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Introduction

Why was this tool developed? The objective of this quality assurance tool is to provide EU+ States with a common 
framework for internal quality assessment and assurance.

This is a flexible tool that can bring clarity and consistency in assessing the quality of the asylum process. Both 
modules of the tool can be used together for a more complete assessment of the overall quality of the examination 
of applications for international protection, or separately if there is a need to focus on one of the two aspects.

The tool can be used for various purposes, including performance assessment, periodic quality review and 
thematic audits. It can be used to assess the level of quality on an individual level as well as on a process level.

How was this tool developed? This quality assurance tool was developed by EASO together with experts from 
EU+ States. Before its finalisation, the tool and the standards and indicators it features were consulted upon with 
all EU+ States, the European Commission and UNHCR.

What is the scope of this tool? The tool and its two pilot modules focus on the core of the examination of 
applications for international protection.

Substantive personal
interview

First-instance decision on the 
application for international 

protection

Depending on the evaluation of the pilot modules and on identified needs, additional modules may be developed 
within the framework of EASO’s quality management activities.

Who should use this tool? The tool is intended for anyone conducting quality assessment. It refers to the user 
as a ‘quality assessor’. In the national set-up this may include supervisors, quality specialists or any other staff 
with relevant functions.

How does this tool relate to other EASO tools? The tool and its two modules build on the common standards 
agreed in the following EASO practical guides and should be read in conjunction with them:

▪▪ Practical Guide: Personal interview,

▪▪ Practical Guide: Evidence assessment,

▪▪ Practical Guide: Qualification for international protection,

▪▪ Practical Guide: Exclusion.

These practical guides should be seen as guidance documents and as useful self-evaluation tools for case officers.

For more information about relevant EASO products see https://www.easo.europa.eu/practical-tools

https://www.easo.europa.eu/sites/default/files/public/EASO-Practical-Guide-Personal-Interview-EN.pdf
https://www.easo.europa.eu/sites/default/files/public/EASO-Practical-Guide_-Evidence-Assessment.pdf
https://www.easo.europa.eu/practical-tools
https://www.easo.europa.eu/sites/default/files/EASO Practical Guide - Exclusion %28final for web%29.pdf
https://www.easo.europa.eu/practical-tools
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How to use this tool

The tool includes several different elements, as listed below.

Standards and indicators Firstly, the tool outlines the applicable standards and indicators with regard 
to the personal interview and the first-instance decision on the substance 
of an application for international protection.

Standards and indicators: personal interview�������������������������� 5
Standards and indicators: first-instance decision��������������������� 8

Assessment Secondly, it provides guidance on how to assess those standards and 
indicators in practice.

�� Assessment forms In this regard, the tool includes add-on assessment forms in Excel format 
that can be applied directly in an individual quality assessment, along with 
PDF versions of the forms that can be printed to take handwritten notes 
during an individual quality assessment (Annex I).

�� Additional guidance 
for quality assessors 

(examples)

As further guidance for quality assessors, the tool also provides examples of 
situations in which the indicators could be assessed as minor or significant 
errors or marked as ‘Not applicable’ (Annex II).

Feedback and reporting Thirdly, the tool provides guidance and highlights good practices with regard 
to the provision of individual feedback and general reporting on quality, 
with the aim of improving the system.

Quality Assurance Tool — 
technical solution

In parallel, EASO is exploring the possibility of developing a technical 
solution for this quality assurance tool that would provide EU+ States with 
a built-in, user-friendly quality assurance tool for a more streamlined and 
efficient internal quality assurance process.

Assessment methodology������������������������������������������������������11

Annex I: Assessment forms����������������������������������������������������16

Annex II: Assessment of the personal interview���������������������17
Annex II: Assessment of the first-instance decision����������������25

Individual feedback and reporting������������������������������������������25
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Standards and indicators: personal interview

The standards and indicators for assessing the quality of a substantive personal interview are divided into the 
following themes.

Opening the
interview

Conducting
the interview

Substance of
the interview

Closing the
interview

Interview
record

When assessing whether the standards have been met, the quality assessors should always take into consideration 
the individual case at hand.

Opening the interview

Standard 1.	 Previously identified special needs are addressed accordingly.
Indicators 1.1.	 Special needs, which have been previously identified, are taken into account when 

arranging the interview.
For example:

▪▪ appropriate gender of the interviewer and/or interpreter;
▪▪ unaccompanied children have a representative present;
▪▪ practical arrangements are made for persons with disabilities;
▪▪ other relevant procedural guarantees are put in place.

Standard 2.	 The necessary information is provided to the applicant.
Indicators 2.1.	 Information on the aim of the interview is provided.

2.2.	 Information regarding confidentiality is provided.
2.3.	 Information on the roles of all persons present is provided.
2.4.	 Information on the obligation to cooperate is provided.
2.5.	 Information on breaks and the possibility to ask for breaks is provided.
2.6.	 Other mandatory information according to national practice is provided.

