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Summary
This paper is the second of a series with the goal of elevating the discussion on producer responsi-
bility for packaging, pushing it to a higher level, and stimulating better policy making. This series is 
intended to inform policy makers in Belgium, and in Europe, to review EPR and make it more environ-
mentally effective.

Fost Plus reports high recycling rates, which contributes to Belgium reporting higher recycling rates 
than other Member States, and is one of the reasons why Fost Plus is widely considered a leading 
PRO in Europe. In this paper, we explore the municipal packaging recycling rate for plastic, me-
tal and drink cartons (PMD). Many think that Fost Plus has the recycling problem solved. We dive 
deeper into the reported recycling rates, and the activities of Fost Plus in achieving the high recycling 
rates in Belgium.

This report provides a detailed analysis of publicly available information and data in Belgium, 
complemented by some information provided by Fost Plus and IVC (however they have not been in-
volved in the drafting of this report). We review current activities in Belgium in relation to design for 
recycling, eco-modulation, the roll out of the ‘new blue bag’ for PMD recycling, recycling infrastructu-
re being developed in Belgium, and end destinations for recycling. 

It can be concluded that Belgium is indeed leading European PROs in certain aspects of their re-
cycling efforts. Significant investments were made in sorting infrastructure to support the roll out of 
the new blue bag, and efforts by Fost Plus to produce high-quality recycling have been corroborated 
by the IVC and other sources. In the coming years, this will be taken even further with the investment 
in new recycling facilities in Belgium, to shorten packaging supply chains, keep material quality high 
to maximize closed loop recycling, and keeping the material circulating in Belgium. 

However, we identify two key issues, namely:

•	 the data reported by Fost Plus, in particular the recycling rates, are misleading and significantly 
overstate the performance of the system; and 

•	 more transparency is needed at all stages of the supply chain, from the tonnage collected, to the 
tonnage sorted, to the tonnage recycled including end destinations. 

Issues with Reported Recycling Rates

For 2021, Fost Plus reports a recycling rate of 89.8% for all packaging. For PMD, this is broken down 
into 52% for plastic, 94% for aluminium, 105% for ferrous metal, and 73% for cartons. Based on data 
in the 2022 IVC activity report for reference year 2021, the overall PMD recycling rate was 64.8%. 

All of these recycling rates are calculated relative to the tonnage placed on the market by Fost 
Plus members in the denominator, not the total municipal packaging tonnage in Belgium. This is in-
consistent with the EU measurement method for recycling, which requires all packaging be included 
in the denominator; and does not compare like with like, since the numerator does include free-rider, 
producers less than 300 kg, and net parallel import tonnage. 

We note that the adjustment for market coverage is made by the IVC in collaboration with Fost Plus 
before reporting to Eurostat, so is included in the final reported recycling rates, but adjustment de-
tails are not published. As Fost Plus is in a monopoly position for municipal packaging, and adjust-
ments for market coverage are being done, reporting should be standardised to include it. As such, 
it can be concluded that the measurement method reported by Fost Plus and the IVC overstates the 
actual recycling rate, and is misleading to citizens, Belgian authorities, Eurostat, and producers.

Based on our understanding of the data, we calculate that  
the actual municipal packaging recycling rate is closer to 59%, not 64.8%. 
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Lack of Data Transparency

Greater transparency throughout the value chain is needed so that all parties involved can 
better understand the data and performance of the system. A system similar to WasteDataFlow 
in the UK needs to be implemented in Belgium in order to better monitor the performance of the 
system. This would also enable the results reported on recycling rates to be verified, and allow all 
stakeholders to understand what happens to the waste collected in Belgium. Monitoring and trans-
parency are necessary to verify the impact and progress of packaging waste policies.

In particular, this level of detail of the whole value chain would help to understand what material is 
being lost at each stage of the process. Since implementing the new measurement method in 2020 
for the tonnage recycled, we understand that Fost Plus measures the real loss rates between the 
measurement point, e.g., the tonnage output from a sorting plant, and the calculation point, e.g., the 
tonnage entering the final recycling process. This is done for Belgian waste flows in sorting plants and 
recycling installations using accredited lab and control bodies. The method used has been audited 
and approved by Eurostat, so there should be no barriers to sharing more information publicly. 

However, publicly available data reported in activity reports is not sufficient to calculate key 
elements of the process such as market coverage adjustments (as discussed above) and loss 
rates. At the moment, Fost Plus assures us that loss rates are fully and correctly accounted for, but 
there is no evidence that would allow verification of the data. Separate loss rates should be reported 
for each fraction sorted by Fost Plus, and other streams separately collected, like they are in other 
countries because each material has a very different performance in the recycling process. 

Way Forward

Spreadsheets with data supporting the activity report would be a straightforward way to com-
municate the data to those that are interested, without overwhelming the more casual reader and 
the general public who is only interested in headline data. This is not uncommon for data-heavy pub-
lications. But the headline figures also need to be correct based on the EU measurement method, 
and not mislead more casual readers by overstating the performance of the system. 

It is clear that the municipal packaging recycling system in Belgium is ahead of many other countries 
in the EU. As a leading PRO, Fost Plus should also be leading the way on data transparency and 
evidencing the achievements they make with PMD recycling in the transition to a more circu-
lar economy in the EU.
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(excl. cartons)
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1. Introduction
This paper is the second of a series with the 
goal of elevating the discussion on produc-
er responsibility for packaging, pushing it to 
a higher level, and stimulating better policy 
making. This series of papers is intended to 
inform policy makers in Belgium, and in Eu-
rope, to review EPR with the ultimate goal 
of making it more environmentally effective. 

Legislative context
Recycling is one of the lowest steps on the ‘cir-
cular economy hierarchy’, famously visualized 
in the 9R-diagram1. Recycling is R8, only above 
recovery (R9), and should only be used as a last 
resort after all other options to prevent, reduce, 
and reuse have been exhausted (the subject of 
the first paper in this series). Relying too heav-
ily on recycling without exhausting these more 
circular options first can be an earmark of the 
linear economy, which the EU is trying to transi-
tion away from. All of this is put into legislation 
through the waste hierarchy in the EU’s Waste 
Framework Directive (WFD, 2008/98/EC).

1 https://www.researchgate.net/figure/The-9R-Framework-Source-Adapted-from-Potting-et-al-2017-p5_fig1_320074659
2 There are many definitions of recycling, but according to the WFD definition, which also applies to the PPWD, “recycling means any recovery operation by which 
waste materials are reprocessed into products, materials or substances.”
3 The most recent amendments to the 1994 PPWD were in 2018. The consolidated version can be found here: https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TX-
T/?uri=CELEX%3A01994L0062-20180704
4 https://environment.ec.europa.eu/topics/waste-and-recycling/packaging-waste_en

Nonetheless, recycling2 is a vital component of 
the circular economy when products and pack-
aging do eventually reach the end of their life; 
it generally conserves resources, saves energy, 
reduces carbon emissions, creates jobs, and can 
even be less expensive compared to using virgin 
materials. As such, the Packaging and Packag-
ing Waste Directive (PPWD3, Directive 94/62/EC) 
complements the WFD and goes into specific de-
tail in relation to the management of packaging 
waste in the EU.

The PPWD makes producers responsible for the 
end of life of their packaging via Extended Pro-
ducer Responsibility (EPR), and sets targets 
for the recycling rates of different packaging 
materials. The current targets were supposed 
to be achieved in 2008, and the 2018 amend-
ments to the PPWD set new targets for 2025 and 
2030, as outlined in Figure 14. These new targets 
are according to a ‘new measurement method,’ 
which is discussed further below. In addition 
to the recycling targets, the currently ongoing  
revision to the PPWD (referred to as the PPWR) is 
likely to include further requirements regarding  
recyclability and recycled content for packaging.

Figure 1: EU recycling targets as set in the PPWD
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ting acts to ensure uniform implementation of 
legislation, such as how to measure and calcula-
te these recycling rates. The old legislation from 
20057 stated that:

•	 packaging waste generated in a Member State 
may be deemed to be equal to the amount of 
packaging placed on the market (POM) in the 
same year within that Member State, and

•	 the weight of recycled packaging waste shall 
be the input of packaging waste to an effec-
tive recycling process. If the output of a sort-
ing plant is sent to effective recycling process-
es without significant losses, it is acceptable 
to consider this output to be the weight of 
recycled packaging waste.

As such, Member States including Belgium re-
ported the tonnage of packaging material out-
put from sorting plants and sent to a recycler as 
the recycled packaging waste in the numerator, 
and the tonnage of packaging POM in the deno-
minator. However, there are significant losses 
in tonnage between the output of a sorting 
plant and what goes into the final recycling 
process on a pure material basis. ‘Products’ 
that are output from a sorting plant, for example 
a bale of clear PET bottles, still contain non-tar-
get materials: residual moisture like product re-
sidues, labels and lids that are not made of PET 
and must be recycled separately – this is illustra-
ted in Figure 38 – and other contaminants (such 
as wrongly sorted items).

7 https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=celex%3A32005D0270
8 https://www.reloopplatform.org/resources/getting-the-numbers-right-a-dis-
cussion-paper-on-calculating-and-reporting-separate-collection-of-plastic-bev-
erage-bottles/

In comparison with other Member States, Belgi-
um reports high recycling rates. For context, Fi-
gure 2 shows the data reported to Eurostat on re-
cycling for all packaging for each Member State5 
in 2020. Belgium is shown in dashed orange, and 
the EU average is shown in light blue. Note that 
this includes glass and paper packaging, which 
can be heavier that plastic, metal and drink car-
tons – the subject of this paper – which skews the 
results towards higher glass and paper consu-
ming and recycling countries; and some Member 
States are missing, having not completed their 
reporting at the time of publication. Nonethe-
less, the recycling rate reported for Belgium 
exceeds the others by at least five percentage 
points, and exceeds the EU average by about 
15 points.  Some counties have still not met the 
2008 55% target, while Belgium is nearing 80%. 
Although there are criticisms of the Belgian sys-
tem6, the system put in place together with the 
sorting behaviour of Belgians is above average.  

