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1. Contexte et description du marché  

1.1. Rétroactes 

 

1. L'IBPT a fait procéder à un audit des systèmes de mesure de bpost par les consultants 
Analysys Mason et PLCWW. Cet audit s’est déroulé d’août 2024 à février 2025. Ces systèmes 

de mesure visent à contrôler les délais d'acheminement de (certains) envois de 
correspondance et colis postaux (voir ci-dessous). 

 

2. Le 6 mars 2025, le rapport d'audit d'Analysys Mason (voir annexe) a été transmis à bpost 
pour consultation et indication des éléments confidentiels de bpost. bpost a communiqué les 

passages confidentiels à l'IBPT le 7 avril 2025. bpost a indiqué que le rapport ne contient 
aucune autre information confidentielle (ni pour bpost ni pour l’entreprise en charge d’évaluer 

les délais d’acheminement pour son compte, Spectos).  

 
3. Le 6 mai 2025, une lettre a été envoyée à bpost lui demandant d'établir un plan d'action et 

de le transmettre à l'IBPT dans le mois. bpost a demandé un report de l’échéance au 27 juin 
2025. L'IBPT a accepté cette prolongation du délai de réponse. bpost a transmis son plan 

d'action à l'IBPT le 27 juin 2025. 
 

1.2. Cadre juridique du marché  

4. Conformément au deuxième contrat de gestion entre l’État et bpost concernant les obligations 

de service postal universel pour la période 2024-2028 (approuvé par arrêté royal du 9 

novembre 2023), à la loi du 26 janvier 2018 relative aux services postaux et à l’arrêté royal 

du 14 mars 2022 relatif aux services postaux,1 l'IBPT contrôle les instruments de mesure ci-

dessous utilisés pour mesurer les délais d’acheminement des quatre services suivants, qui 

font partie du panier des petits utilisateurs :  

 

- les envois de correspondance égrenés domestiques prioritaires ;  

- les envois de correspondance égrenés domestiques non prioritaires ;  

- les envois recommandés égrenés domestiques ;  

- les colis postaux égrenés domestiques.  

  

5. Les instruments de mesure à contrôler trouvent leur origine dans le cadre légal relatif au 

secteur postal et plus spécifiquement dans les articles suivants :  

 

- l’article 46, § 1er, de l’arrêté royal du 14 mars 2022 relatif aux services postaux ;  

- les articles 5.1, 5.2 et 5.3 du deuxième contrat de gestion entre l’État et la société 

anonyme de droit public bpost concernant les obligations de service postal universel pour 

la période 2024-2028. 

  

  

 
1 L'arrêté royal du 14 mars 2022 relatif aux services postaux a été publié au Moniteur belge du 18 mars 2022.   
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6. Les délais d'acheminement sont mesurés afin de vérifier que les utilisateurs ont accès à un 

service de qualité, régulier et fiable. Cet instrument doit contribuer à garantir que les 

utilisateurs continuent à avoir accès à un service universel de qualité de bpost.  

1.3. Description de la mission d’audit  

  

7. L'IBPT a fait procéder à un audit des systèmes de mesure de bpost par Analysys 

Mason et PLCWW. Cet audit s’est déroulé d’août 2024 à février 2025.  

8. Celui-ci portait sur les deux systèmes de mesure suivants de bpost :  

- le système de mesure externe BELEX pour le courrier égrené domestique prioritaire et 

non prioritaire ;  

- le système de mesure interne de bpost pour les envois recommandés domestiques et 

les colis postaux égrenés domestiques.  

1.3.1. Le système de mesure externe BELEX pour le courrier égrené prioritaire et non 

prioritaire  

9. Conformément au deuxième contrat de gestion et à la législation postale, le respect des délais 

d’acheminement est mesuré, sous le contrôle de l’IBPT, selon la norme CEN EN 138502 pour 

les envois prioritaires d’une part et selon la norme CEN EN 145083 pour les envois non 

prioritaires d’autre part.   

 

10. Le système de mesure est géré par le bureau d’études externe Spectos GmbH, basé à Dresde, 

en Allemagne. Spectos a commencé à mesurer tant les envois prioritaires que non prioritaires 

dès le 1er mars 2012. Ce système de mesure s'intitule « système de mesure BELEX ».   

 

11. Le système de mesure BELEX se base sur la norme européenne EN 13850 pour les envois 

prioritaires et sur la norme EN 14508 pour les envois non prioritaires. Le système de mesure 

BELEX fonctionne sur la base de l’envoi de courriers tests par des collaborateurs à l'enquête. 

Ces courriers tests doivent être représentatifs des flux postaux réels de bpost. Ils permettent 

de calculer le nombre d'envois traités à temps, soit un jour après le dépôt de la lettre avant 

l'heure de la dernière levée pour les lettres prioritaires et trois jours pour les lettres non 

prioritaires.  

  

12. L’audit vérifie la conformité du système de mesure aux dispositions des normes européennes 

EN 13850 et EN 14508. L'étude « real mail »4, qui doit être réalisée par bpost tous les deux 

ans, a également été vérifiée.  

  

  

 
2 CEN EN 13850:2020 « Services postaux - Qualité de service - Mesure du délai d'acheminement des services de bout en 
bout pour le courrier prioritaire égrené et de première classe ».  
3 CEN EN 14508:2016 « Services postaux - Qualité de service - Mesure de la qualité de service de bout en bout 

pour le courrier égrené non prioritaire et de seconde classe ».  
4 Une analyse des flux postaux réels et de leurs caractéristiques visant à garantir que l'échantillon sous-jacent s'approche 

le plus possible de la réalité.        

       



Page 5 de 7 

 

 

13. L'audit a notamment vérifié les éléments suivants :  

- le projet statistique ;  

- la méthodologie utilisée ;  

- l’étude « real mail » ;  

- les résultats ;  

- l’audit du panel, y compris les instructions données aux collaborateurs à l'enquête ;  

- les contrôles de qualité internes.  

1.3.2. Système de mesure interne pour les envois recommandés domestiques et les 

colis postaux égrenés domestiques   

14. Le deuxième contrat de gestion entre l'État et bpost concernant les obligations de service 

postal universel pour la période 2024-2028 et la législation postale prévoient que le respect 

des délais d'acheminement des envois recommandés domestiques et des colis postaux 

égrenés domestiques doit être mesuré selon une méthode définie entre l'IBPT et bpost, fixée 

dans un protocole.5  

  

15. Contrairement au système de mesure externe (voir point 1.3.1), la mesure des délais 

d’acheminement par le biais du système de mesure interne ne se base pas sur des envois 

tests représentatifs, mais bien sur des données provenant des flux postaux réels. La mesure 

se fait au moyen des codes-barres figurant sur les colis et les envois recommandés (le système 

track & trace de bpost). La mesure se base concrètement sur une comparaison entre la date 

de dépôt et la date de distribution, en scannant le code-barres sur les colis postaux égrenés 

et les envois recommandés. La mesure se rapporte aux envois égrenés déposés au guichet 

d’un bureau de poste ou d’un point de service postal.    

  

16. Un protocole définissant ce système de mesure a été conclu en juin 2018 entre l'IBPT et bpost 

concernant les envois recommandés égrenés domestiques et les colis postaux égrenés 

domestiques, sur la base de l'article 5 du deuxième contrat de gestion concernant les 

obligations de service postal universel pour la période 2024-2028.  

  

17. Ce protocole est axé autour des sept éléments suivants :  

- le scan au moment du dépôt ;  

- le scan au moment de la distribution ;  

- le contrôle des résultats ;  

- la vérification via des envois tests ;  

- la méthode correspondra au rapport technique du CEN repris ci-dessous portant la 

référence TR 15472 ;  

- les événements de force majeure ;  

- le rapportage.  

