
  
 
 
 
 
 
  
 
 
  

Summary 
 
Research into Tasks and 
Performance of National 
Expert Group Special 
Sexual Offence Cases 

R. Roodbeen 
I. Schoonbeek 
M. Kamperman  
J. Snippe 

 
 



 

Breuer&Intraval - Research into Tasks and Performance of National Expert Group Special Sexual Offence 
Cases 

2 

SUMMARY 
 
 
 
Introduction 
This report contains the description of a research into the tasks and performance of the 
National Expert Group Special Sexual Offence Cases (Landelijke Expertisegroep Bijzondere 
Zedenzaken; LEBZ). The LEBZ advises public prosecutors in special sexual offence cases, 
such as cases with aspects of recovered memories, or cases alleged to have occurred more 
than eight years ago. In this summary, we will start with the motivation of this research 
and a description of our research method (the exact approach is described in Chapter 1 of 
this report). Subsequently we describe the main findings, starting with a description of the 
LEBZ and how they issue advice (the procedure, also described in chapter 2 of this report). 
After that we discuss the intended goals and tasks of the LEBZ (see Chapter 3 of this 
report), the structure (and monitoring of) the performance (see Chapters 4 and 5 of this 
report), and experiences with and opinions about the LEBZ (see also Chapter 6 of this 
report). Main conclusions follow in Boxes S1 to S4. We will conclude this summary with 
some reflections on these findings (see Chapter 7 of this report).   
 
Motivation 
The motivation for this research is the discussion about the working methods of the LEBZ 
in politics, media and science. Among others, therapists and (alleged) victims of sexual 
abuse are dissatisfied with the reliability and objectivity of the police and LEBZ, and indicate 
that they no longer have confidence in them. The Dutch House of Representatives has 
requested an investigation into the objectives, working methods and results of the LEBZ. 
The Research and Documentation Centre of the Minstry of Justice ans Security 
commissioned Breuer&Intraval to research the following: 1) the intended goals and tasks 
of the LEBZ, 2) the performance of tasks and the structure, 3) the monitoring of task 
performance, and 4) experiences with and opinions about the LEBZ. The intended goals 
and tasks give a good picture of what the LEBZ should be doing. The performance and 
structure show how the LEBZ functions in practice. By checking the performance of tasks, 
we chart how the LEBZ monitors itself (or, in other words, how quality control/assurance 
is arranged). The experiences with and opinions about the LEBZ will show how people think 
about this expert group. In the conclusion, we reflect on the question whether the LEBZ is 
doing what it should be doing.   
 
Method  
The method applied in this research is the 'Realistic Evaluation' (RE). Following this method 
the intended goals and tasks of the LEBZ were analysed first, as described in dozens of 
policy documents and publications (e.g. in Public Prosecution Service Instructions and 
research reports drafted by the LEBZ itself), supplemented by interviews with the authors 
of these documents. Next, the structure and (monitoring of) the LEBZ's performance in 
practice was examined with a content analysis of 155 LEBZ recommendations and 
interviews with counsellors and former counsellors of the LEBZ. Interviews were also 
conducted to identify experiences with and opinions about the LEBZ. A total of 45 
interviews were conducted in this research. The information from the content analysis and 
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interviews are compared with the intended goals and tasks from the policy documents to 
analyse whether the LEBZ is functioning as intended when it was established in 1999. 
  