 

New Measurement Method
The recycling rate for packaging is defined 
as the total tonnes of recycled packaging waste 
(numerator), divided by the total tonnes of pack-
aging waste generated (denominator). These 
two values, the numerator and the denominator, 
must be measured by each Member State for 
each material in order to calculate their perfor-
mance against the targets discussed above. 

The European Commission adopts implemen-

5 https://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/databrowser/view/ENV_WASPAC__cus-
tom_7487931/default/table?lang=en
6 For example https://www.vrt.be/vrtnws/nl/2018/06/13/vlaanderen-re-
cycleert-slechts-twee-derde-van-metalen-verpakkinge/ and https://recy-
clingnetwerk.org/2018/06/07/factcheck-werkelijke-recyclagecijfers-zijn-la-
ger-dan-wat-fost-plus-beweert/

Figure 2: Eurostat reported data on all packaging  
recycling rate in 2020

Figure 3: Reloop figure illustrating the  
difference in weight between what is  

POM and collected for recycling
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The new measurement method intends to exclu-
de non-target materials from the equation, and 
counts only recycling on a pure material basis.

The implementing act distinguishes between the 
‘measurement point’, e.g., the tonnage output 
from a sorting plant, and the ‘calculation point’, 
e.g., the tonnage entering the final recycling pro-
cess11; the latter being what is used to calculate 
the recycling rate. The difference between the 
two is known as the loss rate, which includes all 
material removed as a result of sorting and other 
preliminary operations at the recycler, and will 
vary depending on a number of factors including 
the material, its quality, the recycling process, 
and the accuracy of the preliminary sort12.

 

Recycling in Belgium
In Belgium, the PPWD targets are transposed 
into legislation via the Cooperation Agreement 
on the prevention and management of pack-
aging waste13 – an agreement between the 
three regions (Brussels Capital Region, Flanders, 
and Wallonia) that are responsible for waste ma-
nagement. In the Cooperation Agreement, recy-
cling is defined as “the reprocessing in a produc-
tion process of waste materials whether for the 
original purpose or for other purposes, including 
organic recycling but excluding energy recovery.” 
Article 3, paragraphs 2 and 3 of the Cooperation 
Agreement were updated in 2020 and contain 
the Belgian recycling targets, which are repro-
duced here in Figure 4 for municipal packaging; 
commercial and industrial packaging has separa-
te targets, which are not in scope for this paper. 
As you can see, these targets for 2021 already 
exceed the 2030 EU targets by a considerable 
amount. 

11 Note that different materials have different measurement points, and 
these are detailed in Annex II of the implementing act.
12 The new measurement method is closer to the definition of recycling, but 
there are still limitations. Not all recycling processes are equally sensitive to the 
level of non-target materials left in the waste stream; and some streams have 
further losses after the measurement point before being made into a new 
product.
13 Cooperation agreement of 04-11-2008 on the prevention and manage-
ment of packaging waste can be found here: https://www.ivcie.be/en/category/
downloads-en/

Measuring recycling in this way can lead to 
overstated recycling rates that could go over 
100% in high performing systems. As an illustra-
tive example, assume 100 tonnes are POM. In-
cluding non-target materials, assume this is 115 
tonnes disposed of. If 90% of that is collected and 
sorted for recycling, then 103.5 tonnes would be 
in the material product, resulting in a recycling 
rate of over 100% according to the old measure-
ment method.

Further, the old measurement method was 
not consistent with the definition of recy-
cling, according to the WFD definition. So, the 
purpose of changing the method was to measu-
re recycling as closely as possible to where the 
environmental benefit is achieved, and to do so 
in a clear and consistent way that reduces the 
tendency for companies or Member States to 
overstate their recycling performance by repor-
ting at an early stage in the recycling process. It 
is important for all Member States to report in 
the same way, and set EPR targets in the same 
way, both to ensure fair implementation of the 
targets between Member States and to maintain 
the integrity of the single market, with compa-
nies in each Member State being treated equally.

As such, when the new recycling targets in the 
PPWD were implemented in 2018, and a new im-
plementing act9 was adopted in 2019, the way in 
which the recycling rate is measured was rede-
fined – this is referred to as the ‘new measure-
ment method’10. 

Article 6a of the PPWD reiterates that the amount 
of packaging POM can be used as a proxy for the 
packaging waste generated in a Member State 
in the same year to calculate the denominator, 
but clarifies how to calculate the numerator 
in more detail:

“the weight of packaging waste recycled shall be cal-
culated as the weight of packaging that has become 
waste which, having undergone all necessary chec-
king, sorting and other preliminary operations to 
remove waste materials that are not targeted by the 
subsequent reprocessing and to ensure high-quali-
ty recycling, enters the recycling operation whereby 
waste materials are actually reprocessed into pro-
ducts, materials or substances.”

9 https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=celex%3A32019D0665
10 A detailed study on the recycling processes for each material was under-
taken by the European Commission to inform the new calculations: https://
op.europa.eu/en/publication-detail/-/publication/3d72ef00-bcac-11e9-9d01-0
1aa75ed71a1
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accreditation being from 201817. This accredita-
tion states that “the minimum recycling rate sti-
pulated in the Cooperation Agreement must be 
achieved for each material,” so Fost Plus is direct-
ly responsible for delivering these targets for the 
waste that they manage.  

Municipal packaging in Belgium is split primarily 
into three streams for recycling collection: 
•	 plastic packaging, metal packaging, and drink 

cartons (PMD) are collected in the ‘blue bag’; 
•	 paper and cardboard, including non-packag-

ing, are collected in the yellow bag; and 
•	 glass packaging is collected via bring banks. 

There are some variations to this system, e.g., 
blocks of flats with communal recycling bins, 
but these follow the same colour coding for the 
same materials; fundamentally, all Belgian resi-
dents have the same recycling collection system, 
shown in Figure 518. In addition, there are some 
other routes for collecting and recycling metals 
and plastic. The metal lids collected in glass are 
recycled, metal and plastic packaging for house-
hold hazardous waste is collected through con-
tainer parks, and metal is recycled from incinera-
tor bottom ash – these are all outside the scope 
of the blue bag, but included in the recycling ton-
nages and rates.

 

In this paper, we explore one specific element 
of EPR for municipal packaging and packaging 
waste in Belgium : the municipal packaging 
recycling rate for PMD. The high recycling rates 
reported in Belgium, in comparison with other 
Member States, is one reason why Fost Plus is wi-
dely considered a leading PROs in Europe. Many 
think that Fost Plus has the recycling problem 
solved. We thus dive deeper into the reported 
recycling rates, and the activities of Fost Plus to 
achieve the high recycling rates in Belgium. 

17 The Fost Plus accreditation of 2018 can be found here: https://www.ivcie.
be/en/category/downloads-en/
18 https://www.fostplus.be/en/members/sustainable-packaging

 

Calculating the performance against these tar-
gets is the responsibility of the Interregional 
Packaging Commission (Interregionale Ver-
pakkingscommissie, IVC), the government body 
responsible for overseeing and implementing 
packaging waste regulations. Article 3 of the 
Cooperation Agreement states that the recycling 
rates should be “expressed in terms of percenta-
ge by weight relative to the total weight of one-
way packaging material placed on the Belgian 
market” and “calculated using the methods deter-
mined by the Interregional Packaging Commissi-
on, in accordance with European law.” The pack-
aging recycling rates reported for Belgium are 
completed by the IVC, then reported to Eurostat.   

The responsibility for actually achieving the mu-
nicipal recycling targets, and reporting recycling 
data to the IVC, is predominantly delegated to 
Fost Plus and Valipac, the Producer Responsibi-
lity Organizations (PROs) responsible for pack-
aging in Belgium14. As stated in the first report 
in this series, Fost Plus15 was founded in Belgi-
um in 1994, around the time when the concept 
of companies jointly delivering their producer 
responsibilities was established in EU via the im-
plementation of the PPWD16. Fost Plus is accredi-
ted by the IVC every five years, the most recent 

14 Some producers are not members of a PRO. These companies fulfil their 
takeback obligations themselves and report directly to the IVC.
15 https://www.fostplus.be/en
16 Article 7 on Return, Collection, and Recovery Systems introduces the idea 
of economic operator (e.g., producers) participating to deliver the required 
systems.

Figure 4 : Belgian municipal recycling targets  
compared to EU target in 2030 from table above
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Figure 5: Fost Plus style guide iconography for the Belgian 
recycling collection system
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As the PRO for municipal packaging, Fost Plus 
is involved in all stages of the life-cycle of pack-
aging, from design to recycling. In this section, 
we introduce Fost Plus activities at each of these 
stages, namely:

•	 Design for Recycling (DfR): Fost Plus works 
with members on DfR to ensure recyclability 
of the packaging that is placed on the market; 

•	 Eco-modulation: To support the DfR ini-
tiatives, the Fost Plus producer fees include 
eco-modulation which makes easier to recy-
cle materials cheaper to place on the market;

•	 New blue bag: Starting in 2019, Fost Plus 
rolled out the collection of all plastic packag-
ing from households via the new blue bag; 

•	 Sorting and recycling infrastructure: To 
complement the collection of more plastics, 
Fost Plus has also made significant invest-
ments in the development of sorting and re-
cycling infrastructure in Belgium; and 

•	 End destinations: The final step in the pro-
cess is the end destination where the materi-
al is recycled into a new product. 