 

18. L'audit a pour objectif de vérifier si le système de mesure est conforme au rapport technique 

européen du CEN portant la référence TR 15472 (« Postal Services – Measurement of transit 

time for parcels by the use of a track and trace system ») d’une part et si les obligations 

concernant le protocole ont été respectées d'autre part.  

 

 

 

 
5 Protocole conclu entre l’IBPT et bpost en matière de mesure de la qualité sur la base de l’article 5 du cinquième contrat de 

gestion concernant les envois recommandés égrenés domestiques et les colis postaux égrenés domestiques.  
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2. Les conclusions et recommandations de l'audit  

 

19. L'audit identifie 14 points où les processus de bpost ne sont pas entièrement conformes aux 

exigences définies dans les normes européennes ou le protocole.   

  

20. Les éléments non conformes sont classés en fonction de leur degré de certitude estimé et de 

leur impact sur les résultats en matière de qualité du service.  

 

Le degré de certitude est classé comme suit :  

- Certain : il est certain qu'il y a un problème, par exemple en raison de la non-conformité 

à l'une des normes ;  

- Incertain : il n'est pas certain qu'il y ait un problème ou non.  

 

L'impact est classé comme suit :  

- Élevé : un impact significatif est attendu sur la qualité de service mesurée si le problème 

est confirmé ;  

- Faible : aucun impact significatif n'est attendu sur la qualité de service mesurée si le 

problème est confirmé ;  

- Inconnu : l'importance de l'impact sur la qualité de service mesurée ne peut être évaluée 

si le problème est confirmé. 

 

21. Le rapport d’audit complet figure à l’annexe 1 de la présente communication et comprend (i) 

une description des non-conformités identifiées, (ii) une description de l’impact attendu par 

non-conformité et (iii) des recommandations par non-conformité pour le traitement.  
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3. Conclusion  

  

22. L'IBPT a demandé à bpost d’établir un plan d'action sur la base des non-conformités identifiées 

par l'audit (voir point 19), en tenant compte de toutes les recommandations formulées par 

Analysys Mason dans le rapport d'audit.  

 

23. L’IBPT suivra le plan d’action de bpost concernant les constatations de l’audit et organisera, 

le cas échéant, un audit de suivi pour veiller à la mise en œuvre correcte et dans les délais 

de ce plan d’action.  
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1 Executive summary 

The Belgian Institute for Postal Services and Telecommunications (BIPT) has commissioned 

Analysys Mason and PLCWW to conduct an audit of the external and internal quality measurement 

systems of the universal postal service provider in Belgium, bpost. 

Our work covered the two following aspects:  

 an assessment of the findings and associated recommendations stemming from the 2018 audit, 

the status of which was still ‘open’ prior to the 2024 audit, to determine whether the issues had 

been addressed, resolved or evolved 

 a brand new audit, checking the compliance of the quality-of-service (QoS) measurement 

systems of bpost against the relevant standards (EN 13850, EN 14508 and TR 15472). 

Regarding the recommendations stemming from the 2018 audit the status of which was still ‘open’ 

prior to the 2024 audit: 

 two findings had recommendations that remained open from the previous audit  

– the recommendations related to the ‘data validation’ finding have now been implemented, 

but those related to the ‘quality control over the internal track-and-trace system and transit 

time calculation’ are still pending. 

Regarding our new audit: 

 we have identified 14 non-compliant items 

 out of these 14, there are: 

– three items which we expect have a high impact1 on the QoS results being measured, 

– two items which we expect have a low impact1 on the QoS results being measured, 

– nine items for which we are unable to assess the materiality of their impact1 on the QoS 

results being measured. 

The three items which we expect have a material impact1 on the QoS results being measured are: 

 the real mail study may not be compliant with the CEN 13850; this aspect is described in section 

4.1, 

 the issues identified by the Centre for Integrity (CI) investigation may occur in other mail 

centres; this aspect is described in section 4.8, 

 
1  if these issues are confirmed. Figure 4 indicates to what extent we are certain of the issue e.g. because it is 

not in line with one of the standards. 
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 the continued use of active radio-frequency identification (RFID) transponders increases the 

chance of panellists being identified; this aspect is described in section 4.9. 

More broadly, as it stands, the QoS measurement system of bpost is not in full compliance with the 

relevant CEN standards. 
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2 Introduction 

The Belgian Institute for Postal Services and Telecommunications (BIPT) has commissioned 

Analysys Mason and PLCWW to conduct an audit of the external and internal quality measurement 

systems of the universal postal service provider in Belgium, bpost. The audit also involved Spectos 

as the independent performance monitoring organisation in charge of monitoring the QoS of bpost. 

This report has been prepared in accordance with the proposal prepared by Analysys Mason in 

response to tender 2024/POST/AUDIT/01. 

2.1 Scope of our assignment 

The objective of the project is to audit the four measurement systems shown in Figure 1, and their 

conformity with the relevant standards, i.e. EN 13850, EN 14508 and TR 15472. 

Figure 1: The four bpost measurement systems being audited [Source: Analysys Mason and PLCWW, 

2024] 

 

Our audit included an assessment of the following aspects:  

 The statistical project 

 The methodology used 

 The results 

 The composition of the panel, and instructions given to panellists 

 Internal quality checks. 

2.2 Remainder of this document 

The remainder of this document is laid out as follows: 
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 Section 3 assesses the status of the recommendations stemming from the 2018 audit 

 Section 4 contains the observations and recommendations from the 2024 audit 

In addition, Annex A provides the mail characteristics target proportions for 2023. 
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3 Status of the recommendations stemming from the 2018 

audit 

This section assesses the status of the recommendations stemming from the previous audit in 2018.  

3.1 2018 audit findings and the latest status prior to the 2024 audit 

The 2018 quality measurement systems audit2 led to a list of observations and recommendations 

grouped into nine findings, numbered 5.1 to 5.9, and indicated below: 

 5.1: Real mail study and statistical design 

 5.2: Data validation 

 5.3: Statistical design  

 5.4: Panel workload requirements 

 5.5: Internal measurement system track-and-trace 

 5.6: Risk of identification of the panellist 

 5.7: Panel monitoring 

 5.8: Quality control over the internal track-and-trace system and transit time calculation 

 5.9: IT infrastructure internal track-and-trace system 

The latest follow-up document linked to this audit3 indicated that out of these nine findings, only 

two remained opened, 5.2 and 5.8 which are assessed in more detail below. 

During the 2024 audit, we asked bpost to confirm the status of the pending 2018 recommendations. 

3.2 2018 audit finding 5.2: data validation 

Recommendation from the 2018 audit 

“We recommend Spectos to keep track of the data validation errors and the actions performed to 

correct these errors. Furthermore, we recommend Spectos to (electronically or physically) archive 

all documents that are supporting data validation including the test letter envelopes. 

In addition, we recommend Spectos to review regularly if all items of discovered panelists have been 

correctly and completely excluded from the measurement results.” 

 
2  Audit of bpost’s internal and external measurement systems for transit time calculation, Audit report to the 

attention of BIPT, November 2018 

3  Audit of bpost’s internal and external measurement systems for transit time calculation, Follow-up on audit 
report of January 2019 to the attention of BIPT, October 2020 
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Evolutions since the 2018 audit and status of finding in October 2020 

Figure 2 presents the main steps that have taken place since the recommendation made in the 2018 

audit. 