Standard 3.	 It is ensured that the applicant and the interpreter understand each other.
Indicators 3.1.	 The applicant is asked whether they understand the interpreter and vice versa.

Standard 4.	 It is ensured that the applicant is fit to be interviewed.
Indicators 4.1.	 The applicant is asked and they confirm that they are mentally and physically fit to be 

interviewed.
4.2.	 The interviewer has effectively picked up on indicators that the interview cannot go 

ahead.
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Conducting the interview

Standard 5.	 The interviewer displays a professional attitude throughout the interview.
Indicators 5.1.	 The interviewer appropriately establishes rapport with the applicant.

5.2.	 The interviewer uses appropriate, sensitive and factual language.
5.3.	 The interviewer addresses the applicant directly (in the second person).
5.4.	 The interviewer uses an appropriate tone and appropriate body language throughout 

the interview.

Standard 6.	 The interviewer applies appropriate questioning techniques.
Indicators 6.1.	 The applicant is encouraged to provide a free narrative regarding their reasons for 

applying for international protection.
6.2.	 Each new focused theme is introduced to the applicant.
6.3.	 The interviewer uses open and/or closed questions appropriately.
6.4.	 Questions are adapted to the capabilities of the applicant.
6.5.	 The interviewer avoids unproductive questions, such as:

▪▪ leading questions;
▪▪ multiple-choice questions;
▪▪ plural questions;
▪▪ unnecessarily repetitive questions;
▪▪ irrelevant questions.

Standard 7.	 The interviewer ensures all persons present act in accordance with their roles and 
manages the interview effectively.

Indicators 7.1.	 The interviewer maintains control of the interview situation throughout the interview.
7.2.	 If a challenging situation occurs during the interview, it is effectively handled by the 

interviewer to the extent possible.
7.3.	 The interviewer ensures that the interpreter acts in accordance with their role and 

responsibilities.
7.4.	 The legal representative and/or other persons present are allowed to exercise their 

rights in accordance with national rules and are authorised to intervene at least at the 
end of the personal interview.

7.5.	 Breaks are taken if necessary or requested and appropriate.

Substance of the interview

Standard 8.	 All material facts are identified and explored sufficiently.
Indicators 8.1.	 Where relevant, the identity (including country of origin) of the applicant is established.

8.2.	 Past problems and/or threats are explored sufficiently (what, who, when, where, why).
8.3.	 Future fear is explored.
8.4.	 The availability of protection in the home area in the country of origin is explored 

sufficiently.
8.5.	 The availability of an internal protection alternative is explored sufficiently.

Standard 9.	 Documents and other written evidence submitted to support the applicant’s claim 
are handled appropriately.

Indicators 9.1.	 The interviewer explores the relevance and source of any documents or written 
information submitted to support the applicant’s claim.

9.2.	 All relevant documents presented by the applicant are added to the file.
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Standard 10.	 The applicant is provided with an effective opportunity to address inconsistencies 
and discrepancies.

Indicators 10.1.	All significant inconsistencies and discrepancies are put to the applicant and they are 
provided with an opportunity to address them.

Standard 11.	 Where relevant, exclusion considerations are appropriately explored.
Indicators 11.1.	Potential exclusion considerations are correctly identified.

11.2.	Potential exclusion considerations are sufficiently explored.

Standard 12.	 Specific policies and guidelines are followed correctly.
Indicators 12.1.	Where applicable, national policy regarding the specific profile of the applicant is 

followed correctly.
For example: specific profiles could include children, victims of trafficking, potential 
victims of female genital mutilation, applicants with claims related to sexual orientation 
and gender identity, etc.

12.2.	Where applicable, country-specific guidelines for interviewing are followed correctly.
12.3.	Where applicable, policies regarding the application of additional protection grounds 

(e.g. humanitarian grounds) are followed correctly.

Closing the interview

Standard 13.	 The interviewer follows the necessary steps when closing the interview.
Indicators 13.1.	The interviewer confirms whether or not the applicant has understood all questions 

asked.
13.2.	The interviewer asks the applicant whether they want to add anything.
13.3.	The interviewer explains the next steps of the asylum procedure clearly.

Interview record

Standard 14.	 Interview transcript/report rules are followed accordingly.
Indicators 14.1.	A thorough and factual report containing all substantive elements, or a transcript, is 

made of the personal interview. It contains additional elements if applicable according 
to national practice.

14.2.	If applicable, an audio or audiovisual recording is made according to national practice.
14.3.	The applicant is provided with an effective opportunity to make comments and/or 

provide clarification orally and/or in writing with regard to any mistranslations or 
misconceptions appearing in the interview report/transcript.

These standards and indicators are not meant to be exhaustive. When assessing the overall quality of the interview, 
additional circumstances may have to be taken into account. These may be due to national procedures and/or 
the specifics of the case.

