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SME and Ecodesign Requirements Survey 2026
Fields marked with * are mandatory.



1. Information about your company


* 1.1 Legal name of your company (please spell out the full name):FESI – Federation of the European Sporting Goods Industry


* 1.2 Country of your company (please spell out the full name):Belgium


* 1.3 EU Project acronym and project number: please indicate the name and number of EU project(s) in which you are involved relevant to eco-design requirements for sustainable products (e.g. product durability, repairability, recyclability,, use of recycled materials, Digital Product Passports, or other requirements under the EU Ecodesign for Sustainable Products Regulation (ESPR)):
EU Project – Recycle your Boots (LIFE20 ENV/IT/000206)
EU Project – TRUSTEX (G.ID: 101181901)


* 1.4 Company size:
· Micro (<10 employees)
· Small (10-50 employees)
· Medium (50-250 employees)
· Other (e.g. trade association, exploitation manager)


* 1.5 Position in the value chain (please select all that apply):
[image: ] Materials production [image: ] Finishing
[image: ] Final product manufacturing [image: ] Retail/distribution
[image: ] Other


* 1.6 Products:
[image: ] Textile [image: ] Furniture
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[image: ] Digital tool [image: ] Other

· 1.7 What product is your company working with/developing?Textile apparel, apparel accessories, technical textiles, sporting goods


· 1.8 Main business model:
· Own brand (B2C)
· Supplier to brands (B2B)
· Both
· Other


· 1.9 Main market:
· EU
· Non-EU
· Both


2. Overall view on eco-design requirements


· 2.1 Overall, how challenging would it be for your company to comply with such requirements?	Comment by Policy Assistant FESI: SME members invited to provide their position
· Low
· Medium
· High


· 2.2 What are the main challenges you expect?
Maximum 3 selection(s)
[image: ] Adjustment costs (design, materials, technology)
[image: ] Administrative burden (data, sourcing, documentation)
[image: ] Difficulties with suppliers (sourcing compliant materials/components) [image: ] Technical feasibility/design changes
[image: ] Lack of internal capacity/knowledge [image: ] Other

· 2.3 What would help your company comply? (key enablers)
[image: ] Financial support
[image: ] Clear and simple rules
[image: ] Standardised tools/templates [image: ] Support from clients/brands
[image: ] Sharing of compliance-related costs along the value chain (e.g. with brands or buyers) [image: ] Access to suitable materials/suppliers
[image: ] Training/technical guidance
[image: ] Other

3. Experience with specific requirements


For each area below, please give your overall impression (no detailed figures needed)


PRODUCT DURABILITY/ROBUSTNESS


· 3.1 Information requirement: (e.g. testing products and providing a score on resistance to treatment and/or use, using existing standard tests).
Difficulty for your company:
· Low
· Medium
· High


Main issue (if any):
Robustness must be clearly framed as a measure of performance under defined testing conditions, not as a prediction of absolute product lifetime. The actual lifespan of apparel depends on many external factors, including consumer behaviour, care practices, frequency and intensity of use, climate conditions, accidental damage and manufacturing variability. Standardised laboratory testing cannot fully capture these factors, and consumers must be able to understand precisely that such a score should not be interpreted as a general statement that one product will last longer than another in all circumstances, regardless of care.



Potential benefit (if any):
FESI supports the introduction of robustness as an information requirement as a first step. Any information disclosure would need to be clearly framed, as consumers should be able to understand precisely what such a score communicates – that is to say, not a general statement that one product will last longer than another in all circumstances. Starting with an information requirement would allow the collection of market data, support future regulatory development and help establish appropriate baselines. 



· 3.2 Performance requirement (e.g. performing above a specific score in standard tests, with thresholds based on technical and market considerations)
Difficulty for your company:
· Low
· Medium
· High


Main issue (if any):
The current parameter selection focuses mainly on cleaning-related failure modes, which does not sufficiently capture failures linked to tearing or material weakness during use. FESI recommends adding material strength to the robustness framework. 
FESI additionally recommends widening the thresholds for spirality and dimensional change, and allowing reasonable production tolerances, including:
· ±0.5% for dimensional stability and spirality; 
· 0.5 grade for ISO 15487 assessments. 
Finally, FESI does not support the introduction of classes of performance at this stage, as the technical and methodological basis is not yet sufficiently robust. The shortcomings of the current product categorisation would, at the root, not allow the creation adequate classes of performance; as a result, premature establishment of classes would only add complexity and compliance burdens without clear evidence of proportional benefits for consumers and with the risk of confusing them.