Results and Conclusions 
Established in 1999, the LEBZ advises public prosecutors, mainly in special sexual offence 
cases, such as cases with aspects of recovered memories, or cases alleged to have 
occurred more than eight years ago. The LEBZ consists of a coordination point and a group 
of internal and external counsellors. Management of the coordination point rests with 
police. The coordination point is the heart of the LEBZ and consists of: two coordinators, a 
service secretariat and behavioural experts/rapporteurs deployed for support. Counsellors 
are not part of the coordination point, but are asked to offer advice on a sexual offence 
case by the coordinators. Internal counsellors are employed by the police, external 
counsellors are employed by universities and/or therapeutic treatment institutions. In most 
cases, the public prosecutor is the LEBZ's client and the recipient of the final LEBZ 
recommendation. The attorney general or examining magistrate can also be the client, but 
this only occurs sporadically. Therefore, in this report we only refer to the public prosecutor 
as client. The LEBZ is usually consulted by the public prosecutor before arresting a possible 
suspect. In 1999, the goals and tasks of the LEBZ were laid down in the Public Prosecution 
Service Instructions. From 2016, they are laid down in the Police Instruction on Sexual 
Offences, Child Pornography and Child Sex Tourism (Politie-instructie Zeden, 
Kinderpornografie en Kindersekstoerisme, PIZKK).  
 
Procedure 
The LEBZ's advisory procedure starts when the public prosecutor offers a sexual offence 
case to the coordinators. When a case is not suitable for the LEBZ, the coordinators refer 
the public prosecutor to another counsellor. If a case is suitable, the case file is sent to the 
LEBZ by the police and the coordinators compose a group of counsellors. This group usually 
consists of four counsellors (including the rapporteur), who are selected on the basis of 
availability, background and expertise. They assess the case individually and independently 
of other counsellors, and share their findings with the rapporteur. Subsequently a 
counsellor meeting (case discussion) is lead by the rapporteur in which the counsellors' 
individual opinions are discussed and substantiated, and the group jointly forms a 
conclusion. Based on this, the rapporteur prepares a draft report. After all counsellors 
approve of the draft, it is considered final. The LEBZ recommendation is then sent to the 
public prosecutor. The LEBZ recommendation contains advice on whether or not to 
continue the investigation and/or whether or not to prosecute the suspect. This procedure 
is carried out for each accepted sexual offence case, and takes approximately eight weeks. 
 
Intended Goals and Tasks 
* The intended goals of the LEBZ are to objectify (statements and evidence in) special 
sexual offence cases and to gather knowledge about these cases. The intended tasks of 
the LEBZ are to: 1) issue advice to the public prosecutor on sexual offence cases and the 
behavioural scientific aspects of these cases, 2) report on this annually, 3) develop relevant 
expertise for assessing sexual offence cases, and 4) disseminating the acquired knowledge.  
* The intended goals, tasks, structure and formal procedure of the LEBZ (from the 
prosecutor offering the case to receiving the LEBZ recommendation) have remained 
virtually unchanged from its establishment onwards. The following 3 
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consequences/changes resulting from the transition from Public Prosecution Service 
Instructions to PIZKK in 2016 are an exception to this:  1) the public prosecution can no 
longer coercively submit cases, cases can only be offered, 2) the ritual abuse aspect has 
been replaced with abuse cases that had ended more than eight years ago when reported, 
and 3) the external effect implied by the Public Services Instruction is excluded (i.e. citizens 
can no longer derive rights from the goals and tasks of the LEBZ). 
* What is also striking in this policy analysis is that the LEBZ coordinated more cases 
between 2005 and 2015 than was estimated. The division of work within the coordination 
point is also different from what was proposed in 1999. Five tasks (see Box 3.1 of this 
report for the task overview) that should actually be performed by the 
behaviourist/rapporteur (who are only involved in a supporting capacity, and not 
permanently involved as envisioned in 1999) are performed by the coordinator.  
* In addition, apart from an evaluation/survey of the satisfaction of the LEBZ's clients, an 
evaluation of the LEBZ has not been carried out. 
* The goals and tasks of the LEBZ are congruent with the overarching principle in the 
Sexual Offence Instruction of 2016. 
 