19 https://www.fostplus.be/en/projects/design4recycling-guidelines
20 https://www.fostplus.be/en/projects/pack-it-better
21 The 2019 Fost Plus activity report is no longer available on their website.
22 The objective in the European Strategy for Plastics to ensure that by 2030 all plastic packaging placed on the Union market is re-usable or easily recycled, see 
“What will change for the plastics industry and its value chain?” here: https://ec.europa.eu/commission/presscorner/detail/sv/MEMO_18_6. The PPWR takes this 
further, with the objective to make all packaging on the EU market recyclable in an economically viable way by 2030: https://ec.europa.eu/commission/presscorner/
detail/en/ip_22_7155

Design for Recycling
The PPWD includes essential requirements for 
packaging design to fulfil specific functions, e.g., 
containment and protection, while ensuring the 
minimum amount of material necessary and the 
ability to be reused, recycled, or recovered. The 
concept of ‘design for recycling’ (DfR) that follows 
from this considers the entire lifecycle of pack-
aging, and aims to minimize environmental im-
pacts. Fost Plus is clearly pushing the DfR agenda, 
and helps its members via two main resources:

•	 Design4Recycling guidelines19 where Fost 
Plus offers companies help with improving 
the recyclability of their packaging, with a 
guidance document, workshops and more;  

•	 Pack It Better: Belgian hub for eco-de-
signed packaging20 a collaboration with 
Valipac with the aim of knowledge sharing 
on making packaging more sustainable and 
more recyclable. 

Further, it was first announced in the 2019 ac-
tivity report21, that Fost Plus with its sector fe-
derations would put only recyclable, reusable, 
compostable, or biodegradable packaging on the 
Belgian market by 2025. This has been repeated 
and grown in prominence in subsequent report; 
see Figure 6. This is five years ahead of the EU le-
gislation, which does not require this until 203022. 

2. Fost Plus Activities on PMD Recycling

Figure 6: Excerpt from the 2022 Fost Plus activity report announcing the ambition for 100% recyclability by 2025
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Eco-modulation
To encourage DfR further, Fost Plus implements 
eco-modulation by having different fees for dif-
ferent materials placed on the market (see Figure 
7). Eco-modulation tends to be defined as a fee 
structure that penalises the use of materials that 
are less environmentally friendly, and rewards 
the use of those that are better. For example, a 
new category recently introduced at the request 
of the IVC27 for obstructive packaging28, with a fee 
of €2.75 per kilogram – this is the category Fost 
Plus is trying to get to zero by 2025. 

According to the 2022 Fost Plus activity report, 
“the share of non-recyclable packaging was esti-
mated at around 2% of the total volume in 2019”, 
so we hope that the fee for obstructive pack-
aging will help push this down further. We note 
however, that there are derogations granted for 
laminated packaging, and more derogations are 
being added for 2024, so it is clear that some ob-
structive packaging is being accepted and may 
not be included in the 2%. In addition, it is un-

27 Fost Plus announced in its 2022 activity report that this category had been 
introduced in 2022 in the members’ declarations, however we note that there 
was already a fee for this category in the 2021 list of fees.
28 Obstructive packaging is defined as household packaging that obstruct 
collection, sorting, or recycling in the 2024 Fost Plus green dot fees (https://
www.fostplus.be/sites/default/files/media/document/2023-08/Tarifs%20
Point%20Vert%202024%20%28v16.8.2023%29.pdf). This category includes, for 
example, plastic cans with a metal bottom or top, oxo-degradable packaging, 
biodegradable (and compostable) plastic packaging, and various categories of 
laminated packaging. 

There are also case studies on the Fost Plus blog 
related to design for recycling for specific pack-
aging – six already in 2023: two from Coca-Cola, 
and one from each of Pringles, Carrefour, Colruyt 
Group, and Senseo. Of course, Fost Plus does not 
claim that it is the result of their work – only the 
Pringles article23 says that the redesign of the ico-
nic Pringles tube to be 100% paper was done with 
the support and expertise of Fost Plus. However, 
some of these case studies are not necessarily 
the result of Fost Plus (or its members’) initiati-
ves, but simply the application of EU legislation. 
For example, Coca-Cola transitioning to tethe-
red caps in Belgium and Luxembourg from 9 Fe-
bruary 202324 is the result of EU legislation that 
applies in all Member States requiring tethered 
caps from July 2024, and will have been part of 
Coca-Cola’s packaging plan since that legislation 
was announced. 

One producer confirmed that they have good 
and regular contact with Fost Plus and follow exi-
sting design for recycling guidelines; but have a 
lot of experience internally, and if necessary they 
search for information in their existing network, 
for example pack4food. It would be great to 
see more case studies related to Fost Plus’s 
own activities in relation to recyclability, and 
some metrics in terms of the impacts. Further, 
given that other international knowledge sharing 
hubs, like pack4food25 exist, resources like the 
Pack It Better hub seem like duplication. 

In addition, Fost Plus’s activities on DfR are 
wrongly classified as prevention activities. 
They come under Section 7, Article 33, Paragraph 
1 of the Fost Plus accreditation, which is in tit-
led “Prevention”, but includes the promotion of 
easy-to-recycle packaging and the use of recy-
cled materials, which are not prevention activi-
ties; see Paper 126 for the definition of prevention 
and a more detailed discussion of DfR in relation 
to prevention. In order to align with the essential 
requirements for packaging, and to distinguish 
between packaging prevention and recyclability, 
a separate section in the accreditation is nee-
ded for recyclability and circularity of pack-
aging recycling. 

23 https://www.fostplus.be/nl/blog/de-iconische-pringles-koker-wordt-recy-
cleerbaar
24 https://www.fostplus.be/en/blog/coca-cola-introduces-caps-stay-at-
tached-to-plastic-bottle
25 https://pack4food.be/en/
26 https://recyclingnetwerk.org/en/2023/10/11/fost-plus-paper-preven-
tion-reuse/

Figure 7: Extract from the 2018  
activity report that highlights the use of  
eco-modulation to incentivise members  
to increase the recyclability of packaging
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clear how composite materials, other than drink 
cartons, are being dealt with. For example, most 
metal food packaging has a plastic lining on the 
inside and a coating or lacquer on the outside. 
This does not inhibit the metal recycling, so is 
not obstructive, but is lost in the recycling pro-
cess and should be subject to a higher fee since 
it is not recyclable. Similarly for other composi-
te packaging29, it is not clear from the publicly 
available green dot fee document if or how this 
lining is included in the fees. 

In addition, there are some unusual trends in the 
producer fees set by Fost Plus. From 2023 to 2024 
the producer fee for steel packaging has gone up 
by 322% from €0.014 to €0.0591 per kilogram, 
while the fee for transparent PET dropped by 
79% from €0.3125 to €0.0646 per kilogram. This 
may reflect fluctuations in material markets, but 
does not seem to reflect ease of recycling and cir-
cularity. In fact, the Fost plus website even says 
that the producer fees are adapted each year 
based on the costs Fost Plus incurs for the col-
lection, sorting and recycling of the packaging, 
and that the revenues that Fost Plus generates 
from the sale of the materials are also taken into 
account30 – it says nothing about recyclability or 
modulating fees based on environmental impact 
(see Figure 8).

Article 13, paragraph 4 of the Cooperation Agree-
ment states that Fost Plus should calculate mem-
bers contributions based on four criterial. Costs 
and revenues from each material are the first 
two, which are included as per the above. Ho-
wever, the third and fourth criteria, i.e., the ex-
tent to which each material serves to attain the 
objectives of the take-back obligation, and each 
material’s durability, repairability, reusability and 
recyclability, do not seem to be taken into consi-
deration. So one could argue that the modulated 
fees implemented by Fost Plus are not intended 
to reward the use of materials that are better for 
the environment, thus are not eco-modulated at 
all.

29 Paper coated with wax or a polymer, aluminium-adhesive-paper-plastic laminates, PET-PE top-seals, PET-Alu-PE, thermoform film with PA-EVOH-PA-PE, lami-
nates that are made with PUR as adhesive layer, printed films with nitrocellulose based inks or lacquers, etc.
30 https://www.fostplus.be/en/members/green-dot-rates
31 Paper coated with wax or a polymer, aluminium-adhesive-paper-plastic laminates, PET-PE top-seals, PET-Alu-PE, thermoform film with PA-EVOH-PA-PE, lami-
nates that are made with PUR as adhesive layer, printed films with nitrocellulose based inks or lacquers, etc. 
31 https://www.fostplus.be/en/members/green-dot-rates` 
32 https://www.recyclingproductnews.com/article/38303/new-research-shows-aluminum-cans-better-support-circular-economy-than-pet-and-glass-container
32 Closed-loop recycling is the reprocessing in a production process of waste materials the original purpose, and not for another purposes or energy recovery. 
33 Note that regulations currently prevent mechanically recycled polyolefins from being used in food contact applications.
34 Note that in Belgium there is already a federal packaging contribution that distinguished between single-use and reusable beverage containers packaging. The 
rate for single-use is seven times that for reusable containers: https://finances.belgium.be/fr/entreprises/accises

As such, we would like to see the Fost Plus fees 
align more with circularity principles and their 
environmental impacts:

•	 The fee difference between more and less 
easy to recycle materials should increase 
even more over time. For example, the rel-
ative fees for PET and aluminium should be 
more like in 2023 when PET had 13 times the 
fee per kilogram, rather than in 2024 when 
the fee for PET was only three times the fee 
for aluminium, because aluminium is signifi-
cantly more circular31. 

•	 The fee for more difficult to recycle materi-
als should increase over time, in the direc-
tion of fee for the obtrusive packaging cate-
gory to shift more and more packaging into 
easy-to-recycle materials. For example, mate-
rials like EPS (expanded polystyrene) and cork 
should have fees going up, not down.

