

ILLUSTRATIVE [S11] [S13] lllustrative GFT design informed by conditional DPP information and product-specific rule-making. It is not an adopted EU
data model, a claim of interoperability certification or a description of an implemented factory platform.

The mapping layer should be explicit enough to audit. For each external field, retain its
internal source, transformation, unit, applicable product population, schema version
and reviewer. Mark an unavailable source as unavailable rather than filling it with a
default. If a buyer changes a label or requests a new grouping, create a new mapping
version. Historic submissions should continue to resolve to the evidence and
definitions used at the time.

Change control must run in both directions. A revised external schema can require a
new disclosure. A revised fabric, trim supplier, finish or production route can change
the underlying answer even when the external schema stays fixed. The product
review should therefore connect specification approval, batch release and disclosure
approval. A passport page that remains visually stable while its material source has
changed is not a controlled record.

For GFT's Cameroon textile programme, the shared core store in the digital strategy is
a possible source for this proposed evidence layer. That is an architectural connection
to investigate, not a claim of existing passport functionality. Detailed chain-of-cus-
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tody design belongs in wp05 and technical implementation in wp18. This chapter's
requirement is narrower: preserve product truth independently of any single
presentation format. [s11]

A data carrier is only the entry point to evidence

The Commission states that the textile DPP will be accessible at online points of sale
and through a data carrier on the product, such as a QR code. It also distinguishes
access to ecodesign information from authority access to conformity -assessment
information required under applicable legislation. The carrier is therefore an entry
mechanism with different information needs and audiences. Its precise form, granu-
larity, access rights and technical specifications remain subject to the final require -
ments. [s11]

A working QR demonstration proves a narrow technical proposition: a code resolved
to a page during a test. It does not prove that the code identifies the correct product
population, that the displayed evidence is complete, that the user is entitled to the
content, or that the page will persist for the required period. Nor does placing the
same record on a blockchain answer those questions. Evidence quality and legal
applicability remain separate from storage novelty.

Exhibit 37, p. 122 sets out a proposed demonstration path. The failure branches
matter as much as the successful page view. An unresolved identifier should stop
publication. An unauthorised request should receive only the permitted view. A
changed source record should create a reviewable update rather than silently
replacing what a buyer or authority previously saw. [s11]
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EXHIBIT 37 / PROPOSED DEMONSTRATION AND CONTROL SEQUENCE

A QR demonstration needs checks beyond opening a page

Read carrier and > Resolve product @ Apply audience and @ Present scoped
destination and revision purpose evidence
v v
Review and issue P4 | Hold u olved Record version and
correction pub ion update

2. Identity resolved

3. Mismatch or gap

4. Permitted view

5. Entitlement unresolved

7. Source or schema changes

8. Approved new version

ILLUSTRATIVE [S11] lllustrative GFT test flow. No statutory carrier, response time, persistence period or access design is asserted. Successful
completion would demonstrate only the tested controls, not conformity with a future textile delegated act.

The test protocol should use known cases and record their expected results. Include a
valid product, a superseded revision, an unknown identifier, a user without authority
access and a source document under correction. Check whether the page states its
product scope and evidence date. Test the export received by a buyer as well as the
screen viewed by a consumer. A visually clear page can still conceal a broken
evidence link.

Persistence needs an owner and a recovery path. Record who controls the domain or
resolver, how identifiers are retained across a system migration, and what happens
when a product is discontinued or a supplier changes. Do not invent a statutory reten-
tion period before the relevant act specifies one. The present objective is to avoid a
demonstration whose links fail as soon as the vendor, product name or website
structure changes.

8.5

Durability evidence must reflect a declared use
and method

Durability is a meaningful preparation area because the ESPR framework includes
product longevity among its possible requirement dimensions. That does not supply a
garment test limit. A supplier should not translate a general policy objective into a
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number of washes, abrasion cycles or years of use and call it an ESPR threshold. The
future product-specific act and cited methods must establish the applicable require -
ment. [s12] [$11]

A durable evidence record begins with intended use. A work shirt, a fashion garment
and a protective item can face different stresses and care conditions. Their intended
use also affects product classification and the relevance of a test. GFT would record
the product's declared use, user and care assumptions before selecting a method.
Those declarations do not prove performance. They make the performance question
sufficiently precise to test.

The test file should then identify the style revision, material specification, sampled
units, production batch where relevant, sampling rationale, conditioning, method ver-
sion, laboratory or competent reviewer, results and uncertainty. Preserve failures and
deviations as well as passes. State whether the result concerns a fabric, a seam, a
component or the finished garment. A fabric result cannot be presented automatically
as proof of the finished product's behaviour.

For an illustrative product comparison, the denominator must remain stable. A result
per wash cycle, per wear period or per defined mechanical action answers a different
question from a general claim that a product lasts longer. If the supplier compares two
revisions, retain both methods and conditions. Where the method changes, mark the
results as non-comparable unless a justified bridge exists. Detailed material engin-
eering belongs in wp20 and process measurement in wp06; the compliance task is to
preserve the claim boundary.

METHOD

For every proposed durability statement, link intended use + product revision +
sample + condition + method version + result + reviewer. Record the unit and any
excluded components. Separate an observed result from an extrapolated service life.
If a future legal act specifies another method, retain the old result as historical
evidence and create a new mapping rather than relabelling the old test as legal con-
formity.

Repair and maintenance evidence needs a corresponding product boundary. Record
replaceable components, approved repair instructions, necessary tools or skills, avail -
able service routes and the revisions to which the information applies. Do not promise
spare-part availability or successful repair without an operating route behind the
statement. The Commission identifies use, repair and maintenance information as
possible textile DPP content, not as permission to invent a universal apparel repair
score. [s11]

Voluntary criteria can inform preparation only within their own scope. As of the
accessed Commission page, the EU Ecolabel lists separate textile-product and foot-
wear criteria, with textile criteria under Commission Decision (EU) 2014/350 and
validity extended to 31 December 2028. The page also records revision as ongoing. A
criterion used for a voluntary textile application must therefore be checked by product
group, current consolidated text and validity. It must not be silently renamed the future
ESPR test. [s27]
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The EU Ecolabel is voluntary and third - party verified. Independent experts check
compliance with the scheme's criteria. That assurance model differs from a supplier's
internal test, a buyer's specification and a future ecodesign conformity requirement. A
current award can support only the proposition covered by its licence and product
scope. It is not a blanket passport certification, and no such award is claimed for GFT
or the illustrative supplier here. [529]

Other environmental evidence needs the same restraint. Recycled-content work
should retain eligible input definitions, mass basis and chain of custody. Footprint
work should retain system boundaries, allocation and data sources. Repair information
should identify the actual garment revision. Preparing these records can expose
missing measurements now, but none should be assigned a future legal threshold
before the adopted act supplies it. [s12] [513]

8.6

Operators need different views of the same
record

Responsibility should follow the actual sales route and economic circumstances. The
Commission states that operators placing textile apparel on the EU market or putting it
into service will primarily be required to make the prescribed DPP available. Depend -
ing on the circumstances, these may be manufacturers, producers or importers. Dis -
tributors and dealers will need to ensure that a DPP is available for products they
handle. Some suppliers and service providers may need to provide relevant
information available to them. [s11]

Those descriptions do not allow an African factory to assign itself every role, or no
role, from its location alone. The order file should identify the seller, brand owner,
importer, distributor, product owner and party making the relevant market supply.
Legal review should then determine the applicable operator role under the adopted
rule. A supplier's agreement to host a page or populate fields is an administrative task.
It should not be treated as automatic transfer of statutory responsibility.

The same canonical record can support different views once those roles are clear. A
public view may carry approved consumer-facing product information. A buyer view
may add specification and batch evidence required for its decision. An auditor or
authority view may require controlled access to underlying conformity material. The
final act must determine the legally required content and access rules. Until then,
these views are design patterns, not a claim that every audience is entitled to every
file. [s11]

A public product page should not become a route into worker identity documents,
grievance accounts or unreviewed allegations. Where GDPR applies, the
Commission's principles require purpose limitation, data minimisation, integrity and
confidentiality, with personal data limited to what is necessary for the stated purpose.
GFT therefore proposes that product records reference restricted labour evidence
through controlled identifiers rather than reproducing personal files in a public pass-
port. Local privacy and employment law need their own applicability review. [s23]
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Commercial confidentiality requires a similar decision. A regulator may need evidence
that a consumer does not. A buyer may need a test report but not every upstream cost
or unrelated worker record. Record the purpose, recipient, approved fields, redaction
and release authority for each view. Access should be tested against the decision
being made, not granted merely because a platform can technically expose the whole
archive.

Cross-border hosting adds a separate question rather than an automatic conclusion.
The EDPB identifies cumulative criteria for a transfer outside the EEA: a controller or
processor subject to GDPR, disclosure to another organisation, and a recipient outside
the EEA or an international organisation. The direction and actors must therefore be
mapped before selecting transfer safeguards. Sending product evidence from
Cameroon to an EU buyer is not, by that fact alone, the same transfer situation as an
EU controller making personal data available to a non-EEA host. [s24]

Corrections must propagate through every view without erasing history. If a material
specification or test reference changes, retain the earlier version, the reason for cor-
rection, the approving role and the recipients notified. A public page should present
the current approved statement. A reviewer may need to reconstruct what was shown
when an order or shipment decision occurred. This is an evidence-integrity control,
not a proposed public display of every internal dispute.

The operating test is whether each party can perform its own decision with the least
disclosure that is sufficient. The manufacturer or importer can assemble the pre-
scribed record, the distributor can check availability, the supplier can answer for its
source data, and the authority can reach the relevant conformity evidence. The pass-
port becomes useful through those decisions, not through the volume of information
exposed. [s11]

8.7

The supplier should invest first in reusable
evidence

The investment sequence should follow reuse, not presentation. Start with product
identity, controlled specifications, batch relationships, economic - operator references
and evidence that resolves to a declared method. Then create buyer mappings and
test role-specific outputs. Visual design and carrier production come after the under-
lying record can survive review. This order follows from the conditional status of tex-
tile fields: a stable evidence base can accommodate a changed schema, while a
polished interface cannot compensate for missing product truth. [s11]

A bounded pilot should use one actual product family and one defined sales route. Its
purpose is to discover whether the supplier can reconstruct the record, not to award
itself a readiness score. Test specification changes, missing upstream evidence, cor-
rection propagation, buyer export and authority -view access as separate cases.
Record failures in their own categories. A missing measurement, an unresolved legal
role and an invalid link need different corrective actions.
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Legal monitoring should feed the same change process. When a new adopted text or
technical specification arrives, compare its fields and methods with the canonical dic -
tionary. Identify added, renamed, removed and redefined items. Assess the affected
product population, then test one record before changing the wider catalogue. Keep
the previous mapping available so historic disclosures remain explainable. The future
act may also alter the work still needed, so the monitoring task must be able to stop
obsolete development as well as add fields. [s11] [s13]

Vendor assessment should ask for evidence rather than slogans. Request the schema
provenance, version history, export format, identifier model, access controls, correc-
tion behaviour, hosting arrangements and migration provisions. Ask which functions
are available under the present contract and which depend on later legal specifica-
tions. Require a demonstration against the supplier's own controlled cases. A vendor
can offer useful data management without having a legal basis to certify conformity
with requirements that remain undecided. [s11]

GFT NOTE

Approve reusable product evidence now and conditional legal mappings separately.
Fund identity, specification control, batch links and declared measurement methods
before buying a passport badge. Require every vendor claim to name its adopted
legal basis, product scope and certification body where relevant. If those cannot be
established, treat the offer as a software or evidence-service proposal, not as proof
of future EU conformity.
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WORKED EXAMPLE: A VENDOR PROMISES IMMEDIATE PASSPORT CERTIFICATION

An illustrative vendor offers a Cameroon garment supplier immediate textile DPP cer-
tification against a proprietary schema containing 200 fields. The supplier's work-
shop finds 70 fields that can be populated from controlled internal evidence, 50 that
depend on additional buyer-specific inputs, and 80 whose legal definition, source or
necessity remains unresolved. These categories are constructed for the evaluation.
They are not the Commission's final field list, and the vendor is fictional.

The illustrative arithmetic is 70 + 50 + 80 = 200 fields. Controlled internal evidence
covers 70 / 200 x 100 = 35 percent of the proprietary schema. Buyer-dependent
fields account for another 50 / 200 x 100 = 25 percent, while unresolved fields
account for 80 / 200 x 100 = 40 percent. The supplier could potentially map 60 per-
cent after obtaining the buyer inputs, but that is not a legal readiness score. The final
textile act may require different fields, definitions or evidence.

The useful procurement scope is consequently narrower than the sales claim. The
supplier can test whether the vendor exports the 70 controlled mappings without
loss, preserves evidence references, versions the 50 buyer-dependent inputs and
leaves the 80 unresolved items visibly open. Those numbers remain illustrative. The
test should use actual product records and include corrections, revoked access and a
schema change. No field completion percentage can certify legal conformity.

GFT's illustrative decision is to reject the immediate certification proposition while
retaining the option to buy a useful evidence service. The contract should describe
the functions actually demonstrated, prohibit an unsupported conformity representa-
tion and require portable mappings. Legal review should remain with the responsible
parties. The purchase proceeds only if the service improves controlled evidence at an
acceptable verified cost, not because the vendor displays a passport badge.

The reader decision is therefore specific. Approve preparation that remains valuable
across plausible legal outcomes, and keep final textile requirements in a dated condi-
tional register. Test the canonical record and its mappings on a bounded product
family. Defer any claim of passport compliance until the applicable act, technical
specifications, operator role and application date have been checked. No pilot result,
vendor statement or voluntary label should be allowed to erase those conditions. [s11]
[s27] [529]

The desired end state is modest but demanding: the supplier can identify what was
made, reconstruct the evidence behind each disclosed statement, show who
approved it and explain which legal questions remain open. That capability serves
production before it serves a passport. It also gives the future legal mapping a reliable
starting point instead of a collection of presentation fields.

Prepare the product truth now, and let the legal
schema remain changeable.

CHAPTER SOURCE NOTES

S12 European Commission, DG Environment. 2026-10-30.
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S11 European Commission, DG GROW. 2026-10-30.

$13 European Commission. 2025-04-16.

S27 European Commission, DG Environment. 2026-10-30.
S29 European Commission, DG Environment. 2026-10-30.
S23 European Commission. 2026-10-30.

S24 European Data Protection Board. 2026-10-30.
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PART III: DEMONSTRATE THAT THE PRODUCT AND ITS CLAIMS CAN TRAVEL / WASTE AND PACKAGING

Circularity costs follow
product responsibility and
destination rules

The party placing goods on a market must be identified before allocating
registrations, fees or unsold-stock obligations.
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ircularity cannot be budgeted from the factory's location or from a single
European checklist. The supplier must first identify the product, the party
placing it on each destination market, the sales route and the legal role

CHAPTER 09
DECISION TEST

The party placing goods on . S .
a market must be identified attached to that route. It must then separate textile producer responsibility, packaging

before allocating obligations and rules for unsold finished goods. GFT recommends a route-and -
csigllsileibionts, ezt G stream register that assigns evidence and administrative work before assigning fees,
unsold-stock obligations. X . L . A
return costs or public claims. This is an operating framework, not legal, tax or invest-
ment advice. The operative law and national scheme for the actual destination require
qualified review. [s15] [s20] [S14]

The commercial distinction is equally important. A statutory duty holder, the party
performing an administrative task and the party bearing a cost can differ. A contract
can allocate work and expense, but it should not be treated as proof that legal
responsibility has moved. The supplier therefore needs two linked answers: who must
act under the applicable rule, and who has agreed to supply, check and pay for each
record. A vague promise to handle circularity leaves both questions unanswered.

9.1

The revised waste directive sets a framework
for national schemes

The targeted revision of the Waste Framework Directive entered into force on 16
October 2025. It introduces common EU rules for extended producer responsibility
(EPR) for textiles and footwear, while requiring every Member State to establish its
own scheme. Producers will pay a fee for each product placed on the market, finan-
cing collection and subsequent re-use, preparation for re-use, recycling and dis -
posal. The Commission describes eco-modulation that adjusts fees against sustain-
ability criteria, including durability and recyclability. This establishes a mechanism, not
a uniform fee that a supplier can insert into every order model. [s15]

The implementation clock has two distinct parts. The Commission states that Member
States have 20 months to transpose the revised directive and 30 months to establish
textile and footwear EPR schemes. Entry into force is therefore not evidence that
registration portals, fee schedules and reporting processes were operational every -
where on that date. A supplier planning a sales route should record the directive mile -
stone separately from the destination scheme's actual legal status, responsible
authority, producer definition and opening date. [s15]

The policy context explains the attention given to textiles, but it does not provide an
order-level fee. The Commission reports about 12.6 million tonnes of EU textile waste
in 2019, with only one-fifth separately collected for re-use or recycling. Those fig-
ures describe a historical EU-wide waste stream. They do not measure an African
factory's output, predict its future EPR bill or demonstrate that a particular garment is
recyclable. A financial model should use verified scheme inputs rather than converting
a sector waste total into an assumed charge per garment. [s15]

The revised rules also affect the boundary between used textiles and waste. The
Commission states that all separately collected textiles will be considered waste and
must undergo sorting before possible shipment. Unsorted textile waste falls within the
Waste Shipment Regulation. For a supplier offered returned garments or collected
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offcuts, the operational question is therefore not answered by calling the material
reusable. The record should establish condition, collection route, sorting status, inten-
ded shipment and the applicable waste or product classification before movement.
[S15]

The milestone sequence in Exhibit 38, p. 131 keeps the three legal mechanisms vis-
ible. It uses an ordered event scale rather than pretending that the intervals are
proportional. National EPR implementation remains a separate verification task, while
later packaging and unsold-stock provisions must not be collapsed into one
circularity deadline. [s14] [515] [S20]

EXHIBIT 38 / ORDERED LEGAL MILESTONES, NOT ELAPSED TIME

Circularity rules begin through different legal mechanisms

0 2 4

16 Oct 2025: waste directive 12 Aug 2026: packaging 2030: later measures

Revised directive enters into PPWR starts applying on a phased Medium-company unsold-goods
force; national transposition and basis. coverage and selected later PPWR
EPR scheme periods follow. measures are described separately.

- \ —

—

1 3

19 Jul 2026: unsold goods 2028: sorting labels
Large-company prohibition on Commission describes harmonised
destroying covered unsold apparel packaging labelling from 2028.

and footwear begins.

SOURCED  [S14] [S15] [S20] Event positions O to 4 preserve sequence only. The Waste Framework Directive milestone is entry into force, not
confirmation that every national EPR scheme is operational. The 2030 event combines distinct later measures described by the sources; it does not assert
a common day.

A destination register should consequently carry a publication gate. Before a fee or
deadline enters the sales model, the reviewer should identify the national legal instru-
ment, the responsible scheme or authority, the covered product category, the oblig-
ated entity, the reporting period and the evidence of registration where required.
Record the source date and the next review trigger. If only the EU framework has been
checked, mark the national row unresolved rather than inserting a placeholder charge
that later acquires the appearance of fact.

The same gate applies to eco-modulation. The Commission identifies durability and
recyclability as factors, but that does not entitle the supplier to invent a discount for an
untested garment. A claim of lower EPR cost needs the actual scheme formula, the
product's assessed category and evidence accepted by that scheme. GFT would

GREEN FUTURE TECH  RESEARCH EDITION / 2026-10-30 131



GFT /| RESEARCH Circularity costs follow product responsibility and destination rules

retain durability tests, material specifications and repair information as potentially
useful product records, while keeping any financial effect conditional until the
destination rules confirm it. [s15]

9.2

An African manufacturer is not automatically
the EPR producer

Factory location answers where an operation occurred. It does not, by itself, identify
the producer under a destination EPR scheme. The Commission's common framework
attaches fees to products placed on the market and leaves Member States to establish
schemes under common rules. The order review must therefore connect the first
supply event, the entities involved and the destination definition. An African
manufacturer selling to an EU importer should not automatically register as producer
everywhere, nor should it assume that another party has done so merely because the
buyer is established in the EU. [s15]

Consider three illustrative routes. In the first, a Cameroon garment maker sells a
buyer's branded shirts to an EU importer, which arranges their introduction to the
destination market. In the second, the same maker sells its own brand directly online
to consumers in several Member States. In the third, an EU brand buys through a dis-
tributor whose exact role differs by transaction. These routes justify different producer
enquiries. They do not produce automatic legal conclusions from the labels importer,
brand or distributor. The contractual delivery term and invoice wording are evidence
for the review, not substitutes for the applicable definition.

The route worksheet should name the seller, buyer, consignee, brand owner, party
selecting the destination, party making the first supply and party holding product title
at that point. It should also identify who provides registration information, product
quantities and fee payments under the actual scheme. Where the route spans several
countries, assess each destination rather than treating one registration as a blanket
answer. Keep unresolved legal status separate from an agreed commercial assump-
tion.

The comparison in Exhibit 39, p. 133 is an illustrative workshop map. Horizontal posi-
tion represents the supplier's practical control over the first EU supply in the con-
structed routes. Vertical position represents the need for destination-specific legal
review. The scores are not probabilities, compliance ratings or findings about who is
legally the producer. Their purpose is to stop a low-control route being managed as
though the supplier controlled the market introduction, and to stop a direct-sales
route being treated as an ordinary wholesale shipment.
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EXHIBIT 39 / ILLUSTRATIVE WORKSHOP SCORES FROM O TO 10

The sales route changes the producer enquiry

Destination review requirement

10
Verify role Direct-sale review Own-brand direct
Importer sale Distributor route
()
Limited control Clarify route
0
0 10

Supplier control over first EU supply

ILLUSTRATIVE [S15] lllustrative positions for three constructed sales routes. Higher x means greater assumed supplier control over first EU supply;
higher y means greater need for destination legal review. The positions are GFT facilitation aids, not measured values, legal outcomes or scheme
classifications.

Once the legal review identifies the responsible entity, the supplier can build the evid-
ence interface. A practical order file would retain the role determination, its source
and reviewer, the covered product family, the destination, registration evidence where
applicable, quantity reports and reconciliation to invoices. The quantity basis must be
explicit: pieces, mass or another scheme -defined unit should not be substituted
silently. Returns, cancellations and replacements need consistent treatment under the
actual reporting rules rather than a supplier-defined net figure.

Contractual allocation needs the same precision. The buyer may agree to administer
registrations, calculate fees or receive product data, while the supplier agrees to
provide verified quantities and specifications. Write those tasks separately from stat-
utory responsibility and from indemnity or price terms. If the buyer later changes the
destination or sales channel, a change-control clause should reopen the role
assessment before dispatch. A fixed clause copied from an importer-sale order may
be wrong for the supplier's own-brand website.

GFT NOTE

Approve a route-and-role sheet before accepting a circularity fee or return clause.
Name the destination, first-supply event and responsible entity, then list the records
each party will supply. Where the producer definition or national scheme is unre-
solved, show that uncertainty in the price model and obtain qualified review. Do not
convert an administrative service into an unsupported transfer of statutory respons-
ibility.
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The resulting control is deliberately modest. It does not certify that a product is
circular or that all EPR duties have been met. It establishes whether the order has an
identifiable duty holder, a current destination assessment and a reconcilable evidence
trail. Those are the conditions for discussing cost. Without them, a precisely calcu-
lated fee can still be charged to the wrong party, for the wrong product population or
under an obsolete scheme assumption.

9.3

Packaging needs its own phased applicability
assessment

The Packaging and Packaging Waste Regulation (PPWR) begins application on 12
August 2026 on a phased basis. It establishes a harmonised framework for packaging
and packaging waste across the Single Market. That date should open a packaging
applicability review, not trigger every later requirement at once. The supplier and its
buyer need to identify the packaging format, its use, the relevant provision, the
economic-operator role and the application date before approving a design or
declaring conformity. [s20]

The Commission's announcement provides a useful warning against copying head-
lines between product categories. A restriction on per- and polyfluoroalkyl sub -
stances in food-contact packaging is one of the measures entering application, with
detailed limits and guidance for that use. An apparel carton, polybag or transport
pallet wrapping is not made subject to an identical rule merely because it is pack-
aging. The correct response is to test the actual material and intended use against the
operative provisions, not to add a universal apparel PFAS certificate to the checklist.
[S20]

Later milestones also need separate rows. The Commission describes harmonised
packaging labels for waste sorting from 2028. It describes measures on empty space,
certain single-use plastic packaging and re-use targets from 2030, alongside
recycled-plastic content and recyclability requirements. These are different design
and information questions with different conditions. A packaging register should not
summarise them as a single 2030 packaging ban, nor should a current specification
be represented as satisfying secondary legislation that remains under development.
[S20]

For the factory, the packaging bill of materials should sit beside, but remain distinct
from, the garment bill of materials. Record each sales bag, label substrate, hanger,
carton, protective sheet, pallet wrap and returnable container where present. For each
item, retain the supplier specification, material composition, weight basis, intended
use, reuse arrangement and change history. These are GFT's proposed operating
records. They do not presuppose that every data field is legally required for every
format.

The measurement boundary matters when a buyer asks for a packaging reduction. A
lighter polybag may reduce material in one component while a higher damage rate
could increase replacement shipments or returns. GFT would therefore review mater-
ial mass, product protection, expected trips for reusable formats and end-of -route
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evidence together. This is a design hypothesis to test with actual orders, not a claim
that thinner packaging is always environmentally preferable. Any comparative envir-
onmental claim also needs the bounded evidence discussed in the claims chapter.

A reusable format needs its own operating proof. The record should identify the
owner, the outward and return journeys, the inspection criterion, the cleaning process
where relevant, loss rates and the point at which a damaged unit leaves the loop. Do
not count a container as reused merely because it was designed for reuse. Equally, do
not count all returned packaging as recycled without evidence of the accepted down-
stream treatment. The actual route and destination evidence must determine what the
record can say.

Packaging EPR or registration duties should be checked separately from textile EPR. A
single supplier declaration covering both can conceal different obligated parties,
product populations and reporting periods. The proposed order register should there -
fore carry a packaging row with its own legal basis and a textile row with its own
basis. Shared product quantities may feed both, but only after the reviewer confirms
that the same quantity definition applies. [s15] [s26]

9.4

Unsold finished goods differ from
manufacturing waste

The unsold-goods prohibition answers a different question from EPR. From 19 July
2026, large companies across the EU are prohibited from destroying unsold clothes,
clothing accessories and footwear within the measure's scope. Medium-sized com-
panies follow from 2030, while small and micro-businesses are exempt under the
Commission's explanation. Company size, product status and the party carrying out
destruction all matter. The provision should not be copied into a factory procedure as
a universal ban on disposing of every textile residue. [s14]

The Commission directs businesses to prioritise keeping products in use through sale,
including discounts or alternative markets, donation, or preparation for re-use through
repair, refurbishment or remanufacturing. Destruction is allowed only in specified cir-
cumstances and must follow the waste -treatment hierarchy, giving priority to recyc-
ling. This makes the disposition decision and its supporting evidence central. A ware -
house instruction to destroy stock should not be treated as sufficient proof that no
higher-value route was available. [s14]

The stated exceptions include unsafe or damaged items, counterfeit or intellectual -
property -infringing goods, and items rejected by charities or donation schemes.
Businesses relying on exemptions must provide proof and publish annual reports on
discarded goods. The Commission also states that companies must keep records for
five years for inspection. A supplier supporting an in-scope buyer should therefore be
able to provide condition and disposition evidence without inventing an exception
after the event. The five-year period belongs to this specific record context and
should not be extended automatically to every factory document. [s14]
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A useful material taxonomy separates reusable returns, damaged finished products,
unsold consumer products, cutting waste and hazardous process waste. The cat-
egories are not interchangeable. A shirt returned because of fit may remain a usable
product; a contaminated shirt may require a safety assessment; a cutting offcut arises
during manufacture rather than after consumer sale. Each needs a status, physical
location, custodian, condition assessment and authorised next route. Legal
classification remains subject to the actual rule and facts.