Figure 2: Main steps since the recommendation related to the 2018 audit finding 5.2 [Source: PwC, 

2018 to 2020] 

Main steps Summary of each step 

Management 
comment bpost4 

Regarding the tracking of data validation errors and the actions performed to 
correct these errors, bpost indicated that: 
 “due to the vast amount of validation data and procedures, there is not a 

single list of all data validation events for 2017, but a set of some 1.000 
documents that are saved on a daily base by Spectos and used for reporting 
all validation events during the year” 

 “Spectos proposed to PwC during their visit in Dresden in June 2018 to work 
with an extract on several days, chosen at random by PwC” 

 “PwC agreed to receive 2 examples of items for which there was a data 
validation, which Bpost had send via e-mail” 

Regarding the storage of test item data, bpost indicated that: 
 “the CEN 13850 mentions test items should be stored either physically or 

electronically, and all test items are electronically saved in the Spectos 
system as presented to PwC in the process of planning and production” 

Regarding the items from discovered panellists, bpost indicated that: 
 “this panelist was discovered by bpost on 20/11/2017 and this was 

communicated in such a way to Spectos. Spectos applied the correct 
discovery date : there are no more valid received items for this panelist from 
20/11/2017” 

 “the confusion in the date provided by Spectos (14/11/2017 in place of 
20/11/2017) comes from the fact until end 2017, Spectos didn’t make any 
difference between date of standby & date of deactivation of a panelist. […] 
this process is adapted at the start of 2018 and from then on we have 
specific reporting on standby dates and deactivation dates” 

Feedback PwC on 
management 
comment bpost4 

PwC responded that: 
 “although the examples provided by bpost in the management feedback 

above allow us to identify the updates done, we were not able to obtain 
evidence that these updates were authorised (e.g. feedback from panelist). 
For updates made due to bundling/clustering we understand that no 
feedback is required from the panelist and Spectos can perform the 
assessment themselves. We recommend that bpost and Spectos identify for 
which data validation errors feedback from the panelist is required and that 
they keep track of the actions taken to correct the error (including the 
feedback received from the panelist). For the validation errors for which no 
involvement of the panelist is required we also recommend to keep track of 
the actions taken by Spectos. The management feedback does not provide 
an answer to our recommendation regarding the storage of the test letter 
envelopes. The additional evidences received are contradictory to the 
evidences received from Spectos earlier which consisted of a system extract 
indicating the discovery date of panelist 288547 was 14/11/2017. We 

 
4  From Audit of bpost’s internal and external measurement systems for transit time calculation, Audit report 

to the attention of BIPT, November 2018 
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Main steps Summary of each step 

recommend that bpost and Spectos re-evaluate their process regarding 
discovered panelist to avoid reoccurrence.” 

Management 
comment BIPT4 

BIPT indicated that: 
 “BIPT wishes to emphasise the importance of CEN 13850 compliance and 

stresses the relevance of formal documentation and archiving to enable 
auditors to objectively verify the compliance with the CEN 13850. In this 
regard, it asks bpost to provide an action plan for points 1 and 2 with regard 
to the storage of test letter envelopes and the discovered panelist procedure 
respectively.” 

Description of the 
issue in the audit 
report of January 
20195 

PwC indicated that: 
 “according to CEN 13850 section F.2.4, the independent monitoring 

organisation has to define and perform all the necessary validation checks 
and actions to ensure the quality and accuracy of the data collected for the 
measurement. Although we noted that data validation checks are 
embedded in Spectos’ system, we could not obtain a list of all data 
validation errors for 2017 and evidence of follow-up performed. 
Furthermore, we noted that the test letter envelopes are not archived 
(electronically or physically) after receipt by the panelist. Although the 
examples provided by bpost in the management feedback above allow us to 
identify the updates done, we were not able to obtain evidence that these 
updates were authorised (e.g. feedback from panelist). For updates made 
due to bundling/clustering we understand that no feedback is required from 
the panelist and Spectos can perform the assessment themselves. We 
recommend that bpost and Spectos identify for which data validation errors 
feedback from the panelist is required and that they keep track of the 
actions taken to correct the error (including the feedback received from the 
panelist). For the validation errors for which no involvement of the panelist 
is required we also recommend to keep track of the actions taken by 
Spectos. The management feedback does not provide an answer to our 
recommendation regarding the storage of the test letter envelopes.” 

Status of finding 
in October 20205 

PwC considered that the final status of this finding was still ‘open’ in October 
2020. It indicated that: 
 “archiving of test letter envelopes CEN 13850 section H.5.2 Archiving states 

archiving is an important element of quality control because an auditor 
should be able to assess the validity of data validation checks and therefore, 
it is essential that the original data has been archived. CEN 13850 foresees 
different ways of archiving, depending on whether the recording of data is 
performed by the panellists themselves or by the monitoring organisation. 
Since panellists within Belex record posting and delivery dates themselves 
via an online web application, CEN 13850 foresees that the monitoring 
organisation should store the original data sets from panellists electronically 
and that original data sets should be stored in a secure location. Although 
CEN 13850 doesn’t require specifically that test letter envelopes should be 
stored, we recommend from an audit perspective to archive those 
envelopes to ensure sufficient underlying evidence is available to validate 
the data accuracy.” 

 “data validation errors: through inquiry with bpost on 8th of May 2020 and 
further inquiry on 10th of September 2020 we understood that items cannot 
be changed by Spectos from invalid to valid without consulting the panellist. 
Changing an item from valid to invalid is possible without consultation in 
certain cases. However, we were confirmed that it is not possible to retrieve 

 
5  From Audit of bpost's internal and external measurement systems for transit time calculation, Follow-up on 

audit report of January 2019 to the attention of BIPT, October 2020 
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Main steps Summary of each step 

a list of all changes to items performed (valid to invalid and vice versa). CEN 
13850 section H.5.2 states that an auditor should be able to assess the 
validity of validation checks which is not possible with the current lack of an 
overview of all data validation changes performed. Therefore, we still 
recommend implementing the logging of those items to ensure quality 
controls can be performed by either the monitoring organisation or an 
independent auditor retroactively, such as monitoring that only authorised 
changes are performed.” 

Assessment of compliance in 2024 

With regards to data validation errors, Spectos now maintains a ‘changelog’ of data validation errors, 

as explained in document 2 BELEX and PARI bis measurement systems Part 2 so this part of the 

recommendation has been addressed. 

With regards to the suggestion to archive the envelopes of test items (also called control items),  we 

understand that this is still not done. We note however that CEN 13850 indicates that: 

 Section C.1.8 Archiving: “Quality assurance & control activities shall include: storage of the 

test item information under suitable conditions (physically and/or electronically) in an orderly 

and retrievable manner for an adequate time at least until the report and the auditing are 

completed.” (emphasis added) 

 Section F.2.4 Independent Performance monitoring organisation: “The independent 

performance monitoring organisation is required to, […] document all material that is necessary 

for the performance of the audit including a system of maximum workload caps for the panellists 

[mand. (7), see 6.6] and the physical archiving of test letters at the end of the contract [info., 

see H.5.2].” (emphasis added) 

 Section H.5.2 Archiving indicates that: 

– “archiving can be done in different ways” which are “Storage of physical test letter 

document”, “Storage of test letter document images” and “Storage of original data sets from 

panellists”. It adds that “Data validation is often supported by information taken from the 

test letter envelopes (e.g. postmark dates etc.). This information can be recorded by the 

panellists and archived in one of the above ways.” (emphasis added)  

– “In cases where the contract with the independent performance monitoring 

organisation ends before the audit of the measurement period, physical archiving of 

test-letter documents and test-letter envelopes should at least be done by the contractor for 

the last month of the contracted measurement period until the end of the audit.” (emphasis 

added) 

Panellists record the information on test items they send and/or receive and it is archived by Spectos 

in line with the “storage of original data sets from panellists”. In addition, Spectos is still the 

independent performance monitoring organisation at the time of the audit of the measurement 

period. 
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It can therefore be argued that while bpost has not yet complied with the 2018 recommendation, it 

complies with CEN 13850. 