•	 The fees should be based not just on re-
cyclability, but also on circularity. Where 
closed-loop recycling32 is possible, a lower fee 
should be applied compared to materials that 
cannot be made back into the same product 
again. For example, mixed polyolefins that 
are currently not being made back into pack-
aging applications33, e.g., building and con-
struction, agricultural products,  should have 
higher fees. 

•	 Packaging that could be part of a reuse sys-
tem should carry higher fees if it is single 
use34. This currently only applies to glass 
beverage bottles. An at-scale reuse system 
already exists in Belgium, so single-use glass 
beverage bottles should have a higher fee. 

•	 Packaging with higher levels of recycled 
content should have lower fees than 
packaging from virgin material. For in-
stance, rPET should have a lower rate 
than virgin PET; same for glass, metal etc.  
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The WFD35 specifies that the financial contributi-
ons made by producers should not exceed the 
cost necessary to provide waste management 
services in a cost-efficient way, so Fost Plus is 
currently passing the costs directly to producers. 
However, like the Cooperation Agreement, it also 
specifies that fees should take into account dura-
bility, reparability, re-usability and recyclability of 
packaging, which we do not see being done. Thus, 
the way Fost Plus is currently modulating fees is 
not in line with this latter condition. It would be 
better to include specific principles of eco-mo-
dulation in the next accreditation to ensure 
that Fost Plus modulates fees to encourage 
reducing the environmental harmfulness of 
packaging waste.

New Blue Bag
One of the big initiatives implemented by Fost 
Plus during the current accreditation was the roll 
out of the ‘new blue bag.’ The new blue bag was

35 Article 8a, paragraph 4
36 In Belgium, waste collection is generally done by intermunicipal waste organisations (referred to as intermunicipalities). Only three municipalities in Belgium 
collect their own waste. The rest have partnered with other municipalities to collect waste together. These intermunicipalities are composed of an average of 18 
municipalities, but range in size from two municipalities (IVAGO, consisting of Ghent and Destelbergen) to 84 municipalities (the whole province of Liège).

 first mentioned in the 2015 Fost Plus activity re-
port, where test projects in six municipalities in 
2016 were announced. 

These projects tested the expansion of the plas-
tic collected in the blue bag, which at the time 
included only plastic bottles and flasks, to include 
other rigid plastics and plastic films. By 2017 the 
expansion of the PMD collections to include all 
plastic packaging was the first of five focus points 
Fost Plus set out for a circular economy in Belgi-
um. The new blue bag including all plastic pack-
aging (except household hazardous packaging 
and EPS) was then included in the 2018 accredi-
tation, in Section 1 Article 2 paragraph 2 (see Fi-
gure 9) and was set to be rolled out by 1 January 
2021. 

The new blue bag was rolled out gradually, sta-
ring on 1 April 2019 with two intermunicipali-
ties36, followed quickly by six more in June, with 
about three million people having the new blue 
bag by the end of 2019. The roll out continued in 
2020 and was completed on 1 October 2021. 

Figure 9: Section 1 Article 2 paragraph 2 for the 2018 Fost Plus accreditation, which  
sets deadlines and options for rolling out the new blue bag in Belgium

Figure 8: An explanation of how  
green dot rates are calculated,  
from the Fost Plus website
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Data transparency will be discussed further be-
low, but it is interesting to note here that there 
is little transparency on how much waste is actu-
ally collected through the blue bag. The termino-
logy used by Fost Plus is somewhat misleading, 
because the terms ‘collected’ and ‘recycled’ are 
sometimes used interchangeably. For example, 
the 2018 activity report claims that “extending 
the collection of plastic bottles, metal packaging 
and drink cartons (PMD) to include all plastic 
packaging, we can collect and recycle 8 kg of extra 
packaging per person per year.” Similarly, there 
is an infographic in the activity report every year 
since 2018 showing the kilograms per inhabitant 
of PMD, paper, and glass that is sometimes la-
belled ‘collected,’ sometimes labelled ‘recycled,’ 
and sometimes not labelled – using the same in-
fographic for different data is confusing and mis-
leading to readers. 

Fost Plus clarified that when they say collected, 
they mean collected from households and taken 
to the first tip (either a transfer station or direct-
ly delivered to a sorting plant) and includes bags 
and non-target material, and this is what the ad-
ditional 8 kg refers to (see Figure 10). Fost Plus 

should be consistent in their terminology and 
report on the total tonnage collected via the 
blue bag system, including non-target materials 
and input into the sorting process, as a separate 
value from what is output from the sorting plants 
(the measurement point), as well as what is final-
ly recycled (the calculation point).

This level of detail, particularly at the municipali-
ty or intermunicipality level, is necessary to com-
municate how much non-target material is in the 
blue bag. This would help those responsible for 
collecting waste to implement policies such as not 
picking up heavily contaminated bags - non-tar-
get materials are visible through the transparent 
bag after all - and contribute to educating peop-
le who use the bags wrongly. Fost Plus makes 
almost the exact same points regarding data 
transparency in their 2018 activity report (see 
Figure 11), but has not followed through on gi-
ving “everyone access to accurate and up-to-date 
data at all times.”

Further, we understand from conversations with 
intermunicipalities that the approach of Fost Plus 
can be strict with regards to the level of non-tar-
get materials, and there have been penalties ap-
plied in the past. Ultimately, the cost of commu-
nicating to and educating residents, and the 
cost of collection, are the responsibility of the 
producers. If the system is not performing as it 
should in certain areas, then it may be that the 
fees paid by the producers are not high enough 
to cover the full costs in certain geographies or 
demographics.

Figure 10: Fost Plus communications on the new blue bag (data from the 
2020 activity report)

Figure 11: Extract from the 2018 activity report that contains 
claims about data transparency and  

reliability that have not been implemented
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tonnes in reference year 2020 according to the 
2021 IVC activity report. Adding roughly 10% for 
market coverage (discussed further below) and 
another 10% for wrongly sorted, non-target ma-
terials gives a total of over 360,000 tonnes that 
would need to be sorted in Belgium if it were all 
collected for recycling. So, the existing capacity 
only accounts for about 75% of the packaging in 
Belgium. Fost Plus clarified that since the capa-
cities for these plants are average annual capa-
cities, the operations of the plants can easily be 
adapted to handle more material. At the moment, 
they mostly operate with two 8-hour shifts, five 
days per week; so, a third shift or weekend shifts 
can be added to increase capacity. For example, 
according to Fost Plus, the Indaver sorting plant 
could easily be changed from 60,000 tonnes to 
80,000 tonnes with additional shifts and no other 
significant adjustments.

End Destinations
The final step in the recycling value chain is sen-
ding the sorted materials to a recycler. The ma-
terial collected in the blue bag is the property of 
Fost Plus. They then sell the sorted material to 
recyclers according to rules set by the IVC. They 
have to sell the sorted materials to companies 
in the EU with the highest purchase price, to be 
recycled in the EU. They have to sell to a final 
recycler, so it cannot be sold to waste traders, 
and they have to have sufficient free capacity at 
their recycling facility to recycle it. Specifications 
are agreed with the IVC during the tendering 
process, and, for example, strict quality criteria 
are specified for each contract so the recyclers 

Recycling Infrastructure
None of the benefit from collecting more plastic 
packaging would be realized without investment 
in new recycling infrastructure. Fost Plus has in-
vested in upgrading and/or building five new sor-
ting plants in Belgium37 (see Figure 12):

•	 Indaver (in Willebroek)38 – operational De-
cember 2020, annual tonnage: 60,000

•	 Valtris (in Couillet)39 – operational June 2021, 
annual tonnage: 40,000

•	 Prezero (in Evergem)40 – operational since 
January 2021, annual tonnage: 78,000

•	 Val’Up (in Ghlin)41 – operational since May 
2022, annual tonnage: 50,000

•	 Sitel (in Engis)42 – operational May 2023, an-
nual tonnage: 40,000

The annual tonnages specified indicate the aver-
age annual tonnage the facility processes in a 
year. In addition, the existing sorting plant Van-
heede (in Rumbeke) is also used to sort the new 
PMD fractions, and specialises in sorting PMD 
collected from companies and post-sorting the 
residues output from the first PMD sorting pro-
cess.

Further small improvements are still being made 
to what is accepted in the blue bag and the sor-
ting plants. According to the 2021 activity report, 
since 1 January 2022, all metal spray cans have 
also been accepted in the PMD bag, where pre-
viously only food and cosmetics sprays can were 
allowed. Since the start of 2023, opaque PET 
has also been sorted as a separate fraction, and 
the producer fee for this fraction dropped from 
€1.7379 per kilogram in 2022 to €0.7044 in 2023. 
And additional sorting of fines (sorting residues) 
allows for the recovery of small aluminium and 
coffee capsules43.

It is interesting to note that the total sorting ca-
pacity of these plants is around 268,000 tonnes, 
while the tonnage placed on the market of PMD 
by Fost Plus members was already at 303,204 

37 https://www.fostplus.be/en/projects/new-pmd-sorting-centres
38 https://indaver.com/news/single/press-release-indaver-is-the-first-to-start-
up-a-new-pmd-sorting-installation
39 https://www.fostplus.be/en/blog/opening-of-valtris-sorting-centre
40 https://www.fostplus.be/en/blog/prezero-punctual-opening-of-sorting-fa-
cility-for-lightweight-packaging
41 https://www.fostplus.be/en/blog/official-opening-of-fourth-new-sorting-
centre-for-new-blue-bag
42 https://www.fostplus.be/en/blog/last-sorting-centre-opens-its-doors
43 https://www.fostplus.be/en/blog/green-dot-fees-2024

Figure 12: Map of sorting plants in Belgium
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can reject loads and impose financial penalties 
on sorting plants and indirectly Fost Plus who is 
ultimately responsible for covering the costs if 
material is not to the agreed standard. 