Manufacturing guidance reinforces the need to describe process residues precisely.
The IFC and World Bank textile guidelines list trials, selvedge, trimmings, fabric and
yarn cuttings, spent dyes, pigments, printing pastes and wastewater -treatment
sludge among sector wastes. They discuss re-use or recycling routes and separate
management of hazardous and non-hazardous waste. These are technical guidelines,
not the EU unsold-consumer-goods prohibition and not a site - specific permit. The
factory should use them to structure operational enquiries while checking local
requirements and actual process hazards. [s26]

The illustrative flow in Exhibit 40, p. 136 applies that separation to 100 material-
accounting units. The quantities are invented solely to demonstrate conservation and
record boundaries. They are not tonnes, measured factory yields or recycling rates.
Finished goods and process residues branch first; unsold goods then receive their
own disposition states. A flow balances only because all inputs and outputs within the
model are declared. [s14] [s15] [S26]

EXHIBIT 40 / ILLUSTRATIVE MATERIAL-ACCOUNTING UNITS

Material records separate products, returns and process waste

Sold stock
64 64
Finished goods . Resale
80 30 10
Recorded input 10 Rebair
100 - 4epa
14nsold stock I = Exception
16 peview
Recovered
2 Process 12 offcuts .
residugg
Residual .

process wastg

ILLUSTRATIVE [S14] [S15] [S26] Constructed example: 100 input units divide into 80 finished-goods units and 20 process-residue units. Finished
goods divide into 64 sold and 16 unsold; unsold goods divide into 10 resale, 4 repair and 2 exception-review units. Process residues divide into 12
recovered-offcut and 8 residual - waste units. Every internal node conserves flow. No observed production, return, recovery or destruction rate is
claimed.
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In a real record, the unit could be pieces for finished goods and kilograms for process
residues, but the conversion between them must be measured and stated. Do not
force unlike units into one apparent balance. Reconcile opening stock, production,
returns, disposition and closing stock within each declared unit. Where a conversion
factor is necessary, retain its sample, calculation, date and uncertainty. An unex-
plained residual belongs in an exception log, not in a convenient recycling category.

The disposition record should identify the decision as well as the movement. A trans-
fer to a charity is not the same as acceptance by that charity. A shipment to a repairer
is not evidence that repair succeeded. A load described as recovered is not evidence
of final recycling without an accepted downstream record. GFT would retain han-
dover, receipt, inspection and outcome as separate events, with unresolved outcomes
visible. This avoids treating transport documentation as proof of a circular result.

985

A circularity statement needs a material and
destination record

A circularity statement should begin with a physical record, not a marketing adjective.
For fabric offcuts, rejects, returns and packaging, record the originating process,
material description, quantity, unit, weighing method, date and custodian. Then record
the proposed and actual destinations separately. A bale leaving the factory for a
recycler supports a handover statement. It does not establish the quantity accepted,
the treatment completed or the output produced unless downstream evidence
answers those questions.

The weight basis should survive review. State whether a quantity is measured on a
calibrated scale, calculated from piece counts, estimated from bale averages or
reported by a contractor. Preserve moisture, contamination and packaging deductions
where they materially affect the declared mass. These are proposed GFT measure -
ment controls, not universal EU reporting specifications. Their purpose is to prevent a
wet, mixed or poorly documented load being presented as an equivalent quantity of
clean recovered fibre.

Sorting and shipment evidence needs particular care where material crosses a border.
The revised waste framework treats separately collected textiles as waste and
requires sorting before possible shipment, with unsorted textile waste subject to
waste -shipment rules. A supplier should therefore avoid describing an unsorted col-
lection as a used-product export simply because some items could be reused. Retain
the sorting protocol, inspection sample, rejection route and receiver acceptance, then
obtain the necessary legal classification for the actual shipment. [s15]

Recycled -content wording has a separate product boundary. The Commission's tex-
tile-labelling FAQ explains that the Textile Regulation does not require the term
recycled, but permits voluntary recycled-fibre information if it is not misleading or
deceptive and is displayed separately from the regulated fibre name. A composition
label is therefore not, by itself, substantiation of a recycled-content claim. The claim
file needs the input identity, chain of custody, calculation basis and product scope
behind the voluntary wording. [s28]
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For an illustrative calculation, suppose a batch record contains 40 kilograms of veri-
fied recycled input within 100 kilograms of the material population defined for a claim.
The simple mass share is 40 / 100 x 100 = 40 percent. This constructed example
proves arithmetic only. It does not establish that the input qualifies as recycled under
a particular standard, that the batch represents a finished garment or that a public
claim is lawful. The reviewer must test those questions independently.

Consumer-facing wording requires another gate. The consumer-law changes
described by the Commission have applied since 27 September 2026 and strengthen
protection against greenwashing. GFT would therefore review the exact claim, the
audience, the product or component covered and the evidence available at publica-
tion. A statement about recovered cutting waste should not become a claim that the
finished garment is recyclable, made from recycled fibre or part of a verified fibre-to-
fibre loop. Those propositions require different evidence. [s18]

The claims chapter addresses the wider legal review. Here, the operating rule is nar-
rower: keep material origin, physical destination and product wording connected. If
the destination evidence changes, revise the operational statement and assess
whether any public wording must be corrected or withdrawn. Do not preserve an
attractive claim by lowering the evidential standard after a contractor rejects the load
or a recycling route fails.

9.6

Waste prevention should be tested against
commercial incentives

Circularity controls can fail when the commercial system rewards the creation of
unsold stock. Late design changes, inaccurate forecasts, minimum-order commit-
ments and unrestricted returns can move inventory without preventing its production.
GFT's recommendation is to trace each material outcome back to the decision that
created it. The question is not only where an unsold garment went. It is why the gar-
ment exceeded a real sales requirement and which party could have changed that
decision.

The OECD describes garment and footwear supply chains as fragmented and multi-
tiered, extending from raw materials to finished goods and from informal homework to
multinational retailers. That structure makes coordinated records important because
the party seeing a demand signal may not be the party committing fabric, capacity or
packaging. It does not prove that any particular buyer causes overproduction. The
supplier should test that proposition using its actual order changes, production
releases and return records. [se7]

A prevention review should compare the approved order, subsequent revisions, pro-
duction authorisation and final delivery. Identify who approved additional units, when
the buyer confirmed colours and sizes, and whether material was committed before
that confirmation. Include cancelled styles and packaging made obsolete by changed
artwork. The corrective action might concern forecast governance, design freeze,
order accuracy or a smaller initial production release. Detailed inventory and capacity
methods belong in the companion papers on those subjects; this chapter asks how
those decisions alter circularity responsibility and evidence.
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Return terms deserve the same scrutiny. A buyer may have a legitimate need to with-
draw unsafe or nonconforming products. A broad right to return ordinary unsold stock
creates a different commercial exposure. The contract should distinguish these
causes and specify condition assessment, transport authorisation, title, costs and dis -
position rights. A clause that sends every unsold item upstream may give the buyer a
clean warehouse while leaving the supplier with goods it cannot legally or
commercially place elsewhere.

The cost model should show its components instead of hiding them in a generic
sustainability allowance. GFT proposes separating verified EPR charges, packaging
administration, evidence work, reverse logistics, inspection, repair, re-use preparation
and authorised treatment or disposal. Add stock carrying cost only through the
inventory model, and keep taxes or customs questions for qualified review. Do not
assume a fee per garment, a resale recovery or a recycling credit before the relevant
scheme and actual route supply the inputs.

Prevention should then be evaluated with paired operational and financial measures.
Useful pilot observations include units produced beyond the approved order, returns
by cause, repair yield, unresolved exception stock, disposition lead time and total cost
by stream. Compare like products and periods. A fall in destruction accompanied by a
rise in unresolved storage is not proof of improved outcomes. Nor is a lower unit cost
sufficient if goods are routed to an unverified destination.

METHOD

For each stream, reconcile opening quantity + receipts + production inputs - author-
ised outputs = closing quantity, using one declared unit. Separately reconcile verified
charges + measured handling work + logistics + treatment = stream cost. Record
estimates and their basis in distinct fields. Review any residual before publishing a
recovery rate or allocating the result to an order.

This approach lets the parties discuss prevention without pretending that every cost
can be eliminated. Some returns, damaged goods and process residues will remain.
The aim is to make their causes visible, keep higher-value product routes available
where lawful and fund the necessary evidence and treatment. Commercial terms
should support that result rather than rewarding the least visible disposition.

9.7

The contract should state who supplies which
circularity record

A workable circularity schedule translates the route analysis into named records and
decisions. It should identify each product and packaging population, the destination,
the responsible legal entity where established, the evidence supplier, the reviewer and
the cost owner. It should also state which conclusions remain unresolved. The sched-
ule belongs beside the technical specification and order terms so that a material or
route change cannot proceed without its evidence consequences being reviewed.
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The proposed schedule in Exhibit 41, p. 140 separates five record families. It is illus-
trative and does not assign statutory responsibility to any party. Instead, it shows the
minimum interface that a buyer and supplier can adapt after destination review. The
source column explains the framework informing the enquiry, not a complete list of
applicable law. [s14] [515] [520] [S26]

EXHIBIT 41 / PROPOSED RECORD AND RESPONSIBILITY SCHEDULE

Packaging and textile evidence need separate ownership

Decision or Review basis

counterpart record

Supplier evidence

Textile products

Packaging formats

Unsold finished goods

Product identity and
quantities

Producer role, Destination EPR scheme,
registration and S15
accepted report

Material, mass, use and
changes

Role, phase and
applicable design review

PPWR applicability, S20

Quantity, condition and Re-use route or Company scope and S14

location evidenced exception

Process residues Source, category and Site controls and S26

measured mass

Receiver, treatment and
local approval

Collected returns Product or waste route Destination review and

and shipment acceptance S15

Condition and sorting
status

ILLUSTRATIVE [S14] [S15] [S20] [S26] GFT illustrative allocation template. Responsible roles, legal classifications and reporting fields must be
confirmed for the actual destination and transaction. Sources identify the governing or technical framework; they do not make this schedule a statutory
form.

The schedule should also preserve decision rights. State who may approve resale,
donation, repair, return, destruction under an applicable exception, or a change in
packaging format. Require the person approving a route to record the evidence
reviewed and any conditions. A supplier should not receive an instruction to destroy
goods without knowing the accountable entity and the evidence basis. A buyer should
not receive a recycling claim without the destination record needed to support it.

Change control closes the loop. A different fabric composition can affect an EPR cat-
egory or recycled-content statement. A new polybag can alter the packaging assess-
ment. A new destination can change registration and reporting duties. A higher return
rate can alter inventory, workload and available disposition routes. The contract
should require notification early enough for the relevant assessment, with shipment or
publication held where a critical requirement remains unresolved.
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WORKED EXAMPLE: A BRAND PROPOSES RETURNING UNSOLD GARMENTS

An illustrative EU brand holds 800 unsold garments from a Cameroon supplier and
asks the supplier to accept their return and all associated costs. The parties have not
yet established the goods' condition, the applicable company scope, the destination
rules or whether cross-border movement is authorised. GFT's proposed first decision
is to identify and hold the stock at its current location while those questions are
reviewed. The request alone does not make the goods waste, establish an exception
or authorise shipment.

For the constructed cost case, suppose condition screening classifies 600 units as
suitable for resale review, 150 as candidates for repair and 50 as unresolved pending
safety and exception assessment. These quantities sum to 800. They are illustrative
management categories, not proof that any route has been approved. Resale and
donation remain subject to product condition, brand authority and destination review.
The 50 unresolved units must not be silently added to a recycling total.

Assume, solely for arithmetic, an internal handling allowance of XAF 300 per returned
unit and a repair planning allowance of XAF 1,200 per repair candidate. The illustrat-
ive non-freight exposure is 800 x XAF 300 + 150 x XAF 1,200 = XAF 240,000 +
XAF 180,000 = XAF 420,000. Divided by the 800 returned units, this equals XAF 525
per returned unit. These are invented planning inputs for method demonstration, not
market quotations, EPR fees or measured programme costs.

The illustrative XAF 420,000 excludes freight, customs, taxes, EPR charges, storage,
resale recovery and treatment of unresolved items. It should not be called the total
return cost. The buyer and supplier should replace each allowance with observed or
quoted inputs, then allocate the verified amount according to cause and contract.
Before any physical return, they should also document product status, title, sorting
and shipment requirements. A cheaper arithmetic outcome cannot legalise an
unauthorised movement or unsupported destruction.

The final review should test whether the agreement improves the decisions that cre-
ated the stock. If the supplier bears every return cost but cannot challenge forecast
changes or obtain disposition evidence, the clause may transfer expense without
strengthening prevention. If the buyer controls the route but lacks timely product and
packaging data, administration may still fail. GFT recommends a schedule that joins
information, authority and resources, then tests it on a bounded order before wider
use.

The approval sought is therefore specific: assign destination -specific responsibility
before allocating circularity costs, keep textiles and packaging in separate applicabil -
ity rows, and require evidence for every unsold - stock disposition. Preserve unre -
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solved classifications and scheme details as open work. The result is not a universal
circularity certificate. It is an order record capable of explaining who acts, who pays,
what happened to the material and which claims the evidence can support.

Circularity becomes accountable when responsibility,
material and destination share one record.

CHAPTER SOURCE NOTES

S15 European Commission, DG Environment. 2025-10-16.

S20 European Commission, DG Environment. 2026-08-11.

S14 European Commission, DG Environment. 2026-07-17.

S26 World Bank Group and International Finance Corporation. 2007 -04-30.

$28 European Commission, DG GROW. 2024-01-31.

$18 European Commission. 2026-10-30.

S07 OECD. 2026-02-26.

GREEN FUTURE TECH

RESEARCH EDITION / 2026-10-30 142



@ SREEN FUTURE P

TECH ]
LIWITED[/ HONG KONG SAR ®
L2
e ]
»
o
¢

PART III: DEMONSTRATE THAT THE PRODUCT AND ITS CLAIMS CAN TRAVEL / CLAIMS AND FOOTPRINT

Environmental claims must
match the evidence and the
product

A measured improvement is useful only when its boundary, method and
communication are defensible.
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n environmental claim should say only what a reviewed evidence file can
CHAPTER 10 . o q
ERTERAN TEST reconstruct for the product, site, period and audience concerned. A pack-
aging improvement cannot substantiate a garment-wide claim. An emission
A measured improvement is

e EE Wi S factor cannot substitute for a missing activity record. An offset purchase cannot be

boundary, method and presented as a reduction inside the product's value chain. The practical control is
30?”‘92:““0” are therefore editorial and operational at once: fix the claim boundary before choosing the
erensiple.
wording, then change or withdraw the wording when the evidence no longer supports
it.

For an African supplier, this discipline belongs in the ordinary production and sales
routine. The technical team defines what was measured. The commercial team identi-
fies the representation a customer will understand. A competent reviewer tests the
two against the applicable consumer rules and the destination market. GFT's
Cameroon textile programme supplies an operating-design reference for source
records and management review, not evidence of a certified product, a measured
footprint or an environmental result. This chapter offers an evidence and
communication method, not legal, tax or investment advice.

10.1

Consumer-law changes already affect
environmental messaging

Directive (EU) 2024/825 has applied since 27 September 2026. The Commission
states that it amends the Consumer Rights Directive and the Unfair Commercial Prac -
tices Directive, with Member States given until 27 March 2026 to transpose it. A sup-
plier selling to consumers in the EU should therefore review current representations
now, including representations on existing stock, rather than wait for a future textile
passport or a separate claims statute. National competent authorities and courts
enforce the applicable national provisions, so destination-law review remains neces-
sary. [s18] [$36]

The amended rules address more than obviously false numerical statements. The
Commission's September 2026 questions and answers describe a prohibited generic
environmental claim where its specification is not provided clearly and prominently on
the same medium. The guidance also treats text, pictorial, graphic and symbolic rep-
resentations as possible environmental claims when they communicate positive, zero
or reduced environmental damage in a commercial context. A leaf device, product
name or colour treatment can therefore matter to the overall impression, even where
the legal classification of a particular device requires case -specific assessment. [s36]

Sustainability labels need a separate review from factual product statements. The
Commission guidance states that displaying a sustainability label is prohibited where it
is neither based on a certification scheme nor established by a public authority. Its
description of a certification scheme includes independent third - party verification,
publicly available requirements and terms, and monitoring by a competent independ-
ent party. An internal badge designed by a supplier or buyer should not be allowed to
borrow the appearance of an independently verified award without meeting the
relevant conditions. [s36]
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Offset-based product claims require particular restraint. The amended Unfair Com-
mercial Practices Directive prohibits claiming, on the basis of greenhouse -gas offset-
ting, that a product has a neutral, reduced or positive environmental impact in terms of
greenhouse-gas emissions. The Commission explanation distinguishes compensation
outside the product's value chain from actual emission reductions within it. It also
preserves room for non-misleading communication about environmental investments,
which is not the same as calling the garment carbon neutral. [s36]

Future-facing language is evidence work as well. The Commission guidance explains
that environmental claims about future performance require clear, objective, publicly
available and verifiable commitments and targets, a detailed and realistic implementa-
tion plan with allocated resources, and independent third - party expert verification. It
also describes regular findings being made available to consumers. A target printed
beside a product should not be treated as though it were an achieved product attrib -
ute, nor should a corporate aspiration be silently converted into a present-tense
garment claim. [s36]

The separate Green Claims proposal must not be confused with these applicable con-
sumer-law amendments. The Council page opened for this chapter says that the pro-
posed measures would set common substantiation criteria and would involve verifica-
tion by independent experts. It also records that the Council and Parliament were
negotiating the final text. That source does not establish an adopted standalone Green
Claims verification regime or a compliance date. The chapter therefore uses the pro-
posal only to explain why precise substantiation matters, not to invent a current duty.
[s19]

A useful approval meeting consequently asks two different legal questions. First, what
does the applicable consumer law, as transposed and enforced in the destination,
require of this representation now? Second, what additional requirements might arise
if the pending proposal or product-specific rules change? Combining those questions
produces false certainty. Keeping them apart allows the supplier to correct present
communications while maintaining a dated watchlist for future changes. [s18] [519]

10.2

The claim boundary must match the evidence
boundary

The claim boundary is the object and set of processes to which the statement refers.
It may be a retail bag, a fabric component, a finished garment, a manufacturing site or
a corporate programme. These objects are related, but they are not interchangeable.
The Council's consumer-policy page gives the direct example of a product being
marketed as made with recycled material when only its packaging contains that
material. The problem is not merely missing detail. It is a transfer of evidence from one
object to another. [s19]

A supplier should begin with the exact noun in the proposed sentence. “This bag con-
tains recycled material” directs attention to the bag and its material record. “This
garment is recycled"” directs attention to the garment's composition and may carry a
different consumer meaning. “This garment has a lower footprint” introduces a com-
parison, a lifecycle question and a baseline. "Our factory is sustainable” expands the
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representation still further, across operations and possibly across environmental and
social issues. The illustrative wording here is a drafting test, not approved marketing
language.

The evidence file must then reproduce that boundary in fields a reviewer can inspect.
It should identify the product or site, model and batch where relevant, measurement
period, process stages, data sources, calculation method, baseline, exclusions and
uncertainty. It should also name the intended channel and audience. A business-to-
business technical annex can carry detail that would be obscure on a small label, but
the existence of an annex does not cure an inconsistent headline. The Commission
guidance on generic claims makes clear and prominent specification on the same
medium central to that particular prohibition. [s36]

Exhibit 42, p. 146 applies this test to four common objects. The positions are an illus-
trative editorial device, not legal scores. Horizontal position represents how far the
proposed wording extends beyond the measured object. Vertical position represents
how much comparative or lifecycle interpretation the wording requires. Higher posi-
tions demand more definition and evidence, not greater marketing confidence.

EXHIBIT 42 / ILLUSTRATIVE E

DITORIAL POSITION, 0 TO 10

A claim about one component cannot stand for the whole garment

Comparative or lifecycle interpretation

10
Narrow factual wording Broad comparative wordirfgactory fully
sustainable ®
Garment lower
® footprint
Component evidence only Whole-product overreach
Fabric test result
o
Bag material record
0

10

Boundary extension beyond measured object

ILLUSTRATIVE [S19] [S36] lllustrative scoring by GFT for editorial review. X is boundary extension beyond the measured object; Y is comparative or

lifecycle interpretation demanded by
packaging-versus-product concern

GREEN FUTURE TECH

the wording. Positions are not legal conclusions, measured impacts or statistical estimates. S19 supplies the
and S36 supports claim specification.

The matrix shows why specificity reduces the evidential gap. A bag material record
can be checked against the bag specification and supplier documents. A garment-
wide lower-footprint statement needs a defined comparator and a coherent lifecycle
method. A broad factory statement needs a much wider assessment and may still be
too vague to approve. No position on the chart establishes legality; its purpose is to
stop a narrow record being used to answer a broad question.
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Baselines deserve the same discipline as boundaries. “Lower than last year” requires
a previous measurement using a compatible method and product definition. “Lower
than a conventional garment” requires the comparator to be identified and justified.
“Reduced by half"” requires an arithmetic relationship as well as equivalent units and
boundaries. Where production volume, fabric weight, garment size or energy alloca-
tion changes, the reviewer must decide whether the comparison remains like for like.
These illustrative phrases demonstrate the review questions and are not claims about
a GFT product.

A local sourcing fact illustrates the same limit. Evidence that cotton was obtained near
a factory may support a bounded statement about that input's recorded origin. It does
not, by itself, establish lower water use, lower transport emissions across every route
or a lower lifecycle footprint. Those propositions involve additional activities, denom-
inators and counterfactuals. The safe conclusion is not that local sourcing has no
environmental value, but that each claimed value needs its own evidence chain.

GFT NOTE

Write the evidence boundary before the marketing sentence. GFT recommends a
one-page claim cover sheet naming the object, exact wording, audience, channel,
measurement period, process stages, comparator, exclusions and approval owner. If
the technical record and the headline use different nouns, stop the approval. A nar-
rower factual statement is usually more useful than an expansive statement that the
factory cannot reconstruct.

This approach also protects legitimate improvement work. A measured reduction at a
finishing operation can be reported as a result for that operation and period, subject to
its method. It need not be inflated into a whole-garment result to become commer-
cially relevant. Precise communication lets the buyer understand where the improve -
ment occurred and what remains unmeasured. That is a better basis for the next
production decision than a broad badge unsupported by the batch record.

10.3

Carbon information is not automatically a
border tax calculation

A carbon number can serve several decisions, and each decision sets a different
evidence requirement. A buyer may request value -chain information for its own cor-
porate sustainability statement. A technical team may commission a product-footprint
study to identify process improvements. A sales team may want a comparative
product statement. A customs specialist may need to determine whether a border
mechanism covers the goods. The same emissions figure should not migrate between
these uses without a scope review.

Corporate reporting starts with the reporting undertaking's obligation and reporting
standard. The Commission states that companies subject to the CSRD report
according to European Sustainability Reporting Standards. A supplier's extract can
inform that statement without becoming the supplier's own ESRS report. The response
should identify the requested value - chain category, organisational and operational
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boundary, reporting period, measurement method and estimates. It should also
preserve the distinction between information supplied and assurance over the buyer's
final statement. [se3]

A product-footprint study asks a different question. It follows declared lifecycle
stages for a defined product and functional unit. Its result depends on activity data,
emission factors, allocation, cut-off choices and the treatment of uncertainty. Those
choices may be appropriate for internal hotspot analysis yet insufficient for a public
comparison. The accounting method belongs with the specialist analysis in the com-
panion greenhouse-gas paper; the control here is to prevent a study output from
being detached from its method.

Current CBAM scope should not be inferred from the presence of carbon data in a
buyer questionnaire. The Commission lists selected goods in cement, iron and steel,
aluminium, fertilisers, electricity and hydrogen. Ordinary apparel does not become
subject to a carbon border charge merely because a customer asks for product-
carbon information. This is an inference from the positive sector list, not a classifica-
tion opinion for a mixed shipment. The exact customs code and current operative
scope still need competent review. [s22]

Exhibit 43, p. 148 separates the four requests by the decision they support. Itis a
scope map, not a calculation standard. Its sourced rows distinguish corporate
reporting, current CBAM coverage and consumer communication; the product-study
row states a methodological distinction rather than prescribing a particular footprint
standard.

EXHIBIT 43 / EVIDENCE AND DECISION SCOPE

Different carbon requests serve different decisions

Request Decision served Evidence emphasis Do not infer

Buyer corporate report Buyer disclosure Period, category, Supplier issued an ESRS
boundary and estimates statement

Product-footprint study Process or product Functional unit, stages, Public superiority is

analysis factors and allocation automatic

Environmental marketing Consumer representation Claim wording, A study file cures
comparator and overbreadth
same-medium
qualification

CBAM scope review Border obligation Current goods list and Carbon data creates
exact product code apparel CBAM duty

SOURCED  [S03] [S22] [S18] [S36] SO3 supports the corporate reporting row. S22 supplies the current positive CBAM sector list, with product-code
review still required. S18 and S36 support the consumer-communication row. The product-study row is GFT methodological synthesis, not a claim that
one standard governs every study.

The practical response is to route the request before calculating. A corporate report-
ing request goes to the reporting-data owner. A product study goes to the footprint
specialist and product owner. Marketing wording goes through claims approval. A
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border question goes to customs and legal review. One evidence repository can sup-
port all four, but each output needs its own cover sheet and reviewer. Reuse should
preserve definitions, not erase them.

Within the evidence file, actual measurements and estimates should remain visibly
different. Meter readings, fuel records and production quantities need source docu-
ments and period reconciliation. Emission factors need publisher, version, geography,
unit and year. Allocation needs a stated rule and a reason. An estimated value needs
its calculation basis and should not acquire the apparent precision of a meter merely
because it has been copied into a spreadsheet. No emissions saving is asserted for
GFT's programme because no such measured dataset has been opened in this
chapter.

Comparative wording adds another gate. A lower result can be an artefact of a nar-
rower boundary, a different garment weight, a more favourable factor set or a
changed allocation rule. The reviewer should reproduce the comparison from the
same inputs before approving the statement. If comparability cannot be demon-
strated, the result may still guide an internal engineering review, but it should not
become a public superiority claim. The consumer-law sources require attention to the
representation itself, not only to the existence of a technical file. [s18] [s36]

10.4

Water and chemical evidence should state the
operation measured

Environmental manufacturing guidance has a process boundary just as a claim does.
The World Bank Group and IFC textile guidelines cover manufacturing involving nat-
ural, synthetic and regenerated fibres, but expressly exclude polymer synthesis and
natural raw - material production. They also tailor application to the hazards and risks
of each project through environmental assessment. A supplier should therefore use
the guidance as technical reference material within its stated scope, not as a universal
product claim or a substitute for site - specific assessment. [s26]

The same source locates desizing, bleaching, mercerising, dyeing, printing and other
treatments within wet processing or finishing. It describes chemical and liquor baths,
washing, rinsing and drying, and the resulting wastewater issue. It also discusses
hazardous chemical use in pretreatment, dyeing and related processes. These pas-
sages direct measurement towards the operations where the relevant inputs and
releases occur. They do not justify assigning a wet-processing benchmark to every
garment operation. [526]

Consider an illustrative cut, make and trim site that receives finished fabric. Its water
record might cover process cleaning, steam generation or domestic uses, depending
on the actual installation. It should not silently import a dyehouse water-intensity
value and present that value as its own consumption. If an outsourced dyer serves the
product, that operation belongs in the supply-chain map and its evidence needs a
separate site, period and denominator. This is a measurement-design example, not a
finding about any named factory.
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A usable water metric begins with the meter or other measurement basis and the
operation served. The reviewer defines whether the value covers incoming water,
recycled water, discharge or consumption, then links the numerator to a compatible
output denominator. Garment pieces, kilograms of fabric and batches answer different
questions. Partial metering, shared utilities and changes in production mix must be
disclosed. A calculated litres - per-unit value without those fields cannot support a
meaningful comparison, even if the arithmetic is correct.