Box S.1 Main conclusions, intended goals, and tasks 

- The goals, tasks, structure and procedures of the LEBZ (with the exception of the three 
consequences/changes in tasks described above that were implemented with the switch from 
Public Services Instruction to PIZKK) have remained virtually unchanged from its establishment to 
the present. 
- 1) the LEBZ has coordinated more cases in the period 2005 to 2015 than was initially estimated 
(44 cases per year between 2005 and 2010, and 50 cases per year between 2010 and 2015), 2) 
the LEBZ had less manpower from its establishment in 1999 than envisioned at the time of 
establishment, and 3) the coordinators have performed more tasks from its establishment in 1999 
than envisioned. 
- The LEBZ has undergone limited evaluation since its establishment. 
- The goals and tasks of the LEBZ are congruent with the overarching principle in the Sexual 
Offence Instruction of 2016 (which includes the policy in the field of investigation and prosecution 
of sexual abuse as well as the victim policy for victims of sexual abuse). 

 
Performance and structure 
* In the period 2016 to 2021, the LEBZ was asked for advice on 174 cases. LEBZ delivered 
a recommendation for 155 of these requests (an average of 26 per year), the coordinators 
referred 19 requests to another counsellor outside the LEBZ (e.g. a judicial expert or 
investigative psychologist within their own team). These 174 cases over six years are only 
a fraction of the approximately 3,000 sex offences sent to the prosecution by the police 
every year.  
* Of these 155 LEBZ recommendations, more than a third fall into the category of abuse 
more than eight years ago (39%), followed by allegations of a sexual offence following a 
divorce (30%), and regained memory (28%). Assessment of a case involving features of 
ritual abuse is rare (2%).  
* The 155 LEBZ recommendations most often conclude (36%) that there is insufficient 
information in the case file, but that further investigation is considered useful because 
there are still enough leads. In almost a quarter of the recommendations (23%), it was 
concluded that the case file contains insufficient information and further investigation is 
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futile. In 17% of cases, it was concluded that there is sufficient information in the case file, 
but there is no basis for an allegation. 
* The Scenario Analysis Model (SAM) was used in all assessments.  
* 98% of these 155 assessments involved at least four counsellors, always in highly 
variable compositions, and always in combination of a clinical psychologist/remedial 
educationalist, a legal psychologist/cognitive psychologist, a sexual offence investigator, 
and an investigative psychologist.  
* A total of 55 counsellors and rapporteurs are (or have been) members of the LEBZ from 
2016 to 2021. Sexual offence investigators made up the largest category (29%; 16 
counsellors), followed by clinical psychologists/remedial educationalists (25%; 14 
counsellors), legal psychologists/cognitive psychologists (20%; 11 counsellors), and 
investigative psychologists (16%; nine rapporteurs).  
* In most cases, the coordinators, in consultation with the active counsellors, asked 
counsellors to join the LEBZ because of their specific knowledge and experience in the field 
of sexual offences. In the period from 2016 to 2021 counsellors worked for the LEBZ for 
an average period of six years, and they average 13 case reviews and recommendations 
per counsellor.  
* Both content analysis of LEBZ recommendations and interviews with counsellors show 
that people are sceptical about the quality of police investigations. Interviews with public 
prosecutors and sexual offence investigators also show that feedback from the LEBZ 
recommendation to the sexual offence team, including general feedback on the quality of 
the investigation, does not always take place. The extent to which the LEBZ 
recommendation is adopted by public prosecutors and led to prosecution, dismissal or 
other disposal by the Public Prosecution Service is unknown. 
* In addition to the advisory function, the LEBZ is also tasked with reporting annually on 
cases treated. The LEBZ's last investigative report dates from 2008, after which no more 
reports have been published, but thematic articles have been written by the coordinators 
on topics relevant to the LEBZ. There is a publication - not public - which focuses on the 
LEBZ's assessment of complex sexual offence cases in the period 2008-2020.  
* Furthermore, the coordinators have given lectures and lessons on sexual offence cases 
at the police academy and in presentations.  
* In addition, the coordinators were involved in drafting the PIZKK. 
 