National specifics

Please insert here any necessary additional guidance for quality assessors with regard to the standards and 
indicators for the personal interview.
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Standards and indicators: first-instance decision

The standards and indicators for assessing the quality of a first-instance decision on the substance of the 
application for international protection are divided into the following themes.

Introduction Basis of claim Form EfficiencyCredibility
assessment

Risk
assessment

Legal
analysis

When assessing whether the standards have been met, the quality assessors should always take into consideration 
the individual case at hand.

Introduction

Standard 1.	 The decision states the applicant’s details correctly.
Indicators 1.1.	 The decision states correct name, country of origin and home area, date of birth and 

file number, along with other details required by national policy.

Standard 2.	 If applicable, the decision includes a concise and accurate summary of the immigration 
history of the applicant.

Indicators 2.1.	 The decision includes a concise and accurate summary of possible previous applications 
and other immigration history of the applicant, in accordance with national policy.

Basis of claim

Standard 3.	 The basis of claim correctly sets out all material facts.
Indicators 3.1.	 The basis of claim correctly identifies and presents all material facts.

Standard 4.	 The basis of claim correctly identifies the future fear.
Indicators 4.1.	 The basis of claim correctly specifies who and what the applicant fears, and why.

Standard 5.	 If applicable, evidence presented by the applicant is correctly outlined in the basis 
of claim.

Indicators 5.1.	 Evidence presented by the applicant is correctly outlined according to national practice.

Credibility assessment

Standard 6.	 The credibility of each material fact is assessed correctly, including the identity and 
country of origin of the applicant.

Indicators 6.1.	 The evidence is linked correctly to each material fact.
6.2.	 Credibility indicators are applied correctly.
6.3.	 The concept of plausibility is applied objectively.
6.4.	 Only inconsistencies/discrepancies that have been put to the applicant for comment 

have been used in the decision.
6.5.	 Country of origin information is relevant, up to date and referenced correctly.
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Standard 7.	 A clear finding is made on each material fact.
Indicators 7.1.	 For each material fact, the decision clearly states whether it has been accepted or 

rejected.
7.2.	 Where a  material fact is deemed ‘uncertain’, Article 4(5) of the qualification 

directive 1/‘benefit of the doubt’ has been applied correctly to effectively conclude 
whether to accept or reject the material fact.

Standard 8.	 The correct standard and burden of proof is applied.
Indicators 8.1.	 When assessing the material facts the correct standard of proof is applied, according 

to national guidance.
8.2.	 The burden of proof has been applied correctly when assessing the material facts.
8.3.	 Individual factors such as age, education and trauma are correctly identified and taken 

into account.

Risk assessment

Standard 9.	 The risk on return is accurately and fully assessed.
Indicators 9.1.	 The decision correctly identifies and assesses the risk on return (who, what and why).

9.2.	 Country of origin information is relevant, up to date and correctly referenced.
9.3.	 The correct standard of proof has been applied (reasonable degree of likelihood) in 

assessing risk on return.

Legal analysis

Standard 10.	 Well-founded fear of persecution is assessed correctly.
Indicators 10.1.	Whether or not the stated treatment amounts to persecution is assessed correctly.

10.2.	The subjective and objective elements of the stated fear are assessed correctly.

Standard 11.	 Reasons for persecution are identified and assessed correctly.
Indicators 11.1.	The decision correctly identifies and assesses all applicable reasons for persecution.

11.2.	The connection (nexus) between the persecution and the reason(s) is assessed correctly.

Standard 12.	 The real risk of serious harm under Article 15 of the qualification directive is identified 
and assessed correctly.

Indicators 12.1.	The decision correctly assesses the applicability of Article 15(a): ‘death penalty or 
execution’.

12.2.	The decision correctly assesses the applicability of Article 15(b): ‘torture or inhuman 
or degrading treatment or punishment’.

12.3.	The decision correctly assesses the applicability of Article 15(c): ‘serious and individual 
threat to a civilian’s life or person by reason of indiscriminate violence in situations of 
international or internal armed conflict’.

(1)	� Directive 2011/95/EU of the European Parliament and of the Council of 13 December 2011 on standards for the 
qualification of third-country nationals or stateless persons as beneficiaries of international protection, for a uniform 
status for refugees or for persons eligible for subsidiary protection, and for the content of the protection granted 
(qualification directive).

http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=celex%3A32011L0095
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=celex%3A32011L0095
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=celex%3A32011L0095
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Standard 13.	 The availability and accessibility of protection in the country of origin is assessed 
correctly.

Indicators 13.1.	The availability and accessibility of protection in the home area of the applicant is 
assessed correctly.

13.2.	The applicability of an internal protection alternative is assessed correctly, including 
its reasonability.

Standard 14.	 If relevant, exclusion grounds have been identified and assessed correctly.
Indicators 14.1.	Exclusion grounds are identified and assessed correctly.