Chemical claims require equal precision. A restricted-substance test addresses the
substances, method and sample named in the report. A manufacturing chemical -
inventory review addresses inputs and process controls. A wastewater result
addresses a discharge point and sampling event. None of these alone supports an
unqualified “chemical-free" garment statement, which is an illustrative example of
wording to reject. The review should identify the chemical question first, then select
evidence that actually answers it.

The age and scope of technical guidance also matter. The textile EHS source is dated
30 April 2007 and presents good international industry practice and site -tailoring
principles. It is not presented here as the current expression of every EU legal limit.
Current permits, applicable chemical restrictions, buyer requirements and test meth -
ods need their own dated sources. An environmental marketing review should not turn
a guidance value into a statutory threshold or an achieved factory result. [s26]

METHOD

For every resource claim, reconcile five fields: measured operation, source point,
period, physical denominator and exclusions. Add the method version and reviewer
for a comparison. If the statement concerns an outsourced process, record the sup-
plier site and evidence transfer separately. If any field is unknown, narrow the state-
ment or leave the value unpublished. Detailed water and process calculations belong
in the companion resource -measurement paper.

The claims reviewer can now ask a decisive question: does the public sentence
describe the same operation that produced the evidence? A dyehouse reduction
cannot be attributed to a cut-and-sew site's own meter. A site-level reduction cannot
be assigned to every garment without an allocation method. A batch test cannot
establish annual site performance. These distinctions do not obstruct communication.
They make the resulting statement useful to a buyer who needs to know where action
occurred.

A voluntary label has a precise award scope

The EU Ecolabel is a voluntary scheme, not a general condition of market access. The
Commission describes it as third - party verified, with independent experts responsible
for checking compliance with the applicable criteria. That independence distinguishes
an awarded product from a supplier's own declaration. It does not remove the need to
inspect the licence, product identity, criteria version and validity before using the label
in a particular channel. [s29]
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Product-group scope is equally important. The Commission's clothing and textiles
page lists separate footwear and textile-product criteria. Its textile scope includes
clothing and accessories, interior textiles, fibres, yarn, fabric and knitted panels. As of
the source access date, the page records validity to 31 December 2028 for the listed
current footwear and textile criteria, alongside amendments prolonging that validity.
This is criteria-version information, not proof that any particular supplier or garment
holds an award. [s27]

A useful evidence review therefore asks what exactly was awarded. A certified
product is not the same proposition as a certified management process. A supplier
declaration is not independent verification. A general sustainability aspiration is
neither an award nor a measured result. These categories can coexist in a responsible
evidence system, but their communication must preserve their different meanings. No
EU Ecolabel award, management certification or other environmental certification is
claimed for GFT or the illustrative venture in this chapter.

Exhibit 44, p. 151 makes the distinction visible. Vertical position represents the inde -
pendence of the check described by the evidence. Horizontal position represents how
directly the evidence attaches to the product being discussed. The EU Ecolabel posi-
tion is derived from the Commission descriptions. The other points are illustrative
evidence categories, not judgements about a named scheme. The scores are ordinal
editorial aids, not measurements of environmental performance.

EXHIBIT 44 / GFT ORDINAL EDITORIAL SCORE, 8 TO 10

A label award differs from a general compliance statement

Independence of the check

10
Process assurance Product award Product-specific
Ecolabel ®
Process-only review
Aspirations Declarations
Supplier declaration
General aspiration
0 ([
0 10

Direct attachment to the product

DERIVED [S27] [S29] Derived categorical mapping. Y scores independence of the check: no external check 0, self-declaration 1, illustrative
independent process review 7, and Commission-described third - party product verification 9. X scores direct attachment to the discussed product:
general aspiration 1, illustrative process-only evidence 3, illustrative product declaration 7, and product-specific award 9. S27 and S29 support the
Ecolabel properties only; other positions are illustrative categories, not named-scheme assessments or legal scores.

The chart does not rank environmental outcomes. A highly independent process
review may be valuable while still saying nothing sufficient about a particular garment.
A detailed supplier declaration may identify a batch precisely while remaining self -
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issued. The award route is strongest only for the proposition its criteria and licence
actually cover. Reading that scope is more useful than treating every logo as
interchangeable proof.

Label wording should also stay within the award. The Commission guidance explains
that generic claims associated with an Ecolabel still depend on relevant product-
group criteria; it gives the example that biodegradability could not be inferred where
the applicable criteria contain no biodegradability requirement. The label can support
what the scheme assessed, not every environmental virtue a sales team might
associate with it. [s36]

An approved claim needs change control

Approval is a state attached to a version, not a permanent property of a slogan. GFT
recommends a claim register containing the exact wording, product or site boundary,
intended audience, channel, evidence-file version, technical owner, legal-review
status, approval date, next review and withdrawal trigger. It should record translations
and adaptations separately where they can change the consumer impression. A
reusable claim is one whose evidence and limitations remain attached, not one that
can be copied freely between products.

Exhibit 45, p. 153 sets out the proposed operating sequence. Technical review
establishes whether the evidence answers the claim. Legal review tests the repres-
entation and destination requirements. Publication is authorised only after both routes
resolve their exceptions. Monitoring then watches the evidence and the rule base,
with correction or withdrawal available when either changes. This is a GFT control
design, not a statutory workflow.
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EXHIBIT 45 / PROPOSED DECISION SEQUENCE

A claim should be approved against a dated evidence file

Draft bounded @ Technic\vidence @ Destination legal @ Approve version
wording c k review and channel
v
Correct or @ Monitor evidence
withdraw and rules

. supported scope

. revise evidence gap
. resolved
. revise wording

. change or challenge

© N g b~ W N

. controlled replacement

ILLUSTRATIVE [S18] [S36] lllustrative GFT workflow informed by the application date and claims guidance in S18 and S36. It does not reproduce a
statutory procedure or guarantee legal clearance. Legal review is scoped to the actual representation and destination.

Material change should reopen the file before the next publication or shipment,
according to the risk involved. Triggers include composition, supplier, production loc-
ation, wet-processing route, energy mix, allocation rule, baseline, test scope and
claim translation. A new source version or legal act can also change the review. The
trigger does not prove that the old result became false. It establishes that the previous
approval can no longer be assumed to answer the new conditions.

Channel control matters because the same claim can appear in a garment label,
product page, marketplace listing, sales deck and buyer portal. The register should
identify every recipient and publication location. A corrected master document is
insufficient if the old wording remains on a retail page or printed bag. For existing
stock, the Commission guidance discusses possible practical responses such as cov -
ering or correcting claims and adding supplementary information at the point of sale,
subject to the actual circumstances and enforcement review. [s36]

The September questions and answers are guidance, not the final judicial word. The
document expressly states that its answers are not a formal Commission position or
legally binding interpretation, that authoritative interpretation belongs to the Court of
Justice of the European Union, and that national competent bodies and courts enforce
the provisions. The claims register should therefore record guidance as guidance and
route material uncertainty to qualified destination review. [s36]
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Corrections should preserve the decision history. Keep the original wording, evidence
version, reason for change, authorising reviewer, affected products and notification
record. Distinguish an evidence correction, a wording qualification and a full with-
drawal. Those actions address different failures and should not be collapsed into a
silent file replacement. The objective is to let a later reviewer reconstruct what was
said, why it was considered supportable and when that support ended.

10.7

The evidence should survive a reasonable
challenge

A challenge test should imitate a sceptical but fair reader. Give the reviewer the head-
line without the sales explanation. Ask which product and environmental effect the
wording brings to mind, what comparison it implies, and which record would be
needed to verify that impression. Then compare the answers with the actual evidence
file. This tests communication, not merely document availability. A technically true
component fact can still create a misleading whole-product impression when placed
in the wrong sentence. [s19]

WORKED EXAMPLE

An illustrative sales team proposes “low-carbon garment” after changing the retail
bag and purchasing offsets. For arithmetic demonstration only, assume an internally
modelled garment baseline of 100 arbitrary greenhouse -gas units and a packaging
change of 2 units within that model. The result is 100 minus 2, which equals 98 units.
The modelled reduction is 2 divided by 100, or 2 percent of the declared baseline.
Every input is invented to demonstrate boundary arithmetic. This is not a lifecycle
assessment, a factory measurement or a GFT result.

Exhibit 46, p. 155 shows only that narrow arithmetic. The opening and closing totals
refer to the illustrative model, while the single change relates to packaging. No offset
appears as a deduction because the case treats an offset outside the value chain as a
separate transaction, not as a physical reduction in garment production.
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EXHIBIT 46 / ILLUSTRATIVE EMISSIONS UNITS PER GARMENT MODEL

A packaging improvement supports only its bounded arithmetic

110

825

55

27.5

lllustrative baseline Packaging change Model after change

ILLUSTRATIVE lllustrative case with invented inputs: opening model 100 units, packaging change minus 2 units, closing model 98 units. Arithmetic: 100
-2=98;2/100 = 2 percent of the declared baseline. No measured product, lifecycle assessment, offset deduction or environmental performance claim
is represented.

The arithmetic is internally valid and still insufficient for the proposed headline. The
model has no supplied activity data, emission factors, lifecycle stages, comparator,
allocation rules or uncertainty assessment. More fundamentally, the evidence identi-
fies a packaging change while the wording characterises the garment as a whole. A
reviewer should reject the headline even though the subtraction is correct. The
appropriate response is to improve the evidence or narrow the claim, not to debate the
arithmetic.

The offset purchase does not repair that boundary failure. The Commission guidance
states that claims based on offsetting must not present a product as having a neutral,
reduced or positive greenhouse -gas environmental impact. Its rationale is that com-
pensation outside the product's value chain is not equivalent to an actual reduction
within it. The case should therefore remove any carbon-neutral or reduced-climate -
impact wording founded on the purchase. A separately worded statement about sup -
port for an environmental initiative would need its own accurate transaction evidence
and non-misleading presentation. [s36]

What can the team retain? If bag composition and the change are documented, a fac-
tual packaging statement confined to the verified material and period may be review -
able. If the internal model is methodologically sound, it can remain an internal
improvement record with its assumptions visible. Neither route automatically author-
ises a consumer claim. The technical owner must supply the records, and the claims
reviewer must approve the exact wording and channel against the applicable destina-
tion rules. The illustrative case deliberately stops short of providing approved
marketing copy.
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A genuine lower-footprint comparison would require much more. The team would
need a defined functional unit and comparator, consistent lifecycle boundaries, cur-
rent activity evidence, appropriate factors, justified allocations and an uncertainty
discussion. It would need to show that changes in garment weight, durability or
product mix do not make the comparison misleading. Those requirements follow from
the comparison question itself. They are not a licence to delay a simple packaging
correction until a full study exists.

The challenge should end in a recorded decision. In this case, withdraw the whole-
garment wording, quarantine affected draft materials, preserve the packaging evid-
ence and assess any environmental-investment communication separately. Record
which channels used the disputed statement and who must confirm removal or
replacement. If the claim has already been published, escalate the correction through
the same controlled history described above rather than silently editing one page.

GFT recommends publishing bounded facts that an operator can defend under ques-
tioning. This may mean saying less, but saying it with a product, period, method and
evidence owner attached. Whether buyers reward that discipline through fewer quer-
ies, faster technical review or stronger commercial relationships is a hypothesis to
observe. The chapter does not assume a price premium, export contract or regulatory
acceptance. The immediate gain is decision quality: production improvements remain
connected to the claims they can genuinely support.

Publish the boundary with the claim, and let no slogan
travel further than its evidence.
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Compliance data must be
useful without exposing the
worker

The factory needs controlled, retrievable evidence and a separate decision
about who may see personal information.
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compliance record should let a reviewer reconstruct a product, a process

and a remedy without turning every worker into an openly searchable

attachment. GFT recommends separating the evidence proposition from the
identity material behind it. The buyer usually needs to know what was checked, which

CHAPTER 11
DECISION TEST

The factory needs
controlled, retrievable
evidence and a separate batch or activity was covered, which exceptions remain and whether a remedy was
alzelilion alealls e iy verified. It does not automatically need a copy of every passport, interview or griev -
see personal information. .

ance. Role-based views, controlled extracts and a documented transfer assessment

can preserve evidential value while reducing unnecessary disclosure.

This operating design reflects the dated sources in the chapter register. It is not legal,
tax or investment advice. GDPR applicability, lawful bases, employment records, con-
fidentiality and international transfers require review of the actual entities and pro-
cessing. Relevant Cameroon and other national laws remain a separate implementa-
tion dependency; this chapter does not claim to have verified them. Nor does it claim
that GFT's Cameroon textile programme contains a deployed privacy architecture. Its
performance-management and digital - strategy work is a design reference, not
evidence of measured security or legal compliance.

11.1

Applicability must be checked before importing
a privacy rule

The first question is not whether a file contains compliance evidence. It is whether the
information relates to an identified or identifiable living person. The Commission's
definition covers direct identifiers and combinations of information that can identify
someone. It also states that pseudonymised information remains personal data where
re-identification is possible. A case number substituted for a name is therefore not
automatically anonymous. Irreversible anonymisation has a different status, but a
supplier should not assert it merely because the obvious names have been removed.
[$1101]

Processing is equally broad. Collection, recording, retrieval, consultation, disclosure,
alteration and destruction can all count. A buyer portal is not the only processing
event. A supervisor opening a restricted interview, an HR officer exporting a spread-
sheet and a consultant correcting a case record may each form part of the relevant
processing map. The Commission also makes clear that the rules can cover manual as
well as automated processing. A paper grievance file does not become irrelevant to
privacy simply because the factory has no integrated software. [s1101]

GDPR applicability then needs its own analysis. Commission guidance addresses
controllers and processors established in the EU that process personal data as part of
their activities, regardless of where the processing occurs. It also addresses organ-
isations established outside the EU when they offer goods or services to individuals in
the EU or monitor their behaviour there. These tests concern the processing and
entity circumstances. They do not support the shortcut that every African employment
record falls under GDPR whenever the factory has a European customer. [s1161]

The buyer's sustainability duty does not remove that analysis. The amended corpor-
ate due-diligence framework requires in-scope companies to identify and address
adverse human-rights and environmental impacts across their own operations, subsi-
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diaries and chains of activities. Supplier evidence can support that process. The duty
is not, however, a general instruction to collect unlimited identity material. The
reviewer must still establish what information is necessary, which entity processes it
and which legal rules govern that processing. [s82] [$23]

Roles should be assigned for each processing operation rather than for the commer-
cial relationship as a whole. The Commission describes the controller as determining
the purposes and means, and the processor as acting on the controller's behalf under
documented instructions. A supplier may control its payroll administration while a
hosted service processes records for it. A buyer may determine a separate purpose
when it receives an extract. Joint determination, repeated reuse and onward hosting
need particular scrutiny. A contract label alone should not be treated as the factual
answer. [$1101]

GFT therefore proposes an applicability record before any worker evidence is shared.
Record the entities, establishments, affected individuals, processing purpose, data
categories, systems, recipients and actual direction of each disclosure. Identify who
decides why and how the processing occurs, the claimed lawful basis and the relev -
ant local employment, privacy and confidentiality rules. Where GDPR is engaged, add
the applicable principles and transfer analysis. Where it is not, do not infer that dis -
closure is unrestricted. Local law, contractual confidentiality and worker protection
still need attention.

That record should be revisited when the route changes. A new buyer portal, an
external auditor, a labour recruiter, a cloud host or a buyer's non-EEA affiliate can
alter the actors and purposes. A different use of an existing file can be just as import-
ant as a new file. Purpose limitation requires a specified purpose where GDPR applies,
and further use needs its own compatibility assessment rather than a vague appeal to
compliance. [s23]

11.2

The data model should separate product facts
from worker identity

A durable data model begins with the proposition that each audience needs to test. A
product reviewer may need a batch identifier, material specification, production site,
test scope and release status. A labour reviewer may need to know whether recruit -
ment fees were reported, whether protective action occurred and whether the
affected person confirmed a remedy. These propositions can share an evidence index
without sharing every underlying document. The index should point to restricted
sources rather than copying their contents into every shipment pack.

Each evidence reference needs enough metadata to be useful: the assertion suppor-
ted, product or activity boundary, observation period, collection method, source
owner, reviewer, version and unresolved limitation. Add an access classification and a
disclosure rationale. This lets the compliance team retrieve the relevant evidence
while keeping identity fields outside routine product work. It also prevents a buyer
extract from becoming a second, uncontrolled master record whose accuracy cannot
be maintained.
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The separation is architectural, not a claim that references are harmless. A worker
case token linked to a small site, shift and job role may identify someone when com-
bined with other information. The Commission's treatment of pseudonymised data
means that the token can remain within the personal-data analysis. Aggregation can
also expose a person where a group is small or the allegation is already widely
rumoured. The reviewer must test identifiability in context, not merely count removed
name fields. [s1101]

Exhibit 47, p. 160 proposes three views of the same evidence system. Public product
information carries approved product facts. Controlled buyer evidence carries scoped
assurance and remedy status. Restricted personal records retain identity documents,
interviews and grievance details. The layers are a GFT design, not an EU-prescribed
database or a claim that the lower layers can answer every possible enquiry.

EXHIBIT 47 / ILLUSTRATIVE EVIDENCE VIEWS

Public product facts should be separated from restricted worker evidence

Public product view

Stylc.-:- and. batch Approved fibre facts Bounf:led claim
identity evidence

Controlled buyer
view Test scope and Aggregated case Remedy verification

release state status summary
Restricted evidence
MW Identity documents Worker interviews Grievance and remedy

records

ILLUSTRATIVE [S11] [S23] [S1101] llustrative GFT access architecture informed by conditional DPP information, GDPR minimisation and the
continued personal-data status of re-identifiable records. It is not a deployed system or a complete legal access matrix. Each actual field still needs
purpose, entitlement and transfer review.

The future Digital Product Passport does not justify merging these views. The Com-
mission says textile - specific fields will be set through the relevant delegated acts and
technical specifications. It describes access to product information and, for authorit-
ies, relevant conformity -assessment information. That conditional product framework
supplies no basis for publishing grievance narratives or worker identity on a product
page. The final passport mapping should preserve distinct public, buyer, auditor and
authority entitlements. [s11] [523]

Restricted records still need to be retrievable. A case summary that cannot be traced
to its source is only an assertion. The controlled extract should identify the evidence
owner, review state and route for authorised inspection. Where a buyer genuinely
needs underlying material, the parties can consider a scoped extract, an on-site
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review or another proportionate method before transmitting an entire file. The
alternative must answer the actual assurance question rather than merely reducing
the file size.

GFT NOTE

Build the buyer pack from evidence references, not from a folder of identity scans.
For every requested field, record the decision it supports, the least identifying form
that can support it, the authorised recipient and the route to inspect the source. Keep
a pseudonymous reference inside the personal-data assessment whenever someone
could relink it to a worker. Escalate any request that cannot explain its purpose or
onward recipients.

Access should follow the decision being made

Access control becomes useful when it starts with a decision, not with a job title.
Operations may need to see a blocked batch and its unresolved test. HR may need the
worker identity behind an incorrect payment. A compliance reviewer may need the
status and evidence scope without seeing the underlying interview. A buyer may need
assurance that a defined concern was investigated. An auditor may need controlled
access to selected source material. An authority may have a specific legal power, but
the recipient should still record and verify the request rather than treating the word
authority as a universal password.

The factory should translate these decisions into role views and field - level entitle -
ments. Routine views should show the minimum content needed for the task. Sensitive
source records should require a separate, logged action. Temporary access should
have an owner and an end condition. Removing a name from a dashboard is insuffi-
cient if the same user can open an unrestricted attachment library or export the whole
case population. Where GDPR applies, integrity and confidentiality require appropriate
technical and organisational measures against unauthorised processing, loss and
damage. [s23]

Every disclosure needs a purpose that can be stated in plain language. “The buyer
requested it" identifies a commercial event, not a lawful basis or a necessity test. A
better record might say that an importer needs to assess a reported recruitment-fee
issue affecting a named production route. That purpose allows the supplier to
consider a case status, scoped investigation findings and remedy confirmation before
considering identity documents. Where GDPR applies, the Commission also calls for
transparency about recipients and whether information will be transferred outside the
EU. [s23]

An export log should preserve that reasoning. Record the requester, recipient organ -
isation, evidence set, purpose, legal and contractual basis reviewed, fields removed,
approving role, destination, onward recipients and correction route. The log should
also identify what was not disclosed. That negative boundary helps a later reviewer
distinguish an incomplete investigation from a deliberate redaction. A recipient who
needs broader access can then request a defined addition rather than receiving the
whole archive by default.
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Urgent safeguarding needs a different route from routine reporting. A credible threat
to a worker may require immediate action by a small authorised group even before a
normal buyer review. That does not justify broadcasting the allegation to every com-
mercial contact. The incident protocol should separate protective decisions from
evidential disclosure and preserve both. It should also guard against a supervisor
learning the complainant's identity through a supposedly anonymous summary.

External service providers need the same scrutiny. A portal host, payroll provider or
investigator may process information for another organisation, but the actual facts
determine the role. The Commission describes processor duties as specified through
a binding contract or other legal act and notes that an organisation can be a controller
for one part of an operation and a processor for another. The access review should
therefore cover instructions, subcontractors, retention, return or deletion and incident
communication rather than relying on a hosting label. [s1161]

No role view is permanent. Access should change when a worker leaves a team, an
investigation closes, an auditor's engagement ends or a recipient's purpose changes.
Periodic review should compare actual exports and administrator rights with approved
purposes. The point is not to accumulate logs as another form of surveillance. It is to
detect disclosures that no longer have an explanation and to stop them.

11.4

International transfer rules depend on the
direction and actors

A data-location label cannot replace a transfer assessment. The EDPB identifies three
cumulative criteria for a transfer outside the EEA: a controller or processor is subject
to GDPR for the given processing, it discloses or otherwise makes personal data
available to another organisation, and that recipient is outside the EEA or is an inter-
national organisation. All three concern a specific processing operation. The analysis
must name the exporter, the separate recipient and the direction of availability. [s24]

This distinction changes two common cases. An African supplier sending worker
evidence to an EU buyer is not automatically making the same Chapter V transfer as
that buyer later disclosing the file to a separate non-EEA host. The first submission
may still involve GDPR obligations for one or both parties, and local law may apply.
The second disclosure can meet the EDPB transfer criteria where the buyer is subject
to GDPR for the processing and the other conditions are present. The direction must
be mapped rather than inferred from the passport's nationality or the server's
marketing region. [s24] [$1161]

Making information available can matter as well as sending a file. A buyer that permits
a non-EEA affiliate or processor to consult a restricted portal may be disclosing data
even if nobody downloads a spreadsheet. Conversely, a contract that names an EU
hosting region does not answer who can access the record from elsewhere. The
transfer map should include administrators, support teams, auditors, group entities
and sub-processors where they can actually obtain the information. [s24]
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The EDPB describes adequacy decisions and, in their absence, appropriate safe -
guards as the principal routes, with derogations available in specified situations.
Appropriate safeguards include several instruments, not just one standard contract.
Derogations are exceptional and cannot become the routine basis for repeated dis-
closures. This chapter does not assert that Cameroon has an adequacy decision, that
any organisation has approved safeguards or that a derogation applies to the worked
case. Those propositions require dated verification and qualified review. [s24]

A signed transfer instrument is not the whole control. EDPB guidance says Chapter V
conditions sit alongside the other GDPR rules, including a lawful basis, security and
minimisation. Its discussion of standard contractual clauses also addresses transfer-
impact assessment and destination-law circumstances. A supplier should therefore
not treat the presence of a contractual clause as permission to upload unnecessary
identity data. Reducing the disclosed dataset remains a separate decision. [s24]

Exhibit 48, p. 163 turns the EDPB criteria into a decision sequence. The flow is
derived from the cited guidance. A negative answer does not conclude that pro-
cessing is lawful or unregulated. It means only that the stated Chapter V test is not
established on those facts, after which the reviewer must still consider other GDPR
provisions, local law, confidentiality and worker protection.

EXHIBIT 48 / DERIVED CHAPTE

R V SCREENING LOGIC

A transfer assessment follows the actual data direction

Map the disclosure

Yes
No
Yes
No
Yes

No

© N o o s N

. Other rules remain

> Exporter subject @ Separate @ Recipient outside

to GDPR? recipient? EEA?

® ® Q) ©

v v
Check.ba5|s, Chapter V test not v Assess Chapter V
necessity and @ met route
security

DERIVED [S24] [S1101] Derived from the EDPB's three cumulative transfer criteria. This is a screening aid, not a legal determination. Every branch still
requires review of other applicable data-protection, employment, confidentiality and safeguarding rules.
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The transfer record should attach the evidence for each answer: entity details, pro-
cessing role, recipient relationship, hosting and access arrangement, purpose, dataset
and proposed route. It should name the reviewer and the next recheck trigger. A new
sub-processor, changed hosting region, additional buyer affiliate or broader evidence
set can change the assessment. Keeping that record beside the evidence export lets
the factory explain not only what it sent, but why that route was considered
permissible at the time.

11.5

Evidence retention needs a requirement and a
purpose

Retention is not a competition to keep every file forever. Where GDPR applies, the
Commission states that personal data should be stored for no longer than necessary
and that the organisation should set time limits for erasure or review. It also recog-
nises that legal obligations can require records for fixed periods, including relevant
national labour or tax rules. The schedule must therefore identify the actual purpose
and requirement rather than choosing one convenient period for the entire compliance
archive. [s23]

GFT proposes a schedule by record class. Recruitment identity evidence, payroll cal-
culations, worker interviews, grievance records, laboratory reports, batch specifica-
tions, buyer submissions and public claims can have different users and legal con-
texts. For each class, record the purpose, triggering duty or contract, start event,
review date, deletion or anonymisation route, investigation-hold rule and accountable
owner. An undefined “business need" is too weak. The entry should say which
decision or right the retained record still serves.

A specific requirement must remain inside its legal scope. The Commission's unsold-
textiles guidance states that companies must keep relevant records for five years for
inspection under that regime. That period belongs to the described unsold-goods
obligations and responsible businesses. It is not a five-year rule for worker passports,
grievance interviews, laboratory files or every sustainability record. Copying it across
the archive would confuse one product-waste provision with general evidence gov-
ernance. [s14]

Investigation holds need equal discipline. A credible dispute, authority enquiry or
remedy review can justify preserving identified records beyond routine review. The
hold should name the matter, evidence boundary, approving role, permitted users and
next review. It should not become an invisible permanent exception. When the hold
ends, the schedule should resume and the reviewer should decide whether any
material still serves another documented purpose.

Correction and deletion are also different operations. A corrected payroll record may
need to retain its earlier version so that a reviewer can understand the original pay -
ment decision. A public claim withdrawn from a website may need its supporting
evidence and distribution history retained for a defined review. Conversely, retaining
an original file does not justify continuing to display its inaccurate contents as current.
The active view, historical record and deletion queue need separate states.
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Exhibit 49, p. 165 maps illustrative record classes by purpose specificity and the
need for a restricted retention review. The coordinates are workshop aids, not months,
legal scores or risk measurements. A high position means that the class deserves
particularly careful access, hold and deletion analysis. It does not mean that the
record should automatically be kept longer.

EXHIBIT 49 / ILLUSTRATIVE REVIEW COORDINATES FROM @ TO 10

Retention follows purpose and applicable duty

Restricted review need
Grievance identity

10 [ ]
Recruitment identity

Payroll source

Unsold-goods
exception @
Public claim evidence
[ J

Batch specification

Purpose specificity

ILLUSTRATIVE [S14] [S23] lllustrative GFT retention workshop. X is increasing purpose specificity and Y is increasing need for restricted retention
review. Positions are not retention periods, legal ratings or measured risk. Actual periods require the relevant law, contract, limitation analysis and
investigation status. The five-year Commission requirement discussed in the text is confined to its unsold-goods scope.

Deletion must reach the practical copies as well as the visible record. Exports, local
caches, shared folders and backup processes should be included in the system map.
Some copies may require a technical cycle rather than immediate destruction, but that
delay needs an approved method and protection against restoration into active use.
The schedule should record what actually happens. A policy saying “deleted” is not
evidence that every recipient or copy has been addressed.