FESI considers that the robustness framework should focus on identifying common product failure modes and preventing the worst-performing products from entering the EU market, rather than attempting to simulate ageing or quantify service lifespan. The framework must also be sufficiently granular to reflect the diversity of apparel products, including technical sportswear and performance apparel, while remaining feasible and proportionate for companies to implement.
The proposed robustness framework must better reflect the diversity of apparel textiles. The current categorisation of products into merely knit, denim and other woven products is too broad to capture the distinct durability profiles of different product types.




Potential benefit (if any):
In the longer term, FESI supports the development of performance requirements on robustness through a phased approach. Any future threshold should be based on representative market data collected over a sufficient period, ideally five years. This is necessary to ensure that benchmarks are technically justified, proportionate and reflective of actual market performance. Robustness may also play a role in future EPR eco-modulation, but only if the methodology is reliable, fair and capable of meaningful differentiation between products.



RECYCLABILITY


· 3.3 Information requirement (e.g. providing information on how easily products can be recycled)
Difficulty for your company:
· Low
· Medium
· High


Main issue (if any):
FESI supports the objective of improving textile recyclability but considers the current recyclability scoring framework inadequate for consumer-facing implementation. Recyclability requirements should not undermine durability, product functionality or technical performance, particularly for products relying on multilayer constructions, coatings or specialised material combinations. In addition, any scoring framework should not disincentivise accelerating innovations in in the textile sector or penalise economic operators based on the current availability or maturity of collection, sorting and recycling infrastructure, as these systemic conditions remain largely outside producers’ direct control. At this stage, FESI does not support binding recyclability information or performance requirements, nor classes of performance, given methodological and infrastructure immaturity.



Potential benefit (if any):


RECYCLED CONTENT


· 3.4 Information requirement (e.g. provision of certified information regarding the shares of recycled content in your materials/products)
Difficulty for your company:
· Low
· Medium
· High


Main issue (if any):


Potential benefit (if any):
FESI considers recycled content requirements a relevant and impactful design option, bearing in mind certain limitations still persist – particularly regarding the cost and accuracy of current testing methods, as well as the maturity of recycling systems. Well-designed recycled content obligations can support demand for recycled fibres, stimulate investment in recycling infrastructure and accelerate the transition towards a circular textile economy.


· 3.5 Performance requirement (e.g. the certified shares of recycled content must be above a given threshold)
Difficulty for your company:
· Low
· Medium
· High


Main issue (if any):
FESI stresses that recycled content obligations must reflect the current realities of textile recycling systems and rely on clear, harmonised definitions. Eligible recycled content should include post-industrial, pre-consumer and post-consumer textile waste streams. FESI also supports the recognition of open-loop recycled content, including PET bottles, as part of the transition towards circularity. While textile-to-textile recycling should remain the long-term objective for the sector, many such technologies remain at an early stage of commercial deployment. In the short and medium term, significant volumes of recycled feedstock will continue to originate from post-industrial waste and non-textile sources, particularly PET bottles. Excluding such feedstocks prematurely would risk reducing the availability of lower-impact alternatives, creating supply pressures and incentivising the use of virgin materials.
Any binding recycled content targets should be based on sufficient evidence that the relevant recycled feedstock, certification systems and verification methods are available for the specific fibre and product category concerned. Targets should be phased in over time and remain flexible enough to reflect differences between materials, product construction and performance.



Potential benefit (if any):
FESI considers recycled content requirements a relevant and impactful design option, bearing in mind certain limitations still persist – particularly regarding the cost and accuracy of current testing methods, as well as the maturity of recycling systems. Well-designed recycled content obligations can support demand for recycled fibres, stimulate investment in recycling infrastructure and accelerate the transition towards a circular textile economy. 
FESI supports setting recycled content information requirements at product level and assessing compliance with any performance requirement through an aggregated-average methodology at economic operator level, inspired by the approach under Implementing Decision 2023/2683 on the Single-Use Plastics Directive. Verification would rely on existing chain-of-custody systems and established reporting and assurance mechanisms, such as those under the Corporate Sustainability Reporting Directive.




