
Can a pricing model deliver due diligence on wage compliance in the apparel industry? An appraisal of the labour costing protocols of the Fair Wear Foundation and Action on Living Wages.
Abstract
OECD due diligence guidance recommends that buying companies develop pricing models which take into account a pro rata labour cost element sufficient to satisfy both minimum wage compliance and the basic needs of workers and their families’. Since pricing in apparel manufacturing is based on the buying and selling of sewing minutes, buying companies must gear their costing for living wage compliance through the labour minute value they pay as part of their manufacturing cost within an FOB price. A review of two initiatives (ACT and FWF) supporting the development of more transparent pricing models reveals major obstacles to achieving costing for wage compliance and the achievement of a living wage. The fragmented nature of apparel sourcing, the setting of margin by sourcing companies in advance of fob negotiations and a legitimate reluctance on the part of vendors to agree to full open costing frustrate the efforts to separately itemise labour minute cost. This article explores the structural requirements necessary to enable a pricing model which can fully satisfy the HRDD requirements regarding wage compliance in apparel supply chains. 

[bookmark: _Hlk172641111]Now that the governing body of the ILO has finally endorsed the concept of the living wage[footnoteRef:1] and the United Nations Guiding Principles on responsible business conduct[footnoteRef:2] are in the process of being rendered into European and national law, what prospects are there for a renewed push towards the payment of a living wage to workers in the supply chains of the world’s leading apparel companies? Since 2017 the OECD has articulated guidance for multinationals in the sector wishing to prevent, mitigate and remedy potential or actual negative impacts of their activities in relation to the living wage commitments laid down in their supplier codes of conduct. That guidance[footnoteRef:3], recently published as a detailed specific response to the EU’s Corporate Sustainability Due Diligence Directive[footnoteRef:4] urges companies to widen ‘wage compliance beyond alignment with national minimum wage legislation to measures to ensure that the wages paid by their suppliers satisfy the basic needs of workers and their families’.  [1:  “the ILO denotes that the concept of a living wage is: the wage level that is necessary to afford a decent standard of living for workers and their families, taking into account the country circumstances and calculated for the work performed during the normal hours of work; and calculated in accordance with the ILO’s principles of estimating the living wage; to be achieved through the wage-setting process in line with ILO principles on wage setting.” https://www.ilo.org/resource/news/ilo-reaches-agreement-issue-living-wages  last accessed 08/06/24  ]  [2: OHCHR (2011), Guiding Principles on Business and Human Rights; UNDP and UN Working Group on Business and Human Rights (2022),
 Joint ETIs - HRDD in Challenging Contexts.pdf (ethicaltrade.org) p. 8 last accessed 14/06/24]  [3:    https://mneguidelines.oecd.org/oecd-due-diligence-guidance-garment-footwear.pdf  p.74  last accessed 21/02/23 OECD 2024, Handbook on Due Diligence for Enabling Living Incomes and Living Wages in Agriculture, Garment and Footwear Supply Chains, Paris: OECD.]  [4:  OECD 2024, Handbook on Due Diligence for Enabling Living Incomes and Living Wages in Agriculture, Garment and Footwear Supply Chains, Paris: OECD.] 

Assessing whether a compliant or living wage is attained requires the examination of existing wage data generally conducted through the medium of a social audit and measured against national legislation and a credible living wage benchmark. Guidance on both metrics continues to progress with the Global Labour Institute’s recent publication[footnoteRef:5] seeking to quantify due diligence labour outcomes, and several organisations providing a range of macro and micro living wage benchmarks for supply countries, most notably the Global Living Wage Coalition, the Asia Floor Wage and the Wage Indicator Foundation.[footnoteRef:6]   [5:  Sarosh Kuruvilla and Jason Judd 2024 Measuring Supply Chain Due Diligence: Labor Outcomes Metrics, Global Labor Institute Policy Brief May 2024 pp.13-14 last accessed 08/0/624]  [6:  https://wageindicator.org/salary/living-wage/living-wage-comparison-wageindicator-versus-global-living-wage-coalition-and-asian-floor-wage-a-study last accessed 11/06/24] 

A major ongoing problem is that the whole living wage debate continues to be framed as if buying companies were the employers with metrics geared to auditing a supplier’s remuneration package as if the buying company was wholly responsible for that figure.   In an outsourced system of apparel production this is palpably not the case. Even before brands and retailers began to shift their sourcing away from their headquarters countries, apparel transactions involved buyers booking and buying production capacity from their vendors in the form of sewing minutes. Garment transactions have thus always essentially focused on getting the best manufacturing price where the value of the sewing minute and the number of minutes required to make a specified garment continue to be key variables. Dictated by the profit motive as buyers are constrained in their price negotiations by annually set target margins[footnoteRef:7] and suppliers are keen to make their minute price as keen as possible, the prospects for a living wage are hampered by this cash nexus in which the worker is trapped[footnoteRef:8].  Moreover, unless a buying company has a stable and long term ongoing commercial relationship with a vendor, the volatility of transactions in an increasingly fast fashion environment makes it difficult to sustain the underpinning of real wage growth through stable order books.  Vendors need to hedge their bets by maintaining an optimal number of interested buyers many of whom are keen on finding the cheapest sewing minute and lowest standard times for the garments they wish to order. Given this fundamental structural problem, most recently highlighted by the Better Buying Institute[footnoteRef:9] how is due diligence to be achieved in realising buyers’ code commitments on wage compliance and living wages?  [7:    Sustainable Terms of Trade Initiative 2016 – White Paper on the Definition and Application of Commercial Compliance available at https://sustainabletermsoftradeinitiative.com/wp-content/uploads/2022/02/STTI-White-Paper-1-Executive-Summary.pdf See also: What the EU Corporate Sustainability Due Diligence Directive Says About Contracts available at https://asiagarmenthub.net/resources/rcp-policy-brief-csddd-contracts-july-8-final.pdf/view last accessed 23.08.24]  [8:  OECD op.cit. p.19]  [9:  Better Buying™ Supplier Roundtable Report No.2, December 2024 Suppliers’ Perspectives on Solutions for Better Costing available at https://betterbuying.org/download/supplier-roundtable-report-perspectives-on-solutions-for-better-costing/ last accessed 12.12.24.] 

In the due diligence guidance provided by the OECD, enterprises are urged to strengthen their management systems by developing pricing models that account for the cost of wages, benefits, and investments in decent work[footnoteRef:10]. This article examines two existing efforts developed by two member-based organisations representing brands and retailers which have risen to this task as part of wider initiatives to address purchasing practices of their constituents: the Dutch based Fair Wear Foundation and the Action on Living Wages initiative headquartered in Berlin[footnoteRef:11]. To examine the limits and possibilities of these approaches it is necessary to clarify the existing approach to pricing in the industry. The conclusions arising out of this analysis have implications for the existing business model governing the sector and a way forward is posited in which buying companies could deliver a living wage in whole as a joint employer.  [10:  OECD op.cit p. 50]  [11:  This does not preclude the existence of pricing models developed by individual companies – for reasons which will become clear in the paper, these have hitherto remained outside of the public domain.] 