In regards to items of discovered panellists, Spectos confirmed that identified panellists are removed 

from the panel and all test items from these panellists are removed from the QoS measurement 

calculation. 

Result of compliance in 2024 

This recommendation has been partially addressed. 

3.3 2018 audit finding 5.8: quality control over the internal track-and-trace system and 
transit time calculation 

Recommendation from the 2018 audit 

“We recommend to perform a yearly audit of the track-and-trace system and the transit time 

calculation. The audit should check a.o. that all valid items have been included in the transit time 

calculation and that exclusion procedures are applied correctly and consistently.” 

Evolutions since the 2018 audit and status of finding in October 2020 

Figure 3 presents the main steps that have taken place since the recommendation made in the 2018 

audit. 

Figure 3: Main steps since the recommendation related to the 2018 audit finding 5.8 [Source: PwC, 

2018 to 2020] 

Main steps Summary of each step 

Management 
comment bpost6 

None 

Feedback PwC on 
management 
comment bpost6 

“No management comment was provided by bpost on this topic, hence, we 
cannot assess whether any actions will be taken and whether they would be 
sufficient.” 

Management 
comment BIPT6 

“BIPT wishes to emphasise the importance of CEN 15472 compliance. 
In this regard, it asks bpost to provide an action plan for this point regarding 
the audit of the track-and-trace system used for PARI measurement.” 

Description of the 
issue in the audit 
report of January 
20197 

PwC reiterated its initial recommendation. 

 
6  From Audit of bpost’s internal and external measurement systems for transit time calculation, Audit report 

to the attention of BIPT, November 2018 

7  From Audit of bpost's internal and external measurement systems for transit time calculation, Follow-up on 
audit report of January 2019 to the attention of BIPT, October 2020 
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Main steps Summary of each step 

Status of finding 
in October 20207 

PwC considered that the final status of this finding was still “open” in October 
2020. It indicated that: 
 “Through inquiry with bpost on 8th of May 2020 and further inquiry on 10th 

of September 2020, we noted that there is not yet a yearly audit performed 
on the track-and-trace system for the PARI measurement and the 
calculations of the transit time. We understood that the track-and-trace 
system was fully revised and that there is a new system in place. A 
monitoring is performed by bpost’s digital command center on potential 
incidents, however, no audit is performed to verify whether amongst others 
all valid items have been included in the transit time calculation and that 
exclusion procedures are applied correctly and consistently.” 

Assessment of compliance in 2024 

bpost confirmed that this recommendation has yet to be implemented, and an audit of the track-and-

trace system is included in the plan of internal audits for 2025. 

This is not in line with the CEN 15472 requirements. However, we are unable to assess the 

materiality of its impact on the quality-of-service (QoS) results being measured. 

Result of compliance in 2024 

This recommendation has not yet been addressed.  

Due to the significant delay in the implementation of this recommendation, we urge bpost to 

prioritise this and put the plan into action, by committing to a detailed implementation plan with a 

strict timeline (e.g. starting in Q1 2025 and completed in Q2 2025). 
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4 Observations and recommendations from the 2024 audit 

This section presents an overview of our observations and recommendations. 

Non-compliant items have been categorised based on their estimated certainty and impact on the 

QoS results. 

Certainty has been categorised as follows: 

 Certain: we are certain this is an issue, e.g. because it is not in line with one of the standards 

 Uncertain: we are uncertain whether it is an issue or not 

Impact has been categorised as follows: 

 High: we expect that it has a material impact on the QoS results being measured if the issue is 

confirmed, 

 Low: we expect that it does not have a material impact on the QoS results being measured if the 

issue is confirmed, 

 Unknown: we are unable to assess the materiality of its impact on the QoS results being 

measured if the issue is confirmed. 

Figure 4 presents the 14 observations that were identified. 

Figure 4: Overview of the non-compliant observations [Source: Analysys Mason and PLCWW, 2024] 

Number Measurement 
system 

Non-compliance issue Certainty Impact (if the issue 
is confirmed) 

4.1 Real mail 
study 

The real mail study may 
not be compliant with 
the CEN 13850 

Uncertain8 High 

4.2 Real mail 
study 

Location of panellists 
within Belgium 

Certain Unknown 

4.3 BELEX No corrective weighting 
applied 

Certain Unknown 

4.4 BELEX Monthly data cut-off on 
the tenth working day of 
next month 

Certain Unknown 

4.5 BELEX The number of items 
dudded due to clustering 
raises potential 
concerns about the 
design of BELEX9 

Uncertain Unknown 

 
8  It is unclear whether the real mail study itself is not compliant with the CEN 13850 standard or if it is only 

poorly documented, and therefore not demonstrating that it is compliant. 

9  ‘Dudding’ is the process to remove test items which are determined to be unreliable 
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Number Measurement 
system 

Non-compliance issue Certainty Impact (if the issue 
is confirmed) 

4.6 BELEX (and 
PARI bis) 

There is risk the 
workload of some 
panellists exceeds the 
standard 

Uncertain Low as most items 
are BELEX rather 
than PARI bis 

4.7 BELEX The lack of a clear 
process for reporting of 
panellist identification by 
bpost staff raises the 
risk that identified 
panellists stay in the 
panel 

Uncertain Unknown 
Would be high if it 
raises potential 
concerns about the 
design of BELEX 

4.8 BELEX The issues identified by 
the Centre for Integrity 
(CI) investigation may 
occur in other mail 
centres 

In the  
[CONFIDENTIAL] 
mail centre: 
certain 

High 

In other mail 
centres: 
uncertain 

High 

4.9 BELEX The continued use of 
active radio-frequency 
identification (RFID) 
transponders increases 
the chance of panellists 
being identified 

Certain High 

4.10 BELEX Panellists’ length of 
service exceeds the 
standard 

Certain Unknown 

4.11 BELEX The lack of a clear 
process around data 
validation could affect 
the quality of the 
dudding 

Certain Unknown 

4.12 PARI bis The sample size of PARI 
bis is too small 

Certain Unknown 

4.13 PARI bis Spectos’ barcode 
ordering process may 
lead to identification of 
the PARI bis test items 

Uncertain Low 

4.14 PARI bis Deviations from monthly 
mail characteristics 
proportions in the PARI 
bis system 

Certain Unknown 

4.1 The real mail study may not be compliant with the CEN 13850 

Description of non-compliance 

We requested a copy of the following documents from bpost:  
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 the bpost policy document that outlines the real mail study 

 the bpost Standard Operating Procedures for undertaking a real mail study 

 details of how the traffic flows and mail characteristics proportions are determined. 

bpost’s only response to our request has been the provision of one document that concentrates on 

the allocation of transponders (i.e. test items) to routes. There is very limited information on how 

the traffic data is captured and no reference to the collection/recording of mail characteristics. 

Although a formal procedure exists to perform the real mail study, the study is not well-substantiated 

due to the following: 

 bpost did not provide detailed instructions of how the real mail study should be undertaken and 

to ensure that it is carried out consistently throughout the whole organisation 

 the file that is supposed to document the internal controls built into the real mail study10 is very 

brief and incomprehensible   

 evidence is not available to support that the internal controls have been properly implemented 

in the real mail study 

 the real mail study is not audited internally or externally 

 bpost did not provide any information to explain how it determines the proportions of each mail 

characteristic 

 bpost did not provide any statistical accuracy for the mail characteristics proportions  

 some of the mail characteristics are based on manual physical counts with no information on the 

sample size and the methodology of the process 

 when asked to provide the evidence for changing the discriminant characteristics from the 

‘geographical stratification, addressee’ format in 2015 to the ‘geographical stratification, day of 

week (of deposit), month (of deposit)’ format in 2019, bpost’s only response was that “the 

features have changed following the introduction of the new Non Prior offer for residential 

customers in 2019” 

 the 2023 mail characteristics proportions are identical to those in 2022, 2021 and bpost’s 

specification from 2020 

 all mail characteristics proportions are identical for prior and non-prior items, as shown in Annex 

A 

 stamped/franking machine test items have the same parameter proportions (e.g. 

typed/handwritten addresses). 