14.2.	Individual responsibility is assessed correctly.
14.3.	The correct standard and burden of proof are applied.

Standard 15.	 If applicable, additional protection grounds are applied correctly.
Indicators 15.1.	Where applicable, additional protection grounds (e.g. humanitarian grounds) are 

applied correctly.

Form

Standard 16.	 The decision follows a correct structure and includes all required elements.
Indicators 16.1.	The decision follows a correct structure and format according to national policies.

16.2.	The applicant is provided with information on how to challenge a negative decision in 
writing or by electronic means.

Standard 17.	 The decision is professionally drafted.
Indicators 17.1.	The reasoning is non-speculative.

17.2.	The language of the decision is appropriate, sensitive and factual.
17.3.	The rules of grammar and spelling are applied.

Efficiency

Standard 18.	 The decision is issued according to the prescribed timelines.
Indicators 18.1.	The decision is issued according to the prescribed timelines according to national 

practice.

The standards and indicators are not meant to be exhaustive. When assessing the overall quality of the first-
instance decision, additional circumstances may have to be taken into account. These may be due to national 
procedures and/or the specifics of the case.

National specifics

Please insert here any necessary additional guidance for quality assessors with regard to the standards and 
indicators for the first-instance decision on the substance of the application.
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Assessment methodology

It is for each national authority to decide on the aim and methodology of the quality assessment it conducts, 
such as the way it is institutionalised and organised, the sample of assessed cases, the timing and frequency of 
quality reviews, the way the outcome is reported, etc.

The tool aims to provide a flexible solution that can be applied in different national set-ups. The section below 
outlines the proposed assessment methodology for the application of the standards and indicators above. 
Furthermore, it highlights certain examples of good practice identified by experts in the field of quality assurance.

Applying the standards and indicators

The lists of standards and indicators represent guidance regarding the key elements to look at when assessing 
the quality of an interview or a first-instance decision. They cannot be viewed as exhaustive and, when assessing 
the overall quality of an interview/decision, quality assessors should take into account any applicable additional 
elements.

The assessment of each indicator falls under the following four different categories.

Correct Minor error Significant error Not applicable

▪▪ An indicator should 
be marked as ‘cor-
rect’ when the quality 
requirements are met 
accordingly.

▪▪ An indicator should 
be marked as a ‘Mi-
nor error’ when the 
error detected does 
not detract from the 
overall quality of the 
interview or decision 
and would not affect 
the outcome of the 
application.

▪▪ Furthermore, there 
are no apparent risks 
or negative impact 
on the applicant, the 
determining authority 
or the state.

▪▪ An indicator should 
be marked as a ‘Sig-
nificant error’ when 
the error detected 
detracts from the 
overall quality of the 
interview or decision 
and/or may affect the 
outcome of the ap-
plication.

▪▪ Furthermore, there 
are potential risks 
or negative impact 
on the applicant, the 
determining authority 
or the state.

▪▪ An indicator could 
be marked as ‘not 
applicable’ depend-
ing on the national 
system, the method 
of assessment and/or 
the individual case.

It is possible that limited assessment options could be available for a given indicator due to its nature and 
applicability. For example, an error with regard to some indicators would always have a significant impact on 
the overall quality. Therefore, the option ‘Minor error’ would not be available for such indicators. Alternatively, 
some aspects would only have a minimal impact on the overall quality. For such indicators, ‘Significant error’ 
would not be an available option. Some indicators would only apply in some cases (e.g. special needs, exclusion 
considerations). For those, the option ‘Not applicable’ would be available. This is reflected in the assessment 
forms provided in Annex I.

With regard to the personal interview in particular, the scope of the assessment can vary based on the quality 
assessment setting itself. Some indicators would only be measurable when the quality assessor is present during 
the interview and/or on the basis of an audio/audiovisual recording and would be difficult or impossible to assess 
if the review were based solely on the interview transcript.
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Assessment of the outcome

In addition to the assessment of each indicator, the quality assessor should provide his/her conclusion on the 
correctness of the outcome of the interview or decision. It should be marked in the following way.

Personal interview: First-instance decision:

The interview allows an effective and correct 
decision to be made:

	 probably yes
	 probably not
	 not possible to conclude

The decision is:

	 probably correct
	 probably incorrect
	 not possible to conclude

This adds another aspect of the assessment that is of particular importance. An assessment that the interview 
probably does not allow for an effective and correct decision to be taken or that the decision is probably not 
correct may require immediate follow-up (e.g. conducting an additional interview, changing a (draft) decision or 
even withdrawing a decision if feasible within the national system).