Pricing and pricing the labour input in the apparel sector
We have stated that apparel sourcing companies and their vendors essentially are involved in the business of buying and selling sewing minutes. Separating material cost and trims out from the bargain, the sewing minute price will depend on the level of transparency which has been agreed between the parties. Full transparency - often called ‘open costing’ - would give the buying company access to every element of cost including labour (direct and indirect) and operating costs (rent, utilities, managerial remuneration for example) as well as efficiency levels and profit margin. Historically a tradition has developed amongst vendors to quote what in some quarters has been termed a ‘working minute price’ which is calculated by dividing the total annual operating cost of running the factory by the total available capacity minutes[footnoteRef:12] in a year. The working minute cost thus contains all the facility’s labour costs (direct and indirect) and overheads (rent, utilities, etc)  [12:  Based on available sewing machines in the factory] 

Working minute cost = Annual Operating Costs
			Total production time per year

Example: a factory has 100 operators working 250 days[footnoteRef:13] = 18,000,000 minutes [13:  Based on a 12 hour day] 

Annual operating costs €300,000 

The working minute price = 300,000     =1.7 cents per minute
			       18,000,000

Since the working minute price includes overheads, this does not assist a buying company in the granularity required on labour cost to enable what we might call the labour minute value (LMV) to be calculated commensurate with minimum/living wage. For this we require the vendor to isolate the direct and indirect labour costs from their overall operating costs and to divide this by total production minutes 

Labour Minute Value =    Direct and indirect labour costs at the production unit

					Total production minutes 

Drilling down to the labour cost exposes the factory overhead, a level of transparency which many vendors are reluctant to provide given the dynamic of a buyer driven industry where the commercial heft of the sourcing company can bring pressure to bear on suppliers during a price negotiation. Such pressure on trimming a vendor’s operating costs is likely to affect both social compliance and supplier margin in the long run. This continues to be the contested terrain of transparency for buyers and their vendors and presents an ongoing obstacle to costing wage compliance in general and costing for a living wage in particular. 
Beyond the labour minute value, drilling down to a pure living wage unit labour cost for a buying company requires information about two other key variables–the notional time it should normally take for the garment in question to be completed – usually referred to either as a SAM (standard allowed minute) or as an SMV (standard minute value) arrived at through some form of work study[footnoteRef:14] and the degree to which that time is actually achieved – namely efficiency. Apparel manufacture has historically been a sector where the introduction of industrial engineering principles has fostered a division of labour in the assembly of a garment production into its operating elements coupled with the rigorous application of work study to achieve the optimal ‘standard’ time for each operation (expressed in fractions of a minute).[footnoteRef:15]  Over time both buying companies and vendors have, for different reasons, insisted on efficiency entering the negotiation. Efficiency can be defined as the extent to which an operator, a particular assembly line and/or the entire factory can reach a given production target based on the standard allowed minutes for the garment style in question.[footnoteRef:16] General practice hitherto has seen many buyers, reluctant to increase the price in the wake of a national minimum wage increase, insist on the attendant labour cost increase being offset by an increase in efficiency[footnoteRef:17]. Vendors keen to stress manufacturing realities (for example power outages, delays in fabric delivery, operator absenteeism) which cause production target shortfalls are keen to have a realistic efficiency factor applied to the minutes allowed on the style in question before applying this to the minute value. Labour cost calculations have thus been expressed as a formula: [14:  For an explanation of the difference between an SMV and a SAM cf. https://www.onlineclothingstudy.com/2012/09/difference-between-sam-and-smv.html]  [15:  Kanawaty G. 1992 Introduction to Work Study, Geneva: International Labour Office, 
 Gomberg W. 1948 A Trade Union Analysis of Time Study, Chicago: Science Research Associates
Abernathy F.H., Dunlop J.T., Hammond J.H., Weil D. 1999 A Stitch in Time: Lean Retailing and the Transformation of Manufacturing, Oxford University Press.]  [16:  An overall factory efficiency can be measured by the ratio of the total number of garments shipped vs the total number of garments cut over a defined period of time by which the order is due to be shipped -(the  so-called (cut to ship ratio). ]  [17:   Hohenegger K. Miller D. Curley M. 2018 Productivity: the key to funding living wages? Fair Wear Foundation available at https://api.fairwear.org/wp-content/uploads/2018/11/FWF-productivityprimer-vDEF-digital.pdf] 

	LMV x SAM x % efficiency.
For the purposes of this paper, we will solely be focusing on the labour minute value part of the equation since the price of a labour minute is the prime variable in the living wage debate. I shall return to the question of efficiency and standard minutes[footnoteRef:18] in the concluding analysis. Suffice to say that these variables are crucial in determining the final unit labour cost of a garment and are controversial elements which preoccupied trade unions in the major importing countries prior to the migration of manufacturing but appear to have escaped the attention of latter-day organised labour, whose focus has primarily been on a living wage rate of pay[footnoteRef:19].  [18:  https://www.theinterline.com/2024/06/04/why-the-fashion-industry-needs-standardisation-speaking-the-same-language-to-secure-a-better-more-sustainable-future-for-all-stakeholders/
Klaus Hohenegger K. Miller D. Curley M. 2018 Productivity: the key to funding living wages? Possibilities, limitations and alternatives along the apparel value chain A discussion paper by Fair Wear Foundation FWF-productivityprimer-vDEF-digital.pdf (fairwear.org) last accessed 17/06/24]  [19:  Cf. Gomberg op.cit. and Grant A.1983 Against the Clock: Work Study and Incentive Schemes, London: Pluto Press.] 