Description of its expected impact 

Due to the lack of evidence, internal controls, reviews and audits we are not able to conclude that 

the real mail study was performed in line with the CEN 13850.  

 
10  Real Mail Study, Summary for correct input, shared with us under file name “Audit Belex 2024_NQ 

4.6.c_RMS_2023_for correct input” 
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As there was insufficient information on how the proportions of the mail characteristics were 

determined, we were not able to recalculate the proportions and verify whether the statistical design 

was set up in accordance with the CEN 13850. 

The BELEX measurement system relies heavily on the availability of a reliable real mail study that 

provides traffic flows and mail characteristics proportions that accurately reflect current real mail. 

Only a well-defined, appropriately structured and properly executed real mail study provides a solid 

foundation for a statistically valid QoS measurement system. Therefore, we expect that it has a 

material impact on the QoS results being measured. 

Recommendations to address this non-compliance 

We recommend that bpost:  

 clearly documents how the mechanised/manual traffic volumes and flows are determined and 

then combined 

 clearly documents how the proportions of each mail characteristic (and their accuracy) are 

determined 

 clearly documents the evidence for selecting/changing the discriminant characteristics 

 reviews the existing structure of the real mail study and assess whether it is fit for purpose and 

compliant with the CEN 13850 

 reviews the execution of the real mail study to ensure the process is carried out in accordance 

with the defined methodology 

 assesses where in the process it would be appropriate to build in internal controls and reviews 

which can reduce the risk of an inaccurate output. 

We want to emphasise the importance of a robust real mail study on the BELEX measurement. If 

the real mail study is poorly defined, structured and executed, then the whole of the QoS survey and 

the subsequent results are compromised. 

bpost should commit to a detailed implementation plan with a strict timeline, (e.g. the 

implementation of a new real mail study addressing all the above recommendations in 2025). 

4.2 Location of panellists within Belgium 

Description of non-compliance 

The real mail study documentation describes how the transponders within the BELEX test items are 

allocated geographically within Belgium: 

 “For the transponders leaving the region for another region (region = Sorting territory), 

transponders from the top 5 Logistical Platforms are selected. This is to limit the number of 

flows and to avoid too many too small flows.” 
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 “Incoming transponders from other regions will be assigned to the top 7 Distribution Platforms. 

The limit of 7 is chosen in order to keep the total number of flows within a reasonable range and 

to avoid many very small flows.” 

This approach could result in some logistical platforms/distribution platforms never being included 

in the QoS measurement. In other words, some areas of the country or some routes may never 

contribute to the national QoS result.  

Description of its expected impact 

Since we could not obtain any relevant data, we could not determine the expected impact on the QoS 

results being measured. 

Recommendations to address this non-compliance 

We recommend that bpost adheres to CEN 13850 Section 6.5.1, which states that “the geographical 

distribution of the panel shall be done according to random sampling. The whole of the geographical 

area defined in the field of study shall be eligible.” This geographical reallocation of panellists 

should start immediately for all new panellists being recruited, and be completed by end of 2028 at 

the latest (based on a length of service of 4 yeas for panellists, see Section 4.10). 

4.3 No corrective weighting applied 

Description of non-compliance 

The number of actual test items can be quite different from target test items, or equivalently, the 

actual proportions by mail characteristics can be quite different from the target proportions defined 

by bpost according to the real mail study (as shown in Annex A). In 2023, this was particularly the 

case for the proportion of stamps vs. franking machine and postbox vs. pickup induction point. This 

was also the case in 2022 and 2021. 

In 2023, 9390 test items (13.4% of the total test items) were sent via a business franking machine 

vs. the target of 28 800 test items (40% of the total) defined by bpost. 2900 test items (4.1% of the 

total) were sent via pickup vs. the target of 17 280 test items (24% of the total) defined by bpost.  

In addition, there was a marked difference in the collection regions’ actual proportions for Antwerp 

and Liege vs. the target proportions. In 2023, 12.3% of the total test items were in the Antwerp 

Collection Region vs. the target of 21.1%, while in the Liege Collection Region the actual proportion 

of total test items was 19.4% vs. the target of 9.6%. Spectos’ response regarding this difference is: 

“This is the effect of a change in the bpost structure and how these numbers are reported, not an 

erroneous allocation.” 

These differences revealed that the proportions for the mail characteristics as defined in the statistical 

design were not consistently respected. According to the CEN 13850 Section 7.3.2.2, the results 
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need to be reweighted in case the difference between the actual proportion and the target proportion 

is more than 20%. Spectos confirmed there is no reweighting of the results. 

The CEN 13850 requires that corrective weighting be applied to the stratified sampling to ensure 

that the resultant proportions match the real mail study, given the expected deviations from the 

posting plan (due to items not being sent and invalid test items). However, the QoS measurement 

system does not include corrective weighting. 

Description of its expected impact 

Based on the points mentioned above, we noted there are breaches of the CEN requirements that 

imply the measurement result can be considered invalid.  

Without corrective weighting, the impact of differences in the QoS by discriminant mail 

characteristic, combined with deviations from the posting plan by the panel, could result in a QoS 

survey result which is not the same as the actual QoS. 

Due to the late delivery of data by bpost, we have not been able to recalculate the QoS results with 

reweighting applied.  

Recommendations to address this non-compliance 

We recommend that bpost reviews the monitoring procedures to ensure the requirements defined in 

the statistical design are met. In case the monitoring procedures are not sufficient and the actual 

proportions differ from the target proportions, an analysis should be made to verify whether 

corrective weighting is necessary to restore proportionality. This should be implemented within 3 

months of bpost being notified of the results of the audit, and kept in place in all subsequent 

calculations of the QoS results. 

4.4 Monthly data cut-off on the tenth working day of next month 

Description of non-compliance 

bpost’s survey specifications state that results are based on all valid mailings sent during a given 

period. 

According to CEN 13850 Section H.3.4, “to be able to report all delayed letters, final reports can be 

calculated not sooner as all possible J+30 items had a reasonable chance to be reported back, 

processed and validated”. 

Spectos performs monthly data closing after the tenth working day of the following month to allow 

for the delivery of mail items from the previous month.  
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Description of its expected impact 

Test items posted towards the end of a month, with a transit time greater than 10 days, will not be 

included in the QoS report. 

Since we could not obtain the full list of items excluded from the QoS measurement due to a greater 

than 10 days transit time, we could not determine the expected impact of this practice on the QoS 

results being measured. 

Recommendations to address this non-compliance 

We recommend that bpost adheres to CEN 13850 and ensures that Spectos includes up to 30 working 

days transit time in the QoS report. This should be implemented within 3 months of bpost being 

notified of the results of the audit, and kept in place in all subsequent calculations of the QoS results. 

4.5 The number of items dudded due to clustering raises potential concerns about the 
design of BELEX 

Description of non-compliance 

A specific check during monthly closure involves clustered items. Spectos ensures that no induction 

point on a single day has more than four items for private panellists or five items for company 

panellists, even if they originate from different panellists. If excessive clustering occurs, a random 

selection of items is dudded11 to maintain data quality. 

Description of its expected impact 

In 2023, 1637 items were dudded due to clustering (the third-highest category for dudding BELEX 

test items, after ‘receiver on vacation’ and ‘receiver not sure of receipt date’). 