11.6

An offline factory still needs a trustworthy
record chain

Connectivity failure changes how evidence is captured, but it does not change the
question a reviewer must answer: which version supported which decision, and who
could see or alter it? GFT's Cameroon textile programme supplies a performance -
management and digital - strategy reference for local records and controlled informa -
tion flows. The controls below are proposals built from that reference. No offline avail -
ability, recovery time or security outcome has been measured for an operating fact-
ory.
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Local capture should preserve three times where relevant: when the production or
worker event occurred, when the record was entered and when it synchronised. A
single upload timestamp cannot distinguish a contemporaneous observation from a
late reconstruction. The record should also carry its local identifier, device or terminal,
capturing role and revision state. These fields do not prove that the event happened.
They allow a reviewer to investigate gaps and reconcile duplicate entries when the
connection returns.

Queued synchronisation needs visible failure states. A record awaiting upload should
not look identical to one accepted by the central evidence store. The local system
should show whether it is a draft, locally approved, queued, synchronised, rejected or
in conflict. Retrying after an outage must not silently create a second version of the
same event. Where two terminals produce conflicting entries, the system should pre-
serve both and route the discrepancy to an authorised reviewer rather than letting the
latest timestamp win automatically.

Offline access creates a confidentiality trade-off. A supervisor may need enough
local information to hold an unsafe batch or protect a worker during an outage. That
does not require a complete copy of the identity archive on every terminal. Cached
records should be limited by task and protected through suitable access and device
controls. Paper fallback needs the same discipline: numbered pages, secure custody,
later reconciliation and a record of every copy. The practical aim is continuity of the
decision, not continuous exposure of the whole dataset.

Recovery should be tested as an evidence exercise. A proposed drill would
disconnect a terminal, capture a batch exception and a protected case update, restore
the connection and inspect the resulting chronology. Reviewers would check duplic -
ates, missing approvals, conflicting versions, access events and the ability to
reconstruct the shipment or remedy decision. Any durations or error counts belong in
the drill report only after it is run. This chapter proposes the test and reports no result.

The same test should ask what happens when the local device is lost or the central
copy is unavailable. Recoverable copies, controlled administrator action and clear
reauthorisation procedures matter more than a claim that the platform is always
online. A cryptographic checksum may help detect a changed file, but it cannot
establish that the original statement was true. Trust comes from the chain of capture,
review, correction and disclosure, not from a particular storage technology.

11.7

A corrected record must reach everyone relying
on it

Accuracy is an operating obligation, not an invitation to overwrite the past. Where
GDPR applies, the Commission requires inaccurate personal data to be rectified or
deleted without delay, taking account of the processing purpose. A compliance
system also needs to understand how the inaccurate record affected a payment,
shipment, claim or remedy. The correction should therefore preserve the original
entry, the new entry, the reason, the supporting evidence and the authorised
reviewer. [s23]
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Different states prevent different kinds of uncertainty from being collapsed. A dis-
puted record remains under challenge. A corrected record replaces a specific error
with an evidenced amendment. A superseded record may have been accurate for an
earlier period but no longer describes the current specification or process. These
states should not all appear as “updated”. The active view must show which version is
valid now, while the historical view shows what was relied on earlier.

Exhibit 50, p. 167 sets out an illustrative correction sequence. Its positions preserve
order, not elapsed time. The central control is recipient notification after the corrected
version is approved. Without that step, the factory may repair its master record while a
buyer, auditor or public product page continues to distribute the earlier statement.

EXHIBIT 50 / ILLUSTRATIVE O

RDERED EVENTS, NOT ELAPSED TIME

A correction preserves the history of the decision

0 2 4

Capture original Raise discrepancy Notify recipients

Record source, scope, version and Mark the assertion disputed without Identify every export, portal and
permitted users. deleting the original. public presentation relying on it.

— — —

1
Use in decision

Link the version to payment,
release, claim or remedy.

5] 5

Approve correction Verify propagation

Record evidence, reviewer, reason Confirm receipt, downstream

and effective state. correction and any repeated
decision.

ILLUSTRATIVE [S23] lllustrative GFT amendment workflow informed by the GDPR accuracy principle. Event positions show sequence only and assign

no legal or operational deadline. The
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original record, correction rationale and recipient set remain available to authorised reviewers.

The recipient register should be created at disclosure, not reconstructed during a
crisis. It should identify the organisation, evidence version, export reference, receiving
contact or system and onward -sharing information available to the supplier. A cor-
rection notice should state what changed, which decision may be affected and what
the recipient must do. Receipt is not enough where the earlier record supported a
shipment release or public claim; the responsible owner must decide whether that
action needs repetition or withdrawal.

Worker corrections require special care. A payroll error can require recalculation and

payment, not just an edited field. A worker's request to correct an interview should be
assessed without exposing the case to the supervisor whose conduct is disputed. An
allegation later found unsupported should not remain attached to a person's routine
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profile without its resolution and context. At the same time, the investigation record
may need restricted preservation under the applicable schedule. Accuracy, remedy
and retention are linked but distinct decisions.

WORKED EXAMPLE: AN AUDITOR REQUESTS WORKER PASSPORTS

An illustrative Cameroon garment supplier receives a request to upload identity -doc -
ument scans for 180 workers to an audit portal. For the arithmetic only, assume each
scan contains six direct-identifier fields. Bulk disclosure would therefore expose 180
x 6 = 1,080 direct-identifier field instances before counting addresses, document
images or other content. This is an illustrative exposure count, not a measure of legal
risk or audit quality.

The supplier should first ask what the auditor must establish. If the question is
whether age and task suitability were reviewed, a controlled status extract and
scoped source inspection may answer it without a bulk passport upload. If the ques-
tion concerns recruitment debt, passports may be peripheral to the relevant receipts,
recruiter terms and worker accounts. The evidence plan should follow the assurance
proposition rather than treating identity documents as a universal labour-control
proxy.

Next, map the actors. Identify the supplier, buyer, auditor, portal operator and every
hosting or support recipient. Determine who decides the purposes and means for
each processing operation. If an EU buyer subject to GDPR makes the personal data
available to a separate non-EEA recipient, apply the EDPB's cumulative transfer ana-
lysis to that disclosure. Do not assume that the initial Africa-to-EU submission and
the buyer's onward non-EEA hosting are the same transfer. [s24] [51101]

The supplier can propose an illustrative alternative: case references, verification
status, reviewer, scope and unresolved exceptions in a controlled extract, with source
inspection under a defined access protocol. If all 180 cases remain in scope and no
direct identifiers are exported, the direct-identifier field instances in that particular
external disclosure would be 180 x 0 = 0. The arithmetic shows only the reduction in
those assumed fields. Case references may remain personal data, small groups may
be identifiable, and the alternative still needs a lawful basis, security and transfer
review. [51101] [S23]

The decision is therefore neither automatic upload nor blanket refusal. Record the
audit purpose, necessary evidence, least identifying alternative, recipient entitle -
ments and unresolved legal questions. Where underlying documents remain neces-
sary, agree their precise scope and access route. Preserve the decision and its cor-
rection path. The buyer obtains an answer it can inspect, while the worker is not
made to supply unlimited personal data as the price of assurance.

A final control is to test the whole chain with one record. Select a fictional batch and a
fictional protected case, then trace each from capture to review, disclosure, correc-
tion and retention review. Check that the product user cannot open identity material,
that the authorised labour reviewer can retrieve the source, and that a recipient list
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exists for every export. Record any failure as an action with an owner. The system is
useful when those controls work together, not when each department holds a
separate policy.

Fvidence should travel by purpose, while identity
remains behind the access the person can trust.
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Contracts should fund
evidence and remedy rather
than transfer slogans

A workable supplier agreement defines the information, responsibility,
resources and decisions on each side.
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Contracts should fund evidence and remedy rather than transfer slogans

supplier agreement should turn sustainability language into funded,

inspectable work. It should name the legal duty holder, the party performing

each task, the evidence to be produced, the payer, the decision owner and
the route to remedy. A broad warranty cannot do that work. It can make the supplier
responsible for words while leaving tests, worker engagement, record retrieval and
corrective action without time or money. GFT recommends a bounded evidence
schedule attached to the commercial terms, with unresolved legal questions kept
visible rather than hidden inside a promise of universal compliance.

Four allocations need to remain distinct. A statute may place responsibility on a buyer,
importer, manufacturer or another economic operator. A contract can assign an oper-
ational task to a different party, but that assignment does not by itself move the stat-
utory duty. The payer of an invoice is a third question. Authority to release a product,
suspend work or approve a remedy is a fourth. Collapsing these questions into “sup-
plier shall comply" prevents both parties from seeing who must act when evidence is
missing or harm is found. [s62] [$33] [S35]

This chapter is an operating-design analysis as of 30 October 2026, not legal, tax or
investment advice. Its clause topics and schedules are proposals for transaction -
specific review, not language ready for signature. The parties need to verify the cur-
rent operative acts, national implementation, product classification, governing law and
their actual sales route. No executed GFT supply contract, buyer acceptance, legal
opinion or implemented remedy system is claimed. [s82] [$35]

12.1

A supplier clause cannot erase a buyer
corporate duty

The amended Corporate Sustainability Due Diligence Directive establishes a corpor-
ate process for companies within its scope. The Commission describes the identifica-
tion and addressing of actual and potential adverse human-rights and environmental
impacts across a company's own operations, its subsidiaries and its chain of activit-
ies. A supplier can provide records, access and corrective action that support that
process. It cannot become the buyer's corporate judgement merely by signing a
questionnaire or warranty. [se2]

The adopted amending text makes the limitation explicit. Participation in industry or
multi- stakeholder initiatives, independent third - party verification and contractual
clauses can support implementation, yet a company may nevertheless be held liable
in accordance with national law. The contractual question is therefore not how to
make buyer responsibility disappear. It is how to obtain useful performance and evid-
ence while preserving the responsibilities that each party holds in law. [s35]

A generic warranty also confuses different propositions. A supplier may accurately
state that a named report covers a named batch and test method. That is a represent-
ation about identified evidence. A promise that every future product, site and
upstream activity will always comply with every present and future rule is a much
broader obligation. It conceals the product boundary, the period, the evidence avail -
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able and the party able to control the relevant process. The first proposition can be
checked. The second needs extensive qualification and legal review before anyone
relies on it.

GFT proposes a clause review that begins with scope. Identify the contracting entities,
products, production sites, sales route, order period and relevant economic - operator
roles. Then identify each requested output: a declaration, record extract, laboratory
test, site visit, corrective plan, worker interview, claim approval or incident notice. The
review should state what each output establishes, what it excludes and which
decision it informs. This prevents a document request from becoming an accidental
transfer of undefined legal exposure.

Access provisions need the same precision. “Buyer may audit at any time" does not
explain the triggering purpose, notice, scope, competence, confidentiality, worker
safety or treatment of personal information. A workable provision defines the pro-
posed access route and the records or personnel genuinely needed. It also provides
for urgent concerns without making every routine review an emergency. Where GDPR
applies, purpose limitation and data minimisation remain separate tests; contractual
consent between companies does not itself establish lawful processing of worker
data. [s23]

Change notification should follow controllable events. Relevant examples include a
changed material specification, a new subcontractor, a different production site, a
revised buyer template or evidence that an earlier statement was wrong. The clause
should say who notifies whom, what information accompanies the notice and which
decisions pause pending review. It should not require disclosure of every minor
operational event irrespective of its effect on the product or people.

Exhibit 51, p. 173 separates these allocations as an illustrative planning map. Hori-
zontal position represents proposed operational or decision control, not legal liability.
Vertical position represents the move from routine evidence administration towards
prevention, protection and remedy. The labels deliberately distinguish the buyer's
corporate process from the supplier's record work and from the shared decision to
fund a test.
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EXHIBIT 51 / ILLUSTRATIVE ALLOCATION COORDINATES FROM 0 TO 10

A duty, a task and a cost owner are different allocations

Evidence to remed
. Protection and remedy

10 ® decision

Buyer corporate due
diligence @

Test work and agreed
® payer
Supplier batch
@ capture

Corporate reporting
output @

Supplier to buyer control

ILLUSTRATIVE [SB2] [S25] [S35] lllustrative GFT contract-design map grounded in the cited corporate-duty and worker - protection frameworks. X
runs from supplier operational control (0) to buyer decision control (10). Y runs from routine evidence administration (0) to prevention, protection and
remedy (10). Positions are not legal scores, liability findings or measured responsibilities. Cost ownership must be separately stated in the evidence
schedule.

The map is not an organisational chart. A supplier can control the underlying records
while the buyer controls its corporate assessment. A laboratory can perform a test
while another party pays and a qualified economic operator retains its product duties.
A worker - protection decision may require buyer action on purchasing terms as well
as supplier action on site. The schedule should record those interfaces instead of
assigning one name to every box. [$33]

Escalation belongs in the clause architecture from the start. A missing document may
need clarification. A failed test may need product containment and technical review. A
credible concern about coercion may need immediate protection even before the
evidence is complete. These routes require different authority and should not be
reduced to one commercial default notice. The later escalation ladder in this chapter
therefore separates evidence resolution, product decisions and worker remedy.

12.2

The reporting cap needs purpose - specific
contract treatment

The reporting cap belongs to a defined value - chain relationship and reporting pur-
pose. The adopted Accounting Directive amendment uses an average of 1,000
employees during the preceding financial year, assessed on the balance sheet date,
within its protected -undertaking definition. The fuller status and self -declaration tests
belong to the reporting analysis. For contract drafting, the essential point is to record
the applicable status and voluntary - standard boundary instead of labelling every
smaller supplier "protected”. [s35]
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For reporting required by that Directive, a protected undertaking may decline informa-
tion exceeding the voluntary standards. The reporting undertaking must not require
that excess through contractual or other arrangements for its reporting requirements.
Where an excess request is made, it must identify the excess and the statutory right to
decline. The schedule should therefore tag reporting fields and their standard
boundary rather than burying them in a general annex. [s351]

Contrary wording has a precise consequence: the offending provision is not binding,
while the remaining contract provisions retain their binding nature. The whole agree-
ment is not void. A side letter should not be used to compel the same excess for the
same purpose. The review should isolate that requirement and preserve the valid
commercial work around it. [s35]

The cap is not a general refusal mechanism. The adopted text preserves information
requests for other purposes, including compliance with Union due-diligence require -
ments. Product-safety duties also remain operational: EU guidance states that
products sold in the EU must be safe regardless of where they were made, and busi-
nesses must act when they identify unsafe products. A supplier should not invoke a
reporting cap to withhold necessary safety evidence or delay corrective action. [s33]
[S35]

CSDDD safeguards answer a different question. They use necessity and, for smaller
partners, reasonable alternative - source tests for an in-depth assessment. The
schedule must classify the request before choosing a protection, not transfer a
reporting threshold to due-diligence or product work. [s35]

This distinction has a practical drafting consequence. A single clause saying “supplier
shall provide all sustainability information requested” merges reporting, risk assess-
ment, product release, legal investigation, marketing and commercial specification.
GFT recommends replacing that formula with field groups that state their purpose and
evidence route. Where the supplier voluntarily offers information beyond a reporting
ceiling, the submission should say so and preserve any confidentiality and use
restrictions. Voluntary sharing should not silently become an unlimited precedent for
every later request.

Legal status remains a dated dependency. The Commission's acts register opened for
this research lists the July 2026 voluntary value -chain standards as adopted but not
in force until Official Journal publication. The final contract review must check the
effective standard version and applicable national implementation on the relevant
date. It should not treat the 2025 VSME recommendation and the later voluntary
standards as interchangeable instruments. [se3] [$84] [$65]

GFT NOTE

Replace every blanket information clause with a purpose-based evidence schedule.
For each field group, record the legal or commercial purpose, applicable standard
version, existing evidence, incremental work, access boundary and payer. Put
product-safety and urgent worker - protection routes outside reporting negotiations.
Send protected - status declarations, contrary wording, liability, governing law and
national implementation to qualified legal review before signature.
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12.3

Purchasing practices affect what the supplier
can deliver

The OECD describes garment and footwear supply chains as fragmented and multi-
tiered, extending from raw - material production to finished goods and from informal
homeworkers to large retailers. That structure justifies attention to the relationships
around an order. It does not establish that a particular buyer's price, forecast or lead
time caused harm at a particular supplier. The opened source excerpt used here sup-
ports the sector structure; the purchasing mechanisms below are GFT proposals to
investigate and negotiate, not reported findings about the fictional case. [s67]

A contract can make those mechanisms visible before a deadline fails. The order brief
should identify the product specification, approved capacity, production route, evid -
ence deliverables and decision dates. Forecasts should be labelled as forecasts rather
than treated as guaranteed volumes. Capacity commitments should distinguish avail -
able production time from time required for testing, worker consultation, record review
and corrective action. None of these schedules proves that a safe or compliant order
will result. They make the operating assumptions available for challenge.

Specification changes need a controlled route. A new dye recipe can invalidate the
relevance of earlier chemical evidence. A new trim supplier can change the product
file. A buyer-requested label or packaging change can alter the claims and informa-
tion review. The change order should therefore ask more than whether the line can
physically make the revision. It should identify affected evidence, additional work,
responsible reviewer, payer, revised timing and any hold on release.

Subcontracting requires an equivalent control. The supplier should disclose the pro-
posed activity and site at the level needed for the actual risk and product assessment.
Approval should not become a pretence that the buyer directs every employment
decision, nor should confidentiality become a reason to hide production from the
evidence system. The parties should agree which changes require prior review and
how urgent capacity problems are escalated before unapproved work enters the
order.

Price and timing discussions should include feasibility rather than relying on a later
default clause. If the requested delivery date leaves insufficient time for an agreed
test or protective investigation, the supplier should record the constraint and propose
a decision: revise the date, narrow the product change, add suitable resources or
decline the commitment. Accepting the date while planning to bypass the evidence
gate is not a commercial solution. Nor does a buyer's willingness to pay an adminis-
trative fee settle whether the underlying action is lawful or effective.

Shared planning can still leave responsibility unclear. A buyer may provide forecasts
and technical support, while the supplier controls daily staffing and production. The
contract should avoid both extremes: buyer instructions that ignore operational know -
ledge, and supplier acceptance of requirements it knows it cannot meet. GFT recom-
mends an exceptions review in which operations, quality, people and commercial
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roles can surface conflicts before the order is confirmed. Detailed line balancing and
inventory mechanics belong to the companion operations papers; the contractual task
is to make the conflict actionable.

The purchasing review should also examine what happens when evidence reveals a
problem. If every delay automatically triggers cancellation, the parties may create an
incentive to conceal uncertainty. If every problem automatically extends the order, a
critical product or worker issue may be ignored. A better schedule distinguishes
remediable administrative gaps from conditions requiring containment, urgent protec-
tion or refusal to ship. It records who may choose each route and how the worker and
product consequences are assessed.

12.4

Testing and evidence work require explicit
resources

The Commission states that companies within the amended CSDDD scope bear the
costs of establishing and operating their due-diligence process, together with costs
linked to appropriate measures to prevent, mitigate, bring to an end or minimise
adverse impacts where needed. That statement identifies corporate cost responsibil -
ity. It does not decide which party must pay every supplier invoice, nor does it supply
a tariff for laboratory work, translation, systems or audits. Those allocations belong in
the negotiated schedule. [se2]

GFT proposes separating three kinds of expenditure. The first is reusable setup, such
as a controlled evidence index, product-role assessment or data dictionary. The
second is order-specific recurring work, such as a defined batch test or translation of
a current declaration. The third is response to a newly identified problem, which may
include investigation, containment, worker support, product correction and remedy.
Treating all three as routine overhead makes an unexpected but necessary response
look like a request for discretionary administration.

The schedule should state the deliverable and approval route before naming a payer.
For a test, identify the product components, question, method, sample relationship
and recipient. For translation, identify the document, language, intended user and
treatment of subsequent corrections. For a site assessment, identify scope, compet-
ence, access, unresolved findings and follow-up. For a system, identify the actual
workflow and portability of the records. A purchase order for “compliance” without
those details cannot show what completion means.

Worker engagement deserves its own resource line. Interviews, accessible grievance
channels, interpreter support and remedy verification require time and suitable condi-
tions. They should not be reduced to a signature collected during production. IFC Per-
formance Standard 2 provides a finance -linked framework for fair treatment, safe and
healthy working conditions, avoidance of child or forced labour and attention to
primary -supply -chain risk. It is not an EU import regulation or a ready -made buyer-
supplier cost clause. [s25]
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Administrative cost sharing differs from compensation for harm. A buyer can agree to
fund a document portal while leaving a recruitment-debt case unresolved. A supplier
can repay an affected worker while the parties still disagree about the portal fee. The
contract should preserve these separate decisions. It should not state that payment of
an audit fee, a sustainability charge or a capped evidence allowance automatically
satisfies every corrective or remedial obligation.

Exhibit 52, p. 177 shows how an incremental package can be made inspectable
without inventing market prices. The figures are illustrative cost units, not CFA francs,
euros, vendor quotations or GFT expenditure. The example assumes hourly rates
solely to demonstrate multiplication and adds a separately assumed laboratory allow -
ance. Actual negotiations need observed time, written scopes and current quotations.

EXHIBIT 52 / ILLUSTRATIVE COST UNITS

An added evidence request should be priced by its actual work

343
257 32
172
85.8 60
0
0
Opening Technical Laboratory Translation Worker Portal Total
review engagement adaptation

ILLUSTRATIVE lllustrative arithmetic only: technical review = 6 hours x 10 cost units = 60; laboratory allowance = 140; translation = 4 hours x 8 = 32;
worker -engagement preparation = 5 hours x 10 = 50; portal adaptation = 3 hours x 10 = 30. Total = 60 + 140 + 32 + 50 + 30 = 312. All rates and
quantities are invented for the worked model, not market fees or a GFT cost baseline.
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WORKED EXAMPLE: EVIDENCE ADDED AFTER THE GARMENT PRICE

An illustrative Cameroon garment supplier accepts a price for an order whose agreed
evidence pack already covers routine batch records and the existing label review. The
buyer then adds a new technical scope review, a laboratory requirement, translation,
worker-engagement preparation and entry into a buyer-specific portal. The supplier
should not recharge work already included merely because it appears in a new ques-
tionnaire. It should isolate the genuinely incremental tasks and any reusable source
records.

For the arithmetic, use the illustrative assumptions in Exhibit 52, p. 177. The incre-
mental core is 60 + 140 + 32 + 50 + 30 = 312 cost units. This is a negotiation model,
not a price recommendation. The technical review still needs a defined product
boundary, the laboratory allowance needs an actual scope and quotation, and the
worker-engagement activity needs a safe method. The portal charge does not
purchase legal conformity.

Now assume, purely for the illustrative comparison, that the buyer also requests a
duplicate site assessment costed at 180 cost units. The supplier has an existing
assessment but proposes a scoped review of its gaps and unresolved findings at an
assumed 40 cost units. The initial expanded request would be 312 + 180 = 492 cost
units. The alternative package would be 312 + 40 = 352 cost units. The arithmetic
difference is 140 cost units.

That difference is not a realised saving. The parties must first establish that the
existing assessment is current, independent enough for the purpose and relevant to
the same sites and questions. If it is not, the cheaper alternative may be inadequate.
The unresolved legal terms also remain outside the arithmetic: liability, governing law,
confidentiality, worker protection, product release and any actual remedy require
their own review and resources.

The worked example supplies a negotiation order. Agree the necessary output, test
whether existing evidence answers it, scope the remaining work, assign the payer and
then address the commercial price. Starting with a fixed sustainability surcharge
reverses that order. It can fund duplicated administration while leaving a decisive test
or protective action unbudgeted.

12.5

Assurance evidence must be assessed within
its scope

Assurance language often hides a change of proposition. A supplier declaration states
what its issuer asserts within a stated scope. A laboratory report addresses specified
samples, methods and results. A site assessment examines selected sites, periods
and findings. Product certification assesses a defined product against a scheme's
criteria. Corporate reporting assurance addresses the information and engagement
described in its own report. None becomes universal proof merely because it carries a
signature or logo.

The EU Ecolabel provides a useful boundary. The Commission describes it as a vol -
untary scheme and states that independent experts check compliance with EU Ecola-
bel criteria. That verification concerns the scheme and its applicable criteria. It does
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not, by itself, establish physical safety, the absence of forced labour, every legal
requirement for market access or the accuracy of every unrelated corporate state-
ment. [529]

Corporate reporting has another boundary. Companies subject to the CSRD report
according to ESRS. A supplier data extract can feed the reporting undertaking's work,
but the extract does not become an ESRS statement or an independently assured
supplier report through upload alone. The contract should identify who prepares the
output, who reviews it and whether any external assurance is actually commissioned.
[se3]

Nor should third-party verification be sold as a due-diligence liability shield. The
adopted CSDDD amendment expressly preserves possible liability under national law
notwithstanding third - party verification or contractual clauses used to support imple-
mentation. The practical value of an assessment lies in the quality and relevance of its
evidence, not in a claim that its existence ends the buyer's process. [535]

Exhibit 53, p. 179 sets out these propositions without assigning a readiness score.
The table distinguishes the output's proper use from conclusions it cannot support. Its
last column is as important as its first: a reviewer should be able to say what remains
unproved before accepting the evidence.

EXHIBIT 53 / SOURCED SCOPE DISTINCTIONS

Assurance outputs prove different propositions

Output Proper proposition Does not by itself establish

EU Ecolabel verification Independent checking against General market access, safety or
applicable Ecolabel criteria absence of forced labour

Corporate ESRS report Sustainability reporting by the Assurance over every supplier
undertaking within the reporting extract or product
regime

Third-party due-diligence support Evidence or assistance within the Removal of possible liability
engagement and method under national law

Product-safety response Action on an identified product A general sustainability or
concern by the relevant corporate compliance conclusion
businesses

SOURCED  [SB3] [S29] [S33] [S35] Sourced categorical synthesis of the opened institutional texts. The table does not rank assurance quality, certify
any supplier or replace review of the actual report, criteria, engagement and legal role.

A reviewer should test independence, competence, sampling, exclusions, site cover-
age, issue date, expiry and unresolved findings. These are not decorative metadata. A
technically sound report can still be irrelevant to the order if its sample does not match
the batch or its site list omits the operation in question. Conversely, a missing badge
does not prove that the underlying product fails a specific legal test.

The evidence schedule should record the review outcome as accepted for a defined
purpose, accepted with limitations, requiring clarification or rejected for that purpose.
"Approved"” without the purpose is too weak. It invites a later team to reuse the report
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for a broader claim than its method permits. Where a report supports a public envir-
onmental statement, claims review remains another decision rather than an automatic
extension of technical acceptance.

12.6

Escalation should allow prevention, correction
and remedy

An escalation clause should begin with the decision required, not with a predeter-
mined commercial punishment. An ambiguous record needs clarification. A product
concern may need containment, technical assessment and a release hold. A worker
concern may need protection before the facts are fully established. These actions can
proceed in parallel, but they should not be treated as interchangeable outcomes or
delayed until a routine contractual notice period expires.

The amended CSDDD text provides an important discipline for more serious disen-
gagement decisions. Where the governing law entitles the company to suspend, its
suspension provisions operate as a last resort in the stated circumstances and include
enhanced prevention or corrective -action plans where there is a reasonable expecta-
tion of success. Before suspension, the company must assess whether its adverse
impacts can reasonably be expected to be manifestly more severe than the impact
concerned. If so, suspension is not required, but the company must be able to give
duly justified reasons to the supervisory authority. Where suspension occurs, the text
calls for steps to address its impacts, reasonable notice and continued review. [s35]

That legal framework should not be copied mechanically into every supply agreement.
It does mean that “terminate immediately for any sustainability issue"” is an inadequate
operating design. The contract review should distinguish a temporary hold, suspen-
sion, termination and an authority order. It should identify who assesses worker con-
sequences, who maintains communication and how a credible corrective path is
reviewed. Continued engagement is not proof of effective prevention, but automatic
exit can also leave harm unaddressed.