Quality assessment set-up and processes

The context of quality assessment in EU+ States may vary: there may be a permanent set-up with a team of 
quality auditors; the function may be shared with supervisors; or ad hoc quality assessment exercises may be 
organised. In any case, ensuring that the quality standards and indicators are applied in a consistent manner 
throughout the system is vital.

Good practice: consistency in the application of standards and indicators

It is important to ensure consistency in the assessment of the different indicators. Here are some examples 
as to how this may be achieved in practice.

�� At the outset of a new quality assessment exercise, quality assessors review the same sample of cases, 
assess them and then compare and discuss the results to come to a common understanding of how the 
different indicators apply.

�� In an ongoing quality assessment exercise, further meetings to ensure consistency in the application of 
quality standards and indicators can be held on a regular basis.

�� Regular consultations between different members of staff with quality assessment functions (e.g. super-
visors and quality auditors) may also be beneficial for the consistent application of standards and indica-
tors when more actors are involved.

�� This tool provides some examples of what could qualify as a ‘Minor error’ or a ‘Significant error’ in order 
to further facilitate a consistent interpretation of the standards and indicators (Annex II). States are 
encouraged to further develop these examples by building on the specific national requirements and 
practice in order to provide tailor-made guidance to their quality assessors.

Depending on the quality processes in place, it may be possible to review the interviews and decisions together 
as part of the same case file or to review the interview separately, especially when the it is assessed by a quality 
assessor who is present when it is held.



EASO QUALITY ASSURANCE TOOL 13

Good practice: assessing the interview independently from the (outcome of) the decision

When both elements of a case are to be assessed, it is recommended that the assessment of the interview 
be completed independently of the decision in order to keep the assessment free of bias from additional 
information and/or the outcome of the application.

That being said, an assessment of the decision cannot be completed without familiarisation with the 
available information and especially the personal interview.

Individual feedback

The tool is useful for providing individual feedback to the case officer and for encouraging learning on the job, 
and also for providing feedback to the system, based on a larger sample of assessments. The way the tool is used 
can vary depending on the objectives of the assessment. Where individual feedback is provided, it is important to 
stress that the focus is on improving the individual’s performance rather than simply on identifying the errors. In 
this regard, the assessment forms included in this tool (Annex I) include space for comments on each indicator. 
In addition to identifying an error, through the specific comments the quality assessor could provide guidance to 
the case officer. Such provision of specific feedback should be seen as a key element in the quality assessment.

Good practice: providing comments

The following are considered good practice with regard to providing comments in the quality assessment.

�� Highlight good practices identified in the interview/decision.

�� In the comments regarding errors, provide guidance on what would have been the correct approach.

�� In some cases, it may be helpful to explain why a certain error has been assessed as ’Minor’ or ‘Signifi-
cant’ in that instance.

When feedback is provided in order to improve the individual performance, promptness and further 
guidance on how to apply the standards correctly is particularly important in order to avoid similar errors in 
the future.

The assessment forms provided with this tool (Annex I) automatically generate the assessment of the quality of the 
interview or the decision by calculating the number of indicators assessed as ‘Correct’, the number of indicators 
assessed as ‘Minor error’ and the total number of indicators assessed as ‘Significant error’. Furthermore, they 
are presented as a percentage of the total of applicable indicators. An example of this is included below.

Assessment

This assessment is calculated automatically on the basis of the 
filled assessment form.

Assessment of the personal 
interview

Total significant errors: 
3%

Total
correct: 

79%

Total
minor

errors:
18%

Total applicable: 39

Total correct 31

Percentage correct from applicable: 79%

Total minor errors 7

Percentage minor errors from applicable: 18%

Total significant errors 1

Percentage significant errors from applicable: 3%
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It is up to the EU+ State to determine what this would represent for the assessment of the overall quality of the 
interview or the decision.

EASO recommends the following scale for the assessment of overall quality.

Under
20%
minor 
errors and 
no
significant 
errors
from all 
applicable 
indicators

Hi
gh

 q
ua

lit
y

20% or
more
minor
errors and
no
significant
errors
from all
applicable
indicators

M
od

er
at

e 
qu

al
ity

One or
more
significant
errors

Lo
w

 q
ua

lit
y

This assessment scale is integrated into the forms (Annex I), however it can be deleted and replaced with 
a different or a differently formulated conclusion according to national practice.

General reporting

When feedback is provided to the organisation and on a systemic level, it is important to be able to select an 
appropriate sample. The file information included in the assessment forms (Annex I) can be a useful filtering 
mechanism in order to select appropriate case files for reporting.

Reporting can, for example, focus on cases concerning applicants from a certain country of origin, or can look 
at a specific profile or a specific outcome of the decision, etc. Moreover, it could look at the application of all 
standards and indicators or focus on a specific topic, such as ‘credibility assessment’ in the first-instance decisions 
reviewed.

The completed assessments can be used for the purposes of overall periodic reports (monthly, quarterly, yearly, 
etc.) or thematic audits, including follow-up audit reports, flash reports on certain identified issues of concern, etc.