Since we could not obtain the full list of items dudded due to clustering, we could not determine the 

expected impact on the QoS results being measured. 

Recommendations to address this non-compliance 

We recommend that bpost ensures that Spectos instructs panellists to spread the posting of test items 

over various induction points rather than posting several items simultaneously at one induction point. 

Also, improving the geographical spread of the panel would minimise the possibility of more than 

one panellist using the same induction point, and this would allow greater representation of posting 

points in the survey. This should be implemented within 3 months of bpost being notified of the 

results of the audit, and kept in place in all subsequent calculations of the QoS results. 

 
11  ‘Dudding’ is the process to remove test items which are determined to be unreliable 
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4.6 There is risk the workload of some panellists exceeds the standard 

Description of non-compliance 

CEN 13850 provides the following requirements regarding panellists’ workload: 

 “A maximum of 12 letters per week shall be allocated to any domestic sender except 

business senders with a mode of payment other than ‘stamped’, in which case a maximum 

of 24 letters per week should be allocated. A maximum of 24 letters per week also shall be 

allocated to the professional panellist for each induction point.” 

 “A maximum of 12 letters per week shall be allocated to any domestic receiver. On average, 

no receiver shall get more than 6 letters per week during his/her time of participation in the 

measurement period.” 

 “In case the panellist takes part in more than one test mail measurement system, this 

workload cap shall apply to the total amount of test mail received from all test mail 

measurement systems.” 

The number of items allocated to panellists (sender and receiver) adhere to the maximum/average 

items specified in the relevant standard. However, the workload files provided refer to BELEX test 

items only (i.e. PARI bis test items are not included in these files).   

Description of its expected impact 

Since we could not obtain the total amount of test mail received from all test mail measurement 

systems, we could not determine the expected impact on the panellist workload, but we expect that 

it does not have a material impact as a maximum of one item is to be sent and to be received per 

panellist per week in the PARI bis measurement system. 

Recommendations to address this non-compliance 

We recommend that Spectos adheres to CEN 13850 and includes the total amount of test mail 

received from all test mail measurement systems in the panellists’ workload files. This should be 

implemented within 3 months of bpost being notified of the results of the audit, and kept in place in 

all subsequent calculations of the QoS results. 

4.7 The lack of a clear process for reporting of panellist identification by bpost staff raises 
the risk that identified panellists stay in the panel 

Description of non-compliance 

We understand that a formal procedure exists to enable bpost staff to report the accidental discovery 

of the identity of a panellist. When bpost staff believes they might have potentially identified a 

panellist, they report this to their superiors. This identification is then notified to the person 
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responsible for the performance of the preparation and distribution of mail in the mail centre, and 

subsequently bpost reports this identification to Spectos via the RTPM platform. 

However, there is currently no documentation or records of when discoveries were made and what 

steps were taken, and when, as a result. 

Description of its expected impact 

Due to the lack of tracking and records of the panellist identification procedure, we are unable to 

verify that each step of the process has been completed timely and properly by the responsible 

personnel. Timely reporting of potential panellist identification is viewed as essential to ensure the 

integrity of the measurement as according to CEN 13850 Section 6.6 “the identity of participants in 

research or measurement shall not be revealed to third parties outside the independent performance 

monitoring organisation”.  

We are unable to assess the materiality of its impact on the QoS results being measured. 

Recommendations to address this non-compliance 

We recommend that bpost keep track of panellist identification by its staff by setting up a record for 

staff members to note down when each step of the panellist identification process took place. This 

allows monitoring of the panellist identification procedure and ensures potential identifications are 

reported promptly and correctly to senior members of the mail centre by bpost staff, and then to 

Spectos to allow the removal of identified panellists from the panel. 

bpost should commit to a detailed implementation plan for the enactment of a new process to record 

panellist identification, its reporting to Spectos, and the removal of identified panellists from the 

panel, with a strict timeline (e.g. in Q1 2025).  

4.8 The issues identified by the Centre for Integrity investigation may occur in other mail 
centres 

Description of non-compliance 

One of the findings from the Centre for Integrity (CI)12 investigation was that fraudulent practices 

were being conducted at the [CONFIDENTIAL] mail centre. The CI was also suspicious that 

fraudulent practices might be happening in other mail centres outside the [CONFIDENTIAL] mail 

centre, though this was not a proven assessment, on the basis of three witness statements. However, 

we understand that bpost’s internal control department has only conducted additional analysis on 

 
12  “The Federal Ombudsman’s Centre for Integrity examines whistleblowers’ reports of integrity violations and 

breaches of law you have come across in your work environment in the strictest confidence.” For more 
details, please visit https://www.federaalombudsman.be/en/whistleblowers/what-does-the-centre-for-
integrity 
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the process applied at the [CONFIDENTIAL] mail centre (i.e. no additional analysis or investigation 

has been conducted at other mail centres). 

Description of its expected impact 

There are potential risks of fraudulent practices in other [CONFIDENTIAL] mail centres that have 

not been investigated and may have an influence on the QoS measurement results. If fraudulent 

practices were to be found in other [CONFIDENTIAL] mail centres, it would have a material impact 

on the QoS results being measured. 

Recommendations to address this non-compliance 

We recommend that bpost’s internal control department conduct additional analysis of the practices 

implemented at other [CONFIDENTIAL] mail centres to mitigate any risk of potentially fraudulent 

practices and provide extra confidence that these were only happening in the [CONFIDENTIAL] 

mail centre. 

bpost should commit to a detailed implementation plan for this analysis, with a strict timeline (e.g. 

in Q1 2025). 

4.9 The continued use of active RFID transponders increases the chance of panellists being 
identified 

Description of non-compliance 

During our site visit to bpost’s Charleroi Fleurus sorting centre, we ran a small sample of physical 

test items through the sorting machines to see how this equipment dealt with the test items. Half of 

the test items contained an active radio-frequency identification (RFID) transponder, and the other 

half contained a passive RFID transponder. The observed result of this test was visible damage to 

the test items with active transponders during mechanised operations. Most standard-size envelopes 

containing an active RFID creased significantly after going through the sorting machines (see Figure 

5 and Figure 6) and the corner of the flap closing the envelope was also slightly ripped for a couple 

of standard-size envelopes (see Figure 7). It also appears easy to notice the existence of active 

transponders if a person physically holds a letter containing one and it may be possible to use a 

device to detect active transponders. 
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Figure 5: Visible fold on the envelopes around the 

active transponder – front [Source: Analysys 

Mason and PLCWW, 2024]  

 Figure 6: Visible fold on the envelopes around the 

active transponder – back [Source: Analysys 

Mason and PLCWW, 2024] 

 

Figure 7: Damaged envelope with active transponder [Source: Analysys Mason and PLCWW, 2024] 
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Our analysis of the reasons for panellist identification by bpost staff suggests that one main reason 

is the identification occurring ‘during a control13’ when the team leader inspects items individually, 

which increases the likelihood of the active transponder being identified. 

Moreover, one key recommendation from the CI was to evaluate the methodology used for the 

BELEX measurement system, in particular the technology used for the test items and to move away 

from the use of active transponders to ensure test items cannot be detected by touching. 

Description of its expected impact 

Despite the CEN 13850 allowing the use of test items containing electronic technology (such as 

active RFIDs), it also specifies that “if these are used, the organisation operating the measuring 

system shall take steps to ensure that the diagnostic system cannot be identified at any stage of the 

distribution”. Multiple pieces of evidence have suggested the link between the use of active 

transponders and increased risk of identification.  

The expected impact on the QoS results being measured could be high considering the use of passive 

transponders could minimise or even eliminate postmen and women identifying panellists and 

prioritising the delivery of test items without reporting these identifications to the responsible 

personnel. 

