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Summary 

Background 
The Safety BES Act (‘Veiligheidswet BES’) was introduced on 10 October 2010 when the con-
stitutional structure of the Kingdom of the Netherlands was changed and Bonaire, Sint Eusta-
tius and Saba became part of the Netherlands as public entities. The Safety BES Act regulates 
the duties and composition of the police force and the structure and organization of fire-
fighting, disaster relief, crisis management, and medical assistance in the Caribbean Nether-
lands.  
 
On 10 October 2010, the legislator chose to maintain the content of Netherlands Antillean 
laws and regulations as much as possible in the Caribbean Netherlands. In the Netherlands 
Antillean legal framework there was no legal basis in the area of firefighting, disaster relief, 
and crisis management. The structure of the Dutch 2012 Police Act (‘de Politiewet’) and the 
Safety Regions Act (‘Wet Veiligheidsregio’s’, Wvr) were taken as the base model for the Safety 
BES Act. 
 
In 2018, in the aftermath of hurricanes Irma, Jose, and Maria, the Justice and Security Inspec-
torate (‘Inspectie JenV’) carried out an investigation into the disaster relief system in the Car-
ibbean Netherlands. In a policy response to the investigation, the Minister of Justice and Se-
curity announced that the Safety BES Act would be evaluated. Below you will find a summary 
of that evaluation study.  

Research question and sub-investigations 
The following research question was at the heart of the investigation:  
 

How is the Safety BES Act functioning in the light of the principles and objectives formulated 
on 10 October 2010, what are the bottlenecks, and to what extent is the Act future-proof, 
bearing in mind current and future developments in the safety field and the findings of the 
evaluation of the Safety Regions Act at the end of 2020?  

 
This main question can be divided into 11 sub-questions, which in turn are subdivided into 
four research themes. The research themes are:  
 

1. Goals and basic principles of the Act  
2. Policies, implementation, funding, and supervision  
3. Cooperation among the BES islands themselves and within the region 
4. Being future-proof and the relation to the Wvr  
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The findings and conclusions are described below according to research theme. First, we will 
discuss the research approach.  

Approach 
To answer the research questions, 38 exploratory and in-depth interviews were held with 
stakeholders on the islands, with representatives of the ministries involved, and with crisis 
organizations. Interviews were held with the governors, the crisis coordinators, the National 
Representative (‘Rijksvertegenwoordiger’) and his advisor, the Dutch Caribbean Police Corps 
(Korps Politie Caribisch Nederland, KPCN), the Dutch Caribbean Fire Brigade (Brandweerkorps 
Caribisch Nederland, BKCN), representatives from the health care system of the Caribbean 
Netherlands, the Royal Netherlands Marechaussee (Koninklijke Marechaussee, KMar), the 
Coast Guard and ministries.  
 
In addition, a document study was carried out. The Act, related laws and regulations and ac-
companying parliamentary documents have been studied. The plans that should have been 
drawn up pursuant to the Act, have been studied, such as the fire brigade management plan 
and policy plans, and the disaster and crisis plans of the public entities. Relevant evaluation 
reports have also been studied, including the evaluation of the 2019/2020 Wvr and the gov-
ernment’s policy response to this evaluation. 
 
On all three islands, a disaster/crisis simulation exercise was held, which was discussed in an 
interactive ‘table top’-format. The interactive exercises were designed to gain a better under-
standing of how the various crisis partners work together on each individual island and in the 
region, in the event of crises that extend beyond the islands. In view of the varying risk profiles 
of Sint Eustatius and Saba compared to Bonaire, a hurricane simulation was held on Saba and 
Sint Eustatius and a ‘type A’ infection simulation was held on Bonaire.  
 
Finally, a focus group was organized, in which the public entity representatives, a representa-
tive of the National Representative and the Ministry of Infrastructure and Water Management 
(IenW) and the Ministry of Health, Welfare and Sport (VWS) discussed some of the findings of 
the investigation and exchanged views on the future-proofness of the Safety BES Act.  

Goals and basic principles of the Act 
We note that the explanatory memorandum is fairly succinct about the goals and basic princi-
ples of the Act. The main objective of the Safety BES Act is to promote optimal cooperation 
between the emergency services on the individual islands, and between and among the islands 
themselves in the field of safety and responding to emergencies. In addition, the Act aims to 
achieve efficient and effective management of the organization of the fire brigade, disaster 
relief teams, and crisis management.  
 