It is important to clarify that an increase in the labour minute value (LMV) by a living wage factor will not lead to wage compliance per se since this is but one part of a raft of buying practices which can negatively impact on a factory’s ability to meet its code commitments[footnoteRef:20]. Moreover, given the fragmented nature of outsourcing, only those buying companies responsible enough to meet their living wage commitments through their pricing and order volume can impact to the ability of the vendor to pay their workers their fair share of a target minimum/living wage.  However, if a buying company is to meet its living wage commitment, then the labour minute value component of the price it pays to a supplier must constitute the starting point for the transfer of value to labour in the apparel transaction. So how can this be isolated for a buying company? Can a pricing model be found by which a labour minute value, commensurate at the very least with the statutory minimum, legally mandated benefits plus any other elements of remuneration paid by a supplier over and above the minimum be ring fenced and where possible fixed in buying contracts and even collective agreements? [20:  The Better Buying Institute 2024 Better Buying Index Report, 2023 Key Findings, p.15 available at 
https://betterbuying.org/download/better-buyingtm-purchasing-practices-index-report-2023/ last accessed 29/07/24] 



Isolating the Labour Cost
As already argued a persistent problem in the industry has been an ongoing lack of transparency over labour cost[footnoteRef:21] and a failure of buying companies to increase the prices they pay to their vendors in the wake of increases to a national minimum wage.[footnoteRef:22]  This chronic problem requires addressing before we even begin to discuss costing for a living wage.   Two initiatives have risen to this task – the Fair Wear Foundation through the development of its Fair Price tool[footnoteRef:23] and the Action on Living Wages initiative’s Labour Costing Protocol[footnoteRef:24]. It is not the intention of this paper to examine the architecture of these two approaches – detailed explanations of each methodology can be found on their respective websites. The purpose of this paper is to examine the feasibility of each of these approaches given the existing structural constraints of the industry. [21:  Miller, Doug and Williams, Peter (2009) What Price a Living Wage?: Implementation issues in the quest for decent wages in the global apparel sector. Global Social Policy, 9 (1). pp. 99-125. ]  [22:  ibid
See also. Nathan D. et.al. 2022 Reverse Subsidies in Global Monopsony Capitalism, Gender, Labour, and Environmental Injustice in Garment Value Chains, Cambridge University Press, pp. 69-97.
 LeBaron, G., Edwards, R., Hunt, T., Sempéré, C., & Kyritsis, P. (2021). The Ineffectiveness of CSR: Understanding Garment Company Commitments to Living Wages in Global Supply Chains. New Political Economy, 27(1), 99–115. 
Anner, M. (2019). Squeezing workers’ rights in global supply chains: purchasing practices in the Bangladesh garment export sector in comparative perspective. Review of International Political Economy, 27(2), 320–347. 
Better Buying Initiative, International Apparel Federation, Sustainable Textiles of the Asia Region 2021
White Paper on the Definition and Application of Commercial Compliance Sustainable Terms of Trade Initiative available at https://sustainabletermsoftradeinitiative.com/wp-content/uploads/2022/02/STTI-White-Paper-on-the-Definition-and-Application-of-Commercial-Compliance.pdf last accessed 12.07.2024]  [23:  https://www.fairwear.org/resources-and-tools/fair-price-app/]  [24:  https://actonlivingwages.com/app/uploads/2021/04/ACT-Labour-Costing-Protocol.pdf] 

The Fair Wear Foundation ‘Fair Price’ Tool
Fair Wear Foundation (FWF) is an international multi-stakeholder non-profit organisation that works with a number of European based apparel brands spanning fashion, outdoor wear and workwear. Membership stands currently at 106. For much of the decade 2010-20, FWF ‘consciously positioned itself as a ‘Research and Development Department’ in the industry’ seeking inter alia to examine the relationship between garment prices and wage levels, a question asked of its member companies in its publicly available brand performance checks (BPC)[footnoteRef:25].  During a performance check, Fair Wear investigates how far member companies have integrated human rights due diligence into their core business practices including, amongst other functional areas, the member’s purchasing practices[footnoteRef:26]. Following the publication of the OECD’s initial Due Diligence Guidance for Responsible Supply Chains in the Garment and Footwear Sector in 2017, FWF began a process of fine tuning its brand performance checks for assessing member firms on their living wage path against the following standards of practice: [25:  Brand-performance-check-guide-2022.pdf (fairwear.org)]  [26: FWF Living Wage Approach op.cit p.18] 

1.8 	Member company can demonstrate the link between its buying prices and wage levels in 	production countries.
1.9	Member company actively responds if production locations fail to pay legal minimum 	wages and/or fail to provide wage data to verify minimum wage is paid. 
1.11 	Degree to which the member company assesses and responds to root causes for wages that are lower than living wages in production locations.
1.13	Member company determines and finances wage increases. 
1.14 	Percentage of production volume where the member company pays its share of the target 	wage

To assist member companies in addressing these practices, guidance was developed on the mechanics of labour costing in the industry[footnoteRef:27] while a small number of member firms were invited to engage in a pilot ‘living wage incubator’ programme – to trial a range of approaches to improving wages at selected supplier locations. [27:  Hohenegger & Miller 2016 op.cit.
   Fair Wear Foundation  2019  Understanding Fair Wear’s approach to living wages available at Fair-Wear-Living-Wage-Approach-report-v03.pdf (fairwear.org) last accessed 17/06/24] 

Further research on due diligence in labour costing led to the emergence of a tool in the form of an app to assist members in addressing the above areas of practice. What became clear in this process is that the data required to effectively derive an accurate labour cost could only be generated at the level of the point of production. The Fair Price app which was launched in 2021 has thus been described as a tool which: 
‘helps factories to carefully calculate the labour costs for a product style based on current or projected wage levels such as increased legal minimum wage, a CBA, or living wage. The calculator enables suppliers, and buyers, to determine the cost of one minute of labour in a factory, taking into account factory-specific variables such as workforce composition, actual overtime hours, bonuses paid, etc, which forms the basis for the fact-based costing and negotiation of a product style, ensuring that the FOB price supports the wage level concerned.[footnoteRef:28] [28:  FWF op.cit] 


The app which has a wider potential application in facilitating the costing of other social compliance costs (e.g. Covid measures) enables the vendor to generate a labour minute value based on the existing domestic labour costs and crucially can generate a living wage minute price based on the input of a specific agreed living wage benchmark. Vendors can then quote two separate minute prices to their buyers and facilitate the costing of a wholesale or staged shift to a living wage ‘fair share’ initiative, by which a buyer could calculate an additional amount to be paid to a vendor over an agreed period to be distributed to the workers based on their share of the production. By integrating this practice into the day-to-day price negotiations, ongoing structural change in buying practices could be realised without living wage gestures being reduced to charitable one-off ‘pilot-washing’ exercises. Moreover, buying companies serious about their living wage commitment would be able to quantify the actual cost across their whole buying operation following the re-pricing of their garment ranges with a living wage supplement based on a credible living wage benchmark for the country/region in question[footnoteRef:29].  [29:  Klaus Hohenegger & Doug Miller 2019 Developing a Living Wage Strategy: a Fair Wear tool for CEOs and CFOs. Unpublished paper] 

As already argued, whilst a verified living wage LMV would satisfy due diligence on costing geared towards a living wage benchmark, it cannot guarantee wage compliance in a facility, since this is governed by other important buying practice variables, with labour outcomes more likely to be hampered by poor capacity planning and forecasting, and payment terms. As van der Weerd argues:
Factory costs are driven by deviations from forecast. And it’s the fact that suppliers disproportionately bear the financial risk for these deviations that leads to workers being squeezed. [footnoteRef:30]  [30:  Kim van der Weerd 2020 Making Fashion More Just: Why Isolating Labor Costs is Not the Key to Higher Wages available at https://medium.com/just-fashion/making-fashion-more-just-why-isolating-labor-costs-is-not-the-key-to-higher-wages-3656cb98d1ce  last accessed 23/02/23
] 