The technical solution currently being developed by EASO will aim at supporting such reporting features by 
automating the filtering and processing of data and its presentation.

Depending on the national system and the purpose of the assessment, the quality assessors could further build 
on the assessment that is generated and provide analyses and follow-up recommendations.

Reflection should take place on how to respond to various errors, in particular where significant errors are 
observed. If such significant errors indicate systematic issues they should be shared promptly with the appropriate 
staff (e.g. managerial level, those responsible for developing and implementing policy, those responsible for 
training) and addressed accordingly.
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Good practice: analysis and follow-up

Analysis of the findings from the quality assessment could include the following.

�� Analysis of the most common problems and, if relevant, possible causes.

�� Recommendations regarding changes in processes, new guidelines, training and other specific actions to 
be taken.

Each EU+ State should furthermore decide on the distribution of the quality assessment reports and how they 
are going to be used within the organisation.

Good practice: distribution of the reports

�� Sharing the general findings of the quality assessment with the staff can be beneficial for the system. It 
is an opportunity to learn from the errors and good practices identified.

�� Where possible, the reports of the assessment should be combined with recommendations and/or an 
action plan suggesting measures to be taken in order to improve the quality of the process.

�� It may be useful to make the quality assessment reports available to relevant staff with the assistance of 
an internal communication tool. Specific findings and recommendations could, for example, be included 
in an internal newsletter, which would promptly reach case officers.
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Annex I: Assessment forms

Here you can find assessment forms, in Excel format, based on the standards and indicators outlined above and 
integrating the assessment functionalities described in this document. These assessment forms can be used 
directly in the individual assessment of a personal interview or a first-instance decision.

Assessment forms in Excel format

Q AT Assessment 
Form 1 - Interview.xlsx

Q AT Assessment 
Form 2 - Decision.xlsx

If you would like to use the assessment forms to take handwritten notes during the assessment you can print 
and use the static versions below.

Assessment forms in PDF format — for handwritten notes

For notes - 
Interview.pdf

For notes - 
Decision.pdf
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Annex II: Examples from practice

The examples below are intended as additional guidance for quality assessors. They are certainly not exhaustive or 
conclusive; they are simply illustrative of some scenarios in which the indicators could be assessed in a particular 
manner. The quality assessor should always take into consideration the individual circumstances in the case at 
hand in light of the guidance provided in this tool with regard to what constitutes a correct application, a minor 
error or a significant error.

Additionally, the development of examples at the national level is encouraged.

Assessment of the personal interview

Standards and indicators

Examples of situations 
in which the indicator 

can be assessed as 
a ‘Minor error’

Examples of situations 
in which the indicator 

can be assessed as 
a ‘Significant error’

Examples of 
situations in 

which the 
indicator can be 
marked as ‘Not 

applicable’

O
pe

ni
ng

 th
e 

in
te

rv
ie

w

1.
Previously identified 
special needs are 
addressed accordingly.

1.1.

Special needs, which have 
been previously identified, 
are taken into account 
when arranging the 
interview. 
For example: 
- appropriate gender of 
the interviewer and/or 
interpreter; 
- unaccompanied children 
have a representative 
present; 
- practical arrangements 
are made for persons with 
disabilities; 
- other relevant procedural 
guarantees are put in 
place.

Special needs are 
not fully taken into 

account, but the 
omissions probably 

have no serious impact 
on the interview.

Failure to take into 
account special 

needs probably has 
a negative effect on 

the applicant’s ability 
to present their 

grounds.

Use N/A if no 
special needs 

have been 
identified prior 

to the interview.

2.
The necessary information 
is provided to the 
applicant.

2.1. Information on the aim of 
the interview is provided.

Information is given, 
but it is not confirmed 
that the applicant has 

understood it.

The applicant is not 
provided with this 

information.

[option not 
available]

2.2. Information regarding 
confidentiality is provided.

Information is given, 
but it is not confirmed 
that the applicant has 

understood it.

The applicant is not 
provided with this 

information.

[option not 
available]
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2.3.
Information on the roles 
of all persons present is 
provided.

Information is given, 
but it is not confirmed 
that the applicant has 

understood it.

The applicant is not 
provided with this 

information.

[option not 
available]

2.4.
Information on the 
obligation to cooperate is 
provided.

Information is given, 
but it is not confirmed 
that the applicant has 

understood it.

The applicant is not 
provided with this 

information.

[option not 
available]

2.5.
Information on breaks and 
the possibility to ask for 
breaks is provided.

Information is given, 
but it is not confirmed 
that the applicant has 

understood it.

The applicant is not 
provided with this 

information.

[option not 
available]

2.6.

Other mandatory 
information according 
to national practice is 
provided.

Information is given, 
but it is not confirmed 
that the applicant has 

understood it.