Product decisions need their own authority map. The Forced Labour Regulation intro-
duces no routine audit or reporting obligation, while its investigation and decision
process is distinct from a buyer's commercial precaution. A supplier or buyer ship -
ment hold is therefore not the same event as an authority prohibition, withdrawal or
disposal decision. The record should state who imposed the hold, under which con-
tractual or legal route, for which products and on what evidence. [s16]

Where a business finds an unsafe product, EU guidance requires appropriate action
and describes corrective measures including withdrawal and recall in the relevant cir-
cumstances. A contractual negotiation about evidence fees must not postpone that
response. The escalation ladder should connect the commercial team to the qualified
product decision-maker and preserve notices, affected batches and corrective evid-
ence. [s33]
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Exhibit 54, p. 181 proposes a ladder that keeps worker protection visible throughout.
It is not a statutory flowchart and assigns no universal deadlines. Its decision node
separates routine monitoring from legal escalation. Clarification can resolve an

evidence gap, while a verified remedy can inform the next commercial decision
without rewriting the original incident.

EXHIBIT 54 / ILLUSTRATIVE DECISION SEQUENCE

Escalation should protect people while resolving the product decision

Concern or

evidence gap

Monitor recurrence
and correction

6. Resolved with controls
7. Unresolved or severe

8. Decision and mitigation recorded

Scope risk and
protect people and

product
Legal pyew of
suspen or exit

Clarify evidence
and investigate

Release, continue,
hold or escalate

Agree corrective
action and
resources

v

Verify product
result and worker
remedy

ILLUSTRATIVE [S89] [S1@0] [S33]1 [S35] lllustrative GFT escalation design informed by the cited sources. It does not reproduce every statutory step,
assign legal deadlines or promise a commercial outcome. The diagram simplifies concurrent operational work into one readable sequence. Suspension or
termination requires separate legal and impact review.

Remedy needs evidence beyond administrative closure. The updated ILO and IOE
handbook supports practical identification, prevention and mitigation of forced -labour

risks; it does not supply a universal contractual remedy formula on the opened landing
page. The parties should define the appropriate response to the actual harm,

resources, affected-person confirmation where suitable and recurrence review. A
buyer's cancelled order does not itself repay recruitment debt or restore safe work.

[S09]

External dispute routes also need accurate descriptions. OECD National Contact
Points provide a non-judicial grievance mechanism and may offer mediation where

issues merit further examination. They do not guarantee admissibility, compensation
or a court outcome, and they are not automatically available through an NCP in every
supplier country. The contract should preserve applicable legal rights and routes
rather than presenting one mediation channel as the exclusive answer. [s30]
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12.7

A negotiated evidence schedule can be
reviewed before signature

The evidence schedule should be short enough to review and precise enough to
operate. Each row should connect a requested field or output to its purpose, source
record, format, update trigger, confidentiality treatment, cost owner and status.
"Pending” should remain available for unresolved legal or technical questions. A
schedule that marks every item agreed before the product and sales route are
checked merely transfers uncertainty into the signature process.

Reusable reporting content should be identified separately from new investigation.
The Commission presented the VSME recommendation as a way to make SME
responses to large-company and financial -institution requests easier and encour-
aged requesters to base their questions on it as far as possible. This supports negoti-
ation around a common core where the standard fits. It does not require a buyer to
accept an incomplete answer to a product or risk question outside that reporting pur-
pose. [se5]

Exhibit 55, p. 183 gives a fictional annex structure. Its payer entries are negotiation
proposals, not statements of legal incidence. The rows distinguish reusable records
from incremental work and mark issues that remain pending. They also prevent the
cost discussion from erasing confidentiality and worker-safety conditions.
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EXHIBIT 55 / ILLUSTRATIVE CONTRACT SCHEDULE

Every information request should have a purpose and a cost owner

ILLUSTRATIVE

Evidence output

Purpose, source Update and access Proposed payer Status

and format

Batch composition
file

Defined chemical
test

Common reporting
core

Upstream risk
extract

Worker-case
outcome

Portal adaptation

GREEN FUTURE TECH

Label review; bill
of materials;
structured data

Restriction
question; sampled
components; PDF
report

Reporting;
controlled site
records; standard
template

Risk assessment;
investigation
records; redacted
extract

Remedy
verification; case
record; status
summary

Buyer submission;
approved pack;
buyer schema

On material
change; buyer
product reviewer

On relevant recipe
or supplier
change; technical
recipients

Period close;
reporting team
only

On new material
concern;
restricted
reviewers

On reviewed case
change; no raw
identity pack

On schema change;
named users

Supplier routine
record

Buyer incremental
fee

Supplier within
agreed
administration

Shared new
investigation

Separate response
budget

Buyer-specific
administration

Reusable

Scope pending

Standard check

pending

Necessity review

Method pending

Incremental

[S05] [S23]1 [S35] lllustrative GFT schedule for a fictional garment order. Payer and status entries are proposed negotiating positions,
not statutory allocations or agreed GFT contract terms. Adapt purposes, evidence and access to the actual product, route, law and buyer requirement.

Privacy fields require substantive review, not a general confidentiality label. Where

GDPR applies, personal data collection must serve a specified purpose and remain
limited to what is necessary. The schedule should therefore ask whether an aggreg-

ated answer, redacted record or controlled inspection can meet the need. Raw identity

documents, grievance details and unrestricted onward access should not become

default shipment attachments. Local law, lawful processing and any international -

transfer assessment remain separate questions. [s23]

The commercial schedule should distinguish included routine work, approved incre-

mental work and exceptional response. It should identify the evidence of completion

for each charge and prohibit silent expansion through a changed portal or template. If

the buyer changes the schema after agreement, the change-control row should

reopen only the affected mapping and effort. If the supplier changes the product or

production route, its notification duty should reopen the relevant evidence even when

no additional invoice is proposed.

Final legal review should cover governing law, enforcement, liability, indemnities, ter-

mination, mandatory local rules and the interaction between the schedule and the

main agreement. This chapter has not verified a Member State civil - liability regime or
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the laws of a selected destination. Nor does it resolve whether any proposed clause is
enforceable between particular parties. Those questions should remain express
pending items rather than being settled by an operational template.

Before signature, each party should be able to answer five questions from the sched -
ule itself. What must be delivered? Who performs the work? Who pays for incremental
effort? Who decides when evidence is inadequate or a product must stop? How are
people protected and remedy verified? If any answer depends only on a broad slogan
in another clause, the negotiation is not complete.

GFT's Cameroon textile programme provides the design reference for shared owner-
ship of production, quality, delivery, cost, people and sustainability records. It does
not demonstrate a negotiated EU buyer contract or an implemented remedy mechan-
ism. The practical recommendation is to connect the proposed evidence schedule to
that operating record, so contractual duties draw on controlled factory evidence
rather than creating a parallel account of production.

Allocate the duty, fund the work and keep the remedy
within reach.
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CHAPTER 13
DECISION TEST

A supplier needs a
transparent cost model and
a practical rehearsal rather
than an assumed
compliance premium.

GREEN FUTURE TECH

The cost of evidence should be tested against the order it serves

n evidence system is worth funding when it lets a supplier release a lawful
A product, protect workers and answer a defined customer need at a cost the

order can bear. The decision cannot start with an assumed compliance
premium. It should start with an order model that separates setup from recurring work,
states which units can legitimately ship and records the cost of delay without invent-
ing a penalty forecast. A rehearsal then tests whether the supposed evidence system
works under pressure. GFT recommends a bounded pilot on a real product and sales
route, with measured hours, actual quotations and unresolved legal questions carried
into the investment decision. This chapter provides an operating method, not legal, tax
or investment advice.

The method has two disciplines. First, no favourable margin can cancel a critical
product or worker - protection failure. Second, no administrative burden should be
described as waste merely because it is inconvenient. Some evidence is necessary
for safety, legal review or remedy. Other work may be duplicated, poorly specified or
avoidable through reuse. The economics become useful only when those categories
remain distinct.

13.1

The model must distinguish recurring work
from setup

A supplier should build the cost model around decisions, not around a software sub-
scription or an annual audit line. The first decision is whether the product and sales
route have been scoped correctly. Initial product review therefore sits beside legal
applicability work, specification mapping and the design of batch records. These are
setup activities because they create a reusable basis for later orders. Their treatment
in this management model does not prescribe their accounting treatment.

System setup is a second block. It includes configuring record identifiers, access
rights, evidence locations, review responsibilities and correction routes. Staff training
belongs here when it establishes the initial operating capability. Refresher training
after a material legal, product or process change may instead be recurring. The model
should state the reason for each classification rather than forcing every invoice into a
permanent category.

Recurring evidence work begins once the product family is operating. Periodic testing,
specification review, evidence retrieval, buyer responses and controlled disclosure
recur by batch, period, request or change event. Worker engagement and remedy
need their own lines. A reserve for remediation is a planning provision, not evidence
that harm occurred and not a substitute for immediate protective action. Legal advice,
internal process change, product redesign and buyer-specific administration also
need separate labels. Combining them would hide the decision that management can
actually take.

The Commission's ecodesign working plan says that analysis will consider the reliab -
ility and cost of associated verification mechanisms. That confirms verification cost is
a policy design question. It does not provide a cost curve for a garment supplier. [s13]
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Likewise, the Commission presents its voluntary SME reporting standard as a way to
reduce administrative burden when smaller companies answer sustainability -inform -
ation requests. It does not establish the saving a particular factory will realise. [se5]

Exhibit 56, p. 187 shows a purely illustrative cost build-up. It uses cost units rather
than a currency so that no market fee, wage rate or vendor quotation is implied. The
setup block contains product review, system setup and initial training. The recurring
block contains testing, request response and a remediation reserve. The model delib-
erately leaves production cost, revenue and financing outside the evidence subtotal.

EXHIBIT 56 / ILLUSTRATIVE COST UNITS

Setup and recurring evidence work have different cost drivers

165
150
124
82.5
42
41.2
18
.,
Product System setup Initial Periodic Request Remediation Evidence pool
review training testing response reserve

ILLUSTRATIVE lllustrative model only. Product review 18 + system setup 42 + initial training 15 = 75 setup units. Periodic testing 24 + request response
21 + remediation reserve 30 = 75 recurring units. Total evidence pool = 150 units. No market price, accounting treatment or actual incident is assumed.

The illustrative total of 150 cost units is not a budget recommendation. Its purpose is
to expose the allocation question. Setup may serve several orders, while a buyer-
specific portal charge may serve only one. Testing may be triggered by a changed
dye recipe rather than by elapsed time. Remedy may be urgent and non-deferrable
even when the order has no remaining headroom. Each line therefore needs a driver,
an owner and an approval rule.

A useful cost card records the activity, cost object, driver, payer, evidence output and
reuse potential. The cost object may be a product family, batch, site, customer or
order. The driver may be a changed specification, a test sample, a request field or an
hour of qualified work. Reuse potential should be marked as unproved until the same
evidence has actually answered a subsequent need without equivalent rework.
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GFT NOTE

Approve the evidence model as a decision ledger before approving a platform. For
every cost line, name the decision supported, the product or worker population
covered, the driver, the payer and the evidence retained. Keep legal duties, buyer
requests and voluntary enhancements in separate columns. Do not purchase a gen-
eric compliance bundle before that ledger shows which work is actually required.

The model should also distinguish cash cost from internal effort. An external laborat-
ory invoice is visible immediately. Hours spent by production, human resources or
quality staff often remain hidden inside ordinary payroll. Both belong in the pilot log,
but they should not be added without a stated valuation basis. Internal hours can first
be reported as hours, then converted with a user-supplied loaded rate in a clearly
labelled scenario.

Finally, setup allocation is not permission to smooth away a cash constraint. An order
model may spread reusable setup across a defined eligible volume for comparison.
The cash plan still needs the actual payment timing. A supplier can show a positive
allocated margin while lacking the cash to complete required tests before shipment.
The investment review needs both views.

112

A comparable unit cost needs a consistent
denominator

The proposed unit measure is evidence cost per eligible shipped unit. Its numerator is
allocated setup plus recurring evidence cost attributed to the order. Its denominator is
the number of units that have passed the applicable release checks and are contrac-
tually available to ship. Production volume, ordered volume and invoiced volume are
not automatic substitutes. Each answers a different question.

The word eligible is a control, not a marketing description. Product-safety rules apply
to products sold in the EU regardless of where they were made, and businesses in the
supply route have responsibilities under the applicable legislation. [s33] REACH
restrictions can apply to imported articles as well as domestic production. [s161 A unit
should not enter the denominator while a critical requirement within the order's veri-
fied scope remains unresolved. The precise release checklist still depends on the
product, role and destination.

This denominator prevents a common modelling error. If a supplier divides evidence
cost by every garment sewn, it can make the unit cost look low while counting goods
that cannot lawfully or contractually be shipped. If it divides by the first small pilot
order only, it can overstate the long-run burden of reusable setup. Neither result is a
reliable return calculation. The model should show ordered, produced, eligible and
shipped quantities as separate fields, with reasons for each difference.

Setup allocation needs an explicit population. A product-review cost may be allocated
across the orders that use the unchanged specification and evidence design. A site-
wide access-control setup may need a broader allocation. A buyer-specific schema
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mapping should not be spread across customers that cannot use it. When the useful
life or reuse population is uncertain, the chapter recommends sensitivity ranges rather
than a single amortisation assumption.

Exhibit 57, p. 189 illustrates the arithmetic with an allocated setup pool of 75 cost
units and three recurring -cost scenarios. The recurring total rises from 30 to 60 to 90
illustrative cost units as duplicated response work rises. Eligible volume varies across
500, 1,000 and 2,000 units. Cost per eligible unit equals allocated setup plus recur-
ring evidence cost, divided by eligible units. The chart multiplies that ratio by 1,000
for readable labels.

EXHIBIT 57 / ILLUSTRATIVE COST UNITS PER 1,000 ELIGIBLE SHIPPED UNITS

Cost per unit changes with volume and duplicated work

Recurring 30 Recurring 60 Recurring 90

500 eligible

1,000 eligible

2,000 eligible 5285 67.5 82.5

Cell scale: 52.5 to 330

ILLUSTRATIVE Illustrative sensitivity, not observed costs or volumes. Formula: (75 allocated setup units + recurring evidence units) / eligible shipped
units x 1,000. Rows are eligible volumes of 500, 1,000 and 2,000. Columns use recurring totals of 30, 60 and 90 units. Values are exact model outputs.

At an illustrative eligible volume of 1,000 units, the displayed cost rises from 105 to
165 cost units per 1,000 eligible units as recurring work increases. This is the differ-
ence between 0.105 and 0.165 cost units per eligible unit. At the lowest recurring
scenario, moving from 500 to 2,000 eligible units reduces the displayed measure
from 210 to 52.5 cost units per 1,000. These are arithmetic results from declared
assumptions, not measured economies of scale.

The sensitivity reveals two separate management questions. Can reusable setup
serve a larger eligible population without losing validity? Can recurring work be
reduced without removing necessary evidence? A smaller unit cost created merely by
shipping more units with unresolved failures would be a false improvement. A reduc-
tion in recurring effort created by reusing a reviewed answer may be genuine,
provided the product, period and request purpose remain comparable.

The model should stop short of a composite return unless the other inputs have their
own evidence. Revenue, customs duties, tax, labour productivity, financing and pro-
duction losses require separate models and source boundaries. Adding them here
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would create an apparently precise answer from incompatible assumptions. The evid -
ence model instead supplies a bounded cost input to the order decision, while product
release and worker protection remain gates rather than monetary adjustments.

A denominator review should accompany every comparison. The reviewer checks
whether the same product family, unit definition, release population and period are
used in each scenario. If the denominator changes because the buyer cancels part of
the order, that is a commercial volume effect. If it changes because goods fail release,
that is an eligibility effect. Combining the two would obscure the corrective action
required.

13.3

Request reuse should be measured rather than
credited in advance

Reuse is a hypothesis until a second request arrives. A supplier may reasonably
expect a controlled product record or voluntary reporting template to reduce work, but
the saving belongs in the base case only after comparable observations. Before that
point, the model should show the full effort and a separate sensitivity for possible
reuse. This prevents an anticipated efficiency from concealing an under-resourced
response process.

The Commission's VSME description supports the direction of travel: a common vol -
untary standard is intended to make responses to large-company and financial-
institution requests easier for SMEs. [se5] It does not show that every buyer will accept
the same extract, that every field fits a product order or that translation and review
disappear. The supplier should therefore measure its own workflow rather than
converting the policy objective into a promised saving.

A pilot log should capture collection, translation, technical checking, approval, portal
entry and rework as separate activities. It should record the request purpose, product
and period, number of fields, evidence already held, missing evidence and the recipi-
ent's response. Hours should be assigned to the activity where they occur. A quality
specialist interpreting a test result is not doing the same work as an administrator
uploading a file, and the distinction matters for both cost and control.

The basic comparison is response hours before reuse minus response hours after
reuse. A monetary saving requires a further input: the appropriate loaded rate for each
role, multiplied by the comparable hours avoided. The rate is a user-supplied planning
input until payroll and overhead policy support it. No saving should be booked when
the later request is narrower, concerns a simpler product or arrives with better buyer
instructions. Those changes are alternative explanations.

A matched-request protocol makes the comparison fairer. Select requests with the
same purpose and substantially the same evidence boundary. Record differences in
product mix, order size, reporting period, buyer schema and required language.
Where a perfect match is unavailable, keep the observations as separate cases rather
than manufacturing a trend. A small pilot can reveal failure modes without establishing
a general cost curve.
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Buyer turnaround needs the same care. The supplier controls internal retrieval and
approval time, but not the time a recipient takes to review or reject a submission. The
log should separate elapsed waiting time from active supplier work. Faster portal
acknowledgment does not prove acceptance. A request closed without further ques-
tions may reflect a satisfactory answer, a changed buyer priority or an abandoned
order.

METHOD

For each response, calculate total active hours as collection plus translation plus
checking plus approval plus portal entry plus rework. Report these components
before calculating a total. Compare reuse only where the request purpose, evidence
boundary and required output are comparable. Keep elapsed buyer waiting time out-
side active hours. Convert avoided hours into money only with a declared role -
specific rate and a labelled scenario.

The counterfactual should remain visible in the management account. If a buyer
reduces its questionnaire while the supplier introduces reusable evidence, the whole
time reduction cannot be attributed to the supplier's system. If order volume doubles,
total response work may rise even while work per request falls. If a new product
needs additional tests, higher cost may indicate broader coverage rather than worse
administration.

The practical output is not a single savings claim. It is a library of observed response
routes with their effort and limitations. Management can then decide which fields
deserve a controlled canonical answer, which need product-specific work and which
require clarification before staff begin collecting data. Reuse becomes an operating
result when the evidence shows it, not a discount granted to the project business case
in advance.

13.4

A shipment hold creates cash exposure rather
than a forecast fine

A hold is first an operational and cash event. Goods remain unfinished, undispatched
or otherwise unavailable for sale while teams preserve records, investigate, retest,
correct labels or protect affected people. The financial model should represent those
observable consequences. It should not invent a probability of enforcement or a
universal penalty and call the result expected compliance value.

The forced-labour product framework illustrates why this distinction matters. The
Commission describes separate assessment, dialogue, investigation, decision and
enforcement stages, while also stating that the regulation itself introduces no audit or
reporting obligations. [s1e] A supplier precautionary hold is not the same event as an
authority decision. The internal model must name which state it represents and which
actor authorised it.

A narrow working-capital calculation can still be useful. The planning formula is
inventory value under hold, multiplied by the annual funding rate and hold days,
divided by the declared day-count basis. It estimates the funding cost of value tied up
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for that period. It does not include every consequence and does not predict the hold
duration. Inventory value, funding rate and days are user inputs, not facts supplied by
the regulation.

Exhibit 58, p. 192 applies that formula to an illustrative inventory value of 120,000
currency units. The low and high bounds use annual funding rates of 8 percent and
16 percent, with a midpoint of 12 percent. Hold durations of 15, 30 and 60 days are
planning scenarios on a 365 -day basis. The exhibit is deliberately labelled illustrative
because none of these inputs is an observed supplier or enforcement figure.

EXHIBIT 58 / ILLUSTRATIVE CURRENCY UNITS

A hold-cost range depends on declared funding and time inputs

395 789
15-day hold ||
789 1,578
30-day hold M
1,578 3,156
60-day hold | @ |
395 1.19e+03 1.98e+03 2.78e+03 3.57e+03

ILLUSTRATIVE lllustrative scenarios only. Inventory value under hold = 120,000. Formula = inventory value x annual funding rate x hold days / 365.
Low, mid and high rates = 8%, 12% and 16%. Values rounded to the nearest whole currency unit. No enforcement probability, statutory deadline or
actual supplier funding rate is implied.

The midpoint for an illustrative 30-day hold is 1,184 currency units after rounding:
120,000 multiplied by 12 percent, multiplied by 30, divided by 365. The correspond-
ing low and high values are 789 and 1,578 currency units. This range describes
sensitivity to the declared funding rate only. It is not a statistical confidence interval,
and the midpoint is not a forecast mean.

WORKED EXAMPLE

A fictional supplier places an illustrative 120,000 currency units of inventory under
internal review after a specification change. Its planning case uses a 12 percent
annual funding rate, a 30-day hold and a 365 -day year. The funding exposure is
120,000 x 0.12 x 30 / 365 = 1,183.56, rounded to 1,184 currency units. Storage,
retesting, rework, worker remedy and legal support remain separate lines. The
example demonstrates a formula only. It does not estimate the likelihood or total cost
of an actual hold.

A complete hold account needs those separate lines because they have different
owners and cash timing. Storage may accrue daily. Testing may require an external
quotation before work begins. Rework may consume materials and capacity. Lost
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sales depend on the contract and subsequent buyer decision. Worker remedy must be
determined by the harm and the affected person's needs, not capped by the
remaining order margin.

Legal and advisory costs also need careful treatment. A scope review may resolve
which evidence is necessary and prevent irrelevant work. It should not be presented
as a fine avoided. Likewise, a shipment hold can protect against a worse outcome
without proving that the alternative would have been an enforcement action. The
decision record should state what the hold achieved, what remains unresolved and
who may release the goods.

A hold can also distort the unit-cost denominator. Goods under critical review are not
eligible shipped units. Moving them out of the denominator increases the measured
evidence cost per eligible unit, but that increase is not the main reason to act. The
primary question is whether the product and people are protected. Cash exposure
helps management resource the response; it does not decide the legal or ethical
release condition.

13.5

A shared -service approach has benefits and
concentration risks

Evidence work can be organised inside the supplier, bought from specialists or sup-
ported through a buyer-shared service. Each route changes more than the invoice. It
changes who defines the record, who can retrieve it, who corrects it and what hap-
pens when the commercial relationship ends. The cheapest visible service fee may
not be the lowest total cost once portability and continuity are included.

An internal evidence team keeps process knowledge close to production and worker -
management systems. It can connect batch events, specification changes and cor-
rective action without sending every question through an intermediary. Its costs
include training, supervision, cover for absence and independent review where
needed. Internal control does not remove the need for competent laboratories, legal
advice or specialist safeguarding support.

External specialists can provide expertise that would be inefficient to maintain for
occasional work. The buyer of those services still needs a clear scope, competence
check, confidentiality terms and usable output. A report locked inside a consultant's
format may answer one questionnaire while leaving the supplier unable to reconstruct
the evidence later. Procurement should therefore test data export, source access and
correction rights alongside price.

A buyer-supported common portal may reduce repeated formatting and make
request purposes clearer. It can also concentrate dependency. If several customers
use different schemas, the supplier still needs a canonical internal record and map-
ping layer. If the buyer changes portal, access terms or hosting arrangements, the
evidence must remain retrievable. A shared platform does not replace product-spe-
cific testing, worker engagement or the supplier's own release decision.

GREEN FUTURE TECH  RESEARCH EDITION / 2026-10-30 193



GFT /| RESEARCH The cost of evidence should be tested against the order it serves

Personal information adds a sharper boundary. Where the GDPR applies, its principles
include purpose limitation and collecting only the personal data necessary for that
purpose. [s23]1 The EDPB separately explains cumulative criteria for transfers to
organisations outside the EEA and conditions that apply in addition to other GDPR
rules. [s24] These questions depend on the actors and data direction. A common
portal is not automatically unlawful, but convenience alone does not answer
necessity, access or transfer review.

The commercial comparison should therefore include exit cost and service continuity.
Can the supplier export every record with its version history and evidence links? Can a
worker's restricted information be withheld from a broad product extract? Will the
service remain available during an incident, and who pays for urgent retrieval? These
are operating requirements, not technical accessories.

A mixed model is often the most testable starting point. The supplier retains the
canonical evidence register and decision rights. Specialists provide bounded analysis.
Buyer portals receive controlled extracts. The pilot can then price each interface and
observe where duplication remains. No vendor should be described as regulator -
approved unless that specific status and scope are independently evidenced.

The tabletop drill should expose failure modes

A cost model describes intended work. A tabletop drill tests whether people can per-
form that work when several problems arrive together. The exercise should use a fic-
tional order, controlled records and a fixed decision table. It is not a simulation of
authority enforcement and should not produce a readiness score. Its purpose is to
expose missing evidence, unclear authority and actions that could harm a worker or
release an unreviewed product.

The proposed scenario combines a changed dye recipe, missing upstream records, a
worker allegation and an excessive reporting request. Each event has a different
decision path. REACH restrictions can apply to imports, so a changed material or
finish should trigger product-specific scope and evidence review rather than an
administrative assumption that the old test still covers the new state. [s16] The
reviewer must determine the actual substance question, sample and batch relation -
ship from the operative requirements.

Missing upstream records require containment and reconstruction. The team should
identify affected input lots, processing events and finished batches, preserve the
available record and name what cannot be established. A missing record is an evid-
ence gap, not proof of abuse. It is also not a zero-risk answer. The forced-labour
framework's distinct assessment and investigation stages reinforce the need to
separate a concern, an internal review and an authority finding. [s10]

The worker allegation changes the priority. Protection, confidential intake and escala-
tion outside the production deadline must come before evidence packaging. The ILO
and IOE handbook uses forced-labour indicators to help companies identify and
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assess risks in practice. [s89]1 An indicator starts enquiry; it does not license a public
accusation. The drill should record who can take safeguarding action, how the
affected person can confirm remedy and which information must remain restricted.

The reporting request tests a separate control. The team should ask its purpose,
check what can be reused and distinguish product evidence from corporate reporting.
The adopted amending text gives protected undertakings a right, subject to its condi-
tions, to decline information beyond the voluntary standards for specified
sustainability -reporting requests. [s35]1 That mechanism should not be stretched into a
refusal to supply necessary safety or investigation evidence. National implementation
and the applicable standard version remain review dependencies.

Exhibit 59, p. 195 sets out the rehearsal register. Its result cells deliberately state that
the drill has not been run. Retrieval times, decision quality and remediation effective -
ness must be recorded only during an actual exercise. A completed template is not a
completed drill.

EXHIBIT 59 / ILLUSTRATIVE REHEARSAL PROTOCOL

A drill tests decisions rather than a readiness score

Scenario

Changed dye recipe

Missing upstream record

Worker allegation

Evidence to retrieve Decision required Result
Specification, change Hold release pending Not run
notice, batch link and product-specific review

test scope

Input lot, processing Preserve evidence and Not run
site and affected contain the affected

finished batches scope

Restricted intake, Protect the person and Not run
protective action and escalate independently

remedy record

Request purpose, Clarify purpose and Not run

Excessive reporting
request reusable answers and

standard mapping

route a proportionate
response

ILLUSTRATIVE

[Se9] [S10] [S16] [S35] lllustrative scenarios and proposed actions. Sources support parts of the decision context, not any

observed drill result. All result cells remain Not run. No actual allegation, product failure, legal conclusion or measured retrieval time is claimed.

GREEN FUTURE TECH

A facilitator should introduce the events in sequence and preserve the decisions made
at each point. The changed recipe may reduce the eligible batch before the worker
allegation arrives. The reporting request may distract staff while the upstream record
remains missing. This interaction is the useful stress: the drill shows whether urgent
protection and product control retain owners when administrative work competes for
the same people.

