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The Evaluation and Extension Act Bibob 2013 (Evaluatie- en uitbreidingswet Bibob 2013) 
The Public Administration Probity Screening Act (Wet Bibob) was implemented in 2003 to protect the 
integrity of government agencies. The competences and measures of the Act should prohibit that the 
government unintentionally cooperates in facilitating criminal behaviour and laundering of money gen-
erated by criminal activities. The Act provides competences to government agencies to gather infor-
mation on legal entities that apply for permits or subsidies, or that bid for government contracts. 
 
After an evaluation in 2007, a number of changes to the law were decided on. These are laid down in 
the Evaluation and Extension Act Bibob of 2013 (hereafter referred to as the Extension Act (2013) for 
brevity’s sake). The main new elements are: 

• expanding the scope of the law to include the new areas; 

• improving the information position of administrative bodies; 

• improving the legal position of those involved; 

• changes with regard to the advice provided by the National Public Administration Probity Screening 
Agency (Landelijk Bureau Bibob, LBB); 

• a changed role for the Regional Centres for Information and Expertise (RIECs). 
This evaluation concerns the expansion of the competences in the Extension Act (2013). New legislative 
changes are currently being prepared. These new adjustments are not the subject of this evaluation. 
 
Purpose and set-up of the study 
The purpose of the study is to provide insight into the implementation of the Extension Act (2013), in 
particular with regard to the amendments that have been laid down in the Act. The study informs the 
Lower House of Parliament and complies with the evaluation provision in the law. In the study, data was 
collected by means of: 

• interviews with key informants; 

• a study of policy and procurement documents; 

• a digital survey among municipalities and provinces; 

• group interviews with administrative bodies; 

• an expert meeting. 
 
Implementation and use of the Extension Act (2013) by administrative bodies 
At the end of 2019, virtually all municipalities and provinces had adopted Bibob policies. This is an in-
crease compared to the situation before the amendment of the law, when about two thirds of the mu-
nicipalities and provinces had Bibob policies. The majority of the administrative bodies changed their 
Bibob policies after the Extension Act (2013) came into force. 
The extent to which administrative bodies have converted the competences of the Extension Act (2013) 
into policy differs by area of application: the implementation of Bibob policies for subsidies, procure-
ment and real estate transactions lags behind the Bibob policies for permits. In practice, the Bibob Act is 
only translated into procurement policy to a limited extent. In this regard, provinces are more active 
than municipalities, and large municipalities are more active than smaller municipalities. In practice, it 
appears that administrative bodies mainly use the opportunity to apply the law in the broad field of per-
mits (including General Municipal By-laws-based (APV) permits) and to real estate transactions. 
 
The legislative changes aimed at supporting the information position of administrative bodies are gener-
ally well used. Administrative bodies experience that the new competences strengthen their information 
position with regard to carrying out their own research. The national questionnaires for the ‘own re-
search’ of administrative bodies, and the new competences for collecting judicial, criminal and police 
data and data from the trade register contribute to this. 
The study shows that the amendments to the Bibob Act for improving the legal position of those in-
volved have not been implemented everywhere. In practice, copies of the advice are not always pro-
vided to those involved and there is still little experience with objections committees. 
The LBB uses, as intended, the information sources available to it. This contributes to the satisfaction of 
administrative bodies with the advice given by the LBB. However, the extension of the settlement period 
in 2013 has only relatively recently led to the issuing of (the majority of) advice within the set advice pe-
riods. 
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After the changed role of the RIECs, the support to some of the administrative bodies, especially small 
and medium-sized municipalities, has intensified. 
 
Application 
In the survey, administrative bodies stated that in 2018 they had made nearly 1,700 decisions based on 
the Bibob Act. This concerns procedures in which they did not appeal to the LBB. Administrative bodies 
reported that they asked the LBB for advice on more than 100 decisions. The Bibob screenings mainly 
concerned applications for permits. The majority of these were granted. The number of Bibob forms is-
sued has been stable over the past five years. In case administrative bodies performed Bibob screenings 
more often, this mainly concerned permits and real estate transactions. In the years 2016 to 2019, the 
LBB issued between 200 and (over) 300 recommendations per year. Large municipalities more often 
asked the LBB for advice than small and medium-sized municipalities. The support for Bibob screenings 
offered by the RIECs varies greatly over the years and the regions. 
 