The underlying objective of preventing disasters and crises as much as possible and limiting 
the consequences, is not explicitly stated, except in the Act itself under definitions. Because 
this objective has not been explicitly stated, it has not been sufficiently elaborated on, which 
means, for example, that the Act’s level of ambition cannot be determined. The explanatory 
memorandum does not mention, for example, the quality level of assistance, assistance ser-
vices, and the crisis organization, and the performance objectives that have to be met. Thus, 
important principles and preconditions have not been explicated.  
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Policies, implementation, funding, and supervision 
The Safety BES Act deals with the police force, firefighting, disaster relief, crisis management, 
and medical assistance. As regards the police force, the Act only deals with the duties and 
composition. The structure, organization, authority and administration of the police force are 
governed by the Kingdom Act for Police of Curaçao, of Sint Maarten, and of Bonaire, Sint Eu-
statius, and Saba (‘Rijkswet Nationale politie’). The structure, organization, authority, and 
management of the fire brigade are regulated in the Safety BES Act.  
 
The Safety BES Act regulates six subject areas: 

a. Duties and composition of the police force and KMar 
b. Structure, organization, authority, and management of the fire brigade  
c. Disaster relief and crisis management  
d. Collaboration 
e. Funding 
f. Supervision 

 
The findings per subject area are discussed below.  

Police force and fire brigade  
As regards the police force and fire brigade, the Act has particularly contributed to the devel-
opment of a joint police force (KPCN) and fire brigade (BKCN) for the three islands. As regards 
the duties and composition, no major bottlenecks were identified for the police force in this 
evaluation. As regards the fire brigade, the structure, organization, authority, and manage-
ment are regulated in the Safety BES Act. According to the interviewees, the foundations were 
laid during the past 12 years, but the development towards preventive firefighting is progress-
ing slower than expected. The interviews show that the cause lies mainly with the executive 
councils and the police force manager; they provide insufficient steering to the fire brigade. 
According to the interviewees, the underlying causes for this are: 1) the relatively new power 
of the public entity to formulate a vision on firefighting services, 2) the fact that the govern-
ment, rather than the public entity, funds the implementation of the priorities, which makes 
the public entity less inclined to set priorities and leaves it to the manager of the police force, 
and 3) the low capacity and lack of expertise in this area at the public entity. In 2018, the 
Justice and Security Inspectorate also found that the executive councils are not very active 
towards the fire brigade and the manager responsible for the police force (‘Korpsbeheerder’), 
and that this is partly because public entities feel that this is the responsibility of the manager 
responsible for the police force. 

Disaster relief and crisis management 
The disaster relief and crisis management system has been set up in accordance with the 
Safety BES Act; an island policy team has been formed, the position of island emergency coor-
dinator has been created, a structure for the organization of healthcare has been set up, and 
medical assistance has been linked up with the crisis structure. On Sint Eustatius and Saba, the 
island secretary delegates his duties to a crisis coordinator. On Bonaire, this responsibility is 
vested with a deputy island secretary. The execution of legal duties is highly dependent on 
individuals, which makes the system vulnerable; if a critical official drops out, they cannot be 
immediately replaced most of the time, which means that developments in this area of re-
sponsibility are stalled.  
 
The Act does not provide details on the organization of healthcare for the population care and 
the organization of medical assistance. Because the duties are not clearly defined, it is difficult 
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to make adequate capacity and funding estimates. The two issues have also not yet been ar-
ranged to the satisfaction of all parties on the islands.  
 
The interviewees at the public entities and some of the interviewees at the ministries have 
drawn attention to the similar powers in the Safety BES Act in relation to the Wvr, with the 
important difference that in the Netherlands the duties are vested in a relatively large safety 
region with a relatively large support capacity, and on the islands they are vested with the 
governor/executive council of a small public body. The public entities say they are faced with 
insufficient capacity, expertise, and support. As a result, operational matters get priority over 
strategic and policy-related matters. Cooperation with other public entities, countries in the 
region and with the ministries plays a bigger role for a public entity than if a calamity occurs 
in a municipality. At the same time, Bonaire, Sint Eustatius, and Saba are 800 kilometres apart, 
which also means that the specific safety risks differ from one island to another, making coop-
eration difficult. As a matter of concern, the island regions are still not sufficiently focused on 
different types of crises in the planning and preparation process. This is, among other things, 
related to the further detailing/specification of the risk profiles.  

Funding 
The Safety BES Act and the Order in council further specifying the division of costs 
(‘Kostenbesluit’) provide for an annual payment for the costs of the organization for disaster 
relief, crisis management, and firefighting services and a one-off payment for the costs of ef-
fective disaster relief and consequences thereof. This funding contributes to the performance 
of public entities’ duties in the area of crisis management, disaster relief, and firefighting. The 
annual contribution of €100,000 per island is spent in different ways by the islands, ranging 
from external hiring and consultancy, education and training to the funding of technical and 
other resources and equipment, and the salary of the crisis coordinator.  
 