The observation sheet should record elapsed retrieval time, active work, unresolved
evidence, decision-maker and protective action. It should also note false starts, inac-
cessible records and ambiguous instructions. Those observations become pilot costs
and design changes. They must not be backfilled with target values after the exercise.
If no retrieval occurred because a record was absent, the honest entry is unavailable,
not an unusually fast response.
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Closure requires more than a meeting. Each gap needs an owner, resources and a
review condition. A corrected template addresses an administrative defect only if the
revised route works on the next exercise. A worker-related action needs appropriate
confirmation and recurrence review. A product hold needs an authorised release
decision based on the actual evidence. The drill budget should include these follow -
up actions, otherwise the exercise becomes a performance without operational
change.

13.7

An export decision needs evidence of value and
of readiness

The final decision should compare accepting, conditionally accepting, repricing or
declining the order. Acceptance requires both economic headroom and a clear
release path. Conditional acceptance may be appropriate when evidence work, buyer
clarification or product review has a funded owner and a feasible completion point.
Repricing may address identifiable incremental work. Declining may be necessary
when the route cannot meet critical conditions or the commercial terms cannot fund
the required response.

A positive contribution never overrides a critical failure. Product safety, applicable
chemical restrictions and worker protection are not optional enhancements to be
traded against price. The order model should therefore present two outputs side by
side: an economic calculation and a gate register. A high margin beside an unresolved
critical gate means do not release. A low administrative cost beside complete
evidence does not, by itself, prove that the order is attractive.

WORKED EXAMPLE

A fictional buyer offers an order with an illustrative contribution of 480 cost units
before evidence work, across 12,000 garments. Allocated setup is 75 units and
recurring evidence work is 75 units. A duplicated buyer-specific administration route
would add 30 units. Under that route, total evidence cost is 180 units, residual contri-
bution is 300 units and evidence cost is 0.015 units per garment. If a comparable
reusable pack removes the 30 units of duplicated work, residual contribution
becomes 330 units and evidence cost becomes 0.0125 units per garment. These are
scenario arithmetic, not measured savings, a price forecast or proof of buyer accept-
ance.

The illustrative case shows why negotiation should focus on the work driver. Remov -
ing duplicated administration improves the scenario without claiming to reduce
necessary testing or remedy. Repricing can be evaluated against the same transpar-
ent lines. Yet if the changed dye recipe still lacks the required release evidence,
neither version authorises shipment. The financially preferable route remains
conditional on the gate.

The investment memorandum should attach actual buyer terms, the verified scope
decision, external quotations, internal-hour observations and the drill register.
Assumptions should remain in separate sensitivity cells. A premium can be included
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only as a buyer-supported commercial input, not as a reward automatically generated
by compliance. Financing approval, EU market access and buyer acceptance are
separate decisions that this model cannot promise.

GFT NOTE

Pilot one bounded product family and sales route before scaling an EU commitment.
Fund the current product and worker - protection gates first. Then measure setup
cash, recurring hours, eligible volume, retrieval performance and buyer - specific
rework. Scale only when the evidence is reusable, the order economics remain trans-
parent and no critical failure is being hidden inside a favourable average.

The decision record should close with the unresolved questions as well as the recom-
mendation. Who confirmed the legal scope? Which evidence remains missing? Which
costs are quotations and which are estimates? What did the rehearsal fail to retrieve?
What must change before the next order? Those answers make the economics
answerable to the order rather than making the order serve a predetermined
compliance story.

Test the evidence in the order, and let no margin
overrule a critical failure.
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PART IV: OPERATE THE EVIDENCE SYSTEM AND FUND ITS UPKEEP / RECOMMENDATIONS

GFT would measure whether
the system prevents harm
and answers for the product

The roadmap begins with scope and current duties, then proves repeatable
evidence and adapts to later rules.

CHAPTER 14 / 14 WARP AND SIGNAL
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CHAPTER 14
DECISION TEST

FT would approve the compliance roadmap only when it can show two

operating results: people are protected from harm, and each product can be

answered for at its release boundary. A larger document library, a busy
The roadmap begins with . . . .
e A ST G, reporting calendar or a high average score cannot establish either result. The
then proves repeatable roadmap therefore begins with a dated decision about the sales route, legal roles and
e"lidence 2 EEEFE D EiET current product duties. It then tests a bounded evidence pack, measures whether
rules.

workers confirm remedy and whether batches retain the right evidence, and changes

scale only after review. Future rules enter through a controlled watchlist rather than an

invented deadline.

This is a proposed operating system, not a claim that GFT has implemented or certi-
fied an export factory. It uses the Cameroon textile programme as a design reference
for feasibility, performance management and digital strategy. Field performance,
buyer acceptance, legal conclusions and implementation costs remain to be estab-
lished. The recommendations are dated as of 30 October 2026 and are not legal, tax
or investment advice. Qualified reviewers must confirm the actual entity, product,
destination, contractual terms and current law before a shipment or investment
decision. [se2] [s35]

The management rule is deliberately strict. Administrative completeness may be aver-
aged across a defined requirement population, but a critical failure may not be hidden
inside that average. An unresolved worker - protection issue, an unreviewed safety
concern or missing evidence for an applicable chemical restriction remains a hold
even when every reporting field is complete. The amended CSDDD itself connects
corporate due diligence with complaints, monitoring and public communication, while
EU product-safety guidance requires action when a business identifies an unsafe
product. [se2] [s33] The roadmap joins those duties to daily production decisions
without treating them as interchangeable legal regimes.

14.1

Start by approving the route, roles and current-
law register

The first approval is not a technology choice. It is a written scope determination
naming the contracting entities, production sites, product family, intended use, sales
route, consignee, importer and other relevant economic operators. The reviewer
should also identify the destination countries and the party making each public claim.
A factory cannot select the correct evidence population while these questions remain
open. Nor can it distinguish a direct legal duty from a buyer request merely by reading
the buyer's questionnaire.

The route decision should produce a role map rather than a generic statement of EU
readiness. For each obligation or request, record the duty holder, the operational con-
tributor, the evidence reviewer, the payer and the person authorised to act. Legal
advice, investment approval, product release and publication authority need separate
decision rights. One sponsor may coordinate the register, but that sponsor should not
silently acquire every approval. Roles are named by function here because no GFT
staffing or client organisation is assumed.
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A current-law register then converts the route into dated rows. Each row needs the
instrument, provision, product or entity scope, legal status, application conditions,
relevant national implementation, source version and next review trigger. Adoption,
publication, entry into force, transposition and application are different states. The
Commission's acts register, as opened for this research, lists the July 2026 simplified
reporting and voluntary value -chain standards as not in force until Official Journal
publication. A roadmap should preserve that qualification rather than treating adoption
as immediate application. [se4]

The same discipline applies to rules already described as applying. The Commission
states that the consumer-law changes entered application on 27 September 2026,
while the PPWR began applying on a phased basis from 12 August 2026. Those dates
do not make every provision identical in scope or make every supplier the duty holder.
The register must still identify the actual claim, packaging, role and destination. [s18]
[s20]

Corporate due diligence needs a separate row from product evidence. The
Commission describes the amended CSDDD as a duty for very large companies within
its scope, with Member States applying the principal transposition measures from 26
July 2029 and the Article 16 reporting measures for financial years starting on or
after 1 January 2030. These are not universal African factory deadlines. They are
review points for the buyer relationship and any entity that may itself be in scope. [s02]
[S35]

The adopted amending text also shows why purpose belongs in every register row. Its
reporting protection for protected undertakings concerns information requested for
sustainability reporting, and its CSDDD information safeguards answer a different
purpose. Product-safety and chemical evidence cannot be dismissed by attaching a
general reporting label to the request. The route reviewer should record why the
information is needed before selecting a response or a refusal. [s35]

Approval requires a short exception log. Record provisions not checked, national
transposition not verified, uncertain product classification, unavailable buyer terms
and any evidence that could not be retrieved. An exclusion should state its reasoning
and its reopening trigger. A register that says only compliant or not applicable hides
the work that remains. A register that preserves conditional and unresolved states
gives management a decision it can safely revisit.

GFT NOTE

Do not approve an EU shipment commitment before the route, roles and current-law
register have named reviewers. Keep legal applicability, product release, investment
approval and public-claim authority as distinct decisions. Require every exclusion to
carry a reason, source date and reopening trigger, and carry unresolved national

implementation into the handoff rather than converting it into a presumed exemption.
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14.2

Make worker protection and current product
duties the first gate

The first operating gate protects people and the product before it optimises adminis -
tration. Worker protection begins with safe recruitment and grievance routes, the
ability to escalate beyond the production hierarchy, and a remedy process that can be
checked with the affected person. The ILO and IOE handbook uses the forced -labour
definition and its indicators to help companies identify and assess risks in practice. An
indicator should start enquiry and protective action, not become an unsupported
accusation or a line item deferred until the order closes. [s89]

Recruitment and remedy records should therefore sit outside the shipment deadline's
control. A supervisor under pressure to dispatch should not be the only person able to
close a concern about withheld documents, debt or coercion. The proposed gate asks
whether the affected person is safe, whether immediate action has an independent
owner, whether evidence is restricted to those who need it and whether the agreed
remedy has been confirmed. The gate remains open when administrative closure is
not matched by the person's experience.

Product evidence forms the other side of the same release decision. EU guidance
states that every textile product marketed in the EU must be labelled or marked to
show fibre composition, subject to the applicable scope and business-to-business
provisions. The bill of materials, approved composition, language version and printed
label therefore need a traceable relationship to the product being released. [s17] A
claim approved for an earlier material specification should not be carried across an
unreviewed change.

Chemical evidence needs its own product-specific test. The Commission explains
that REACH restrictions on placing substances on the market apply to domestic pro-
duction and imports, and identifies restrictions for clothing, textiles and footwear in
Annex XVII entry 72. That establishes the need to examine the actual article and
restriction. It does not allow a generic supplier declaration to replace the operative
limits, method, sample identity or batch relationship. [s16]

Safety continues after production. EU guidance states that products sold in the EU
must be safe regardless of where they were made, and that manufacturers and other
businesses linked to distribution or sale must act if they find an unsafe product. The
release file should therefore connect design and test evidence to complaints, correct-
ive action, withdrawal or recall routes where applicable. A sustainability label or a
completed buyer portal does not answer that product-safety question. [s33]

Exhibit 60, p. 202 shows why the release decision should not become a single
maturity score. The vertical dimension is the consequence of leaving an issue unre -
solved, not a measured legal risk. The horizontal dimension is the degree to which the
issue sits in routine evidence administration or requires operational change. A duplic-
ate schema can be inconvenient without being decisive. Unresolved chemical evid -
ence or a worker - protection failure requires containment or protection regardless of
the average completeness score.
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EXHIBIT 60 / ILLUSTRATIVE DECISION COORDINATES FROM O TO 10

Critical failures remain visible at the release gate

Limited to decisive consequence
Worker protection or

10 remedy failure ®
Unresolved chemical

evidence ®
Unreviewed
® specification change
Composition label
® mismatch

Missing reporting
® field
Duplicate buyer
® schema

Administration to process change

ILLUSTRATIVE [S09] [S16] [S17]1 [S33] lllustrative GFT decision map. X runs from routine evidence administration (0) to operational process
change (10). Y runs from limited release consequence (0) to decisive protection or release consequence (10). Positions are categorical design aids, not
measured risk, legal findings or supplier scores. Sources support the issue categories, not the coordinates.

The map is not permission to rank one person's harm against another product failure.
It is a rule against compensation between unlike failures. Missing reporting informa-
tion may justify clarification and rework. A label mismatch may require correction and
a new approval. An unresolved safety, chemical or worker-protection condition may
require a hold, urgent action or specialist escalation. Each state needs its own
decision and named authority.

A hold should be precise about its object. Identify the affected people, requirement,
input lots, batches, claims and shipments. Record what is known, what is missing, who
may release the hold and what evidence would change the decision. Do not describe
an internal precaution as an authority prohibition. Conversely, do not wait for an
external authority before taking a protective step that the supplier can already see is
necessary.

The gate also needs a change trigger. A new dye recipe, trim supplier, production site,
subcontractor, intended use or consumer claim can change the evidence question. A
responsible reviewer should determine whether the earlier evidence remains valid
before the changed product enters the eligible release population. A form marked
complete after the change is not evidence that the review occurred before it.
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14.3

Prove a reusable pack on a bounded product
family

The pilot should be small enough to inspect and real enough to expose the work.
Select one product family, one defined sales route and a limited set of applicable
requirements after the scope review. The product choice, order volume and accept-
ance criteria must come from the actual opportunity. This chapter does not invent
them. The useful unit is not a generic factory transformation but a controlled chain
from product specification to production event, batch evidence, review, release and
buyer response.

The pilot pack should contain the route-and-role statement, current-law rows,
product specification, applicable label and test evidence, change history, worker -
protection route, corrective-action register and a controlled response index. Each
item needs an owner, period, evidence location, version and review state. Missing,
disputed, corrected and not-applicable entries should remain distinguishable. A blank
field must not become a zero incident count or a declaration that every upstream input
conforms.

Reuse begins with a canonical answer rather than a copied attachment. The answer
should retain its definition, source boundary and effective version so that a later
request can be matched to it. The Commission's VSME recommendation is intended
to reduce administrative burden by making it easier for SMEs to answer sustainability -
information requests from large companies and financial institutions. That supports a
common response structure for its intended purpose, not a universal product file or
proof that every buyer will accept the same extract. [se5]

Purpose-based triage protects the pack from request inflation. Route each question
to sustainability reporting, due diligence, product safety, chemicals, commercial spe-
cification, claims or another identified purpose. Reuse only evidence with the same
population, period and meaning. The adopted reporting amendment gives protected
undertakings a right, subject to its conditions, to decline information beyond the vol-
untary standards for specified reporting requests. It does not create a blanket refusal
for necessary product or investigation evidence. [s35]

A retrieval test should use a real question and a controlled clock. Record when the
request becomes sufficiently clear to answer, when the reviewer receives the pack
and how much active work was needed for collection, translation, checking, approval
and portal entry. Keep recipient waiting time separate from supplier work. A portal
acknowledgement is not buyer acceptance, and a file found quickly is not necessarily
the right file.

Corrective action belongs inside the pilot rather than after its evaluation. If the pack
lacks a batch link, assign the repair and repeat the retrieval. If a worker-related record
exposes unnecessary identity information, revise access before circulating the pack
again. If a product test does not cover the changed specification, hold the relevant
release and establish the evidence required. Scaling should be conditional on these
repeated decisions working, not on the first demonstration looking complete.
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METHOD

Set the pilot acceptance table before work begins. For every requirement, record the
applicable population, evidence expected, reviewer, retrieval test, criticality and
decision on failure. Define buyer review, legal review and corrective-action closure
separately. Accept a reusable answer only after it has answered a subsequent com-
parable request without equivalent rework. Leave targets blank until observed
baseline values and their limitations have been recorded.

The scale decision needs evidence of review as well as evidence of completion. A
qualified legal reviewer may need to confirm an unresolved scope point. The buyer
may need to confirm that a controlled extract answers its stated purpose. Operations
may need to demonstrate that the release gate holds when production is busy.
Worker - protection actions need appropriate confirmation and recurrence review.
None of these is interchangeable with a draft pack or a successful upload.

14.4

Add future requirements through a controlled
change process

The watchlist should change the evidence system only when a verified source
changes the applicable question. Each row needs an owner, official source, instru-
ment, status, affected product or entity, last check, next review and implementation
decision. Proposal, adopted, published, in force, applicable and guidance states
should remain separate. A future requirement should not enter the release checklist
merely because a vendor has added a field with the same name.

Textile ecodesign and the Digital Product Passport illustrate the control. The Commis-
sion states that exact textile information requirements will be defined through relevant
delegated acts and supporting technical specifications. Its indicative timeline gives Q4
2027 as planned adoption of the textile delegated act and expressly warns that
implementation timelines may evolve. The correct preparation is reusable product
identity and evidence mapping, not a claim that every garment must carry a
completed passport by that quarter. [s11]

The forced-labour product regime has a different status and decision path. The Com-
mission states that the prohibition applies from 14 December 2027 to covered
products placed on, made available on or exported from the EU market, regardless of
origin. It also states that the regulation introduces no audit or reporting obligations.
The watchlist should therefore track guidance, investigation practice and the
supplier's product evidence, without inventing a routine filing duty. [s10]

Textile extended producer responsibility requires destination-level work. The revised
Waste Framework Directive introduces common rules under which Member States
establish textile and footwear EPR schemes, with producers paying fees for products
placed on the market under those schemes. The register should follow the actual
national scheme, producer definition, route and fee conditions rather than assigning
every African manufacturer a uniform EU registration task. [s15]
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Claims need an equally careful status label. The Council describes ongoing work on
separate Green Claims measures and records negotiations between the Council and
Parliament. That proposal content should not be copied into the current-law register
as an adopted verification regime. Current consumer-law duties still require review of
the actual wording and evidence, while any future regime needs its own applicability
check. [s18] [519]

Exhibit 61, p. 205 orders the principal dates used in this paper without converting
them into a single supplier deadline. Equal ordinal spacing is used to make the
sequence legible, so distance between events carries no duration meaning. The Q4
2027 textile entry marks an indicative planned adoption window, not an application
date. Every other entry still requires the scope analysis described above. [s11]

EXHIBIT 61 / CHRONOLOGICAL

EVENT INDEX, NOT ELAPSED TIME

The watchlist distinguishes applicable rules from future work

0
13 Dec 2024

GPSR application for
covered non-food products

2 4 6
12 Aug 2026 Q4 2027 plan 26 Jul 2029
PPWR phased application Indicative textile Principal amended CSDDD
begins delegated-act adoption measures apply
window

v

1
19 Jul 2026

Large-company
unsold-textile
destruction prohibition

e

{ >

/. \

—~—

5 5

27 Sep 2026 14 Dec 2027
Consumer-law changes Forced-labour product
apply prohibition applies

SOURCED  [S34] [S14] [S20] [S18] [S11] [S1e0] [S02] Sourced legal-event sequence as of 30 October 2026. Numeric positions 0 to 6 are ordinal
and equally spaced, not date calculations. Exact dates appear in labels. Q4 2027 is the Commission's indicative planned textile delegated-act adoption
window, not a universal DPP application date. National implementation, product scope and economic-operator role require separate review.

GREEN FUTURE TECH

The sequence is a review aid, not a readiness countdown. GPSR started to apply on
13 December 2024 for covered non-food products sold online or offline, so current
product safety cannot wait for the later sustainability milestones. [s34] The unsold-
goods prohibition for large companies began on 19 July 2026, with its own
exceptions and evidence conditions. [s14] These events affect different decisions and
should not be merged into one circularity or product-passport task.

A controlled change should produce an impact note before a schema or checklist
changes. The note identifies what the new text alters, which products and roles are
affected, which existing evidence remains valid, what requires legal confirmation and
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who authorises implementation. The reviewer then tests one affected product before
scaling the change. If the source is only a proposal or an indicative plan, the note
records preparation and monitoring rather than asserting a new legal duty.

14.5

Measure outcomes that reveal the operating
truth

Measurement should show whether the system changed a decision or an outcome.
The numerator, denominator, population and period must therefore be visible. Evid -
ence completeness means fully evidenced applicable requirement and batch pairs
divided by all applicable requirement and batch pairs in the reviewed population. It
does not mean documents uploaded divided by documents expected across an
undefined list. The applicability register establishes the denominator before
completeness is calculated.

Retrieval time should measure active supplier work from a sufficiently clear request to
a controlled response, with recipient waiting time shown separately. Duplicate request
hours should capture repeated collection, translation, checking or entry for the same
evidence and purpose. These measures can test the administrative objective of a
reusable pack. The VSME burden-reduction objective supports measuring that work,
but it does not supply a factory baseline or guarantee a saving. [se5]

Worker measures need a stronger test than case closure. Worker-confirmed remedy
is the share of administratively closed remedy cases in which the affected person,
through a safe and appropriate route, confirms the agreed outcome. Repeat incidents
should be counted for the same defined failure after closure. A falling complaint count
may indicate improvement, fear, reduced access or a changing workforce, so it
cannot stand alone as evidence of prevention. The ILO and IOE focus on identifying
and assessing forced-labour risks supports enquiry and response rather than a
simple grievance-volume target. [s89]

Product measures should retain the batch and change boundary. Traceable test evid -
ence is the share of released batches linked to evidence covering the applicable
question, sample and method. Prior change review is the share of released changed
specifications with documented review before release. Withdrawn claims and unre -
solved critical holds should remain visible as counts with reasons, not converted into a
favourable composite. Product-safety and chemical duties make those release
boundaries consequential. [s16] [533]

Exhibit 62, p. 207 defines the proposed measurement set. It deliberately supplies no
baseline or target. A target set before observation could reward incomplete popula-
tions, rapid but wrong answers, premature case closure or release despite a critical
gap. The first pilot should establish whether the measure can be calculated consist-
ently and whether its decision rule protects the person and product.
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EXHIBIT 62 / PROPOSED KPI D

Every proposed met

Measure

Evidence completeness

Active retrieval time
Duplicate request hours
Overdue corrective actions

Worker-confirmed remedy

Repeat incidents

Batch test traceability

Prior change review

Unresolved critical holds

ILLUSTRATIVE [S@2] [S@5] [SB9
any baseline, target or performance r
averages.

GREEN FUTURE TECH

EFINITIONS, NO OBSERVED VALUES

ric needs a denominator and a decision

Definition Decision
Complete applicable
requirement-batch pairs / all
applicable pairs

Investigate gaps; hold if
critical

Supplier work from clear request
to controlled response

Find delays without rewarding
wrong answers

Repeated work on the same
evidence for the same purpose

Clarify schema and test reuse

Escalate owner and resource
constraints

Open actions past their agreed
review date / all open actions

Closed cases with affected-person
confirmation / all closed remedy
cases

Keep unconfirmed outcomes open to
review

Same defined failure recurring
after case closure

Reopen cause and effectiveness
review

Hold where critical evidence is
absent

Released batches with applicable
linked test evidence / all
released batches

Released changed specifications
reviewed beforehand / all
released changes

Stop unreviewed release and
repair the gate

Open critical product or worker
holds at review

No release or closure by average
score

1 [S16] [S17]1 [S33] lllustrative GFT KPI dictionary. Sources support the control purpose and legal context, not
esult. Applicable populations and periods must be fixed before calculation. Critical holds remain separate from all

The management review should read the measures together and preserve their con-
tradictions. Faster retrieval beside more repeat incidents is not success. Higher evid -
ence completeness beside an unresolved chemical hold is not release readiness.
More worker - confirmed remedies may show that concerns are being addressed
rather than that harm is increasing. The reviewer needs the underlying cases, popula-
tion changes and evidence quality before interpreting direction.

Targets should be set only after the baseline has survived a definitions check. Confirm
who records the event, whether sites and subcontractors use the same status mean-
ings, whether the period is complete and whether restricted worker information can
be reviewed safely. Where a denominator is too small or the case mix changes mater-
ially, report the cases rather than manufacturing a trend. A missing observation
remains missing; it is not zero harm or full compliance.

RESEARCH EDITION / 2026-10-30

207



GFT /| RESEARCH

GREEN FUTURE TECH

GFT would measure whether the system prevents harm and answers for the produ

WORKED EXAMPLE: THE SPONSOR'S GATE DECISION

A fictional pilot has an illustrative population of 48 applicable requirement and batch
pairs. Reviewers find 42 completely evidenced pairs, so illustrative completeness is
42 [ 48 = 87.5 percent. The remaining six pairs include two critical product holds.
The sponsor therefore sees an administrative completeness result but cannot author-
ise those two releases. Dividing by produced garments instead would change the
question and hide the applicable -requirement denominator.

The same illustrative pilot answers eight comparable requests in 64 active supplier
hours, including 14 hours repeated on previously supplied evidence. Mean active
work is 64 / 8 = 8 hours per request, while duplicate work is 14 / 64 = 21.875 per-
cent of active hours, rounded to 21.9 percent. These observations describe this fic-
tional case only. They justify testing request clarity and reuse, not claiming a saving
or setting a universal target.

Finally, the fictional register contains five administratively closed remedy cases. Four
have affected-person confirmation, giving an illustrative worker-confirmed share of
4 | 5 = 80 percent. The unconfirmed case remains open for outcome review even if
its repayment form is filed. The scale decision is therefore conditional: repair the two
critical holds, keep the unconfirmed remedy under review, test whether duplicate
work falls on a comparable later request, and retain all case narratives beside the
arithmetic.

14.6

Integrate the new controls into the existing
management cadence

The controls should enter the management routines that already direct production,
people, quality and decisions. For this roadmap, GFT labels the cadence set up,
launch, stabilise, scale and optimise, aligned with the programme's performance -
management and digital-design logic. These are proposed planning stages, not a
report that a client site has completed them. The existing programme remains a feas-
ibility, performance -management system and digital - strategy reference rather than
an implemented compliance service.

Exhibit 63, p. 209 makes the dependency visible. Equal intervals separate decision
states; they are not weeks, months, budget releases or promised completion dates. A
later stage begins only when the preceding evidence gate has an authorised outcome.
Legal change monitoring continues throughout, even though the diagram shows the
main management sequence.
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EXHIBIT 63 / RELATIVE GATE POSITIONS, NOT ELAPSED TIME

The roadmap advances through evidence gates rather than calendar promises

0 0.833 1.67 208 3.33 4.17 5

Set up scope and roles -
Launch current-duty gates -
Stabilise the bounded pilot -
Scale after acceptance -
Optimise through review -

ILLUSTRATIVE lllustrative GFT programme sequence. Equal numeric intervals from 0 to 5 separate decision stages and do not estimate implementation
duration, resources or cost. Set up approves scope; launch applies current worker and product gates; stabilise repeats the bounded pilot; scale requires
acceptance evidence; optimise uses controlled change and outcome review. No live implementation is claimed.

Set up finishes when the route, roles, requirement population and unresolved legal
questions have named reviewers. Launch tests current worker -protection and
product gates before an EU shipment commitment. Stabilise requires repeated
retrieval, controlled correction and effective action on the bounded product family.
Scale begins only after the specified buyer, legal, operational and worker - protection
reviews are complete. Optimise then uses observed outcomes and verified legal
change to revise the system.

The cadence should separate escalation from periodic review. A critical safety,
chemical or worker concern moves immediately to the role with authority to protect or
hold. Routine evidence quality, duplicate work and overdue actions enter the periodic
operating review. Management examines unresolved holds, repeat incidents and han-
doff exceptions before considering scale. This prevents an urgent protection decision
from waiting for a scheduled reporting meeting.

Each review needs a decision record, not only a dashboard. Note the population and
period examined, the evidence challenged, the decision made, the owner, resources
and next verification. Where a measure cannot be calculated, record the reason and
repair the definition or source. Where a target is missed because the product mix or
legal scope changed, preserve that explanation rather than adjusting the historic
denominator to create apparent improvement.

Companion papers can supply the detailed engineering methods for factory meas-
urement, provenance, resources, skills, circularity, data governance, footprinting and
architecture. This compliance roadmap retains the duty -to-decision connection:
which rule or request applies, what evidence answers it, who acts and what remains
unresolved. The programme's Warp and Signal principle is practical here. Production
events create the records, and measurement returns to change production rather than
decorating a report.
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S02 European Commission. n.d..
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14.7

Publish bounded claims and preserve the
unanswered questions

External communication should use the same gate as product release. Publish the
exact product, site, period, method and evidence boundary that a reviewer approved.
Do not turn a pilot into a certification, a buyer review into regulator acceptance, an
internal hold into an authority decision or a planned textile act into a current passport
duty. Where wording is uncertain, narrow it or withdraw it. Current consumer-law
application and the separate Green Claims negotiations make that status distinction
especially important. [s18] [519]

The handoff register should preserve every unanswered question that could change a
decision. Include unverified national implementation, final operative legal versions,
product classifications, buyer-specific requirements, unavailable source records,
actual operating costs and field evidence not yet collected. Give each item an owner,
next action and reopening trigger. An explicit unresolved item is more useful than a
confident statement that the research cannot support.