ENVIRONMENTAL/CARBON FOOTPRINT
· 3.6 Information requirement (e.g. calculating and reporting total environmental impacts of products)
Difficulty for your company:
· Low
· Medium
· High


Main issue (if any):
FESI recognises the value of LCA and PEF methodologies as evidence-building and analytical tools. However, environmental footprint methodologies remain highly dependent on methodological assumptions, present challenges in consumer communication, and should therefore not form the basis for comparative labels, market-access criteria or performance obligations under the first Textile Delegated Act. FESI additionally opposes the introduction of standalone carbon footprint requirements, which would provide an excessively narrow representation of textile sustainability performance.
Any future move from voluntary to mandatory environmental footprint disclosure or performance requirements under subsequent revisions of the Textile Delegated Act should be conditional on the maturity of three preconditions: i) a fully harmonised EU methodology; ii) availability of credible, comprehensive and accessible EU-wide secondary databases at sufficient granularity; and iii) robust verification mechanisms ensuring data quality and comparability across operators. Without these preconditions, mandatory requirements risk imposing disproportionate costs and producing inconsistent or misleading outcomes.




Potential benefit (if any):


· 3.7 Information requirement (e.g. calculating and reporting carbon footprint of products, i.e. impacts limited to those on climate)
Difficulty for your company:
· Low
· Medium
· High


Main issue (if any):
FESI recognises the value of LCA and PEF methodologies as evidence-building and analytical tools. However, environmental footprint methodologies remain highly dependent on methodological assumptions, present challenges in consumer communication, and should therefore not form the basis for comparative labels, market-access criteria or performance obligations under the first Textile Delegated Act. FESI additionally opposes the introduction of standalone carbon footprint requirements, which would provide an excessively narrow representation of textile sustainability performance. 
Any future move from voluntary to mandatory environmental footprint disclosure or performance requirements under subsequent revisions of the Textile Delegated Act should be conditional on the maturity of three preconditions: i) a fully harmonised EU methodology; ii) availability of credible, comprehensive and accessible EU-wide secondary databases at sufficient granularity; and iii) robust verification mechanisms ensuring data quality and comparability across operators. Without these preconditions, mandatory requirements risk imposing disproportionate costs and producing inconsistent or misleading outcomes.



Potential benefit (if any):
FESI recognises the value of Life Cycle Assessments (LCAs) and Product Environmental Footprint Category Rules (PEFCRs) as analytical tools capable of identifying environmental hotspots and supporting evidence-based policymaking. Environmental footprint methodologies can provide useful insights for manufacturers and policymakers regarding supply-chain impacts, process optimisation and environmental improvement opportunities.



4. Costs and business impact (high-level)


· 4.1 Which types of additional costs linked to the potential requirements do you expect in your company?
[image: ] Testing/certification
[image: ] Materials (e.g. recycled inputs) [image: ] Process changes
[image: ] Data collection/IT systems [image: ] Staff/training

· 4.2 Would you be able to pass these compliance-related costs to your clients or costumers?


· Yes, mostly
· Partly
· No
· Depends


· 4.3 Do you expect these requirements to affect your ability to sell in the EU market?
· Positively
· Negatively
· No major impact
· Not sure


5. Opportunities and benefits


· 5.1 Do you see opportunities from ecodesign requirements?
[image: ] Better product quality [image: ] Access to new markets
[image: ] Better positioning with brands [image: ] Efficiency improvements
[image: ] No clear benefits [image: ] Other benefits

6. Final input


· 6.1 What is the single most important barrier for your company?
3000 character(s) maximum
The single most important barrier is the risk that horizontal ESPR requirements will be applied to highly diverse textile products without sufficient differentiation according to their intended use, construction and technical performance.
For sporting goods companies, apparel is not designed only to cover the body. Technical sportswear must also protect the user and deliver specific functions such as compression, moisture management, elasticity, thermal regulation, weather protection, breathability and resistance under intensive use and repeated laundering. These functions often require specialised fibres, reinforced seams, coatings, membranes, multilayer constructions or complex material combinations. 