The question whether the financing method provided for in the Safety BES Act is sufficient for 
the funding of the organization for disaster relief and crisis management cannot be answered 
until the public entities have a sufficiently clear picture of what is required organizationally, 
and therefore financially, to ensure proper performance of duties. Both the public entities and 
the departments have indicated during the interviews that it is difficult to assess what is 
needed on the islands and where the money can best be spent. A request for an increase in 
annual funding requires that the public entities first have a clear picture of what they need 
organizationally and financially to properly carry out their duties in the field of disaster relief 
and crisis management. 
 
The additional costs associated with the (organization of) disaster relief and crisis manage-
ment are financed by the public entities from their own budget. Sometimes, a one-off pay-
ment is provided by the government. As regards these one-off payments (i.e. assistance), in 
some interviews with stakeholders on the islands and with the departments, the suboptimal 
interdepartmental coordination (particularly between the Ministry of JenV and the Ministry 
of the Interior and Kingdom Relations (BZK)) was highlighted, as well as the lack of clarity about 
who is financially responsible. 

Supervision 
The supervision of the Safety BES Act is carried out by the Justice and Security Inspectorate, in 
close cooperation with the Law Enforcement Council (‘Raad voor de Rechtshandhaving’) 
where police matters are concerned, the Human Environment and Transport Inspectorate (‘In-
spectie Leefomgeving en Transport’) where airports are concerned, and the Health Care and 
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Youth Inspectorate (‘Inspectie Gezondheidszorg en Jeugd’) where healthcare is concerned. 
The supervision of the planning process of public entities, the police force, and the fire brigade 
is carried out by the National Representative. During the interviews, no bottlenecks were re-
ported in the area of supervision. However, several interviewees on the islands indicated that 
the inspection is sometimes considered intensive; several reports have already been published 
with regard to the fire brigade, each time accompanied by the same recommendations.    

Collaboration 
Cooperation between the islands mainly takes place within the KPCN and the BKCN.  In the 
field of disaster relief and crisis management, this cooperation is virtually non-existent. The 
same applies to the joint multidisciplinary control centre (‘gemeenschappelijke multidiscipli-
naire meldkamer’). Mainly the police force is linked up to the control centre; the fire brigade 
and medical assistance are not yet properly technically linked up to the control centre, espe-
cially on Sint Eustatius and Saba, which means that there is no multidisciplinary dimension. 
 
As an administrative link between the central government and the islands, the National Rep-
resentative has little support from the public entities. The public entities indicate that they see 
little added value in the coordinating role of the National Representative. They are inclined – 
as in the cold phase – to follow their own island-specific approach and are not inclined to 
consult with each other or with the National Representative when they are scaling up or 
providing assistance, or aid. Public entities do, however, feel the need for a sparring partner 
in substantive matters. In this case, they refer to the exchange taking place among safety re-
gions and with the crisis organizations NCC and LOCC.  
 
The ministries, however, do see the added value of the involvement of the National Repre-
sentative, in particular in coordinating requests for assistance, sorting out the paperwork and 
keeping an overview of the views of the various departments involved. The National Repre-
sentative also has the power to issue instructions, which has not yet been used.  
 
During the interviews, the interviewees mentioned that they experienced problems in estab-
lishing cooperation with Curaçao, Aruba, and Sint Maarten, because the islands are not men-
tioned in the Act. Article 36 of the Statute provides that the four countries can apply for assis-
tance, but no further details are given. Establishing a mutual arrangement under Article 38 of 
the Statute would be a way to come to a more detailed arrangement.  
 
As regards cooperation with other countries in the area, the Safety BES Act does not provide 
details on this either. Sint Eustatius and Saba, however, do consider cooperation with nearby 
islands in the event of a disaster or crisis desirable. Informal contacts are currently being made, 
but the public entities find it difficult to reach agreements, because this requires the involve-
ment of the Minister. They thus see no possibilities to initiate cooperative arrangements on 
their own.  
 