Management should receive a short decision pack containing the approved route,
current critical gates, pilot definitions and observations, unresolved holds,
worker-remedy status, legal watchlist and conditions for scale. It should separate
sourced facts, derived arithmetic and illustrative scenarios. It should also record
dissent where a reviewer does not accept the evidence or its interpretation. Scaling is
a reversible management decision subject to new facts, not a reward for completing
the previous phase.

GFT's recommendation is therefore to measure at source, act on harm, test the
product, negotiate proportionate requests, protect personal information and review
legal change through named owners. These are reasoned design recommendations
as of 30 October 2026, not legal, tax or investment advice and not a compliance cer-
tification. The remaining task is to prove them in a bounded operating pilot while
keeping every critical exception visible. [se4] [535]

Measure whether harm ends and the product answers,
then let the roadmap advance.

S35 European Parliament and Council of the European Union. 2026-02-24.
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$33 European Union, Your Europe. 2026-08-19.

S04 European Commission, DG FISMA. 2026-07-03.

S18 European Commission. n.d..

S20 European Commission, DG Environment. 2026-08-11.
S09 International Labour Organization and International Organisation of Employers. 2025-11-26.
S17 European Union, Your Europe. n.d..

S16 European Commission, DG GROW. n.d..

S05 European Commission, DG FISMA. 2025-07-30.

$11 European Commission, DG GROW. n.d..

$10 European Commission, DG GROW. n.d..

$15 European Commission, DG Environment. 2025-10-16.
$19 Council of the European Union. n.d..

$34 Council of the European Union. n.d..

S14 European Commission, DG Environment. 2026-07-17.
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EVIDENCE REGISTER

Provenance travels with the claim.

Available inherited records and all chapter-local source records are graded below. Identical source identities are consolidated without
losing citation aliases. Missing annex references are excluded. Unrecorded dates are disclosed rather than invented.

RO1 Inherited evidence RO1 GRrADE ¢

Business in Cameroon. Publication date unrecorded. businessincameroon.com
Cameroon seed -cotton production 2022-2024: 330,000 t (2022), 314,455t (2023), about 340,000 t (2024).

Inherited source-text check; original source not independently re-opened for this edition.

RO2 Inherited evidence RO2 GRrADE ¢

Fibre2Fashion; Business in Cameroon. Publication date unrecorded. fibre2fashion.com; businessincameroon.com

2025 seed-cotton projection above 350,000 t.

Inherited source-text check; original source not independently re-opened for this edition.

RO3 Inherited evidence RO3 GRrADE ¢

SODECOTON. Publication date unrecorded. sodecoton.cm
Company profile: more than 220,000 cotton producers supported in northern Cameroon; nine ginning plants; two oil mills.

Inherited source-text check; original source not independently re-opened for this edition.

RO4 Inherited evidence R0O4 GRrADE ¢

Financial Fortune Media. Publication date unrecorded. financialfortunemedia.com
Source metadata retained for traceability. This entry is not cited in the chapter text.

Inherited source-text check; original source not independently re-opened for this edition.

RO5 Inherited evidence RO5 GRADE ¢

Ecofin Agency. Publication date unrecorded. ecofinagency.com

CFA-zone cotton output 2.3 million tin 2024/25, down 11.5 percent.

Inherited source-text check; original source not independently re-opened for this edition.

RO6 Inherited evidence R0O6 GRADE ¢

Cameroon Trade Hub. Publication date unrecorded. cameroontradehub.cm
About 95 percent of cotton fibre exported raw against 5 percent processed locally; industrialisation target of 50 percent local processing.

Inherited source-text check; original source not independently re-opened for this edition.

RO7 Inherited evidence RO7 GRADE ¢

Ecofin Agency. Publication date unrecorded. ecofinagency.com
SND30 restates the 50 percent local-processing target by 2030.

Inherited source-text check; original source not independently re-opened for this edition.
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RO8 Inherited evidence RO8 GRrADE ¢

Business in Cameroon. Publication date unrecorded. businessincameroon.com
Announced SODECOTON and CICAM merger to create a cotton-textile industrial pole targeted by 2030.

Inherited source-text check; original source not independently re-opened for this edition.

RO9 Inherited evidence RO9 GRrADE ¢

Ecofin Agency. Publication date unrecorded. ecofinagency.com

Camtext SA integrated cotton-to -textile project, US$300 million (180 billion XAF); Panafritex and Arise with SODECOTON, CNPS and Marlo;
12 November 2025.

Inherited source-text check; original source not independently re-opened for this edition.

R10 Inherited evidence R10 GRrADE ¢

Ecofin Agency. Publication date unrecorded. ecofinagency.com

Camtext SA: 12,000 t a year processed; about 12,000 jobs at the Dibamba hub and 3,000 at Garoua; return on investment near 11 years;
optimal capacity around 2033.

Inherited source-text check; original source not independently re-opened for this edition.

R11 Inherited evidence R11 GRrADE ¢

Business in Cameroon; MMI News. Publication date unrecorded. businessincameroon.com; mimimefoinfos.com

Source metadata retained for traceability. This entry is not cited in the chapter text.

Inherited source-text check; original source not independently re-opened for this edition.

R12 Inherited evidence R12 GRrADE ¢

Business in Cameroon. Publication date unrecorded. businessincameroon.com

Source metadata retained for traceability. This entry is not cited in the chapter text.

Inherited source-text check; original source not independently re-opened for this edition.

R13 Inherited evidence R13 GRrADE ¢

Business in Cameroon; MMI News. Publication date unrecorded. businessincameroon.com; mimimefoinfos.com

Source metadata retained for traceability. This entry is not cited in the chapter text.

Inherited source-text check; original source not independently re-opened for this edition.

R14 Inherited evidence R14 GRrADE ¢

Wagelndicator. Publication date unrecorded. wageindicator.org
Source metadata retained for traceability. This entry is not cited in the chapter text.

Inherited source-text check; original source not independently re-opened for this edition.

R15 Inherited evidence R15 GRrADE ¢

wage.is. Publication date unrecorded. wage.is/cameroon
Source metadata retained for traceability. This entry is not cited in the chapter text.

Inherited source-text check; original source not independently re-opened for this edition.
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R16 Inherited evidence R16 GRADE ¢

Wagelndicator. Publication date unrecorded. wageindicator.org
Source metadata retained for traceability. This entry is not cited in the chapter text.

Inherited source-text check; original source not independently re-opened for this edition.

R17 Inherited evidence R17 GRrADE ¢

just-style. Publication date unrecorded. just-style.com
Source metadata retained for traceability. This entry is not cited in the chapter text.

Inherited source-text check; original source not independently re-opened for this edition.

R18 Inherited evidence R18 GcRrADE B

Congressional Research Service IF10149; AGOA (Wikipedia). Publication date unrecorded. congress.gov; en.wikipedia.org
Source metadata retained for traceability. This entry is not cited in the chapter text.

Inherited source-text check; original source not independently re-opened for this edition.

R23 Inherited evidence R23 GRrADE ¢

MacMap; AfCFTA. Publication date unrecorded. macmap.org
Source metadata retained for traceability. This entry is not cited in the chapter text.

Inherited source-text check; original source not independently re-opened for this edition.

R24 Inherited evidence R24 GRrADE ¢

Mordor Intelligence. Publication date unrecorded. mordorintelligence.com

Source metadata retained for traceability. This entry is not cited in the chapter text.

Inherited source-text check; original source not independently re-opened for this edition.

R25 Inherited evidence R25 GRrADE ¢

Market.us. Publication date unrecorded. market.us

Source metadata retained for traceability. This entry is not cited in the chapter text.

Inherited source-text check; original source not independently re-opened for this edition.

R26 Inherited evidence R26 GRADE ¢

Statista. Publication date unrecorded. statista.com
Source metadata retained for traceability. This entry is not cited in the chapter text.

Inherited source-text check; original source not independently re-opened for this edition.

R27 Inherited evidence R27 GRrADE B

McKinsey, The State of Fashion 2025. Publication date unrecorded. mckinsey.com

Al at scale in fashion: inventory cost down 35 to 40 percent; forecast accuracy up 20 to 30 percent; revenue per customer up 15 to 25 per-
cent; forecast errors cut 20 to 50 percent; lost sales down up to 65 percent; 75 percent of executives prioritising; sector operating - profit
potential US$150 to 275 billion over three to five years.

Inherited source-text check; original source not independently re-opened for this edition.
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R28 Inherited evidence R28 GRraADE ¢

Datalntelo. Publication date unrecorded. dataintelo.com

Fabric-defect-detection Al market US$523.4 million (2024) to US$6,522.1 million (2033) at 33.8 percent a year; Asia-Pacific about 46
percentin 2024.

Inherited source-text check; original source not independently re-opened for this edition.

R29 Inherited evidence R29 cRrADE ¢

MDPI; industry inspection literature. Publication date unrecorded. mdpi.com

Manual defect inspection 60 to 70 percent accurate, missing 20 to 30 percent of defects; computer vision above 90 percent across more than
40 defect types; line-scan inspection up to 60 metres a minute.

Inherited source-text check; original source not independently re-opened for this edition.

R30 Inherited evidence R30 GRADE ¢

Design Journal (Taylor and Francis). Publication date unrecorded. tandfonline.com

Source metadata retained for traceability. This entry is not cited in the chapter text.

Inherited source-text check; original source not independently re-opened for this edition.

R31 Inherited evidence R31 GRrADE ¢

arXiv 2509.04705. Publication date unrecorded. arxiv.org/abs/2509.04705

Source metadata retained for traceability. This entry is not cited in the chapter text.

Inherited source-text check; original source not independently re-opened for this edition.

R32 Inherited evidence R32 GRrADE ¢

Wise; XE. Publication date unrecorded. wise.com; xe.com

CFA franc to US dollar reference rates; franc pegged to the euro at 655.957. The GFT study's method note places the franc near 590 to 610
per US dollar across the 2023 study window and near 563 to 577 more recently, and treats currency conversions as estimates.

Inherited source-text check; original source not independently re-opened for this edition.

c01-S01 Council signs off simplification of sustainability reporting and due diligence requirements to boost EU
competitiveness GRADE A

Council of the European Union. 2026-02-24. https://www.consilium.europa.eu/en/press/press-releases/2026/02/24/council - signs - off -
simplification - of - sustainability -reporting -and-due-diligence -requirements -to -boost - eu-competitiveness/

Opened source record.

Accessed 2026-10-30. Quote retained in the machine-readable source record.

c01-S02 Corporate sustainability due diligence GraDE A

European Commission. 2026-10-30. https://commission.europa.eu/topics/business-and-industry/company -law-and-corporate -
governance/corporate - sustainability -due -diligence_en

Opened source record.

Accessed 2026-10-30. Quote retained in the machine-readable source record.
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c01-S03 Corporate sustainability reporting crade A

European Commission, DG FISMA. 2026-07 -03. https://finance.ec.europa.eu/financial -markets/company -reporting -and -auditing/company -
reporting/corporate - sustainability - reporting_en

Opened source record.

Accessed 2026-10-30. Quote retained in the machine-readable source record.

c01-S04 Implementing and delegated acts: CSRD  GRADE A

European Commission, DG FISMA. 2026-07-03. https://finance.ec.europa.eu/regulation-and-supervision/financial - services - legislation/
implementing-and-delegated -acts/corporate - sustainability - reporting - directive_en

Opened source record.

Accessed 2026-10-30. Quote retained in the machine-readable source record.

c01-S05 Commission presents voluntary sustainability reporting standard to ease burden on SMEs cRrADE A

European Commission, DG FISMA. 2025-07 - 30. https://finance.ec.europa.eu/publications/commission - presents - voluntary - sustainability -
reporting-standard -ease-burden-smes_en

Opened source record.

Accessed 2026-10-30. Quote retained in the machine-readable source record.

c01-S06 OECD Due Diligence Guidance for Responsible Supply Chains in the Garment and Footwear Sector GradE B

OECD. 2018-03-07. https://www.oecd.org/en/publications/2018/03/oecd-due-diligence -guidance -for-responsible - supply -chains-in-
the-garment-and-footwear-sector_g1g89b0b.html

Opened source record.

Accessed 2026-10-30. Quote retained in the machine-readable source record.

c01-507 Due diligence essentials for responsible garment and footwear cradE B

OECD. 2026-02-26. https://www.oecd.org/en/publications/responsible -business -conduct-spotlights_03a75bf9 -en/due - diligence -
essentials-for-responsible -garment-and-footwear_c7aededa-en.html

Opened source record.

Accessed 2026-10-30. Quote retained in the machine-readable source record.

c01-5S08 ILO indicators of forced labour, 2025 revised edition GcRADE A

International Labour Organization. 2025-11-18. https://www.ilo.org/publications/ilo-indicators - forced -labour- 1
Opened source record.

Accessed 2026-10-30. Quote retained in the machine-readable source record.

c01-S09 Combating forced labour: A handbook for employers and business, third edition GcrAdE A

International Labour Organization and International Organisation of Employers. 2025-11-26. https://www.ilo.org/publications/combating -
forced-labour-handbook-employers-and-business-1

Opened source record.

Accessed 2026-10-30. Quote retained in the machine-readable source record.
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c01-510 What is the Forced Labour Regulation and how does it work? cRrapE A

European Commission, DG GROW. 2026-10-30. https://single -market-economy.ec.europa.eu/single -market/goods/forced -labour -
regulation/what-forced-labour-regulation-and-how-does-it-work_en

Opened source record.

Accessed 2026-10-30. Quote retained in the machine-readable source record.

c01-S11 Textile Apparel and the Digital Product Passport (DPP) GRradE A

European Commission, DG GROW. 2026-10-30. https://single - market-economy.ec.europa.eu/single - market/digital - product- passport/
textile-apparel_en

Opened source record.

Accessed 2026-10-30. Quote retained in the machine-readable source record.

c01-S12 Ecodesign for Sustainable Products Regulation GcrADE A

European Commission, DG Environment. 2026-10-30. https://environment.ec.europa.eu/strategy/circular-economy/ecodesign -sustainable -
products-regulation_en

Opened source record.

Accessed 2026-10-30. Quote retained in the machine-readable source record.

c01-S13 Ecodesign for Sustainable Products and Energy Labelling Working Plan 2025-2030, COM(2025) 187 final
GRADE A

European Commission. 2025-04-16. https://environment.ec.europa.eu/document/download/5f7ff5e2 -ebe9-4bd4-a139-
db881bd6398f_en?filename=FAQ-UPDATE - 4th -Iteration_clean.pdf

Opened source record.

Accessed 2026-10-30. Quote retained in the machine-readable source record.

c01-S16 REACH Restrictions GRrADE A

European Commission, DG GROW. 2026-10-30. https://single-market-economy.ec.europa.eu/sectors/chemicals/reach/restrictions_en
Opened source record.

Accessed 2026-10-30. Quote retained in the machine-readable source record.

c01-S17 Textile Label GRADE A

European Union, Your Europe. 2026-07-13. https://europa.eu/youreurope/business/product-rules-compliance/textiles-and-footwear/
textile -label/index_en.htm

Opened source record.

Accessed 2026-10-30. Quote retained in the machine-readable source record.

c01-S23 Principles of personal data processing under the GDPR GRADE A

European Commission. 2026-10-30. https://commission.europa.eu/law/law -topic/data - protection/information -business -and - organisations/
principles-gdpr_en

Opened source record.

Accessed 2026-10-30. Quote retained in the machine-readable source record.
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c01-525 Performance Standard 2: Labor and Working Conditions GRrADE A

International Finance Corporation. 2012. https://www.ifc.org/en/insights -reports/2012/ifc - performance - standard - 2

Opened source record.

Accessed 2026-10-30. Quote retained in the machine-readable source record.

c01-528 Frequently Asked Questions on Regulation (EU) No 1007/2011 on textile fibre names and related labelling and
marking GRADE A

European Commission, DG GROW. 2026-10-30. https://single -market-economy.ec.europa.eu/document/download/
34fcf863-59ef-4352-8489-a2577102fd8f_en?filename=revised+FAQs+on+Regulation+1007-2011+ - +published.pdf

Opened source record.

Accessed 2026-10-30. Quote retained in the machine-readable source record.

c01-529 EU Ecolabel: About the EU Ecolabel cRrane A

European Commission, DG Environment. 2026-10-30. https://green-forum.ec.europa.eu/green-business/eu-ecolabel/about-eu-ecolabel_en

Opened source record.

Accessed 2026-10-30. Quote retained in the machine-readable source record.

c01-S33 Selling products safely in the EU GcRradE A

European Union, Your Europe. 2026-08-19. https://europa.eu/youreurope/business/product-rules-compliance/product-safety -and - liability/
selling-products - safely/index_en.htm

Opened source record.

Accessed 2026-10-30. Quote retained in the machine-readable source record.

c01-S34 Product safety and market surveillance GRradE A

Council of the European Union. 2026-03-27. https://www.consilium.europa.eu/en/policies/product- safety - market- surveillance/

Opened source record.

Accessed 2026-10-30. Quote retained in the machine-readable source record.

c01-S35 Adopted sustainability reporting and due diligence amending directive text, PE-CONS 66/2/25 REV 2
GRADE A

European Parliament and Council of the European Union. 2026-02-24. https://data.consilium.europa.eu/doc/document/PE-66-2025-REV-2/
en/pdf

Opened source record.

Accessed 2026-10-30. Quote retained in the machine-readable source record.

c01-5S0101 Footwear Label GRADE A

European Union, Your Europe. 2026-07-13. https://europa.eu/youreurope/business/product-rules-compliance/textiles-and-footwear/
footwear-label/index_en.htm

Opened source record.

Accessed 2026-10-30. Quote retained in the machine-readable source record.
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c01-50102 Selling products in the EU  GRrADE A

European Union, Your Europe. 2026-08-17. https://europa.eu/youreurope/business/selling-in-eu/selling-goods - services/selling - products -
eu/index_en.htm

Opened source record.

Accessed 2026-10-30. Quote retained in the machine-readable source record.

c02-S01 Same source record as c01-S01.

c02-S02 Corporate sustainability due diligence GRrADE A

European Commission. 2026-10-30. https://commission.europa.eu/topics/business-and -industry/company -law -and-corporate -
governance/corporate - sustainability - due - diligence_en?prefLang=bg

Opened source record.

Accessed 2026-10-30. Quote retained in the machine-readable source record.

c02-S11 Same source record as c01-S11.

c02-517 Same source record as c01-S17.

c02-518 Sustainable consumption GRADE A

European Commission. 2026-10-30. https://commission.europa.eu/topics/consumers/consumer-rights-and -complaints/sustainable-con-
sumption_en

Opened source record.

Accessed 2026-10-30. Quote retained in the machine-readable source record.

c02-521 Regulation on Deforestation -free Products cradE A

European Commission, DG Environment. 2026 -10-30. https://environment.ec.europa.eu/topics/forests/deforestation/regulation-
deforestation-free-products_en

Opened source record.

Accessed 2026-10-30. Quote retained in the machine-readable source record.

c02-522 Carbon Border Adjustment Mechanism (CBAM) GRADE A

European Commission, DG TAXUD. 2026-10-30. https://taxation-customs.ec.europa.eu/carbon -border-adjustment-mechanism_en
Opened source record.

Accessed 2026-10-30. Quote retained in the machine-readable source record.

c02-528 Same source record as c01-S28.

c02-533 Same source record as c01-S33.

c02-S34 Same source record as c01-S34.

c02-S35 Same source record as c01-S35.
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https://commission.europa.eu/topics/consumers/consumer-rights-and-complaints/sustainable-consumption_en
https://environment.ec.europa.eu/topics/forests/deforestation/regulation-deforestation-free-products_en
https://environment.ec.europa.eu/topics/forests/deforestation/regulation-deforestation-free-products_en
https://environment.ec.europa.eu/topics/forests/deforestation/regulation-deforestation-free-products_en
https://environment.ec.europa.eu/topics/forests/deforestation/regulation-deforestation-free-products_en
https://taxation-customs.ec.europa.eu/carbon-border-adjustment-mechanism_en
https://taxation-customs.ec.europa.eu/carbon-border-adjustment-mechanism_en

c02-50201 EU Regulation 2023/988 on General Product Safety: detailed guidance cradE A

UK Office for Product Safety and Standards. 2025-11-04. https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/general -product-safety -regula-
tions-northern-ireland/eu-regulation-2023988 -on-general - product-safety - detailed - guidance

Opened source record.

Accessed 2026-10-30. Quote retained in the machine-readable source record.

c03-S06 Same source record as c01-S06.

c03-507 Same source record as c01-S07.

c03-S08 Same source record as c01-S08.

c03-S31 OECD Due Diligence Guidance for Responsible Business Conduct GRrRADE A

OECD. 2018-02-01. https://www.oecd.org/en/publications/oecd -due-diligence -guidance -for-responsible - business-conduct_15f5f4b3 -
en.html

Opened source record.

Accessed 2026-10-30. Quote retained in the machine-readable source record.

c03-S35 Same source record as c01-S35.

c03-50301 OECD Due Diligence Guidance for Responsible Business Conduct, full guidance GRradE A

OECD. 2018-02-01. https://www.oecd.org/content/dam/oecd/en/publications/reports/2018/02/oecd-due -diligence -guidance -for-
responsible-business-conduct_c669bd57/15f5f4b3-en.pdf

Opened source record.

Accessed 2026-10-30. Quote retained in the machine-readable source record.

c03-50302 OECD Due Diligence Guidance for Responsible Supply Chains in the Garment and Footwear Sector, full
guidance GRADE A

OECD. 2018-03-07. https://www.oecd.org/content/dam/oecd/en/publications/reports/2018/03/oecd-due -diligence -guidance-for-
responsible-supply -chains-in-the-garment-and-footwear-sector_g1g89b0b/9789264290587 -en.pdf

Opened source record.

Accessed 2026-10-30. Quote retained in the machine-readable source record.

c03-50303 Performance Standard 2: Labor and Working Conditions, full standard GcradE A

International Finance Corporation. 2012-01-01. https://www.ifc.org/content/dam/ifc/doc/2010/2012 -ifc-performance - standard -2 -en.pdf

Opened source record.

Accessed 2026-10-30. Quote retained in the machine-readable source record.

c04-S02 Same source record as c01-S02.

c04-S07 Same source record as c01-S07.

c04-S08 Same source record as c01-S08.
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https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/general-product-safety-regulations-northern-ireland/eu-regulation-2023988-on-general-product-safety-detailed-guidance
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/general-product-safety-regulations-northern-ireland/eu-regulation-2023988-on-general-product-safety-detailed-guidance
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/general-product-safety-regulations-northern-ireland/eu-regulation-2023988-on-general-product-safety-detailed-guidance
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/general-product-safety-regulations-northern-ireland/eu-regulation-2023988-on-general-product-safety-detailed-guidance
https://www.oecd.org/en/publications/oecd-due-diligence-guidance-for-responsible-business-conduct_15f5f4b3-en.html
https://www.oecd.org/en/publications/oecd-due-diligence-guidance-for-responsible-business-conduct_15f5f4b3-en.html
https://www.oecd.org/en/publications/oecd-due-diligence-guidance-for-responsible-business-conduct_15f5f4b3-en.html
https://www.oecd.org/en/publications/oecd-due-diligence-guidance-for-responsible-business-conduct_15f5f4b3-en.html
https://www.oecd.org/content/dam/oecd/en/publications/reports/2018/02/oecd-due-diligence-guidance-for-responsible-business-conduct_c669bd57/15f5f4b3-en.pdf
https://www.oecd.org/content/dam/oecd/en/publications/reports/2018/02/oecd-due-diligence-guidance-for-responsible-business-conduct_c669bd57/15f5f4b3-en.pdf
https://www.oecd.org/content/dam/oecd/en/publications/reports/2018/02/oecd-due-diligence-guidance-for-responsible-business-conduct_c669bd57/15f5f4b3-en.pdf
https://www.oecd.org/content/dam/oecd/en/publications/reports/2018/02/oecd-due-diligence-guidance-for-responsible-business-conduct_c669bd57/15f5f4b3-en.pdf
https://www.oecd.org/content/dam/oecd/en/publications/reports/2018/03/oecd-due-diligence-guidance-for-responsible-supply-chains-in-the-garment-and-footwear-sector_g1g89b0b/9789264290587-en.pdf
https://www.oecd.org/content/dam/oecd/en/publications/reports/2018/03/oecd-due-diligence-guidance-for-responsible-supply-chains-in-the-garment-and-footwear-sector_g1g89b0b/9789264290587-en.pdf
https://www.oecd.org/content/dam/oecd/en/publications/reports/2018/03/oecd-due-diligence-guidance-for-responsible-supply-chains-in-the-garment-and-footwear-sector_g1g89b0b/9789264290587-en.pdf
https://www.oecd.org/content/dam/oecd/en/publications/reports/2018/03/oecd-due-diligence-guidance-for-responsible-supply-chains-in-the-garment-and-footwear-sector_g1g89b0b/9789264290587-en.pdf
https://www.ifc.org/content/dam/ifc/doc/2010/2012-ifc-performance-standard-2-en.pdf
https://www.ifc.org/content/dam/ifc/doc/2010/2012-ifc-performance-standard-2-en.pdf

c04-S09 Same source record as c01-S09.

c04-S23 Same source record as c01-S23.

c04-S25 Same source record as c01-S25.

c04-S26 Environmental, Health, and Safety Guidelines for Textile Manufacturing GRADE A

World Bank Group and International Finance Corporation. 2007 -04-30. https://www.ifc.org/content/dam/ifc/doc/2000/2007 -textiles -
manufacturing -ehs -guidelines-en.pdf

Opened source record.

Accessed 2026-10-30. Quote retained in the machine-readable source record.

c04-S30 National Contact Points for Responsible Business Conduct GRrADE A

OECD. 2026-10-30. https://www.oecd.org/en/networks/national - contact - points -for-responsible - business -conduct.html
Opened source record.

Accessed 2026-10-30. Quote retained in the machine-readable source record.

c04-S32 ILO indicators of forced labour, first edition GcRADE A

International Labour Organization. 2012-10-01. https://www.ilo.org/publications/ilo-indicators-forced -labour
Opened source record.

Accessed 2026-10-30. Quote retained in the machine-readable source record.

c04-S0401 Same source record as c03-S0303.

c04-50402 ILO indicators of forced labour, 2025 revised edition, full booklet GcrabE A

International Labour Organization. 2025-11-18. https://www.ilo.org/sites/default/files/2025-11/ILO%20Indicat -
ors%200f%20Forced%20Labour%202025.pdf

Opened source record.

Accessed 2026-10-30. Quote retained in the machine-readable source record.

c04-S0403 Combating forced labour: A handbook for employers and business, third edition, full handbook &radE A

International Labour Organization and International Organisation of Employers. 2025-11-26. https://www.ilo.org/sites/default/files/2025-11/

Combating%20forced % 20labour%20- %20A%20handbook % 20for% 20employers % 20and % 20business.pdf

Opened source record.

Accessed 2026-10-30. Quote retained in the machine-readable source record.

c05-S07 Same source record as c01-S07.

c05-S08 Same source record as c01-S08.

c05-S09 Same source record as c01-S09.
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https://www.ifc.org/content/dam/ifc/doc/2000/2007-textiles-manufacturing-ehs-guidelines-en.pdf
https://www.ifc.org/content/dam/ifc/doc/2000/2007-textiles-manufacturing-ehs-guidelines-en.pdf
https://www.ifc.org/content/dam/ifc/doc/2000/2007-textiles-manufacturing-ehs-guidelines-en.pdf
https://www.ifc.org/content/dam/ifc/doc/2000/2007-textiles-manufacturing-ehs-guidelines-en.pdf
https://www.oecd.org/en/networks/national-contact-points-for-responsible-business-conduct.html
https://www.oecd.org/en/networks/national-contact-points-for-responsible-business-conduct.html
https://www.ilo.org/publications/ilo-indicators-forced-labour
https://www.ilo.org/publications/ilo-indicators-forced-labour
https://www.ilo.org/sites/default/files/2025-11/ILO%20Indicators%20of%20Forced%20Labour%202025.pdf
https://www.ilo.org/sites/default/files/2025-11/ILO%20Indicators%20of%20Forced%20Labour%202025.pdf
https://www.ilo.org/sites/default/files/2025-11/ILO%20Indicators%20of%20Forced%20Labour%202025.pdf
https://www.ilo.org/sites/default/files/2025-11/ILO%20Indicators%20of%20Forced%20Labour%202025.pdf
https://www.ilo.org/sites/default/files/2025-11/Combating%20forced%20labour%20-%20A%20handbook%20for%20employers%20and%20business.pdf
https://www.ilo.org/sites/default/files/2025-11/Combating%20forced%20labour%20-%20A%20handbook%20for%20employers%20and%20business.pdf
https://www.ilo.org/sites/default/files/2025-11/Combating%20forced%20labour%20-%20A%20handbook%20for%20employers%20and%20business.pdf
https://www.ilo.org/sites/default/files/2025-11/Combating%20forced%20labour%20-%20A%20handbook%20for%20employers%20and%20business.pdf

c05-510 What is the Forced Labour Regulation and how does it work? crapE A

European Commission, DG GROW. n.d.. https://single -market-economy.ec.europa.eu/single - market/goods/forced -labour -regulation/what -
forced-labour-regulation-and-how-does-it-work_en

Opened source record.