The applicant is not 
provided with this 

information.

Use if it is not 
mandatory to 
provide other 
information.

3.

It is ensured that the 
applicant and the 
interpreter understand 
each other.

3.1.

The applicant is asked 
whether they understand 
the interpreter and vice 
versa.

The specific question 
is not asked at the 

outset of the interview, 
however it is confirmed 

at a later stage that 
the applicant and the 

interpreter understand 
each other.

It is not confirmed 
that applicant and 

interpreter understand 
each other.

[option not 
available]

4.
It is ensured that the 
applicant is fit to be 
interviewed.

4.1.

The applicant is asked and 
they confirm that they are 
mentally and physically fit 
to be interviewed.

[option not available]
The applicant is not 

asked about their well-
being.

[option not 
available]

4.2.

The interviewer has 
effectively picked up 
on indicators that the 
interview cannot go ahead.

[option not available]
Possible indicators 

are not noticed or are 
ignored.

Use N/A if there 
are no such 
indicators.

Co
nd

uc
tin

g 
th

e 
in

te
rv

ie
w 5.

The interviewer displays 
a professional attitude 
throughout the interview.

5.1.
The interviewer 
appropriately establishes 
rapport with the applicant.

The interviewer 
does not proactively 

establish rapport 
with the applicant, 
however this only 

marginally affects the 
overall quality and/
or efficiency of the 

interview.

The interviewer fails to 
establish rapport with 
the applicant due to 

shortcomings in his/her 
interview technique 

that negatively impacts 
the applicant and/or 
the overall quality of 

the interview.

Use N/A if it is 
not possible 
to assess this 
indicator on 
the basis of 

the available 
information.
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5.2.
The interviewer uses 
appropriate, sensitive and 
factual language.

The formulation of 
some questions is 

not sufficiently clear, 
taking into account 

the background of the 
applicant, however this 

does not negatively 
affect the overall 
efficiency of the 

interview.

Inappropriate or 
insensitive questions 

are asked.

[option not 
available]

5.3.
The interviewer addresses 
the applicant directly (in 
the second person).

On a few occasions 
the interviewer uses 
the third person to 

address the applicant, 
however in general the 
questions are directed 

to the applicant.

The interviewer 
repeatedly refers 
to the applicant in 
the third person, 

which probably had 
an impact on the 

rapport between the 
interviewer and the 

applicant.

[option not 
available]

5.4.

The interviewer uses an 
appropriate tone and 
appropriate body language 
throughout the interview.

Tone and/or body 
language deviates 
slightly from good 

practice, however this 
probably had no or 

limited impact on the 
rapport between the 
interviewer and the 

applicant.

Tone and/or body 
language are 

inappropriate to an 
extent that it probably 
had an impact on the 
rapport between the 
interviewer and the 

applicant.

Use N/A if the 
assessment 
is made by 

reading only 
the transcript/

report.

6.
The interviewer applies 
appropriate questioning 
techniques.

6.1.

The applicant is 
encouraged to provide 
a free narrative regarding 
their reasons for 
applying for international 
protection.

Although the free 
narrative is limited, 
the interviewer has 
not encouraged the 

applicant to continue 
with a free narrative 

and elaborate further.

The applicant is not 
given the opportunity 

to provide a free 
narrative.

[option not 
available]

6.2.
Each new focused theme 
is introduced to the 
applicant.

Some themes are 
started without 

a (sufficiently clear) 
introduction, however 

the interview in general 
follows a logical 

structure.

New focused themes 
are started without 

any or with suggestive 
introductions, which 

compromises the 
structure of the 

interview and the 
ability of the applicant 
to effectively present 

their case.

Use N/A in 
interviews in 

which there are 
no additional 
new themes 

that need to be 
introduced.

6.3.
The interviewer uses open 
and/or closed questions 
appropriately.

Open questions are 
used appropriately, but 
more open questions 

would most likely 
provide better results.

Closed questions 
are used excessively, 

preventing the 
applicant from 

providing a complete 
account.

[option not 
available]
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6.4.
Questions are adapted 
to the capabilities of the 
applicant.

Several questions 
have to be rephrased 
because the applicant 
does not understand 

the question.

Although the 
applicant clearly 

does not understand 
some questions, the 
interviewer does not 
rephrase accordingly.

[option not 
available]

6.5.

The interviewer avoids 
unproductive questions, 
such as: 
- leading questions;
- multiple-choice
questions;
- plural questions;
- unnecessarily repetitive
questions;
- irrelevant questions.

Unproductive 
questions are used in 

one or more instances, 
however this does not 
negatively affect the 

overall efficiency of the 
interview.

Multiple unproductive 
questions are used 

that have a significant 
negative impact on 
the efficiency of the 

interview.

[option not 
available]

7.

The interviewer ensures 
all persons present act 
in accordance with their 
roles and manages the 
interview effectively.