According to conversations with the IVC, the qua-
lity of the Belgian waste is higher than in other 
countries, and is often used by the recyclers to 
increase the quality of this other waste. The high 
quality of Belgian waste has been corroborated 
by other sources as well. However, recyclers 
mixing Belgian material with material from 
other sources effectively downgrades the 
quality of the Belgian material, which we agree 
is counterproductive after the efforts being put 
in to sort material to a high quality.

Figure 13 shows a map of where the Fost Plus 
materials were recycling in 202144. The data only 
indicates the EU-country in which the materi-
al was recycled. Further detail is not available, 
which means that it is not possible to understand 
exactly where it goes, how it is recycled, and what 
it is made into. If the material is as high quality as 
is being claimed, then much of it should be going 
into closed-loop recycling, and being made into 
the same products again. Much more transpa-
rency on end destinations and recycling fates 
is needed to understand how well Belgium is 
really recycling. 

44 The 2022 IVC activity report also presents a table on where the Fost 
Plus material was recycled in 2021. The two do not match, which reduces 
confidence in the methodology employed by Fost Plus and IVC. This is because 
the reporting deadline is after Fost Plus publishes their activity report, so small 
changes continue to be made to the data until the IVC activity report. A small 
note in both activity reports to explain this would clarify the difference to the 
keen readers. This has been discussed with Fost Plus.

Fost Plus is now investing in building new recy-
cling facilities in Belgium, because they want to 
control the quality of recycling, which is more dif-
ficult when it is sent abroad45. They want PET to 
go back into PET in Belgium to have an as short 
and circular supply chain as possible. The 2020 
Fost Plus activity report says that there are al-
ready agreements with producers in Belgium to 
buy the material and put PET back into bottles in 
Belgium (Figure 14), and based on conversations 
with Fost Plus it is our understanding that they 
are expecting to achieve 80% recycled content. 
They are trying to achieve the same for other ma-
terials, like getting PET films back into PET films. 

There does not seem to be a plan yet for cartons, 
0% of which are currently recycled in Belgium; 
nor for the 29% of aluminium that went to Ger-
many in reference year 2021, as reported in the 
2022 IVC activity report. Even the metals that are 
recycled in Belgium, without knowing where they 
are going to be recycled, it is unclear if they are 
going into closed-loop recycling and being made 
into packaging again, or if they are being used in 
other applications, like car parts. 

Fost Plus is heavily focused on the recycling 
part of the circular economy, but it is not clear 
how circular any of the recycling really is. The 
plans in place for keeping the Belgian material 
quality high and creating a circular plastics value 
chain, i.e., investing in building local recycling in-
frastructure, are a great step forward, but there 
needs to be supporting evidence to substantiate 
the results of the efforts. 

45 See the quote from Fost Plus managing director here: https://www.
fostplus.be/en/blog/morssinkhof-plastics-opens-recycling-center-for-hdpe-and-
pp-in-lommel

Figure 13: Map from Fost plus’s 2021 activity report showing 
where the Fost Plus material was recycled in 2021

Figure 14: Extract from the 2020 Fost Plus activity report ex-
plaining the plans for closed-loop recycling within Belgium
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In the UK, a waste data reporting system, Waste-
DataFlow46, has been in use since 2004 (see Figu-
re 15). Data is reported quarterly for each munici-
pality, and tonnages can be interrogated through 
the whole supply chain: from collection, input to 
sorting, output from sorting, all the way to the fi-
nal recycler. There are issues with this system as 
well, such as reporting inconsistencies, but the 
data is publicly available so anyone can down-
load and analyse it to find out what is happening 
to their waste (or any waste in the country).

46  https://www.wastedataflow.org/ 

In comparison to this, the Belgian data is a black 
box. A similar system should be put in place 
in Belgium to provide evidence for the claims 
being made on the recycling quantities (and 
the recycling rates that are calculated from 
them). In fact, Fost Plus claims to already have 
such a system in place, but it is not open source, 
and Belgian consumers and residents are criti-
cally missing from the list of stakeholders Fost 
Plus engages with (see Figure 16). Access to infor-
mation is crucial for order for people to effective-
ly participate in the system and be engaged with 
matters affecting them. 

Finally, with all these plans for circularity, and  
given the high quality of the material sorted in 
Belgian sorting plants, producers in Belgium 
should be held to account on their ambitions. 
The next Fost Plus accreditation should inclu-
de circularity targets, in addition to recycling  
targets. For example, a certain percent of ma-
terial must go to high quality recycling, whereby 
the waste material is used in the production of 
similar packaging again. These targets should be 
set for each packaging material fraction and/or 
packaging application, and should increase over 
time like the recycling rates. 

Figure 15: Screen shot of the UK’s open-source waste data system, WasteDataFlow

Figure 16: Extract from the 2021 Fost Plus activity  
report that talks about the data system in place
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In this section we investigate what the recy-
cling rates reported by Fost Plus really mean. 
Figure 17 shows the recycling rates reported by 
Fost Plus in their annual reports compared to the 
recycling rates reported by the IVC to Eurostat. 
Obviously these two metrics cannot be compared 
directly, because the Eurostat data also contains 
non-municipal packaging recycled by Valipac, 
and companies that fulfil their takeback obliga-
tions themselves47. However, both the Fost Plus 
reported recycling rates, as well as the Valipac re-
ported recycling rates, exceed the rates reported 
to Eurostat. For example, in 2020 the recycling 
rate reported by Fost Plus in their activity report 
was 94.9%, the recycling rate reported by Valipac 
in their activity report was 91.5%, and the official 
Eurostat recycling rate for Belgium was 79.2% - a 
significant difference if you consider that the Eu-
rostat value should be a combination of the mu-
nicipal and non-municipal recycling rates. This 
difference leads to many questions, which we 
attempt to address below.

In the sections below, we discuss our under-
standing of the Belgian data regarding the fol-
lowing aspects of the reported recycling rates: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

47 Only companies that place over 300 kg of packaging waste on the market are subject to the takeback obligation, so must either be a member of a PRO or 
report directly to the IVC. https://www.ivcie.be/en/obligations/take-back-obligation/ 
48 Free riding is defined in the recent Eunomia, Reloop and ZWE report on mixed waste sorting as: “an EPR system phenomenon in which producers who are not 
registered with the scheme, and therefore do not pay EPR fees (including, for example, online sellers and producers below any de-minimus thresholds for EPR ob-
ligations), place packaging on the market that goes unrecorded. This also includes situations in which registered packaging producers mis-declare their tonnages 
POM such that this is underestimated, as well as packaging POM by private importers (i.e. individuals who bring in products from other countries).”

•	 We start with a discussion of the overall mea-
surement method – the main differences 
between the Fost Plus/Valipac recycling rates 
and those reported to Eurostat come from 
the fact that the recycling rates are reported 
using different methodologies. 

•	 We then dig into some of the details of the 
methodology, starting with a discussion of 
the denominator for the reported recycling 
rate, i.e., the tonnages placed on the mar-
ket (POM), and how these are calculated and 
reported. 

•	 Next, we investigate adjustments are made 
for packaging POM to account for market cov-
erage adjustments such as free-riding48. 

•	 We discuss the last step to calculating the re-
cycling rate according to the new measure-
ment method: applying the loss rates to re-
move the tonnage of non-target material. 

•	 Finally, we present adjusted PMD recycling 
rates based on IVC reported tonnages, ac-
counting for total tonnage of municipal pack-
aging POM in Belgium, compared to what is 
reported by Fost Plus and the IVC. 

3. Reported Recycling Rates

Figure 17: Recycling rates re-
ported by Fost Plus compared 
to recycling rates reported by 
the IVC to Eurostat
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The Measurement Method
The measurement method now required by Eu-
rostat is clearly defined in the PPWD and related 
implementing act. The 2018 Fost Plus accreditati-
on pre-dates this update to the EU legislation, so 
we do not expect the measurement methods to 
fully align. However, the measurement method 
utilized by Fost Plus does not even align with 
the measurement method that was in place 
when the 2018 accreditation took place. 

Fost Plus does not try to hide how it calculates 
its recycling rate. The 2021 activity report stated 
clearly that “In 2021, Fost Plus recycled 89.8% of 
the household packaging put on the market by 
its members”49. Similarly, in the most recent 2022 
activity report, it states that “In 2022, our mem-
bers marketed 765,758 tonnes of packaging, of 
which 725,816 tonnes were recycled, accounting 
for a 95% recycling rate”50. In other words, the 
denominator used in the Fost Plus recycling rate 
calculation is the tonnage placed on the market 
by its members, not the total tonnage of munici-
pal packaging placed on the market. 

However, the wording is misleading, because 
Fost Plus is claiming to recycle 725,816 tonnes 
out of the 765,758 tonnes placed on the market 
by its members. In reality, many tonnes that Fost 
Plus recycles contain waste due to free riders 
and net parallel imports. So, in a way, Fost Plus 
is understating the denominator by excluding 
non-member tonnage, but also over-stating the 
numerator by including non-member tonnage. 
The wording suggests that Fost Plus members 
are recycling more of their own waste than they 
actually are. This needs to change so that the 
recycling rate compares like with like. 

In addition, the Fost Plus calculation method is 
often lost in translation, and misinterpreted. For 
example, a recent Fost Plus blog article51 was 
titled “Fost Plus recycled 95% of all household 
packaging in 2022,” which is an incorrect sim-
plification of the more complete explanation in 
the activity report – it is not 95% of all household 
packaging; it is 95% of the packaging declared by 
Fost Plus members. And this follows through to 
other media outlets that pick up these stories. 

49  Previously here: https://com.fostplus.be/activityreport2021en/, the 2021 
Fost Plus activity report is no longer available on their website.
50 https://com.fostplus.be/en/activityreport2022/
51 https://www.fostplus.be/en/blog/fost-plus-recycled-95-of-all-household-
packaging-in-2022

The Brussels Times, for example, reported the 
Fost Plus recycling rate as a national recycling 
rate, with no reference to tonnage placed on the 
market by members52.