Finally, the interviewees experience problems because the Coast Guard has not been men-
tioned in the Safety BES Act. The problems include the exchange of information with the police 
force and KMar and the coordination of border control duties with KMar. This problem was 
identified in the Judicial Four Parties Consultation (‘Justitieel Vierpartijen overleg’, JVO) and 
solutions are being developed to ensure that this is adequately put into law. This could include 
laying down agreements in a covenant.  
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Being future-proof and the relation to the Safety Regions Act (Wet veiligheidsregio’s, or 
Wvr)  

Comparison with the evaluation of the Wvr  
In 2019/2020, the Safety Regions Act was evaluated commissioned by the Minister of Justice 
and Security (JenV). We have compared several critical comments from that evaluation with 
the findings about the Safety BES Act from this evaluation. Firstly, the comparison shows that 
both the Safety BES Act and the Wvr can be considered as organic and substantive Acts, since 
these Acts regulate, on the one hand, the duties and composition of the police force and the 
organization of firefighting services, and, on the other hand, the substantive aspects of disas-
ter relief and crisis management. The conclusion of the Wvr evaluation committee is that a 
new Crisis Management and Firefighting Act should be established which makes a more ex-
plicit distinction between crisis management and firefighting. In view of the principle of grad-
ual standardization, this approach could also be considered for the Safety BES Act. An im-
portant point to consider, is that the Safety BES Act regulates more subjects than the Wvr, i.e. 
the duties and composition of the police force and the tasks of the KMar. 
 
Secondly, the evaluation committee concludes that the Wvr does not provide sufficient guid-
ance for interregional and cross-border cooperation in crisis management. The evaluation 
committee is referring to the cooperation between the safety regions and with neighbouring 
countries. This evaluation of the Safety BES Act also shows that this Act does not provide suf-
ficient opportunities for cooperation, particularly where it concerns cooperation in the natural 
regions of the islands. Here, we refer to the cooperation with Curaçao, Aruba, and Sint Maar-
ten. We also refer to the cooperation with the other islands located in the Sint Eustatius and 
Saba region. The Act should provide more incentives for such cross-border cooperation. 
 
Thirdly, the Wvr evaluation committee concludes that the Act does not contain enough provi-
sions on healthcare for the population and how this relates to municipal crisis management. 
The Safety BES Act does not regulate this either. However, according to our interviewees, this 
does not lead to many problems in practice. The public entities have indicated that the roles 
and duties are clear to them, but that a lack of resources is the main bottleneck. If these as-
pects are clarified in the Wvr, it would nonetheless be advisable to include them in the Safety 
BES Act as well.  
 
Fourthly, the Wvr evaluation committee concluded that the Act is unclear about the duties 
required for medical assistance in crisis management. Although medical assistance in the 
Netherlands is organized differently than in the Caribbean Netherlands in the Regional Medi-
cal Emergency Preparedness and Planning Office (GHOR) context, it has been noted that the 
Safety BES Act contains a very summary arrangement with regard to the organization of med-
ical assistance. A further elaboration in the Act could provide clarification on the duties and 
organization of medical assistance. 

Being future-proof 
The Wvr evaluation report also points out that risks and crises are becoming more unpredict-
able, partly because they are becoming increasingly complex and less well-defined (from a 
geographical, policy, or duration point of view and also because they are becoming more mul-
tifaceted. The importance of a more flexible crisis organization also applies to the Caribbean 
Netherlands. 
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In order to ensure flexible and effective cooperation between crisis organizations, the Wvr 
evaluation committee finds that the following processes must be adequately secured: supply-
ing good information, developing and sharing know-how, setting standards, monitoring qual-
ity, and funding. In the Caribbean Netherlands, it is important that the cooperation between 
the islands, but also cross-border cooperation to varying degrees with the CAS countries and 
countries in the region, be included. 
 
Future developments also relate to a proper idea of what preventive firefighting should look 
like. As this evaluation report on the Safety BES Act has shown, preventive firefighting has not 
yet been established in the Caribbean Netherlands. The question is whether the task of devel-
oping a vision for firefighting services, which is currently vested in the executive councils, is in 
the right hands. Responding to future developments in the area of firefighting will probably 
not differ greatly from island to island; all three islands must prepare for climate change and, 
as a result, it is expected that more fires will have to be combated. Therefore, the question is 
whether developing a vision should be left to the individual executive councils, or whether 
developing one common vision is a much more obvious way forward.  
 
Finally, the Safety BES Act does not contain any arrangements for a safety region, but the Act 
does assume close cooperation between Bonaire, Sint Eustatius, and Saba within this ‘region’. 
None of the three public entities is ‘adjacent’ or is located directly next to other territories. 
The premise that cooperation takes place between ‘adjacent communes’ is the core of a safety 
region as intended in the Wvr. It would not be logical, according to the interviewees, to com-
bine the three islands into one safety region. At the same time, the public entities mentioned 
during the interviews that they felt the lack of having a safety region. In particular, they felt a 
lack of support capabilities, training centres, and other facilities for which the safety region is 
responsible in the cold and hot phase. Other aspects that were mentioned included sharing 
knowledge, knowledge sharing and expertise, and technical and logistical assistance.  