Moreover, for living wage costing to be effective, all buyers in a sector and/or facility would need to be transacting using the same labour minute value. As FWF is at pains to clarify, the app is not a goal, nor is it a verification tool to attest wage levels at a factory and both vendors and buying companies are warned away from claiming payment of a living wage purely because the app is being used by their vendors. Verification of wage compliance remains one of the areas of scrutiny during social audits undertaken by FWF staff. 
The Fair Price Tool in practice
Following prototype testing in Bangladesh and Myanmar the Fair Price app was launched in 2021 in the middle of the covid pandemic. Use of the tool and/or familiarity with its concepts is an assessment criterion applied during a member’s brand performance check by which FWF investigates how far its member companies have integrated human rights due diligence and the Fair Wear Code of Labour Practices into their core business practices. FWF has trained in country staff to provide supplier support in their use of the app.  In 2023, FWF implemented a new performance check methodology aligned with the OECD guidelines on Human Rights Due Diligence. According to FWF, this new methodology raised the bar and included some new indicators, which may have resulted in a lower score for member brands. Because 2023 was a transition year, Fair Wear lowered the scoring threshold for this year only. It is obviously too early to assess the extent to which the app is being taken up and leading to price negotiations which ring fence an LMV based on existing de jure wage compliance and which both meet wage compliance and begin to generate living wage LMVs. However, a clutch of brand performance checks completed for 2022/3 for what FWF considers to be ‘leaders’[footnoteRef:31] give us a snapshot of some of the realities of implementing such a tool and how far off segments of the industry are from achieving a living wage goal. [31:  Leaders are classed as those member companies which are doing exceptionally well, and are operating at an advanced level and showing best practices in complex areas such as living wages and freedom of association Source: FWF api.fairwear.org/wp-content/uploads/2024/02/Fair-Wear-Brand-Performance-Check-Guide-2023-.pdf last accessed 17/06/24] 

Of the 106 members which straddle fashion, outdoor and workwear and fashion accessories, 41 brands have been categorised as ‘leaders’. However, several brands which appear in the performance checks listings are owned by the same member company giving 26 leader member companies. Although their ‘leader’ designations are based on a much wider assessment of indicators of responsible business conduct, the brand performance checks (BPCs) of these 26 member companies have been examined to assess the extent to which they are demonstrating the link between their buying prices and wage levels at their production locations.[footnoteRef:32] The full list of leader responses on this criterion are contained in Annex 1 to this article and overall provide evidence of the extent to which member firms are taking this matter seriously.  Responses to assessment criterion 2.16 requiring members to report on their efforts to demonstrate the link between its buying prices and wage levels at production locations, reveal that the uptake of the Fair Price app is proving problematic. In almost all cases where member companies were engaging with their vendors in the use of the app, they reported either a refusal or reluctance to engage in full transparency of labour cost. This is not unsurprising since the from the outset the tool was designed with a built-in failsafe which protects vendor prerogative in relation to open costing by allowing for a range of levels of cost transparency vis a vis a buyer as Fig 1 below shows: [32:  Brand Performance Check assessment criterion 2.6. ] 

Figure 1 here
Figure 1
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Figure 1. Reporting options within the app for vendors
Ongoing success of the roll out of the app will depend obviously on the existing level of trust between buyer and vendors here, a situation which is structurally hampered by the annual setting of margin for buying teams which already undermines a fact-based costing transaction scenario and fixes a one-sided buyer driven process in which the transparency of the buying company’s gain from the transaction is rarely challenged by a vendor. Buyers faced with strict margin targets must often resort to modifications in the garment design to reduce the minute part of the price equation.  One FWF member firm – the only company which fully owns the production facility in Vietnam - could demonstrate a clear link between its buying prices and wage levels by dint of its complete access to its payroll information, allowing the company to assess how FOB prices correlate with wage payments. Labour costs are calculated as the total employee salaries divided by the total number of products produced in a month. However, when the company sought to extend this approach to other brands sourcing from its facility the latter ultimately chose not to adopt this approach[footnoteRef:33]. [33:  Dawn Brand Performance check return on 2.16  available at  BPC-DAWN-GmbH-2023.pdf (fairwear.org) last accessed 19.06/24] 

Despite these difficulties there have been cases of FWF member brands using costing methodology to pursue a ‘living wage fair share’ approach to boost the wages of the workers in selected factories in their respective supply chains, most notably Continental Collection[footnoteRef:34], Albiro,[footnoteRef:35]Nudie Jeans[footnoteRef:36], Armedangels[footnoteRef:37], and Zeeman[footnoteRef:38]. Whilst these initiatives are laudable and demonstrate that fair share costing can be implemented, they provide no guarantee of sustainability nor a full attainment of a living wage target at a facility since it is not a given that other buyers sourcing from the facility will follow suit. Even a trailblazing company such as Patagonia which has adopted Fairtrade USA’s approach to paying its suppliers a premium, which the workers themselves determine how it should be distributed, appears to have fallen foul of this problem.[footnoteRef:39] Some FWF members have sought to buck the trend by collaborating in a project to boost wages where they are in a shared facility[footnoteRef:40] but they have had to tread very carefully through the minefield of EU competition law, (a point to which we must return) and deal with the vexed issues of the modality of the additional money transfer to avoid the impact of compound price escalation.[footnoteRef:41] This is before we factor in the element of worker representation to guarantee that the money will reach the workers.[footnoteRef:42] [34:  https://api.fairwear.org/wp-content/uploads/2023/12/BPC-Continental-Clothing-Company-Ltd-2023.pdf#:~:text=Summary%3A,placed%20in%20the%20Leader%20category. Pp. 25-6 last accessed 13/06/24]  [35:  Fair Wear Foundation, 2016 Living wages: an explorer’s notebook – piloting living wages in garment factories, FWF. ]  [36:  Niklas Egels-Zandén 2017, The Role of SMEs in Global Production Networks: A Swedish SME’s Payment of Living Wages at its Indian Supplier in Business and Society Business & Society, 56(1), 92-129.]  [37:  Source: https://api.fairwear.org/wp-content/uploads/2023/04/Social-plan-link-8.pdf last accessed 12.07.24 cf. also https://api.fairwear.org/wp-content/uploads/2022/10/BPC-Social-Fashion-Company-GmbH-ARMEDANGELS-2022.pdf pp. 13/14]  [38:  https://api.fairwear.org/wp-content/uploads/2023/10/BPC-Zeeman-textielSupers-BV-2023.pdf pp. 33-35]  [39:  https://fashionunited.uk/news/business/ftm-patagonia-exploits-textile-workers-and-produces-in-fast-fashion-factories]  [40:  https://www.nudiejeans.com/blog/living-wages-at-mergu last accessed 13/06/24]  [41:  Cf. Miller D. & Williams P. 2009 What price a living wage in Global Social Policy Vol 9 No. 1 pp.99-125 Since margins are calculated in percentages in FOB transactions an increase in the FOB would lead to an exponential increase in the retail price by the time the apparel items in question have passed up the value chain.p.105.]  [42:  Cf. Hohenegger K. & Miller D. 2016 Redistributing value added towards labour in apparel supply chains : tackling low wages through purchasing practices,  ILO Working Papers 994936893302676, International Labour Organization.] 