Of course, the average reader of these articles 
will not understand this distinction – that it is a 
percentage relative to what is reported by Fost 
Plus members, and not a percentage of all pack-
aging placed on the market in Belgium. Which 
further supports the fact that the Fost Plus 
calculation method is not a particularly me-
aningful metric, and sends the wrong signals 
to users of the Belgian recycling system, to 
policy makers, and to those responsible for 
the packaging. 

The method of calculating the recycling rate is 
discussed in the 2018 accreditation:

•	 Article 3 states that “for each material, Fost 
Plus shall report on the beverage packaging 
placed on the market by its members and 
also on their selective collection and recy-
cling. The practical arrangements regarding 
this reporting shall be made by the monitor-
ing committee”; and

•	 Article 4 states that Fost Plus must comply 
with the methods of calculating the recycling 
rates developed by the IVC. Some details are 
spelled out, but they mostly pertain to the 
calculation of the numerator, with the excep-
tion of bullet point C that says “The method 
of calculating the recycling rates shall comply 
with Decision 2005/270/EC of the European 
Commission or with any other European leg-
islation that replaces it,” meaning the new 
measurement method should be used for 
the numerator and denominator in the recy-
cling rate calculation. 

To elaborate on these two points, firstly, we note 
that Fost Plus does not report on each material 
separately in the main activity report; since 2021, 
they include material sheets separately in a PDF 
download. This is not mentioned in the down-
load version of the activity report, so is easily 
missed. These sheets provide some clarity on the 
material specifics, but are missing key pieces of 
information. The tonnages placed on the market, 
sorted (old measurement method) and recycled 
(new measurement method), for each material, 
should be included in the annual report. This was 

52 https://www.brusselstimes.com/170706/belgians-improve-recy-
cling-rate-for-fifth-consecutive-year
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The two reports are not published at the same 
time, so Fost Plus confirmed that corrections and 
updates are made to the data in the interim – the 
final reporting deadline for members is between 
the publication of the two activity reports, so the 
Fost Plus data is an indicative snapshot shortly 
before the time of publishing. However, if this is 
the case, then a note to that effect should be in-
cluded in both reports, and details on what ad-
justments have been made should be included in 
the latter report, i.e., in the IVC annual report. It 
can be concluded that the way it is reported 
at the moment lacks transparency, and redu-
ces confidence in the methodology employed 
by Fost Plus and IVC. This has been discussed 
with Fost Plus. 

Tonnages Placed  
on the Market
To elaborate on the denominator in Fost Plus 
calculation method, the tonnage placed on the 
market by Fost Plus members is reported in both 
the Fost Plus and the IVC activity reports – these 
two metrics are shown in Figure 19. One would 
expect that, for a given reference year, the two 
values would be the same. However, in some 
years the Fost Plus reported tonnage is higher, 
and in others the IVC reported tonnage is higher. 
Note that since we are focussing on only PMD 
in this report, it would be ideal to get this data 
for PMD only, but the breakdown by material 
has not been published in the Fost Plus annual 
report since reference year 2017 and therefore 
does not allow for this level of precision. 

reported each year until 2017, as shown in Figure 
18, but was not included in the annual reporting 
from 2018 onward. 

And secondly, Fost Plus should be calculating 
the recycling rate relative to all municipal pack-
aging placed on the market, as a proxy for the 
packaging waste generated. Especially since Fost 
Plus is the only PRO for municipal packaging, and 
works with the IVC to calculate the market cover-
age for municipal packaging in Belgium, there is 
no reason why this measurement method is not 
being used. 

One could argue that the two requirements abo-
ve only apply to the IVC who do comply with these 
articles53. There is no reason why these requi-

53 The 2022 IVC activity report for 2021 reference year states that “the new calculation method relates to the results obtained by the accredited compliance or-
ganisation under the take-back obligation set out in the Cooperation Agreement and does not include corrections for free-riders or parallel imports (minus parallel 
exports). These corrections will be made when calculating the Belgian Figures to be reported to Eurostat.”

rements should not be passed on to Fost Plus, 
especially since the organisation is in a monopoly 
position for municipal packaging, and given how 
confusing and misleading the current reporting 
is. 

As such, the reporting requirements for Fost 
Plus should align with the new EU measure-
ment method, for each material separately 
and relative to the total placed on the market 
and not just the total reported by Fost Plus mem-
bers. Fost Plus and the IVC should not have the 
flexibility to decide what and how to report. What 
Fost Plus reports should align with the official 
data reported from the IVC to Europe, because 
doing any different is disinformation.  

Figure 18: Table of data in 2017 Fost Plus activity report showing tonnes recycled compared to both tonnes placed on the 
market by members, as well as an estimate of the total tonnes placed on the market
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Figure 20: Tonnage of municipal packaging placed on the market 
by Fost Plus members compared against estimate of total packag-

ing placed on the market from 2014 to 2017

 
In addition, there is no transparency on what 
checks are being done on the tonnages POM. A 
few examples are as follows:

•	 Producers could be under stating the number 
of units and/or the unit weights of items they 
place on the market. As far as we are aware, 
no adjustments are being made for this. 

•	 We are aware the adjustments are being 
made for producers putting less than 300 kg 
of packaging on the market (the threshold for 
reporting to the IVC), but it is not clear how 
this is done, or the magnitude of the adjust-
ments. Similar for other market coverage ad-
justments (discussed further below). 

•	 Adjustments are required for composite 
packaging where a component makes up for 
more than 5% of the weight; we understand 
that Fost Plus does not adjust for tonnag-
esbelow this threshold, e.g., the aluminium 
layer in cartons. We are unsure of what this 
means for the declarations of members. For 
example, for metal food packaging that has 
a plastic lining, is the weight of that lining de-
clared? Or is it included in the weight of the 
metal? Or is it excluded altogether? And how 
about polymer coated paper, aluminium lids 
with a plastic seal coating, etc.?

Both Fost Plus and its members benefit from un-
der reporting tonnages, so more through, de-
tailed, and transparent checks on the tonna-
ges POM are needed. 

Market Coverage 
The tonnages declared by Fost Plus members 
are then adjusted to account for market cover-
age. This is meant to ensure that all packaging 
placed on the market by all producers, including 
those that are not members of a PRO or are be-
low the reporting threshold, are also included in 
the calculations. 

However, transparency on the market cover-
age data and related calculations has redu-
ced since the last accreditation. Until 2017, the 
Fost Plus activity report included an estimate of 
the total tonnes placed on the market, in additi-
on to the tonnes declared by members for each 
material (see Figure 18), so the estimate of free 
riding could be calculated. The tonnes of PMD 
packaging from 2014 to 2017 are reproduced 
here in Figure 20. The difference between the 
two metrics, i.e., the amount not covered by Fost 
Plus, over these years was 6-7% of the total POM. 

According to Fost Plus, a study is done every five 
years to validate this percentage of free riders, 
during which a detailed regression analysis is 
undertaken based on NACEBEL codes and eco-
nomic activity to interpolate the tonnages placed 
on the market by non-members. In between the 
five-year updates, the tonnages are adjusted an-
nually to account for shifts in the economy. In ad-
dition, an estimate of the cross-border purchases 
and net parallel imports is carried out separately. 
The underlying assumption is that there is more 
import than export (of PMD), but the magnitude 
is more difficult to estimate, and is done based 
on a consumer panel and sector federation ex-
pertise. Studies like this, and information on 

Figure 19: Tonnes of packaging placed on the market by Fost Plus 
members each year from 2014 to 2021
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how they are used, should be made publicly 
available, like they are in other countries54. 

Although no longer published in the activity re-
ports, based on conversations with Fost Plus and 
data provided by the IVC, free riding, etc. for PMD 
is now estimated to be 8-9% of the total POM – an 
increase compared to the 6-7% in the previous 
period. However, none of this is published or ex-
plained. And the impact on the recycling rate is 
significant. Figure 21 shows the tonnages repor-
ted as POM and recycled by Fost Plus members in 
the 2021 activity report – the recycling rate repor-
ted is 89.8%. If the denominator were adjusted 
for market coverage based on 7% free riders, 
etc. to account for all municipal packaging 
POM in Belgium, then the Fost Plus recycling 
rate would drop to 83.5%. If it were 10%, then 
the recycling rate would drop further to 80.8%. 

54 For example, in Germany, the Environment Agency (Unwelt Bundesampt, UBA) publishes a very detailed report annually on the model and methodology used 
to calculate their packaging statistics. See for 2020: https://www.umweltbundesamt.de/publikationen/aufkommen-verwertung-von-verpackungsabfaellen-in-16.

Loss Rates
Applying loss rates is the last step in the recy-
cling rate calculation. In order to minimize any 
bias introduced from a change in the measure-
ment method, Fost Plus, like many other orga-
nisations in Europe, has maintained the same 
measurement point; and have applied loss rates 
to account for the difference between the measu-
rement point and the calculation point. 

For Fost Plus tonnage, the loss rate calculation is 
done by applying their own measurements, not 
by using average loss rates. Since the EU’s new 
measurement method was implemented, Fost 
Plus measures the real losses that occur for 
the Belgian waste flows in sorting plants and 
recycling installations using accredited labs 
and control bodies. According to Fost Plus, this 
is possible because Fost Plus has contracts with 
all these parties and imposes a strict follow-up; 
and this method is more reliable than the aver-
age loss rates that are based on European aver-
ages because it is focussed on only Belgian ma-
terial. They do not rely on data from recyclers, 
because streams from different countries are of-
ten mixed together before the calculation point, 
so it is physically not possible to measure the Bel-
gian material alone at that point. The applied me-
thodology has been verified by Eurostat, so Fost 
Plus considers that this method corresponds to 
the Commission’s new measurement method.