Recommendations to address this non-compliance 

We recommend that bpost and Spectos replace the active transponders currently used for the BELEX 

measurement system with passive transponders, which are less identifiable during manual 

processing.  

We understand that bpost and Spectos have started to implement passive transponders in the 

network, with all antennae now able to detect passive transponders, and Spectos having completed 

tests with the passive transponders on the production process and last-mile units in the letterboxes. 

bpost indicated that the bottleneck for exchanging the active transponders with passive transponders 

has been the delivery of passive transponders by Lyngsoe Systems, which are due to be received by 

bpost on 11 December 2024. bpost expects that once the passive transponders are available, it will 

take 3–4 months for them to be fully integrated into the network therefore the estimated complete 

transition to passive transponders would be towards the end of Q1 2025. 

Due to the delay in the procurement of passive RFIDs, we propose that bpost and Spectos implement 

the deployment of the passive RFIDs in the network as soon as they are available on 11 December 

to avoid further delays. 

 
13  ‘During a control’ refers to an item being checked individually because e.g. the envelope is ripped and its 

content could fall out, or postage has not been paid 
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bpost should commit to a detailed implementation plan of the full switch to the use of passive 

transponders, with a strict timeline (e.g. in Q1 2025). 

4.10 Panellists’ length of service exceeds the standard 

Description of non-compliance 

The CEN 13850 requires that private panellists spend a maximum of 4 years participating in the 

survey. The relevant text from the CEN 13850 is as follows: 

 Section 7.2.2 Panel turnover in relation to accuracy: “Any induction point used by a private 

sender and any receiving household address shall not be used for more than four consecutive 

years” and “the induction and/or delivery point of a panellist may be reselected after being 

inactive for a minimum of three months, if it can be shown by auditable proof that no alternative 

induction or delivery point was available to be selected with reasonable effort in the 

measurement period.” 

 Section H.2.4 Panel turnover: “The result should be a complete replacement of the private 

induction and delivery points after four years, rather than relying solely on drop-out rates.”  

However, Spectos’ practices might restrict panel turnover and increase the chance of panellists 

serving more than 4 years. To ensure a balanced rotation, Spectos has implemented a rotation system 

where, after serving for a maximum of 4 consecutive years, panellists are required to take a break 

for at least 3 months, but this does not seem to be enforced, as described below, and Spectos has 

suggested that there is currently no limit to the length of service for panellists. 

We have performed a data analysis on the panellist’s length of service considering when the panellist 

was first active in the panel and the last 3-month break. The results of our analysis are shown below, 

and they suggest that a large proportion of panellists (senders and/or receivers) have been serving 

for more than 4 years in 2023, even after taking into account the effect of their last 3-month break. 

For panellists who have taken a 3-month break, we have calculated their length of service from the 

date they returned to the panel after this break. 

Figure 8: Panellists who have been serving for more than 4 years in 2023, considering only the original 

date they became active [Source: Spectos, 2024] 

Panellist type Number of panellists 
(senders and/or 

receivers) 

Number of panellists 
who have served 

more than 4 years 

% of panellists 

Company 151 131 87% 

Company with 
franking machines 

18 11 61% 

Private 337 218 65% 

Unidentified 75 35 47% 
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Panellist type Number of panellists 
(senders and/or 

receivers) 

Number of panellists 
who have served 

more than 4 years 

% of panellists 

Total 581 395 68% 

 

Figure 9: Panellists who have been serving for more than 4 years in 2023, considering their last 3-

month break [Source: Spectos, 2024] 

Panellist type Number of panellists 
(senders and/or 

receivers) 

Number of panellists 
who have served 

more than 4 years 

% of panellists 

Company 151 116 77% 

Company with 
franking machines 

18 11 61% 

Private 337 191 57% 

Unidentified 75 26 35% 

Total 581 344 59% 

Moreover, bpost’s survey specification, Section 2.1.2.15.1 Panel management, suggests that “at least 

30% of the panel members will be replaced annually”. The actual replacement rate achieved in 2023 

was 8% for senders and 14% for receivers.14 

Description of its expected impact 

The CEN 13850 standards on panellists’ length of service are defined to manage the risk of detection. 

If a given panellist is active on the survey for too long, then they are at an increased risk of being 

identified by bpost personnel. 

In addition, continuously using the same sender panellists limits the change in posting points tested, 

as panellists tend to use the same posting point near their home or work address throughout the 

course of their status as a panellist. This might result in a less representative sample for the whole 

country as focusing only on the same areas can lead to an incomplete view of other regions. This 

impact is reinforced by the current small pool of panellists (201 distinct senders and 435 distinct 

receivers; one panellist can be both a sender and receiver in 2023, hence the total number of 581 

panellists indicated in Figure 8 and Figure 9), and therefore small number of posting points tested 

in the first place. 

However, we are unable to assess the materiality of its impact on the QoS results being measured as 

the QoS performance of the test items from the newer panellists is not distinguished from that of 

older panellists. 

 
14  The file “3.3_panel_turnover_reporting.xlsx” suggests that 15 senders and 61 receivers were replaced in 

2023, out of 201 distinct senders and 435 distinct receivers (based on the files “2.8_b_Panel_length of 
service_senders.xlsx” and “2.8_b_Panel_length of service_receivers.xlsx”). We calculated the replacement 
rates for senders and receivers based on these numbers. 
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Recommendations to address this non-compliance 

We recommend that Spectos implement a process that actively replaces private panellists after 

4 years of service and therefore their induction and delivery points, rather than relying solely on 

natural drop-out rates. It would restrict the length of service for panellists and benefit the BELEX 

measurement system in two ways: 

 ensure the independence of the panellists by minimising the risk of identification 

 allow greater variety and geographical spread in the panel. 

Spectos is anticipating a reduction in the number of panellists serving over 4 years and an increase 

in panellists’ replacement in 2024 and 2025 due to two actions taken/to be taken by Spectos. The 

first is that there are some panellists who are currently being replaced as they do not accept a last-

mile unit (i.e. the reader of transponders in their mailbox). The second is the plan to migrate the 

measurement system to a technology that means the panel will need to switch to a new smartphone 

app limiting or eliminating traditional reporting methods, and therefore leading to the removal of 

panellists unwilling to adopt this switch.  

bpost should commit to a detailed implementation plan towards reaching “at least 30% of the panel 

members” being replaced over the course of 2025, as well as 30% replacement in each of the 

following years, and report to BIPT on a quarterly basis indicating what proportion of the panellists 

have already been replaced since the start of the year. 

4.11 The lack of a clear process around data validation could affect the quality of the 
dudding 

Description of non-compliance 

A data validation system is designed to either confirm that the data originally provided by the 

panellist is accurate or alter the data in the case of a mistake made by the panellist. This process 

includes the removal of test items which are determined to be unreliable: a process known as 

‘dudding’. Data validation queries are raised based on new information/evidence (e.g. transponders’ 

data) that emerges after the panellist’s data entry, providing reasonable cause to assess whether the 

panellist may have made an error. 

In our view, Spectos’ implementation of a data validation system generally aligns with the 

requirements of the CEN 13850, which states that quality assurance and control activities shall 

include “continuous checks on the quality of the data capture to ensure that test item data have been 

entered correctly”. 

There are two further requirements of the CEN 13850 that are relevant to this part of the QoS 

measurement system: 

 Section 5.2.3: “only valid test mail items shall be included in the calculations” 
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 Section E.3.2.3: “the organisation operating the measuring system shall take steps to ensure that 

the diagnostic system: does not introduce biases in the end-to-end transit-time results”. 

However, Spectos was unable to provide evidence relating to: 

 the list of standardised queries being asked of panellists 

 the total number of dudded items due to responses to the queries from panellists. 