Accessed 2026-10-30. Quote retained in the machine-readable source record.

c05-S35 Same source record as c01-S35.

c05-50501 Regulation prohibiting products made with forced labour on the Union market, PE-CONS 67/24 GRADE A

European Parliament and Council of the European Union. 2024-11-06. https://data.consilium.europa.eu/doc/document/PE-67-2024-INIT/
en/pdf

Opened source record.

Accessed 2026-10-30. Quote retained in the machine-readable source record.

c05-50502 Products made with forced labour: Council adopts ban crAdE A

Council of the European Union. 2024-11-19. https://www.consilium.europa.eu/en/press/press-releases/2024/11/19/products - made - with-
forced-labour-council-adopts-ban/

Opened source record.

Accessed 2026-10-30. Quote retained in the machine-readable source record.

c06-502 Corporate sustainability due diligence GrADE A

European Commission. n.d.. https://commission.europa.eu/topics/business-and-industry/company -law -and-corporate -governance/
corporate - sustainability -due - diligence_en

Opened source record.

Accessed 2026-10-30. Quote retained in the machine-readable source record.

c06-S03 Same source record as c01-S03.

c06-S04 Same source record as c01-S04.

c06-S05 Same source record as c01-S05.

c06-S10 Same source record as c05-S10.

c06-S16 REACH Restrictions GRrADE A

European Commission, DG GROW. n.d.. https://single-market-economy.ec.europa.eu/sectors/chemicals/reach/restrictions_en

Opened source record.

Accessed 2026-10-30. Quote retained in the machine-readable source record.

c06-523 Principles of personal data processing under the GDPR  GRADE A

European Commission. n.d.. https://commission.europa.eu/law/law -topic/data-protection/information -business-and - organisations/
principles-gdpr_en

Opened source record.

Accessed 2026-10-30. Quote retained in the machine-readable source record.
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https://single-market-economy.ec.europa.eu/single-market/goods/forced-labour-regulation/what-forced-labour-regulation-and-how-does-it-work_en
https://single-market-economy.ec.europa.eu/single-market/goods/forced-labour-regulation/what-forced-labour-regulation-and-how-does-it-work_en
https://single-market-economy.ec.europa.eu/single-market/goods/forced-labour-regulation/what-forced-labour-regulation-and-how-does-it-work_en
https://single-market-economy.ec.europa.eu/single-market/goods/forced-labour-regulation/what-forced-labour-regulation-and-how-does-it-work_en
https://data.consilium.europa.eu/doc/document/PE-67-2024-INIT/en/pdf
https://data.consilium.europa.eu/doc/document/PE-67-2024-INIT/en/pdf
https://data.consilium.europa.eu/doc/document/PE-67-2024-INIT/en/pdf
https://data.consilium.europa.eu/doc/document/PE-67-2024-INIT/en/pdf
https://www.consilium.europa.eu/en/press/press-releases/2024/11/19/products-made-with-forced-labour-council-adopts-ban/
https://www.consilium.europa.eu/en/press/press-releases/2024/11/19/products-made-with-forced-labour-council-adopts-ban/
https://www.consilium.europa.eu/en/press/press-releases/2024/11/19/products-made-with-forced-labour-council-adopts-ban/
https://www.consilium.europa.eu/en/press/press-releases/2024/11/19/products-made-with-forced-labour-council-adopts-ban/
https://commission.europa.eu/topics/business-and-industry/company-law-and-corporate-governance/corporate-sustainability-due-diligence_en
https://commission.europa.eu/topics/business-and-industry/company-law-and-corporate-governance/corporate-sustainability-due-diligence_en
https://commission.europa.eu/topics/business-and-industry/company-law-and-corporate-governance/corporate-sustainability-due-diligence_en
https://commission.europa.eu/topics/business-and-industry/company-law-and-corporate-governance/corporate-sustainability-due-diligence_en
https://single-market-economy.ec.europa.eu/sectors/chemicals/reach/restrictions_en
https://single-market-economy.ec.europa.eu/sectors/chemicals/reach/restrictions_en
https://commission.europa.eu/law/law-topic/data-protection/information-business-and-organisations/principles-gdpr_en
https://commission.europa.eu/law/law-topic/data-protection/information-business-and-organisations/principles-gdpr_en
https://commission.europa.eu/law/law-topic/data-protection/information-business-and-organisations/principles-gdpr_en
https://commission.europa.eu/law/law-topic/data-protection/information-business-and-organisations/principles-gdpr_en

c06-S33 Same source record as c01-S33.

c06-S35 Same source record as c01-S35.

c07-S02 Same source record as c01-S02.

c07-S07 Same source record as c01-S07.

c07-S11 Same source record as c01-S11.

c07-512 Same source record as c01-S12.

c07-S13 Same source record as c01-S13.

c07-S16 Same source record as c01-S16.

c07-S17 Textile Label GcrabE A

European Union, Your Europe. 2026-10-30. https://europa.eu/youreurope/business/product-rules -compliance/textiles-and-footwear/
textile-label/index_en.htm

Opened source record.

Accessed 2026-10-30. Quote retained in the machine-readable source record.

c07-S18 Same source record as c02-S18.

c07-S19 Empowering consumers for more sustainable choices GRrRADE A

Council of the European Union. 2026-10-30. https://www.consilium.europa.eu/en/policies/green -claims -empowering -consumers-for-
more - sustainable -choices/

Opened source record.

Accessed 2026-10-30. Quote retained in the machine-readable source record.

c07-S26 Same source record as c04-S26.

c07-S27 EU Ecolabel: Clothing and textiles cradE A

European Commission, DG Environment. 2026-10-30. https://green-forum.ec.europa.eu/green-business/eu-ecolabel/product-groups-and-
criteria/clothing-and-textiles_en

Opened source record.

Accessed 2026-10-30. Quote retained in the machine-readable source record.

c07-S28 Same source record as c01-S28.

c07-S29 Same source record as c01-S29.

c07-S33 Same source record as c01-S33.
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https://europa.eu/youreurope/business/product-rules-compliance/textiles-and-footwear/textile-label/index_en.htm
https://europa.eu/youreurope/business/product-rules-compliance/textiles-and-footwear/textile-label/index_en.htm
https://europa.eu/youreurope/business/product-rules-compliance/textiles-and-footwear/textile-label/index_en.htm
https://europa.eu/youreurope/business/product-rules-compliance/textiles-and-footwear/textile-label/index_en.htm
https://www.consilium.europa.eu/en/policies/green-claims-empowering-consumers-for-more-sustainable-choices/
https://www.consilium.europa.eu/en/policies/green-claims-empowering-consumers-for-more-sustainable-choices/
https://www.consilium.europa.eu/en/policies/green-claims-empowering-consumers-for-more-sustainable-choices/
https://www.consilium.europa.eu/en/policies/green-claims-empowering-consumers-for-more-sustainable-choices/
https://green-forum.ec.europa.eu/green-business/eu-ecolabel/product-groups-and-criteria/clothing-and-textiles_en
https://green-forum.ec.europa.eu/green-business/eu-ecolabel/product-groups-and-criteria/clothing-and-textiles_en
https://green-forum.ec.europa.eu/green-business/eu-ecolabel/product-groups-and-criteria/clothing-and-textiles_en
https://green-forum.ec.europa.eu/green-business/eu-ecolabel/product-groups-and-criteria/clothing-and-textiles_en

c07-S34 Product safety and market surveillance GRradE A

Council of the European Union. 2026-10-30. https://www.consilium.europa.eu/en/policies/product - safety - market- surveillance/
Opened source record.

Accessed 2026-10-30. Quote retained in the machine-readable source record.

c07-S36 Questions and Answers: Directive on empowering consumers for the green transition GrAde A

European Commission, DG Justice and Consumers. 2026-09-22. https://commission.europa.eu/document/download/3c257883 -
bb2a-4dd9-a6dc-501d587bb34f_en?filename=Q%26A+ECGT_Directive_Sept+2026.pdf

Opened source record.

Accessed 2026-10-30. Quote retained in the machine-readable source record.

c07-50701 Textiles, Leather, Fur GRADE A

European Commission, DG GROW. 2026-10-30. https://single-market-economy.ec.europa.eu/sectors/textiles-ecosystem/textiles-leather -
fur_en

Opened source record.

Accessed 2026-10-30. Quote retained in the machine-readable source record.

c07-50702 Footwear industry GRADE A

European Commission, DG GROW. 2026-10-30. https://single -market-economy.ec.europa.eu/sectors/textiles -ecosystem/footwear_en
Opened source record.

Accessed 2026-10-30. Quote retained in the machine-readable source record.

c07-50703 Product safety GrADE A

European Commission, DG Justice and Consumers. 2026-10-30. https://commission.europa.eu/business-economy -euro/doing-business -
eu/eu-product-safety-and-labelling/product-safety_en

Opened source record.

Accessed 2026-10-30. Quote retained in the machine-readable source record.

c08-S11 Same source record as c01-S11.

c08-S12 Same source record as c01-S12.

c08-513 Same source record as c01-S13.

c08-S23 Same source record as c01-S23.

c08-524 International data transfers: Data protection guide for small business GRADE A

European Data Protection Board. 2026-10-30. https://www.edpb.europa.eu/sme/be -compliant/international -data-transfers_en
Opened source record.

Accessed 2026-10-30. Quote retained in the machine-readable source record.

c08-S27 Same source record as c07-S27.
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https://www.consilium.europa.eu/en/policies/product-safety-market-surveillance/
https://www.consilium.europa.eu/en/policies/product-safety-market-surveillance/
https://commission.europa.eu/document/download/3c257883-bb2a-4dd9-a6dc-501d587bb34f_en?filename=Q%26A+ECGT_Directive_Sept+2026.pdf
https://commission.europa.eu/document/download/3c257883-bb2a-4dd9-a6dc-501d587bb34f_en?filename=Q%26A+ECGT_Directive_Sept+2026.pdf
https://commission.europa.eu/document/download/3c257883-bb2a-4dd9-a6dc-501d587bb34f_en?filename=Q%26A+ECGT_Directive_Sept+2026.pdf
https://commission.europa.eu/document/download/3c257883-bb2a-4dd9-a6dc-501d587bb34f_en?filename=Q%26A+ECGT_Directive_Sept+2026.pdf
https://single-market-economy.ec.europa.eu/sectors/textiles-ecosystem/textiles-leather-fur_en
https://single-market-economy.ec.europa.eu/sectors/textiles-ecosystem/textiles-leather-fur_en
https://single-market-economy.ec.europa.eu/sectors/textiles-ecosystem/textiles-leather-fur_en
https://single-market-economy.ec.europa.eu/sectors/textiles-ecosystem/textiles-leather-fur_en
https://single-market-economy.ec.europa.eu/sectors/textiles-ecosystem/footwear_en
https://single-market-economy.ec.europa.eu/sectors/textiles-ecosystem/footwear_en
https://commission.europa.eu/business-economy-euro/doing-business-eu/eu-product-safety-and-labelling/product-safety_en
https://commission.europa.eu/business-economy-euro/doing-business-eu/eu-product-safety-and-labelling/product-safety_en
https://commission.europa.eu/business-economy-euro/doing-business-eu/eu-product-safety-and-labelling/product-safety_en
https://commission.europa.eu/business-economy-euro/doing-business-eu/eu-product-safety-and-labelling/product-safety_en
https://www.edpb.europa.eu/sme/be-compliant/international-data-transfers_en
https://www.edpb.europa.eu/sme/be-compliant/international-data-transfers_en

c08-529 Same source record as c01-S29.

c09-S07 Same source record as c01-S07.

c09-S14 Ban on destruction of unsold clothes and shoes enters into application GrAdE A

European Commission, DG Environment. 2026-07-17. https://environment.ec.europa.eu/news/ban-destruction -unsold-clothes-and-shoes-
enters-application-2026-07-17_en

Opened source record.

Accessed 2026-10-30. Quote retained in the machine-readable source record.

c09-515 Revised Waste Framework Directive enters into force to boost circularity of textile sector and slash food
waste GRADE A

European Commission, DG Environment. 2025-10-16. https://environment.ec.europa.eu/news/revised - waste -framework -directive -enters -
force-2025-10-16_en

Opened source record.

Accessed 2026-10-30. Quote retained in the machine-readable source record.

c09-S18 Same source record as c02-S18.

c09-520 New EU packaging rules start to apply, including restrictions on PFAS in food -contact packaging GRrADE A

European Commission, DG Environment. 2026-08-11. https://environment.ec.europa.eu/news/new -eu-rules-packaging-enter-applica-
tion-2026-08-11_en

Opened source record.

Accessed 2026-10-30. Quote retained in the machine-readable source record.

c09-S26 Same source record as c04-S26.

c09-528 Frequently Asked Questions on Regulation (EU) No 1007/2011 on textile fibre names and related labelling and
marking GRADE A

European Commission, DG GROW. 2024-01-31. https://single -market-economy.ec.europa.eu/document/download/
34fcf863-59ef-4352-8489-a2577102fd8f_en?filename=revised+FAQs+on+Regulation+1007-2011+-+published.pdf

Opened source record.

Accessed 2026-10-30. Quote retained in the machine-readable source record.

¢10-S03 Same source record as c01-S03.

¢10-S18 Same source record as c02-S18.

¢10-519 Same source record as c07-S19.

¢10-S522 Same source record as c02-S22.

c10-S26 Same source record as c04-S26.
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https://single-market-economy.ec.europa.eu/document/download/34fcf863-59ef-4352-8489-a2577102fd8f_en?filename=revised+FAQs+on+Regulation+1007-2011+-+published.pdf

c10-S27 Same source record as c07-S27.

c10-S29 Same source record as c01-S29.

c10-S36 Same source record as c07-S36.

¢11-S02 Same source record as c06-S02.

c11-511 Textile Apparel and the Digital Product Passport (DPP) GRrabE A

European Commission, DG GROW. n.d.. https://single -market-economy.ec.europa.eu/single -market/digital - product - passport/textile -
apparel_en

Opened source record.

Accessed 2026-10-30. Quote retained in the machine-readable source record.

c11-S14 Same source record as c09-S14.

c11-S23 Same source record as c06-S23.

c11-S24 International data transfers: Data protection guide for small business GRADE A

European Data Protection Board. n.d.. https://www.edpb.europa.eu/sme/be -compliant/international - data-transfers_en
Opened source record.

Accessed 2026-10-30. Quote retained in the machine-readable source record.

c11-5S1101 Data protection explained GRADE A

European Commission. 2024-11-29. https://commission.europa.eu/law/law -topic/data - protection/data- protection - explained_en
Opened source record.

Accessed 2026-10-30. Quote retained in the machine-readable source record.

c12-S02 Same source record as c06-S02.

c12-S33 Same source record as c01-S33.

c12-S35 Same source record as c01-S35.

€12-S23 Same source record as c06-S23.

¢12-503 Same source record as c01-S03.

c12-S04 Same source record as c01-S04.

c12-S05 Same source record as c01-S05.
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c12-S07 Same source record as c01-S07.

c12-S25 Same source record as c01-S25.

c12-529 EU Ecolabel: About the EU Ecolabel crane A

European Commission, DG Environment. n.d.. https://green-forum.ec.europa.eu/green-business/eu-ecolabel/about-eu-ecolabel_en
Opened source record.

Accessed 2026-10-30. Quote retained in the machine-readable source record.

c12-S10 Same source record as c05-S10.

¢12-S09 Same source record as c01-S09.

c12-S30 National Contact Points for Responsible Business Conduct GcradE A

OECD. n.d.. https://www.oecd.org/en/networks/national - contact - points - for -responsible - business - conduct.htmi
Opened source record.

Accessed 2026-10-30. Quote retained in the machine-readable source record.

c13-S05 Same source record as c01-S05.

c13-S09 Same source record as c01-S09.

¢13-S10 Same source record as c05-S10.

€13-S13 Same source record as c01-S13.

¢13-S16 Same source record as c06-S16.

c13-S23 Same source record as c06-S23.

c13-S24 Same source record as c11-S24.

€13-S33 Same source record as c01-S33.

¢13-S35 Same source record as c01-S35.

c14-S02 Same source record as c06-S02.

c14-S04 Same source record as c01-S04.

c14-S05 Same source record as c01-S05.

RESEARCH EDITION / 2026-10-30

227


https://green-forum.ec.europa.eu/green-business/eu-ecolabel/about-eu-ecolabel_en
https://green-forum.ec.europa.eu/green-business/eu-ecolabel/about-eu-ecolabel_en
https://www.oecd.org/en/networks/national-contact-points-for-responsible-business-conduct.html
https://www.oecd.org/en/networks/national-contact-points-for-responsible-business-conduct.html

c14-S09 Same source record as c01-S09.

c14-S10 Same source record as c05-S10.

c14-S11 Same source record as c11-S11.

c14-S14 Same source record as c09-S14.

c14-S15 Same source record as c09-S15.

c14-S16 Same source record as c06-S16.

c14-517 Textile Label cRraDE A

European Union, Your Europe. n.d.. https://europa.eu/youreurope/business/product-rules-compliance/textiles -and-footwear/textile -label/
index_en.htm

Opened source record.

Accessed 2026-10-30. Quote retained in the machine-readable source record.

c14-S18 Sustainable consumption GRADE A

European Commission. n.d.. https://commission.europa.eu/topics/consumers/consumer -rights -and - complaints/sustainable -consumption_en

Opened source record.

Accessed 2026-10-30. Quote retained in the machine-readable source record.

c14-519 Empowering consumers for more sustainable choices 6RrADE A

Council of the European Union. n.d.. https://www.consilium.europa.eu/en/policies/green-claims -empowering-consumers - for-more -
sustainable-choices/

Opened source record.

Accessed 2026-10-30. Quote retained in the machine-readable source record.

c14-S20 Same source record as c09-S20.

c14-S33 Same source record as c01-S33.

c14-S34 Product safety and market surveillance GRradE A

Council of the European Union. n.d.. https://www.consilium.europa.eu/en/policies/product - safety -market-surveillance/
Opened source record.

Accessed 2026-10-30. Quote retained in the machine-readable source record.

c14-S35 Same source record as c01-S35.
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GLOSSARY

Stable definitions make
comparisons useful.

Adoption

Formal approval of a legal act; it is distinct from public -
ation, entry into force and application.

Application date

The date from which a specified provision is to be
applied, subject to its scope and transitional arrange -
ments.

Assurance

An independent engagement on specified information;
its scope and conclusion must be read before relying on
it.

Batch

A defined production grouping used to link material,
process and evidence records.

Buyer requirement

An information or performance condition imposed by a
customer, with a legal or commercial purpose that
should be identified.

CBAM

The EU Carbon Border Adjustment Mechanism for
selected covered goods; use the current product-code
scope.

Chain of activities

The CSDDD term for covered upstream and specified
downstream activities, subject to the applicable legal
definition.

RESEARCH EDITION / 2026-10-30

Chain of custody

The documented relationship through which material
identity or claims are passed between supply -chain
stages.

CN code

A Combined Nomenclature customs classification used
in determining product-specific treatment; classifica-
tion needs competent review.

Conformity evidence

Records supporting a stated requirement for a specified
product or process; not automatically a regulator
approval.

Corrective action

A change intended to address an identified problem,
with effectiveness checked separately from
administrative closure.

Corporate scope

The entity, group, size, activity and territorial conditions
that determine whether a corporate duty applies.

CsSDDD

The EU Corporate Sustainability Due Diligence Direct-
ive, read with adopted amendments and relevant
national implementation.

CSRD

The EU Corporate Sustainability Reporting Directive and
its amendments to corporate reporting requirements.
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Data minimisation

Limiting personal information to what is necessary for
its specified processing purpose, where the relevant
privacy rules apply.

Delegated act

A Commission act adopted under powers in legislation
to supplement or amend specified non-essential
elements, subject to legal controls.

Digital Product Passport

A legally specified product-information mechanism
where applicable; a QR page alone does not establish
conformity.

Due diligence

A process to identify, prevent, mitigate and address
adverse impacts; the applicable law or guidance
defines its particular scope.

Economic operator

A role defined by the relevant product law, such as
manufacturer, importer or distributor.

Entry into force

The point at which a legal act becomes legally effective,
which may precede the application of particular obliga-
tions.

EPR

Extended producer responsibility for specified product
waste, with responsibility determined under the relevant
scheme.

ESPR

The Ecodesign for Sustainable Products Regulation, a
framework for product performance and information
requirements.

ESRS

European Sustainability Reporting Standards used by
undertakings subject to the relevant EU reporting rules.
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EU Ecolabel

A voluntary EU environmental labelling scheme with
product-specific criteria and independent verification.

EUDR

The EU Deforestation Regulation covering listed com-
modities and relevant products, subject to current
amendments.

Evidence completeness

A proposed measure of required evidence present for a
defined applicable -requirement population; complete -
ness alone does not prove compliance.

Forced labour

Work involving coercion and lack of voluntary consent,
assessed against the applicable legal definition and
facts.

GPSR

The EU General Product Safety Regulation for products
within its scope, including relevant online and offline
sales.

Grievance mechanism

A process through which affected people can raise
concerns and seek an appropriate response without
retaliation.

Importer

The economic-operator role for introducing a product
from outside the relevant market, as defined in the
applicable law.

Information-request cap

A purpose-specific limit on certain reporting requests
to protected undertakings; it is distinct from CSDDD
request safeguards.

Labelling

Mandatory or voluntary product information whose
content, format and responsibility depend on the
relevant rule.
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Materiality

A relevance determination under a specified reporting
or decision framework; it does not waive product safety
or worker protection.

NCP

An OECD National Contact Point that promotes
responsible business conduct and handles qualifying
non-judicial specific instances.

Placing on the market

A legally defined first-supply event whose precise
meaning and territorial scope depend on the applicable
product rule.

Protected undertaking

An undertaking meeting the amended Accounting Dir-
ective conditions for protection from specified
reporting -information demands.

REACH

The EU chemicals regulation, including restrictions that
can apply to substances in imported articles.

Recall

A product-safety measure aimed at getting an affected
product back from users, distinct from preventing
further supply.
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Remedy

An appropriate response addressing harm to affected
people; a corrected report alone may not constitute
remedy.

Risk prioritisation

Selecting investigation or action by severity, likelihood
and context under the relevant framework.

Scope 3

Value -chain greenhouse-gas emissions within a
defined accounting framework; not itself a product
import tax.

Supplier declaration

A supplier statement with a defined issuer, scope and
evidence basis; it is not necessarily independent assur-
ance.

Transposition

Member State measures implementing a directive in
national law, with timing and content requiring verifica -
tion.

VSME

The voluntary sustainability reporting standard for
SMEs recommended by the Commission, distinguished
from subsequent voluntary standards.

Withdrawal

A measure preventing further supply of a product in the
distribution chain, distinct from recall from users.
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TERM INDEX

Follow the terms back to their
context.

Page references point to occurrences in chapter prose. When a term does not occur in a chapter, its glossary definition is indexed.

AdOptiOh 23 39 76 81 89 90 100 118 119 200 204

205

Application date 39 46 127 134 205

Assurance 36 46 54 60 63 66 95 124 148 160 161

168 178 179

Batch 16 20
100 108 109
138 146 147
176 178 179

22 25 26 28 29
116 111 113 119
150 151 158 159
186 187 193 194

Buyer requirement 229

CBAM 37 39 148

36 77 78 80 83 93

120 123 124 125 126
161 164 166 168 171
195 201 203 206 208

Chain of activities 34 45 67 171

Chain of custody 108 116 124 137

CN code 37

RESEARCH EDITION / 2026-10-30

Conformity evidence 125

Corporate scope 23 34

Corrective action 22 26 59 65 66 81 82 86 87 95

109 138 171 174 175 190 193 201 203

CSDDD 17 23 26 27 28 34 39 45 49 50 66 88 93

109 174 176 179 180 199 200
CSRD 18 23 24 26 28 35 50 89 109 147 179
Data minimisation 24 60 94 124 172

Delegated act 24 28 100 117 118 119 204

Digital Product Passport 23 100 113 116 166 204

Due diligence 17 32 45 50 51 56 73 74 88 93 171

199 200 203

Economic operator 18 19 73 93 109 118 119 171

173
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Entry into force 23 39 88 119 138 200
EPR 130 131 132 134 135 139 140 141 204
ESPR 23 104 109 116 118 122 123

ESRS 18 23 26 28 86 89 91 147 179

EU Ecolabel 18 25 106 109 110 123 124 150 151
178

EUDR 230
Evidence completeness 206 207

Forced labour 18 22 26 59 64 70 73 77 80 81 93
176 179 180

GPSR 18 26 27 28 108 109 110 113 205
Grievance mechanism 55 181

Importer 16 19 24 25 26 28 32 33 37 41 73 80
82 104 109 112 124 125 132 133 161 171 199

Information-request cap 230

Labelling 25 26 36 37 39 73 100 162 164 189 110
137 173
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Materiality 231

NCP 48 181

Placing on the market 231

Protected undertaking 26 50 87 88 174

REACH 15 18 25 26 27 28 32 45 48 66 70 78 93
100 105 106 168 109 110 112 113 125 165 184 188
194 201

Recall 17 95 109 186 201

Remedy 22 24 26 45 52 53 55 56 59 61 63 64
65 67 68 69 70 81 84 158 159 160 161 164 166
168 171 172 173 176 178 181 184 186 187 192 193
195 196 199 201 206 208 210

Risk prioritisation 231

Scope 3 28

Supplier declaration 54 116 135 151 178 201
Transposition 23 39 45 200

VSME 18 27 28 29 89 90 174 182 190 203 206

Withdrawal 17 81 95 109 152 154 167 180 201
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METHOD AND IMPRINT

A reproducible edition keeps its
limits visible.

Production is the warp. Measurement is the weft.

Green Future Tech prepared this white paper from published sources opened during research, each recorded
with its URL, publisher, date and a quoted sentence in the evidence register, and from GFT's Cameroon textile
programme evidence register (R entries, transcribed from the programme's data annex and flagged where
refreshed in 2026). Derived figures show their inputs; illustrative models are labelled with their basis. No figure is
presented as audited, and nothing here is legal, tax or investment advice.

Source treatment preserves uncertainty.

Inherited records reproduce the supplied finding and attribution only where cited. Their source -text status is pre-
served. Original publication dates and exact source URLs are incomplete in that register. These records require
independent validation before external reliance. New chapter-local sources carry a publication date, complete
URL, publisher, exact supporting quotation and access date.

The exports share a content model.

The PDF and web edition use the same parsed chapter blocks and SVG exhibits. The build records input hashes,
artifact hashes, layout measurements and elapsed time. Cross-references, source notes and the term index are
generated from identifiers rather than manually typed page numbers.

IMPRINT

Issued by Green Future Tech Limited, Hong Kong SAR.
Engineering the sustainable production of tomorrow.

GFT Research. Edition 2026-10-30. Document wpl17. Locally generated proof. No named author, office, certification or
client endorsement is implied.
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