Figure 22: Illustration of old and new measurement method applied by  
Fost Plus from a Fost Plus presentation

Figure 21: Illustrative example of the impact of including market 
coverage in the Fost Plus reported recycling rates
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Figure 23: Summary of data from the 2022 IVC activity report (for reference year 2021) on loss rates  
based on old and new measurement methods for plastic and cartons

Plastic  
(excl. cartons)

Drink cartons

Carton - Paper

Carton - Plastic

Tonnes POM by 
Fost Plus  
Members

  
Recycling in Old 
Measurement 

Method

Tonnes Recy-
cled - New  

Measurement 
Method

126,235

18,257

13,693

4,564

108,397

11,298

10,666

632

17,838

6,959

3,027

3,932

207,061

15,977

11,983

3,994

14.1 %

Inferred Loss 
Rate: Tonnes 

Lost Relative to 
Recycling in Old 
Measurement 

Method

38.1 %

22.1 %

86.2%

Tonnes Lost: Dif-
ference between 

Old and New 
Measurement 

Method (tonnes)

According to the Fost Plus activity report, since 
the 2020 reference year, they have been repor-
ting to the IVC based on the old and new measu-
rement method. However, Fost Plus does not 
report on loss rates in their activity report, 
and does not report these two methods to the 
public. 

The IVC does report both the old and new measu-
rement method for Fost Plus tonnage in their ac-

tivity report, which gives some insight into how 
the loss rates (defined in the introductions) are 
applied. Figure 23 shows a summary of the data 
in the IVC activity report for plastic (excluding the 
part of drink cartons that is made of plastic) and 
cartons (also broken down into the paper and 
plastic fractions). Note that for the plastic part 
of drink cartons, the loss rate is particularly high 
because this material is generally not targeted 
for recycling (discussed further below). 

Plastic Loss Rates

Here we can see that for plastic, a total of 14.1% 
is lost between the old measurement method, in 
this case mostly that tonnage that is output from 
the sorting plants as a ‘plastic’ product, and what 
is recycled as plastic on a pure material basis. 
This is not broken down into different packaging 
types (beverage bottles, etc.), nor into different 
polymers (PET, HDPE, etc.), which all have very 
different performances in the recycling process. 
We would like to see more transparency on 
these tonnages. Even though the methodo-
logy has been verified by Eurostat, none of the 
data can be interrogated by Belgian citizens and 
consumers who fund the system through their 
purchases. Nor can key stakeholders compare 
the data against data in other Member States 
to ensure that the new measurement method is 
indeed being implemented consistently across 
the EU. This holds true for the other materials 
as well. It can be concluded that Fost Plus is very 
unclear and does not provide data about their 
plastic loss rates and recycled tonnes.

Carton Loss Rates

For cartons the loss rate is higher: 38.1% of the 
tonnage is lost from what is output from the 
sorting plants to what is recycled, but this loss 
rate is a little bit more complicated to interpret 
because cartons are composite packaging made 
out of layers of paper and plastic. Fost Plus splits 
the carton tonnage into 25% plastic and 75% pa-
per up until the measurement point. This means 
that both the paper and the plastic output from 
sorting contains non-target tonnage. For techni-
cal reasons, most of the paper in cartons is re-
cycled, while most of the plastic is incinerated; 
so, the paper fraction has a much lower loss rate 
than the plastic. 

It is important to note in Figure 23 that the ton-
nage of ‘carton’ product output from the sor-
ting plants is greater than the tonnage of 
pure cartons placed on the market. This is not 
impossible, since the tonnage placed on the mar-
ket is on a pure material basis, the output from 
sorting is on a product basis including non-target 
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materials (including product residues, which can 
be high with cartons), and the tonnage recycled is 
again on a pure material basis. With separate col-
lection rates increasing in the future, we expect 
to see more of this across Europe. 

It is somewhat surprising that it is so much higher 
though. Carton packaging is less likely to be con-
sumed outside of home compared to plastic and 
metal (beverage) packaging, but this is not en-
ough to fully explain why sorting rates for cartons 
are so much higher than the other PMD materi-
als. Assuming the carton paper recycled (10,666 
tonnes) is 100% of the paper output from PMD 
sorting on a pure material basis, and the 22.1% 
loss is pure non-target material, then this implies 
that 89%55 of the cartons placed on the market is 
collected in blue bags and sorted for recycling. In 
reality, a part of the fibres will be lost when the 
paper and plastic are separated from each other, 
so the collection rate of pure cartons would need 
to be above 89% to achieve this tonnage. 

Metal Loss Rates

The reporting of metals is more complicated and 
less transparent again. The tonnages recycled in-
cludes metal recovered from incinerator bottom 
ash (IBA). This now has to be reported separately 
to Eurostat, but is not reported separately in the 
IVC activity reports, which should be standardi-
sed in order to be able to distinguish between 
selective collection and other recycling. Some 
metal tonnage also comes from what is refer-
red to as ‘article 8 tonnage’ – additional tonna-
ge collected by the intermunicipality, e.g., from 
container parks and household hazardous waste 
packaging. Plus, since the implementation of the 
new measurement method, metal recycled from 
the glass collections is now included in the me-
tal recycling rate rather than the glass recycling 
rate. So, there are actually four different metal 
streams (PMD, article 8, metal from glass, and 
IBA metals) feeding into the Fost Plus tonnage 
recycled. 

55 10,666 tonnes recycled divided by 11,938 tonnes POM is 89%.
56 We understand from Fost Plus that this dropped significantly from 2020 to 2021, but even reducing it by 50% does not have a significant impact on the loss 
rates calculated here.
57 The exact wording in the IVC activity report is: “In accordance with the new calculation method, metals recovered from incinerator scrap are limited to the 
estimated quantities of metal packaging waste in the streams destined for incineration, and to which the average extraction rates of the ferrous metal (0.85) and 
aluminium (0.80) processing plants are then applied. Where necessary, all figures are capped at 100%.”
58 Van Caneghem et al. (2019) Closing the household metal packaging cycle through recovery of scrap from waste-to-energy bottom ash: The case study of 
Flanders, Resources, Conservation & Recycling, https://doi.org/10.1016/j.resconrec.2019.01.028
59 The plastic lining in metal cans alone is around 2% (see table 3 of https://www.rijksoverheid.nl/documenten/rapporten/2020/10/09/bijlage-03-onderzoek-
kunststof-coatings-in-blikjes)  so loss rates below this are likely to be unrealistic.

Based on data previously provided by the IVC for 
2020, we understand that approximately 5,700 
tonnes of ferrous metal and 13,000 tonnes of 
aluminium from IBA are included in the calcula-
tions56. This is the maximum allowed based on 
the limits in the EU legislation of 85% of ferrous 
metal not selectively collected, and 80% of alumi-
nium not selectively collected57. 

We are unsure if these are compared against 
actual tonnages of metal extracted from IBA in 
Belgium. Although this is not the subject of this 
report, we note that simply applying these maxi-
mum allowed tonnages for IBA recycling is likely 
to overstate the recycling rate for metal pack-
aging. A recent report on metal recycling from 
IBA in Flanders showed that there was much 
less metal packaging in the IBA than expected,  
reducing the recycling rate for the study referen-
ce year from 93.9% to 62.3% - a remarkable dif-
ference58. 

Nonetheless, subtracting these off the recycling 
in the old and new measurement method gives 
us an estimate of the tonnes recycled from sepa-
rate collection. Comparing these gives us a loss 
rate of 0.02% for ferrous metal, and 1.3% for alu-
minium, which are both very low59.

We know that these calculations are incorrect, 
but still present them here to illustrate the lack 
of transparency in the data reported by Fost Plus 
and the IVC. Two further adjustments need to be 
made to calculate an actual loss rate: for the me-
tal from glass and the article 8 tonnage. The arti-
cle 8 tonnages have always been reported accor-
ding to the new measurement method, so have 
little impact on the calculation of the losses. But 
the metal recycling from glass was only added 
to the recycling tonnage since the new measu-
rement method was implemented in 2020, and 
offsets the losses from the recycling process also 
implemented in the same year, so that is why the 
loss rates we calculate are so close to zero. As an 
illustrative example:

•	 Assume 40,000 tonnes of metal were report-
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Figure 24: Summary of data from the 2022 IVC activity report (for reference year 2021) on loss rates for metals, assuming recycling 
tonnages (*) include 5,700 tonnes of ferrous metal and 13,000 tonnes of aluminium from IBA

Ferrous metal

Aluminium

POM by Fost 
Plus  

Members

Recycling in Old 
Measurement 

Method*

Recycled (Old) 
Excluding from 

IBA

40,626

30,232

34,926

17,232

40,618

30,014

Recycling In 
New Measure-
ment Method*

38,799

32,007

Recycled (New) 
Excluding from 

IBA

34,918

17,014

0.02 %

1.3 %

Loss Rate

ed as recycled according to the old measure-
ment method, and this includes 5,000 tonnes 
of metal from article 8 and IBA tonnage, so 
35,000 tonnes were collected through the 
blue bag. 

•	 Fost Plus assures us that loss rates of 5-12% 
areapplied to the different metal streams, so 
if we subtract 2,500 tonnes (about 7%) from 
the tonnes collected through the blue bag, 
we actually only have 32,500 tonnes recycled 
from the blue bag according to the new mea-
surement method. 

•	 However, if we have a further 2,500 tonnes of 
lids from glass recycling subtracted from the 
glass tonnage and added to the metal recy-
cling, plus 5,000 tonnes from article 8 and IBA 
then we are back at 40,000 tonnes recycled 
according to the new measurement method. 