The ACT labour costing protocol.
One programme seeking to avoid these operational quandaries is the Action on Living Wages (ACT) initiative comprising 20 global brands and the global union IndustriALL. Its stated aim is to achieve living wages for workers in the global garment, textiles and footwear industry through collective bargaining at industry level and responsible purchasing practices. Since industry wide collective bargaining theoretically obviates the need for individual brand supplier initiatives and incorporates worker representation via trade union recognition at factory level, some of the operational obstacles in delivering a living wage could be dealt with at a stroke. However, since its inception in 2015, progress in developing sectoral collective bargaining in its target low wage countries (Cambodia, Bangladesh and Turkey) has been slow. Considerable work has been undertaken in parallel to foster the more achievable purchasing practice commitments from its members. Of the five commitments it upholds[footnoteRef:43] the first has a significant bearing on the development of a pricing model: [43:  https://actonlivingwages.com/what-we-do/act-and-purchasing-practices/] 

	 -brands commit that purchasing prices include wages as itemised costs. 
To assist in attaining this commitment members are guided by a labour costing protocol[footnoteRef:44] which incorporates the following principles:  [44:  https://actonlivingwages.com/app/uploads/2021/04/ACT-Labour-Costing-Protocol.pdf] 

· transparent and fact-based price calculations.
· verification that the price paid allows the payment of wages and all other labour costs,[footnoteRef:45] [45:  Similar to FWF detailed costing is expected to be undertaken by the supplier] 

· the isolation of all direct and indirect labour costs and their incorporation as a distinct costing block in price negotiations

· the incorporation of labour costs into purchasing prices in line with predicted wage increases 

· the payment of higher purchasing prices in line with wage increases when other cost inputs (e.g. cost of fabric, energy costs, size of order) remain equal, 

· no expectation on suppliers to cover rising wage costs through unreasonable efficiency gains or reduced margins. 


Taking a more pragmatic approach, ACT essentially recommends two approaches to labour costing - the cost-based calculation model (CBC) (leaning heavily on methodology underpinning the Fair Price approach) and the Labour share (LS) model applying more of an estimated labour cost share of an FOB/CMT price. ACT describes the distinction as follows:  
The CBC requires a detailed level of open costing between buyers and suppliers to determine the price of an item. 
The LS model is designed to facilitate the ring-fencing of labour costs when negotiations rest on a FOB/CMT price and do not engage in detailed costing. The overall price of a product is in this case determined more on the basis of historic prices or benchmarking in the market [footnoteRef:46]. [46:    https://actonlivingwages.com/app/uploads/2021/04/ACT-Labour-Costing-Protocol.pdf] 


As ACT began to lobby the governments and manufacturer’s associations in its preliminary target countries (including Myanmar and Ethiopia), it became clear that the aim of substituting/complementing the existing minimum wage machinery with industry wide collective bargaining was an ambitious ask. Quite apart from existing political instabilities in these countries and the lack of critical buyer mass[footnoteRef:47] required for such lobbying (membership has remained virtually static since its inception), manufacturers failed to be convinced of a commitment on the part of ACT members to fund a 5-year wage growth plan in a target supplier country through the prices they paid with planned capacity commitments. [47:   Brand membership which currently stands at 20 has seen only marginal growth since its inception in 2015.] 

In early discussions to frame the labour costing approach to inform industry wide bargaining it became clear that making a labour minute value subject to a sectoral bargain was going to prove problematic. If buyers were in some way going to be involved in sectoral bargaining,[footnoteRef:48] a wage demand would have to be converted into a labour minute value for their buying departments. Set piece industry wide bargaining is, however, often determined by the ‘slowest ship in the convoy’ principle by which employers’ associations’ bargaining committees need to consider their least profitable member firms’ ability to pay.   A living wage labour minute value in a sectoral agreement which only covered mandatory wage elements could fail to capture all the domestic remuneration elements in a particular facility, and in the absence of strong workplace union organisation, be offset against such existing factory level bonuses or other additional wage elements, thereby nullifying any real wage gains.   [48:  A position which to this day still has not been clarified.] 

By 2016/7 the Ruggie principles were gaining traction and ACT members, in parallel to their efforts on the industry wide bargaining front, began to engage in what was initially a self-examination of their buying practices, an initiative which eventually developed into an annual third-party survey of member’s suppliers known as the Accountability and Monitoring Report. This matches data on purchasing practices of ACT member brands gathered through three different surveys: self-assessments by brands, an assessment by suppliers and an independent survey of the ACT Purchasing Practices Commitments.
In relation to purchasing practice commitment #1 specific questions were included in the surveys conducted in 2021 and 2023
— % of volume for which ACT labour costing protocol is applied that isolate wages and other labour costs including wage increases.
— % of suppliers who received guidance on labour costing in line with ACT labour costing protocol.
— % of volume for which ACT labour costing protocol is applied that isolate wages and other labour costs including wage increases.
— % of ACT brands that have an internal monitoring mechanism to track the application of ACT labour costing protocol including the reflection of higher wages and other labour costs in purchasing prices in place

Annex 2 shows member progress in adopting the commitment between the difficult covid years between 2021 and 2023. Significantly, of the 1423 suppliers surveyed over 54% ranked price negotiation the most important purchasing practice[footnoteRef:49] and it was widely commented by suppliers that: [49:  https://actonlivingwages.com/app/uploads/2024/05/ACT-Accountability-and-Monitoring-Report-2023.pdf  p55 
] 

‘The buyers have a target price and that’s all that matters. They don’t tend to consider the increased costs of production, labour, or energy’.[footnoteRef:50] [50:  Ibid. p64] 