Conclusion  
This study focused on the following research question: 
 

How is the Safety BES Act functioning in the light of the principles and objectives formulated 
on 10 October 2010, what are the bottlenecks, and to what extent is the Act future-proof, 
bearing in mind current and future developments in the safety field and the findings of the 
evaluation of the Safety Regions Act at the end of 2020?  

 
This evaluation shows that the Act itself provides sufficient opportunities to implement, regu-
late, and supervise the various elements of the Act – police force, firefighting, disaster relief, 
crisis management, and medical assistance. The system of firefighting, disaster relief, and crisis 
management, too, has been structured in accordance with the Act. However, this system is 
vulnerable, particularly because it is highly dependent on individuals due to the available low 
capacity on the islands.  
 
An important observation is that the principles and objectives which the legislator has set out 
for the actors mentioned in the Act, do not always provide sufficient clarity about duties and 
roles. In addition, a number of subjects have not been sufficiently fleshed out in the Act and 
the underlying rules and regulations. The Act has failed to provide sufficient guidance regard-
ing the organization of healthcare for the population and the provision of medical assistance. 
Because the duties are not clearly defined, it is difficult to make adequate capacity and funding 
estimates. Furthermore, in a number of areas where the Act talks about the elaboration 
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through Order in Council (‘Algemene Maatregel van Bestuur’, AMvB), this has not taken place. 
Cases in point are regulations on firefighting and a ministerial cost-calculation regulation. The 
agreement between the executive councils, the manager of the police force, and the manager 
of the fire brigade, as referred to in Article 65 of the Act, has not been established either. The 
agreement should have provided for joint housing, coordination of work processes in the joint 
multidisciplinary control centre, and information provision and information exchange. It was 
agreed in 2013 that this agreement did not need to be drawn up; the underlying reason for 
this could not be identified during this evaluation. It is worth considering drawing up this 
agreement after all and to try to include more organizations.  
 
Finally, this evaluation shows that there are two elements in the Safety BES Act that do not 
function as intended. Perhaps these elements should be arranged in a different way. The first 
element concerns the joint multidisciplinary control centre. The idea as described in the ex-
planatory memorandum to the Act has not been sufficiently taken into account. Although 
many efforts have been made to improve the functioning of the control centre, both the idea 
of a joint control centre for all three islands and the fact that this would have to be a multidis-
ciplinary centre, have proven to be too ambitious. In practice, it is primarily a police control 
room. The fire brigade and medical assistance are not linked up with the crisis structure. In 
addition, despite the administrative arrangements made with the public entities, it appears 
that there is very little support among the population for the control centre on Sint Eustatius 
and Saba.  
 
The second element which should perhaps be arranged differently is the role of the National 
Representative in the event of disturbances of the peace, disasters, and crises that extend 
beyond the islands. The evaluation shows that this role of administrative link between the 
government and the islands does not function as intended. In regular work processes, the 
public entities themselves are in contact with the ministries and other entities, and are inclined 
to follow the same procedure in times of crisis. The public entities are sceptical about the role, 
capacity, knowledge, and expertise of the National Representative in disaster relief and crisis 
management. This warrants the question whether the National Representative is the right of-
ficial to vest these duties in. However, the interviews with ministries show that the added 
value of a National Representative is acknowledged, in addition to their regular contacts with 
the public entities. These interviews show that the National Representative’s intermediary 
role is appreciated when it comes to formalizing requests for assistance and mediating be-
tween the different views of ministries. A different solution altogether would be to link up 
with national crisis structures (LOCC/NCC) that already exist in the Netherlands and by joining 
knowledge sharing systems between the safety regions. This approach was discussed in inter-
views with different types of officials and can count on broad support. Moreover, it also meets 
the public entities' need for substantive support, technical assistance, and the exchange and 
sharing of knowledge.  
 
In summary, we can say that a number of points of the Act must be changed in order to pre-
pare well for future disasters and crises. Firstly, the basic principles and goals of the Act need 
to be made explicit, so that tasks, capacities, and resources can be connected to them. Sec-
ondly, the joint multidisciplinary control centre and the National Representative’s position are 
not functioning as intended. Possibilities of changing and optimizing these should be looked 
into. Lastly, considering the gradual standardization that comes with every change introduced 
into the Wvr, the possibilities of including these in the Safety BES Act should be considered. 
This also applies to any new legislation.   
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