60 See, for example, the loss rates for various streams of ferrous metal, aluminium, plastic in tables 58, 59, and 61 respectively of the UBA report mentioned 
above.

•	 And it looks like the loss rate is zero, but is 
actually 7%. 

These are all illustrative values and have not been 
confirmed by Fost Plus. But it shows again how 
untransparent the data reported by Fost Plus and 
the IVC is. We do not deny the complexity of the 
situation, but additional supporting spreads-
heets with more detailed information could 
be provided with the IVC activity report where 
all the tonnages are finally added together. For 
example, tables in the German report mentioned 
above show each of the recycling streams sepa-
rately, with separate loss rates, and cross checks 
between materials60. 
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PMD Recycling Rate
In this section, we report a summary of our un-
derstanding of the final data reported publicly in 
Belgium to calculate what the recycling rate 
might actually be for the PMD fraction of mu-
nicipal packaging. Other similar exercises have 
also been undertaken61 with similar results that 
show that Fost Plus and IVC consistently oversta-
te the recycling rates in their public communica-
tions. Here we use the latest data for reference 
year 2021 from the 2022 IVC activity report to get 
a current view on the performance of the system. 

Figure 25 shows the tonnage POM by Fost Plus 
members, the tonnes recycled by Fost Plus, and 
the reported recycling rate for plastic, metal, car-
tons, and PMC in total. Since details of the diffe-
rent streams within each material category are 
not available, and we cannot verify the loss rates 
applied, we do not adjust the total tonnes recy-
cled for any additional losses. 

However, the tonnes POM by Fost Plus members 
does not cover the whole market, so adjustments 
have to be made to account for market coverage 
tonnages. Based on data provided by the IVC, we 
assume the Fost Plus tonnage accounts for a to-
tal of 91% of the municipal packaging, and the 
other 9% is free riders, etc. This varies by materi-
al asper the table below. 

61 For example, https://recyclingnetwerk.org/2018/06/07/factcheck-werke-
lijke-recyclagecijfers-zijn-lager-dan-wat-fost-plus-beweert/ and https://www.
reloopplatform.org/mixed-waste-sorting/ 

This includes metal recycling from IBA, so the 
recycling from selective collection is even lower 
than this, which is definitely not the impression 
that Fost Plus gives with the +90% recycling rates 
it reports.We note that tonnages from companies 
that fulfil their takeback obligation themselves 
does not need to be included here because it is 
excluded from the numerator and denominator 
of the calculation. But including the total muni-
cipal packaging POM by all companies in Bel-
gium in the denominator of the recycling rate 
calculation is necessary in order to compare 
like with like – after all, the numerator includes 
free rider tonnage that is recycled via the blue 
bag and other collection routes. IT can be con-
cluded that Fost Plus should report on this total 
municipal packaging, to which the IVC then adds 
the Valipac tonnage for non-municipal waste, ad-
justed for market coverage in the same way, and 
any tonnage from companies that report directly 
to get the total recycling rate for Belgium in an 
easy to understand and transparent way.

Plastic  
(excl. cartons)

Ferrous Metal

Aluminium

Cartons

PMC Total

Tonnes Pack-
aging POM by 

Members

Tonnes  
Recycled (New 

Method)

Reported  
Recycling Rate

108,397

40,618

30,014

11,298

190,327

52.4%

104.7%

93.8%

70.7%

64.8%

90%

94%

96%

93%

91%

POM Adjust-
ment for Mar-
ket Coverage

207,061

38,799

32,007

15,977

293,844

Total Munic-
ipal Packag-
ing POM in 

Belgium

230,068

41,276

33,341

17,180

321,864

47.1%

98.4%

90.0%

65.8%

59.1%

Actual Munici-
pal Packaging 
Recycling Rate

Figure 25: Details of PMC recycling rate calculation, including adjustment for market coverage in the denominator. No adjustments 
are made to the tonnes recycled in the numerator of the recycling rate. 

Adding this tonnage results in a total of 
321,864 tonnes of municipal PMD pack-

aging POM, rather than 293,944 tonnes in 
the denominator of the recycling rate cal-
culation, and reduced the recycling rate 

from 64.8% to 59.1% for PMD. 
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In order to give citizens, the Belgian authorities, 
Eurostat and producers more confidence in what 
Fost Plus is reporting for the PMC recycling sys-
tem, more transparency and checks are needed: 

•	 More transparency is needed at all stages 
of the supply chain, from the tonnage col-
lected, to the tonnage sorted, to the tonnage 
recycled including end destinations. Municip-
alities should push for a system that is similar 
to WasteDataFlow in the UK to be put in place 
in Belgium so they can monitor their own 
data and performance. This would also pro-
vide evidence for the results being reported 
on the recycling rates, and to allow citizens, 
the government, Eurostat, and producers to 
understand what happens to the waste col-
lection in Belgium; and allow all stakeholders 
to undertake checks of the data. If we want to 
check the impact and progress of the policy 
on packaging waste, monitoring and transpa-
rency is necessary.

In addition, design for recycling is wrongly in-
cluded in the waste prevention section of the 
2018 Accreditation, so a separate section in the 
accreditation in relation to recyclability and cir-
cularity of packaging recycling is needed.

•	 At the product design stage, there should 
be more case studies related to Fost Plus’s 
own activities in relation to recyclability, rath-
er than the activities of its members that may 
have happened anyway due to regulatory 
drivers. This should include some metrics in 
terms of the impacts.

•	 Regarding the eco-modulation of packaging 
that is placed on the market, one could ar-
gue that the modulated fees implemented by 
Fost Plus are not eco-modulated at all. Spe-
cific principles of eco-modulation should be 
included in the next accreditation to ensure 
that Fost Plus modulates fees to encourage 
reducing the harmfulness for the environ-
ment and human health of packaging waste.

•	 The next Fost Plus accreditation should in-
clude circularity targets, in addition to recy-
cling targets. For example, a certain percent 
of material must go to high quality recycling, 

whereby the waste material is used in the 
production of similar packaging again. These 
targets should be set for each packaging ma-
terial fraction and/or packaging application, 
and should increase over time like the recy-
cling rates.

 
One possible explanation for not sharing more 
data is that Fost Plus is not actually achieving the 
recycling rates they report – as we have seen in 
this report the recycling rates are being oversta-
ted due to the fact that Fost Plus is not compa-
ring like with like in their metrics. With regards to 
data reporting, more transparency is needed on 
the calculation method:

•	 Fost Plus and the IVC use what looks like two 
completely different datasets for reporting 
recycling rates: Fost Plus reports relative to 
the tonnage of packaging placed on the mar-
ket by its members, and the IVC reports to 
Eurostat relative to the total tonnes placed 
on the market in Belgium. 
	Ц The reporting requirements for Fost 

Plus in the next accreditation should 
align with the new EU measurement 
method, for each material separately and 
relative to the total placed on the market 
(not the total reported by their members).

	Ц The current Fost Plus calculation method 
is not a particularly meaningful metric, be-
cause it always overstates the real recy-
cling rate. This sends the wrong signals to 
users of the Belgian recycling system, to 
policy makers, and to those responsible for 
the packaging. 

	Ц Further, Article 3 of the cooperation agree-
ment specifies that the recycling rates 
should be “expressed in terms of percent-
age by weight relative to the total weight of 
one-way packaging material placed on the 
Belgian market” and should “be calculat-
ed using the methods determined by the 
Interregional Packaging Commission, in 
accordance with European law” – neither 
of these are implemented in the Fost Plus 
calculation method. 

4. The Way Forward
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•	 The way the tonnage placed on the mar-
ket by Fost Plus members is reported at the 
moment lacks transparency, and reduces 
confidence in the methodology employed by 
Fost Plus and IVC. More transparency is need-
ed on the method for calculating Fost Plus’s 
market coverage in Belgium, and the tonnage 
adjustments made for municipal (Fost Plus) 
and non-municipal (Valipac) tonnages sepa-
rately, to calculate the totals for Eurostat. 

•	 We understand that Fost Plus measures the 
real loss rates that occur for the Belgian 
waste flows in sorting plants and recycling 
installations using accredited lab and control 
bodies, but we would like to see more trans-
parency on these rates in the future. The 
method used has been audited and approved 
by Eurostat, so there should be no barriers 
to sharing more information with interest-
ed stakeholders. Separate loss rates should 
be reported for each fraction sorted by Fost 
Plus, because each material has a very differ-
ent performance in the recycling process. 

•	 Most critically, the recycling rates reported by 
Fost Plus and the IVC need to fully include all 
of these elements of the calculation method. 
Our calculations show that for 2021 the 
recycling rate for PMD should have been 
59.1% and not 64.8%. It can be concluded 
that the current presentation of the data is 
misleading. 

Figure 26: Extract from the 2021  
Fost Plus activity report

There is nothing commercially confidential 
about local-, regional-, or national-level data 
collected by and on behalf of the government, 
that is then reported to the EU, another public in-
stitution. And Fost Plus is in a monopoly position 
as the only PRO for municipal packaging waste, 
so competition does not apply to them. Ultima-
tely, Fost Plus is performing a public administra-
tion function in relation to the environment, so 
they should be doing everything within its power 
to substantiate the recycling rates they report, 
starting with data transparency.

Spreadsheets with data supporting the acti-
vity report would be a straightforward way to 
communicate the data to those that are intere-
sted, without overwhelming the more casual rea-
der and the general public who is only interested 
in headline data. This is not uncommon for da-
ta-heavy publications. 

Fost Plus is equating the PMD recycling collection 
in the blue bag to the circular economy (see Figu-
re 26), and it is clear that the municipal packaging 
recycling system in Belgium is ahead of many 
other countries in the EU. As a leading PRO, 
Fost Plus should also be leading the way on 
data transparency and evidencing the achie-
vements they make with PMD recycling in the 
transition to a more circular economy in the 
EU. 
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