Whilst the survey reveals some differences between brand and supplier responses there is still a considerable task in hand to disseminate and operationalise the labour costing protocol.[footnoteRef:51] A significant new development is the negotiation of legally binding support agreements to accompany the process of moving towards collective bargaining in Cambodia between several member brands and IndustriALL. So far H&M, PVH, Primark, and ASOS have announced the signing of these agreements which include commitments on volume to the country, labour costing (including monitoring) and financial contribution to a skills training fund.[footnoteRef:52] These commitments are subject to binding arbitration enforceable in a similar way to the Bangladesh Accord on Fire and Building Safety via the Permanent Court of Arbitration (PCA). [footnoteRef:53]   [51:  Ibid pp.22-23.]  [52:  Correspondence with David Cichon, ACT cf. also https://sourcingjournal.com/topics/labor/industriall-global-union-garment-workers-bangaldesh-accord-wages-triangle-shirtwaist-factory-fire-461532/ last accessed 16/07/24
See also Rachel Lawler 2024 Explainer: Why brand support for wage bargaining is ‘profound’ for apparel  Just-Style     June 23]  [53:  https://pca-cpa.org/en/cases/152/ Cf. also Judith Levine & Ashwita Ambast 2020 The Bangladesh Accord Arbitrations: Arbitrating Business and Human Rights Disputes, Trinity College Law Review 1, 116-135 last accessed 16/07/24] 

Whilst IndustriALL’s advocacy of legally enforceable agreements has considerable academic and NGO support[footnoteRef:54] and brings us nearer to the operationalisation of the concept of joint responsibility on living wages there may be cause for some critical consideration at this early stage in their development.  Notwithstanding the time involved and litigation costs in the event of a dispute over wage levels, (the two Bangladesh cases which IndustriALL and UNI brought under the Accord before the PCA were conducted pro bono by their lawyers ) cases are likely to fall foul of the fragmented nature of sourcing where brand culpability will be difficult to determine in shared facilities without drilling down to the labour minute value negotiated by each buyer sourcing from the facility in question. As we have seen from the current state of labour costing in the two initiatives mentioned above, the level of required transparency is not yet fully available and may never be under the current patterns of sourcing and  price negotiation. [54:  M Anner, J Bair, J Blasi 2013 Toward joint liability in global supply chains: Addressing the root causes of labor violations in international subcontracting networks in Journal of Comparative Labour Law and Policy, pp.1-43. Clean Clothes Campaign, Global Labor Justice, International Labor Rights Forum, and Worker Rights Consortium 2020 Model Arbitration Clauses for the Resolution of Disputes Under Enforceable Brand Agreements https://globallaborjustice.org/model-arbitration-clauses-for-disputes-arising-under-enforceable-brand-agreements/ last accessed 10.12.24] 

Put another way by a brand member representative of ACT:
You can’t guarantee living wages within a factory unless you have 100% of the factory’s capacity, 100% of the time. That just doesn’t happen. And some suppliers are split out into sheds on the same site. You can’t pay workers who are working for one brand in one shed or factory hall, a different pay rate to those in the other, because they talk to each other. There’d be strikes, and rightly so.[footnoteRef:55] [55:   Quoted in Ashwin, Sarah, Oka, Chikako, Schüßler, Elke, Alexander, Rachel and Lohmeyer, Nora (2020) Spillover effects across transnational industrial relations agreements: the potential and limits of collective action in global supply chains. ILR Review, 73 (4). 995 - 1020. P.18] 


Reviewing the challenges and obstacles which present themselves almost at every turn in embarking on a living wage delivery programme it may seem difficult to avoid some rather pessimistic conclusions. What is patently clear is that existing business models, competition orthodoxy and the structure of the industry clearly militate against significant wage growth in supplier countries. The task in hand is to collectivise the de jure concept of joint responsibility and render it into a manufacturing reality[footnoteRef:56].  What business model might unlock this situation? [56:  https://betterbuying.org/guest-blog-collaboration-is-the-new-compliance-by-steve-lamar-president-and-ceo-of-american-apparel-footwear-association/ last accessed 23/07/2024] 



Joint Brand Production Ventures
What if a group of buyers, serious about delivering a living wage, were to invest in a production joint venture – perhaps even with an existing manufacturer or group of manufacturers to guarantee interdependence in the running of the enterprise – which firmly anchored the principle of joint social responsibility? Given that the prime reason for the migration of manufacturing was cost, what cost savings could be made from brands and retailers cooperating in their manufacturing efforts in a real way beyond lip service attendance at many of the CSR initiative meetings which proliferate across the industry?  
The benefits of joint ventures (JVs) are well known - market expansion, resource pooling instead of duplication, synergy creation, tax benefits, and legal and regulatory compliance. In apparel manufacture, joint ventures have proliferated on a bilateral (buyer-supplier) level as US and European brands and retailers have invested in the economic upgrading of manufacturing capacity either in the form of technology projects or skills transfer or latterly environmental sustainability.[footnoteRef:57] However, ‘coopetition’[footnoteRef:58] in the form of a joint production venture  between a group of brands and or retailers in clothing manufacture – either pooling their resources to create a bespoke joint facility or collectively establishing a purchasing practices agreement with a single supplier or group  of  suppliers has yet to be developed. What might such an agreement look like? [57:  Staritz, C. and Frederick, S., 2014. Sector case study: Apparel. Making Foreign Direct Investment Work for Sub-Saharan Africa: Local Spillovers and Competitiveness in Global Value Chains. The World Bank, pp.209-244. P.227
Yukta Karnavat 2021 Sustainable ventures in the Fashion industry https://fashionlawjournal.com/sustainable-ventures-in-the-fashion-industry/ last accessed 18/07/24
Elisha B, Joseph O, Shakirat A 2024 The Impact of Ownership on Environmental and Social 
Sustainability in the Textile-Garment Sector available at https://www.researchgate.net/publication/380877773_The_Impact_of_Ownership_on_Environmental_and_Social_Sustainability_in_the_Textile-Garment_Sector last accessed 18/07/2024]  [58:  Yadong Luo, 2007 A coopetition perspective of global competition, Journal of World Business 42 129–144] 

 A number of brands which have long term sourcing arrangements with an individual supplier could collectively agree to a living wage labour minute value determined either on the basis of the FWF fair price app or the ACT cost-based methodology[footnoteRef:59] and commit to a 5-year production plan to fully engage the supplier’s capacity at an openly costed working minute value which incorporated a living wage labour minute value. Wherever there was a capacity shortfall the production joint venture could open lines to other interested buyers who would have to accept the living wage price terms.  The dilemma of open costing for the supplier would no longer exist. Each buyer sourcing from the facility would have to pay the existing minute price as part of an open manufacturing cost in which factory overhead (including compliance costs) and profit margin were known, although each brand’s manufacturing costs would vary depending on the number of minutes per brand style and could remain confidential.  In this way a living wage price would be sustainably guaranteed, and wages would be taken out of competition while competition, even price competition, would be pushed out to those other key functional areas  (e.g. design, marketing, critical path management) of each participating brand which would continue to remain clear separate business entities beyond the joint venture manufacturing facility. Given the speed at which fashion ideas are copied and buyers are aware of their competitors’ designs when in existing vendor factories, the question of IP would hardly be compromised.  [59:  Or an agreed costing methodology based on data provided by the supplier.] 