Description of its expected impact 

Since we could not obtain the full list of data validation queries raised and items duded, we could 

not determine the expected impact on the QoS results being measured. 

Recommendations to address this non-compliance 

We recommend that Spectos create one set of standardised queries to be asked of panellists, as this 

would minimise the chances of introducing biases. 

We also recommend that Spectos implement a single database for data validation for the recording, 

tracking, updating and modification of items’ status. We understand that Spectos is planning to put 

this validation process into the main database together with the usage of the new panellist 

application15 in 2025. This will allow Spectos to retrieve the figures relating to the full list of data 

validation queries raised and items dudded directly from its database. This should be implemented 

within 6 months of bpost being notified of the results of the audit, and kept in place in all subsequent 

calculations of the QoS results. 

4.12 The sample size of PARI bis is too small 

Description of non-compliance 

We understand that the PARI bis measurement system’s sample size has only slightly increased 

when the new contract started between Spectos and bpost in 2021, from 304 test items to 347 test 

items, and has remained relatively stable over the past few years. Meanwhile, the actual volume of 

domestic parcels has increased significantly in the same period. Even ignoring this significant 

increase in actual volumes, we note that the numbers of items are below the specifications that state 

that “in consultation between bpost and the Regulator, it has been determined that a net of 400 test 

parcels and 310 registered shipments per year must be sent as control shipments.”16 

 
15  We understand this new panellist application relates to Spectos’ plan to switch to a new smartphone app for 

panellists 

16  See document “2020_Cahier des Charges_raamovereenkomst meetsysteem.pdf”; automatic translation 
into English from a document provided in Dutch 
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A good sample size for the PARI bis measurement system is important for reliable QoS results being 

measured. A sufficiently large sample size provides better generalisability, reduces the impact of 

outliers and easier to assess representativeness.  

Description of its expected impact 

We are unable to assess the materiality of its impact on the QoS results being measured as the QoS 

performance of the additional test items is unknown. 

Recommendations to address this non-compliance 

We understand that all domestic parcels and registered items are tracked and traced via the PARI  

measurement system and that the QoS results from the PARI bis measurement system is only used 

to compare with results from the PARI to see if there are any anomalies. It is still important to have 

a reasonable sample size that relates to the actual volume and makes statistical sense for the results 

from PARI bis to be reliable enough for comparison with PARI. 

We recommend that bpost and Spectos review the sample size of PARI bis which should relate to 

the actual volume observed from PARI and allow for reliable statistical analysis. This should be 

prepared in the course of 2025 so that it can implemented from the start of 2026 in the number of 

PARI bis items being sent. 

4.13 Spectos’ barcode ordering process may lead to identification of the PARI bis test items 

Description of non-compliance 

Spectos purchases all barcodes for the PARI bis test items through a single private account and the 

company’s address has been used for invoicing purposes. Spectos assumes that bpost maintains 

separate data for sales and operations and that Spectos’ address for invoicing the barcodes will not 

compromise the study’s integrity. However, there is the possibility that invoicing information could 

be leaked to the operation team which would compromise the integrity of the QoS results measured. 

Description of its expected impact 

We expect that invoicing information is not available to the operations team, and that the barcode 

ordering process will therefore not have a material impact on the QoS results being measured. 

Recommendations to address this non-compliance 

We recommend that Spectos uses a different invoicing address to reduce the chance that the barcode 

ordering process introduces a risk of panellists being compromised. This should be implemented 

within 3 months of bpost being notified of the results of the audit, and kept in place in all subsequent 

calculations of the QoS results. 
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4.14 Deviations from monthly mail characteristics proportions in the PARI bis system 

Description of non-compliance 

bpost’s specifications document states that all parcels and registered items, sent as test shipments by 

the contractor, are spread over the months of the year, similar to the distribution of the BELEX test 

shipments. In comparison with the BELEX monthly proportions, the PARI bis test shipments in 

2023 were above target in April and July, and below target in November and December (Registered 

and BPACK 24h posted January to December, BPACK Secur posted January to July, BPACK 

Pay@home posted January to April). 

Description of its expected impact 

No analysis or details have been provided comparing the results of the PARI bis test shipments with 

the results of the PARI measurement system and how any anomalies between the results of actual 

items and test items are investigated. 

The small sample size for PARI bis test shipments will have an impact on the accuracy of the QoS 

result. However, we are unable to assess the materiality of its impact on the QoS results being 

measured. 

Recommendations to address this non-compliance 

Depending on the specific purpose of the PARI bis test shipments and the actions taken if any 

anomalies are found between the results of actual items and test items, we recommend that the 

distribution of the PARI bis test shipments reflects the monthly distribution of actual items within 

the PARI measurement system. This should be implemented within 6 months of bpost being notified 

of the results of the audit, and kept in place in all subsequent calculations of the QoS results. 
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Annex A Mail characteristics target proportions for 2023 

Figure A.1: Mail characteristics target proportions for 2023 [Source: Spectos, 2023] 

Parameter Characteristics Target 
number 

Target % Prior Non-prior 

Sender type 

Business 
Franking 
Machine 

28 800 40% 14 400 14 400 

Business 
Stamps 

7200 10% 3600 3600 

Private 
Stamps 

36 000 50% 18 000 18 000 

Receiver 
type 

Business 28 800 40% 14 400 14 400 

Private 43 200 60% 21 600 21 600 

Product 
PRIOR 36 000 100% 36 000 0 

NONPRIOR 36 000 100% 0 36 000 

Collection 
region 

Antwerp 15 196 21.1 % 7600 7600 

Brussels 21 449 29.8 % 10 723 10 723 

Charleroi 12 086 16.8 % 6043 6043 

Gent 16 354 22.7 % 8177 8177 

Liège 6914 9.6 % 3457 3457 

Distribution 
region 

Antwerp 16 004 22.2 % 8002 8002 

Brussels 16 018 22.2 % 8009 8009 

Charleroi 12 482 17.3 % 6241 6241 

Gent 19 204 26.7 % 9602 9602 

Liège 8292 11.5 % 4146 4146 

Route type 
Regional 48 268 67% 24 134 24 134 

National 23 732 33% 11 866 11 866 

Induction 
month 

January 6336 8.8 % 3168 3168 

February 5760 8% 2880 2880 

March 6048 8.4 % 3024 3024 

April 5760 8% 2880 2880 

May 6048 8.4 % 3024 3024 

June 5760 8% 2880 2880 

July 4896 6.8 % 2448 2448 

August 4680 6.5 % 2340 2340 

September 5472 7.6 % 2736 2736 

October 6048 8.4 % 3024 3024 

November 5832 8.1 % 2916 2916 

December 9360 13% 4680 4680 

Monday 15 120 21% 7560 7560 
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Parameter Characteristics Target 
number 

Target % Prior Non-prior 

Induction 
day 

Tuesday 15 120 21% 7560 7560 

Wednesday 14 400 20% 7200 7200 

Thursday 14 400 20% 7200 7200 

Friday 12 960 18% 6480 6480 

Saturday 0 0% 0 0 

Sunday 0 0% 0 0 

Weight 

50g 
normalised 

63 360 88% 31 680 31 680 

50g not 
normalised 

3600 5% 1800 1800 

51–100g 3600 5% 1800 1800 

101–350g 1440 2% 720 720 

Address type 
Handwriting 28 800 40% 22 800 6000 

Machine 43 200 60% 21 600 21 600 

Format 
Small 63 360 88% 31 680 31 680 

Big 8640 12% 4320 4320 

Inductions 

Postbox 49 680 69% 24 840 24 840 

Postoffice 3600 5% 1800 1800 

PostPunt 1440 2% 720 720 

Pickup 17 280 24% 8640 8640 

 

 