Box S.2 Main conclusions, performance, and structure  

- Of all cases offered to the LEBZ coordination point in the period 2016-2021, the coordinators 
qualified most as suitable for the LEBZ. 
- The largest percentage of case files reviewed by the LEBZ during that period, involves abuse that 
occurred more than eight years ago. 
- In over a third of the cases in LEBZ reports in the period 2016-2021 the conclusion is that there 
is insufficient information in the case file, but that further investigation is useful (for which 
suggestions are included).  
- In that period, the SAM was used for all LEBZ recommendations.   
- The composition of advisory groups during that period was as intended (with almost always four 
counsellors in varying compositions).   
- The annual public reporting of treated cases was no longer carried out from 2008. 
- The LEBZ coordinators and counsellors work on knowledge transfer (giving lectures and lessons).  
- The LEBZ coordinators are involved in drafting the PIZKK. 
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Monitoring performance 
* The requirement to become an active counsellor (active counsellors are counsellors who 
are inducted and give advice on case files in the LEBZ procedure) for internal counsellors 
(employed by the police), is work experience in the field of sexual offences. External 
counsellors (not employed by the police) should preferably have a PhD in a field related to 
the tasks of the LEBZ, and/or have treatment experience in clinical psychology.  
* Active counsellors may not participate in a LEBZ recommendation when they: 1) know 
people in a case file, 2) are involved or work in a department/unit where the sexual offence 
case is involved, and 3) exceed the term of twice three years (with the exception of 
counsellors with an expertise that has a limited availability and investigative 
psychologists). Efforts are made to have active external counsellors handle a minimum of 
four cases per year; for internal counsellors, a minimum of two cases per year.  
* Rapporteurs should not deliver reports when they: 1) have not completed the induction 
period, and 2) are involved with or work in a department/unit connected to the sexual 
offence case.  
* Requirements for LEBZ reports are: 1) a standard format (see the LEBZ recommendation 
template in Appendix 4), 2) based on input and agreement from counsellors, and 3) 
substantiated with references to case file, source and/or scientific literature.  
* Internal in-service training, peer review and evaluation takes place in an annual plenary 
meeting organised by the LEBZ for LEBZ counsellors. Peer review also takes place on a 
smaller scale during counsellor meetings.  
* There is supervision of LEBZ coordinators by the team chief of investigative 
psychologists. We have not been able to conclude from our research how this takes place. 
Coordinators supervise: 1) behaviourists/rapporteurs, 2) administrative support, and 3) 
candidate counsellors in the induction phase. 
* LEBZ counsellors in the induction process need: 1) clarity on what the expectations of 
the induction interview are, 2) more information on the requirements for counsellors' own 
contribution (individual opinions and conclusions), and 3) a starter pack for prospective 
counsellors that includes information on what is expected of counsellors.    
* LEBZ counsellors call for the resumption of the annual meetings organised by the LEBZ 
(which have not been organised for a few years due to COVID measures), and an 
evaluation of individual LEBZ recommendations at case level with the public prosecutor.   
 