Such a production joint venture raises immediate questions in relation to anti-trust and EU competition law.[footnoteRef:60] Although almost every multi-stakeholder initiative urges a collective approach in the quest for a living wage, competition law has remained an elephant in the room of every MSI forum on the issue of living wage. Put simply, under existing EU competition[footnoteRef:61] and US anti-trust law, buyers are forbidden from sharing any information on cost. One law firm – Arnold & Porter- has developed a particular expertise on the question of labour costing and competition law advising both ACT and FWF on the pitfalls of collaborative efforts in this area. FWF has published their advice to its members[footnoteRef:62] significantly those who have sought to work together on collaborative wage projects.[footnoteRef:63] To simplify the legal opinion, it is within competition law to hold discussions with another brand about: [60:  Abbott Aldan F. 1989 Joint Production Ventures: The Case For Antitrust Reform in Antitrust Law Journal, Vol. 58, No. 2,pp. 715-733
Carl Shapiro and Robert D. Willig 1990 On the Antitrust Treatment of Production Joint Ventures, Journal of Economic Perspectives—Volume 4, Number 3—Summer 1990—Pages 113–13
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:52023XC0721(01) last accessed 16/07/24   https://api.fairwear.org/wp-content/uploads/2016/06/OpiniontoFWF-TheApplicationofEUCompetitionLawtoFWFLivingWageStandardfinal1.pdf last accessed 21/02/23]  [61:  https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:52023XC0721(01) last accessed 16/07/24]  [62:  https://api.fairwear.org/wp-content/uploads/2016/06/OpiniontoFWF-TheApplicationofEUCompetitionLawtoFWFLivingWageStandardfinal1.pdf  last accessed 21/02/23
See also Global Forum on Responsible Business Conduct 2015 Competition Law and Responsible Business Conduct, Paris: OECD. Available at: https://mneguidelines.oecd.org/global-forum/2015GFRBC-Competition-Law-RBC.pdf]  [63:  https://www.armedangels.com/eu-en/about-us/social-responsibility/living-wage-project last accessed 15/07/24] 

· targeting a specific factory for a joint living wage project
· calculating, verifying, monitoring, implementing or revising the labour minute cost;

· negotiating with shared factories the terms for accepting the labour minute
cost or the living wage calculation.

· developing review mechanisms to ensure that the labour minute cost    		      calculation remains up to-date[footnoteRef:64]. [64:  Extract from Fair Wear Guidance on Competition Law available at: https://api.fairwear.org/wp-content/uploads/2016/06/FWF-guidancecompetitionlawjuly15.pdf] 


However, it is not safe to discuss with other brands  

· the number of labour minutes that each brand’s garments will require. 

· the FOB (ex-factory) price of the brand’s respective garments. 

· other commercial terms to be agreed with the factories that are not necessary for the adoption of the living wage, such as delivery and payment terms, insurance risk, returns policy, sourcing of materials for garments. 

· any element of cost or price further along the supply chain, such as shipping or distribution costs or wholesale or retail prices.

· any element of cost or price higher up the supply chain, such as joint purchasing of cotton (or other materials) – or agreement on suppliers.[footnoteRef:65] [65:  Ibid. ] 



Whilst it would be possible for a collective purchasing agreement/production joint venture agreement as described here to satisfy these requirements, a collective agreement signed between a group of brands, a supplier and one or more recognised trade unions regulating the wage paid at such a facility on the basis of a collective agreement labour costing model – would satisfy a protection from an unfair competition challenge.[footnoteRef:66] Such a collective agreement could set the labour minute value based on the living wage and other benefits paid at the facility, as well as methods for achieving the standard time and efficiency. Future wage growth would then occur via collective bargaining from a living wage basis wage.  [66: Pietro Ichino, 2001 'Collective Bargaining and Antitrust Laws: An Open Issue', (2001), 17, International Journal of Comparative Labour Law and Industrial Relations, Issue 2, pp. 185-198, https://kluwerlawonline.com/journalarticle/International+Journal+of+Comparative+Labour+Law+and+Industrial+Relations/17.2/354229 https://www.eurofound.europa.eu/en/european-industrial-relations-dictionary/collective-bargaining-and-competition-law - specifically  CJEU: Judgment of the Court of 21 September 1999, Case C-67/96] 

What would be the benefits to buyers and suppliers of such an arrangement? Firstly, buyers would be confronted with the true manufacturing cost instead of engaging in the existing cat and mouse game of seeking transparency from suppliers who legitimately conflate on cost and labour cost in providing a CMT quote. This would have implications for margin, but multi-brand synergies have the potential to generate cost savings across the board. What would make this different from the existing industrial reality? One critique of the argument for isolating the labour cost rightly focused on the way the volatility of sourcing impacted on capacity in such a way that manufacturers would always struggle to maintain their wage bill at status quo.[footnoteRef:67] A joint production facility would render it economically necessary for each stakeholder to maximise the capacity of the facility by regular order placement. Where capacity could not be filled, lines would be open to those buyers willing to source from a designated living wage supplier. Moreover, all joint signatories would have a vested interest in the overall factory efficiency and not just focus on those lines at a supplier’s factory which were dedicated to their product.  [67:  Kim van der Weerd 2020 Why Shared Financial Risk is the Key to Radically Transforming the Fashion Industry available at https://medium.com/just-fashion/why-shared-financial-risk-the-key-to-radically-transforming-the-fashion-industry-2cfe9b9c3285#:~:text=Shared%20risk%20fundamentally%20changes%20the,the%20goodness%20of%20their%20hearts.last accessed 23/02/23] 

What would be the prospects for ACT to deliver such an agreement. Could the new type of legally binding agreements signed between certain brand members and IndustriALL[footnoteRef:68] be a platform for collective brand agreements? A crucial missing component is the supplier in all this. Such an agreement on its own would be unlikely to gain the support of a national manufacturers’ association as any member firm seeking to enter such an agreement with a cluster of brands would be likely viewed as a destabilising outlier. However, a multi-employer/multi-brand purchasing agreement in which the manufacturer’s association was indeed the driving force would go some way to operationalising many of the aims of the sustainable terms of trade initiative contained in the Asian manufacturers’ White paper[footnoteRef:69].  [68:  https://actforcambodia.com/wp-content/uploads/2025/10/ACT-Cambodia-Report-2025-A-paradigm-shift-for-higher-wages_upload.pdf]  [69:  STTI op.cit.] 