Requirements based primarily on the general construction or product category may therefore overlook why these design choices are necessary.
This creates practical conflicts between ecodesign objectives. Simplifying material composition to improve theoretical recyclability may reduce durability, safety or weather protection. Repairability prescriptions may interfere with seam integrity or technical performance, even though most apparel is already technically repairable and consumer acceptance of the visual result is often the decisive factor. Uniform recycled-content thresholds may not be feasible across different fibres and applications, particularly while textile-to-textile recycling, testing methods and suitable feedstock remain limited. 
A too-horizontal approach may also penalise companies for factors outside their direct control. Recyclability depends not only on product design but also on the availability of collection, sorting and recycling infrastructure. Environmental-footprint results depend heavily on methodological assumptions, system boundaries, allocation rules and data quality. Substances-of-concern obligations may duplicate REACH and POPs requirements or presume levels of traceability that are not currently achievable for recycled and legacy materials.

These challenges are especially significant for SMEs, which have fewer resources to conduct extensive testing, generate product-level data, redesign complex portfolios and adapt to immature or changing methodologies.
ESPR requirements should therefore be more product-specific, technically feasible and proportionate. They should reflect relevant failure modes and performance needs, allow flexibility across product categories and be introduced only following robust technical, economic and supply-chain feasibility assessments.



· 6.2 What is the single most important support measure that would help you comply?
3000 character(s) maximum
The single most important support measure would be the adoption of an aggregated-average methodology at economic operator level for assessing compliance with recycled content performance requirements.
Under this approach, compliance would be calculated by dividing the total weight of recycled fibres contained in textile products placed on the market by an economic operator by the total weight of fibres in those products. Product-level recycled content information would remain available and substantiated for consumer communication, while aggregation would apply only to regulatory compliance. Compliance could be verified by aggregating product-level data through existing chain-of-custody, reporting and assurance systems, reducing unnecessary administrative and testing burdens for SMEs. Clear rules would also be needed on eligible feedstocks - including post-industrial, pre-consumer, post-consumer and open-loop sources - and on the treatment of trims, accessories and other non-textile components.
This approach would reflect the operational and technical realities of the textile and sporting goods sectors. The amount of recycled content that can be incorporated into a product depends on its material composition, intended use and performance and quality requirements. While a basic polyester fleece may accommodate very high shares of recycled polyester without compromising performance, technically demanding products—such as fine-yarn knitted sportswear, weather-protective garments or customised and multi-material products—may not currently integrate equivalent shares without affecting durability, functionality, quality or affordability. Uniform product- or batch-level thresholds would therefore risk being insufficiently ambitious for products where high recycled content is readily achievable, while being technically unrealistic for more demanding applications. Portfolio-level compliance would instead allow companies to allocate recycled fibres where they can be integrated most effectively, supporting ambitious overall uptake without forcing inappropriate substitutions or compromising product performance.
An aggregated approach would therefore provide SMEs with the flexibility needed to meet ambitious recycled content targets while preserving product quality, durability and technical performance.



· 6.3 Which deliverable(s) from your EU project(s) provide(s) additional information about your company's materials/products and the relevance to eco-design requirements?	Comment by Policy Assistant FESI: SME Members invited to provide examples. In case no such examples are provided, FESI will simply reply “does not apply to trade association”.
Please provide the number and title of deliverable plus 2-3 sentences to summarize the main result/data + link to deliverable if public [if important deliverables are yet to be submitted, indicated due date (e.g. due in June 2025); if deliverable is confidential, please indicate this.

Example:D8.2: “Market feedback” (due in October 2026). This deliverable summarises market feedback highlighting the exploitable results: what they offer, their costs/benefits, and how they’re viewed by potential clients; customer insights: priorities and gaps identified in discussions; and next steps: proposed adaptations to the service based on market needs (public OR confidential), HYPERLINK (if public and available in CORDIS or project web site)


· 6.4 Links to other information sources if helpful	Comment by Policy Assistant FESI: Members invited to provide feedback
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