Box S.3 Main conclusions concerning monitoring of performance 

- There are requirements and conditions for becoming an active LEBZ counsellor or LEBZ 
rapporteur, and the deployment of already active counsellors and rapporteurs is also subject to 
conditions. 
- All LEBZ counsellors must meet certain established requirements. 
- Internal in-service training, peer review, and evaluation takes place in an annual meeting (which 
has not been organised for a few years due to COVID measures). 
- Supervision, and thus monitoring of performance, is mainly done by the coordinators. 
-* LEBZ counsellors in the induction process need: 1) clarity on what the expectations of the 
induction interview are, 2) more information on the requirements for counsellors' own contribution 
(individual opinions and conclusions), and 3) a starter pack for prospective counsellors that 
includes information on what is expected of counsellors.    
- LEBZ counsellors call for the resumption of the annual meetings organised by the LEBZ, and an 
evaluation of individual LEBZ recommendations at case level with the public prosecutor. 
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Experiences with and opinions about LEBZ 
* Interviewees deal with the LEBZ from different perspectives and in varying frequencies. 
On the one hand sexual offence investigators, police executives or public prosecutors, for 
example, concretely and directly deal with the LEBZ. On the other hand, judges, lawyers, 
therapists or (alleged) victims, for example, deal with the LEBZ indirectly. In most cases 
it is mainly the therapists and (alleged) victims who are only sporadically or partially 
informed about the LEBZ recommendation regarding the case. Thus they base their opinion 
about the LEBZ on the limited knowledge that is publicly available.  
* The experiences with and opinions about the LEBZ expressed by the interviewees can be 
roughly divided into two categories. On the one hand, there is the category of interviewed 
sexual offence investigators, public prosecutors, judges, one lawyer, and one accused, who 
indicate that the LEBZ coordinators and counsellors have the right knowledge, expertise 
and insights. Sexual offence investigators add that additional investigative actions advised 
by the LEBZ are often not feasible due to a lack of capacity, and that the police organisation 
and sexual offence teams do not have enough knowledge and attention for the LEBZ and 
LEBZ recommendations. There seems to be room from improvement in the areas of 
cooperation and communication. 
* On the other hand, there is the category of interviewed therapists, (alleged) victims, 
representatives of (alleged) victims and one of the lawyers who are septic about the LEBZ. 
They believe that LEBZ coordinators and counsellors are biased towards certain aspects of 
a case (especially with regard to recovered memories and the involvement of therapists) 
and have a dismissive attitude towards phenomena such as, for example, ritual abuse. As 
a result, according to interviewees, they cannot give objective advice on cases involving 
these issues. In summary, they consider the professional knowledge that the coordinators 
and counsellors rely on to deliver LEBZ recommendations outdated, one-sided, and 
incomplete, and not open to new insights. They also feel that the mission or objective of 
the LEBZ does not take the needs of victims into account sufficiently. This, according to 
interviewees, would discourage (alleged) victims from reporting or make them avoid 
references to ritual abuse in a report. According to a number of interviewed therapists, 
such cases therefore do not or hardly appear in the registration of sexual offence cases in 
the Netherlands, which leads to a wrongful conclusion that cases like these do not occur in 
the Netherlands.  
* Although the above interviewees realise that a crime must be proven and that therapists 
have a fundamentally different position with (alleged) victims, they feel that the working 
and thinking method of the LEBZ needs more nuance, taking into account: 1) the impact 
that an LEBZ opinion has on an (alleged) victim/accused (taking this impact into account 
and how to deal with it, is often formulated as a point of advice in LEBZ recommendations, 
see also section 4.6 of this report), 2) the circumstances of the (alleged) victim and 3) the 
influence of these circumstances on the statement.  
* According to the interviewed therapists, (alleged) victims, representatives of (alleged) 
victims and one of the lawyers, the way the LEBZ operates and is organised (e.g. 
periodically presenting a list of members) needs to be more transparent. 
* In addition, the interviewees above indicate that the LEBZ recommendation would be 
easier to understand for (alleged) victims/accused, if the public prosecutor would allow 
access to the recommendation. It could lead to a better understanding of the working 
method and considerations of the LEBZ counsellors.  
* It is notable that particularly the interviewed therapists, (alleged) victims, and 
representatives of (alleged) victims seem to base their judgements mainly on one-time 
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and indirect contact with the LEBZ, and the limited public information available about the 
LEBZ. There is not much independent and reliable information about the LEBZ publicly 
available to outsiders, if any. The task description in the PIZKK is not publicly available, 
the LEBZ has not published any cross-case reports since 2008, and there is no current list 
of counsellors available. Partly because of this, there are ambiguities and misconceptions 
about the LEBZ. 
* LEBZ counsellors are aware of this sceptical attitude, but do not agree with it. They argue 
that: 1) the multidisciplinary nature of counsellor groups and meetings, 2) the analysis of 
multiple scenarios, and 3) the up-to-date knowledge from science and police practice 
guaranteed in the LEBZ, refute this argument.  
 