Preconditions and bottlenecks 
Although in practice, the new competences have by no means always led to a wider application, admin-
istrative bodies are generally satisfied with the policy space offered by the Extension Act (2013). The law 
meets the need of administrative bodies for a flexible instrument that can be tailored to approach local 
problems. On the other hand, a number of preconditions for adequate implementation and realisation 
of the Extension Act (2013) are still insufficiently met, namely: 

• the availability of capacity and expertise among administrative bodies; 

• the set-up of the Bibob procedure within (large) administrative bodies; 

• the competences regarding information sharing with other administrative bodies. 
 
These preconditions also recur in the bottlenecks that occur in the implementation of the Extension Act 
(2013). The main bottlenecks that emerged from the study are: 

• Personal and financial capacity: limited capacity of administrative bodies leads to incomplete and 
slow implementation of the law and to limited application in practice. Municipalities mention this 
bottleneck more often than provinces and within municipalities this concerns mainly small and me-
dium-sized municipalities. 

• Limited knowledge building and awareness: in line with the limitations concerning capacity, 
knowledge building and awareness among (parts of) administrative bodies that could apply the 
Bibob Act are also limited. Especially for smaller municipalities it appears to be difficult to complete 
Bibob procedures independently, without advice from the LBB, due to a lack of capacity and exper-
tise. Administrative bodies increasingly expect the LBB to have expertise in complex casuistry and 
the areas of application that came under the law in 2013. 

• Information exchange between chain partners: administrative bodies experience the current possi-
bilities for sharing information with other administrative bodies as insufficient and open to multiple 
interpretations. This means that the possibilities for building up an information position regarding 
the ‘own research’ of administrative bodies are not yet fully utilised. 

• Task definition of chain partners: the definition of tasks and responsibilities of chain partners is not 
clear to all respondents and expectations of each other's responsibilities vary. As a result, the sup-
port and information of the RIECs and the LBB are not yet used optimally. 

• The application of the Bibob Act fits in well with permit procedures. Administrative bodies pay less 
attention to the other areas of application, and claim that Bibob screenings fit in less well with these 
procedures. 

 
Side effects 
The study revealed several side effects, which, however, can be attributed more to the Bibob Act in gen-
eral than specifically to the Extension Act (2013): 

• The administrative bodies, the RIECs and the LBB have started to cooperate more intensively in the 
implementation of the Bibob Act. This supports tackling undermining activities in general. 

• The Bibob Act leads to an increase in the administrative burden on administrative bodies and appli-
cants. This is particularly seen as a problem for bona fide entrepreneurs and entrepreneurs who ap-
ply for permits in different municipalities with dissimilar procedures. 
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• Because each municipality has its own approach in the application of the Bibob Act, local differences 
occur, which may detract from the idea of one government. 

• There is no clear picture of the existence of displacement effects within and between municipalities. 
Some municipalities are working on the use of the Bibob Act for area-specific approaches. The func-
tion of permits thus shifts from regulating economic activities to screening entrepreneurs who carry 
out activities. 

• A side effect of the appeal that administrative bodies make to the LBB for relatively few complex ap-
plications (partly due to a lack of capacity and expertise in their own administrative body) curbs the 
development of expertise at the LBB. However, it is precisely this development in the application of 
the Bibob Act which is necessary to provide added value to new and complex applications. 

 
Conclusion 
Overall, the conclusion is that the legislative changes in the Extension Act (2013) have proved to be sen-
sible and useful in essence, that they have been introduced broadly, but gradually, and that they offer 
possibilities for custom applications, but that this does not result in a major incentive to broaden the ap-
plication in Bibob screenings. Nor was this the intention of the Extension Act (2013), but against the 
background of the lagging application, which had been identified in several previous studies, it would 
have been an interesting side effect. 
 
In the most recent years, the administrative and official attention to undermining has increased signifi-
cantly. This places the Bibob Act higher on the agenda, with a higher priority for the use of the Bibob in-
struments as the administrative component of a criminal law approach to organised crime. This trend is 
expected to be further supported by the provision and sharing of information in the RIEC context, the 
intended legislative changes to the Bibob Act of the Rutte III cabinet and additional investigations by the 
LBB. The emphasis in the application of the Bibob Act therefore shifts from broad and preventive to 
goal-oriented and enforcing. The law may not be applied more often, but it will be applied more specifi-
cally. 
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