Conclusions
OECD due diligence guidance recommends that buying companies develop pricing models which take into account a pro rata labour cost element sufficient to satisfy the basic needs of workers and their families’. Since pricing in apparel manufacturing is based on the buying and selling of sewing minutes, buying companies must gear their costing for living wage compliance through the labour minute value they pay as part of their manufacturing cost within an FOB price. Buying companies are, however, not in a position to accurately calculate the labour cost component of a sewing minute. Only the manufacturer is in a position to do this.  
Once the current labour minute value is disclosed it is possible to apply a living wage factor based on an agreed benchmark to generate a living wage minute price. Such a fully open verified labour costing could be evidence that a buying company has developed a pricing model which is at the least costing for a living wage. 
However, the presence of a fully transparent labour cost on a buyer/supplier costing sheet would not constitute evidence of due diligence on wage compliance per se since the vendor’s wage fund is dependent on projected order books and the income received from other buyers sourcing from that facility.  Having calculated a revised labour minute value based on an agreed living wage benchmark, a living wage ‘fair share’ payment based on the volume of the order could be paid to a vendor for onward transmission to the workforce in whatever form. A review of two initiatives (ACT and FWF) supporting the development of more transparent pricing models reveals an uneven approach in which buyers are concerned primarily with ensuring such models underpin existing wage compliance rather than deliver a living wage fair share.
Attempts to open up labour cost are frustrated by legitimate supplier resistance to supplying anything other than their working minute price in a quotation to a buyer. Similarly, buyers are reluctant to yield any more than the margin constraints set by their CFO. This continues to make wage compliance problematic following minimum wage determinations. For this reason, unless a buying company owns and controls its production, whether whole or in part, or engages collaboratively with other like-minded buying companies in a production facility, it cannot declare itself a living wage brand. To overcome this situation a group of brands could enter into a collective agreement with a supplier and one or more trade unions which sets a living wage based on a mutually agreed labour minute value for that enterprise which would deliver such a rate of pay, and a commitment to a 5-year order plan to enable real wage growth going forward. Such an agreement ought to meet a competition law test. Such a joint production venture business model could pave the way for other synergies and provide a model for manufacturer’s associations to offer to inward investors in the future.

Doug Miller 
January 2026













Annex 1. Fair Wear ‘Leader’ Brand Performance Checks 2022-24
Assessment Criterion: 
Member company can demonstrate the link between its buying prices and wage levels at production locations
Acne Studios 
https://api.fairwear.org/wp-content/uploads/2024/04/BPC-Acne-Studios-2023.pdf  pp.27/8
Albiro 
https://api.fairwear.org/wp-content/uploads/2023/07/ALBIRO-AG-BPC-2023.pdf p.29
Armedangels
 https://api.fairwear.org/wp-content/uploads/2022/10/BPC-Social-Fashion-Company-GmbH-ARMEDANGELS-2022.pdf  pp.13/14
B & C 
 https://api.fairwear.org/wp-content/uploads/2023/09/BPC-The-Cotton-Group-S.A.-BC-2023.pdf  pp.26/7
Birnbaum-Proenen  
 https://api.fairwear.org/wp-content/uploads/2024/09/Bierbaum-Proenen-Performance-Check-2024-1.pdf  pp.25/6
Blutgeschwister 
https://api.fairwear.org/wp-content/uploads/2024/07/BPC-Blutsgeschwister-GmbH-2024.pdf  p. 23
Continental 
 https://api.fairwear.org/wp-content/uploads/2024/07/Continental-Clothing-BPC-2024.pdf  p. 24
Dawn 
  https://api.fairwear.org/wp-content/uploads/2024/03/BPC-DAWN-GmbH-2023.pdf pp 21-2.
Deuter  https://www.deuter.com/deuter/brand/verantwortung/standards/Brand%20Performance%20Check%20report%20-%20Deuter%20Sport%20GmbH%20-%202022.pdf  pp. 12-13
Dynofit 
 https://cdn1.salewa.com/media/pdf/e9/76/77/FINAL_BPC-SALEWA-DYNAFIT-Wild-Country-2020.pdf  p.11
Equip 
https://api.fairwear.org/wp-content/uploads/2023/09/BPC-Equip-Outdoor-Technologies-UK-Limited-2023.pdf  p. 26
Fond of  
https://assets.ctfassets.net/6da6x9livy02/23Q64uZysuRbPZ8s2B0NZ7/17b3bf44a8130db477f0a3fdd096b4a5/Brand_Performance_Check_FOND_OF_Group_Holding_GmbH_-_2023.pdf  p.23
Havep  
https://api.fairwear.org/wp-content/uploads/2024/03/BPC-HAVEP-2023.pdf  pp.26-7
Hessnatur 
 https://api.fairwear.org/wp-content/uploads/2023/05/BPC-Hess-Natur-Textilien-GmbH-Co.-KG-2022.pdf  pp. 13-14
Jack Wolfskin
 https://api.fairwear.org/wp-content/uploads/2022/10/BPC-Jack-Wolfskin-2022.pdf  p.13
Madness
https://api.fairwear.org/wp-content/uploads/2024/04/BPC-Madness-The-Nature-Textile-Company-GmbH-2023.pdf   pp.23-4
Marc Polo
https://api.fairwear.org/wp-content/uploads/2024/03/BPC-Marc-OPolo-SE-2023.pdf p. 24
Nudie Jeans
https://api.fairwear.org/wp-content/uploads/2020/06/BPC-Nudie-Jeans-Co.-2020-2.pdf  p.11
Ortovox
https://api.fairwear.org/wp-content/uploads/2023/02/BPC-Ortovox-Sportartikel-GmbH-2022.pdf  pp.14/15
Pangaia Material Science
https://api.fairwear.org/wp-content/uploads/2024/03/BPC-PANGAIA-Material-Science-Limited-2024-1.pdf  pp.23-4
Schijvens 
https://api.fairwear.org/wp-content/uploads/2024/02/BPC-Schijvens-Confectiefabriek-Hilvarenbeek-B.V.-2023.pdf p.24
Stanley & Stella
https://api.fairwear.org/wp-content/uploads/2023/12/BPC-Stanley-and-Stella-S.A.-2023.pdf
p. 26
Suitsupply
https://api.fairwear.org/wp-content/uploads/2023/10/BPC-Suit-Supply-B.V.-2023.pdf
p.24
Swisspost
https://api.fairwear.org/wp-content/uploads/2022/07/BPC-Swiss-Post-2022.pdf
pp.12-13
Vaude
https://api.fairwear.org/wp-content/uploads/2023/06/VAUDE-Sport-GmbH-Co.-KG-BPC-2023-1.pdf  p.23
2

Annex 2. Action on Living Wages 

a. ACT progress on Purchasing Practice Commitment 1 (Price quotation and negotiation) 2021-23.  Figs. 2-4 
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