Box S.4 Main conclusions concerning experiences and opinions LEBZ 

- Members of the LEBZ (counsellors or people in the LEBZ coordination point), sexual offence 
investigators and police executives or public prosecutors, can be in regular contact with the LEBZ.  
- Lawyers, judges, therapists, (alleged) victims and (alleged) perpetrators, in principle, do not 
come into direct contact with the LEBZ.  
- On the one hand, there is a category of interviewees who indicate that the LEBZ coordinators 
and counsellors have the right knowledge and expertise. They see room for improvement in the 
areas of mutual cooperation and communication between the sexual offence teams and the LEBZ, 
and they see room for improvement in the attention and knowledge the sexual offence teams have 
for the LEBZ and LEBZ recommendations people receive. 
- On the other hand, there is a category of interviewees who indicate that the LEBZ coordinators 
and counsellors have a biased attitude and negative opinion about certain phenomena. These 
interviewees feel that the working and thinking method of the LEBZ needs more nuance, taking 
into account: 1) the impact that an LEBZ opinion has on an (alleged) victim/accused (as often 
advised to the public prosecutor in LEBZ recommendations), 2) the circumstances of the (alleged) 
victim and 3) the influence of these circumstances on the statement. 
- These interviewees also think it is important that the way in which the LEBZ operates and is 
organised (e.g. periodically presenting a list of members) is more transparent. 
- This category of interviewees generally seem to base their judgements mainly on one-time and 
indirect contact with the LEBZ, and the limited public information available about the LEBZ. 
- The response of LEBZ counsellors to this is that they are aware of this sceptical attitude, but do 
not agree with it, as they state that they focus the advice on the reliability of the memory or 
recollection of the person reporting, and analyse it in a multidisciplinary way and test it against 
current knowledge from practice and science.  

 
Finally 
The LEBZ was established in 1999 with the initial goal of objectifying (statements and 
evidence in) special sexual offence cases and providing insight into the value and 
behavioural science aspects of these cases. This objective has remained virtually 
unchanged over time and, despite the coordination of more cases than intended in the 
period 2005 to 2015, limited staffing and lack of evaluation, has been implemented 
according to the intended procedures.  
 
The second objective of the LEBZ, to build knowledge on special sexual offence cases, has 
also been implemented in a sound manner. However, the transfer of this knowledge and 
expertise has been less successful. The LEBZ's last report was published in 2008 (the most 
recent publication is not publicly available). Independent and reliable information on, for 
example, the tasks or task description of the LEBZ is not accessible to outsiders. In 
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addition, knowledge about the LEBZ within the sexual offence teams of the police appears 
to be limited and feedback on investigative actions from LEBZ recommendations reaches 
the sexual offence teams only partially or not at all. In other words, the second objective 
has not been implemented entirely as intended, and there is room for improvement.  
 
The picture we as researchers got of the LEBZ is twofold. On the one hand, we see an 
expert group whose coordinators are under pressure from the discussion and criticism that 
prompted this research. Although there is room for improvement, our impression is that 
the coordinators are working from the tasks and task executions as drafted since the 
establishment of the LEBZ in 1999. Shortcoming in this were, in all likelihood, caused by 
capacity problems. As for the LEBZ counsellors we spoke to, they also work according to 
the intended procedure and unanimously support the LEBZ's multidisciplinary working 
method. They, and many others with direct experience with the LEBZ, are convinced that 
the coordinators and the counsellor group have sufficient knowledge and expertise to do 
their work thoroughly. The researchers concur. Nevertheless, we also see that there is a 
lack in clarity among the general public about this expertise group. We think more 
transparency in goals, tasks and performance would be a good first step, but this will not 
solve all problems. Meeting and matching people's needs and expectations remains difficult 
due to the LEBZ's narrow legal remit in the criminal process. More information provisioning 
and openness about the tasks performed tailored to needs and expectations, is required. 
Hopefully, this research will contribute to the reflection on the LEBZ and the way it 
functions in the future. 
 