7.1.

The interviewer maintains 
control of the interview 
situation throughout the 
interview.

The applicant is 
allowed to talk at great 
length about matters 

not material to the 
application.

The legal 
representative is 

allowed to take over 
parts of the interview.

[option not 
available]

7.2.

If a challenging situation 
occurs during the 
interview, it is effectively 
handled by the interviewer 
to the extent possible.

The interviewer is 
slow to recognise 

and resolve a difficult 
situation, however it is 
ultimately addressed in 
an appropriate manner.

The interviewer fails 
to address a difficult 

situation, which allows 
it to escalate and 

makes it damaging 
to the well-being of 
the persons present 

or significantly 
compromises the 

effectiveness of the 
interview.

Use N/A if 
there were no 

noteworthy 
difficult 

situations during 
the interview.

7.3.

The interviewer ensures 
that the interpreter acts in 
accordance with their role 
and responsibilities.

The interpreter displays 
body language that 

deviates slightly from 
good practice and the 
interviewer does not 

address this promptly.

The interviewer does 
not intervene, although 

the interpreter talks 
at length with the 
applicant without 

translating the 
conversation.

During the interview, 
the interpreter is 

allowed to repeatedly 
make comments 

regarding the applicant 
or the case at hand.

Use N/A if 
there was no 
interpreter or 
if no relevant 

assessment can 
be made based 

on the interview 
record.
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7.4.

The legal representative 
and/or other persons 
present are allowed to 
exercise their rights in 
accordance with national 
rules and are authorised 
to intervene at least at 
the end of the personal 
interview.

The interviewer has 
not fully explained to 
other persons present 
what their rights are 
in accordance with 

national rules.

The legal 
representative is not 

allowed to speak 
in accordance with 

applicable procedural 
rules.

Use N/A if 
there are no 

other persons 
present in 

addition to the 
applicant, the 

interviewer and 
the interpreter, 

if applicable.

7.5.
Breaks are taken if 
necessary or requested 
and appropriate.

The interviewer allows 
or takes too many or 

unnecessarily long 
breaks.

Requests for a break 
are ignored or no break 

is taken although the 
length of the interview 

would have made 
a break necessary.

Use N/A if the 
interview was 
short and no 
breaks were 

needed.

Su
bs

ta
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e 
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8.
All material facts are 
identified and explored 
sufficiently.

8.1.

Where relevant, the 
identity (including country 
of origin) of the applicant 
is established.

The identity of 
the applicant is 
established, but 

issues that could have 
further strengthened 
the decision are not 

addressed.

The identity of the 
applicant has not been 
established sufficiently.

Use N/A if the 
applicant’s 
identity is 
sufficiently 

established prior 
to the interview 
and this is not 
relevant at this 

stage.

8.2.

Past problems and/
or threats are explored 
sufficiently (what, who, 
when, where, why).

All facts that are 
material are identified 

and explored, but 
issues that could have 
further strengthened 
the decision are not 

addressed.

Some material facts 
are not identified as 

such and therefore are 
not explored further.

[option not 
available]

8.3. Future fear is explored.

Future fear is explored 
to some extent, but 

further questions could 
have strengthened the 

decision.

Future fear is not 
explored.

[option not 
available]

8.4.

The availability of 
protection in the home 
area in the country 
of origin is explored 
sufficiently.

The availability of 
protection in the 

home area is explored 
to some extent, but 

further questions could 
have strengthened the 

decision.

The availability of 
protection in the home 
area in the country of 
origin is not explored 

when it could be 
a potentially viable 

option.

Use N/A if, in 
light of the 

general situation 
in the country 
of origin and 
the individual 
circumstances 

of the applicant, 
it is sufficiently 

established that 
no protection 
is necessary 
or that no 

protection is 
available.
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8.5.

The availability of an 
internal protection 
alternative is explored 
sufficiently.

The availability of an 
internal protection 

alternative is explored 
to some extent, but 

further questions could 
have strengthened the 

decision.

The availability of an 
internal protection 
alternative is not 

explored when it could 
be a potentially viable 

option.

Use N/A if, in 
light of the 

general situation 
in the country 
of origin and 
the individual 
circumstances 

of the applicant, 
it is sufficiently 

established 
that no internal 

protection 
alternative is 
necessary or 

available.

9.

Documents and other 
written evidence 
submitted to support 
the applicant’s claim are 
handled appropriately.

9.1.

The interviewer explores 
the relevance and source 
of any documents or 
written information 
submitted to support the 
applicant’s claim.

Excessive time is 
spent talking about 

documents with 
no bearing on the 

application.

The content and/
or relevance of 

documents is not 
established during the 
interview when these 

are material to the 
application.

Use N/A if there 
is no written 
information 

presented in the 
case.

9.2.
All relevant documents 
presented by the applicant 
are added to the file.

All relevant documents 
are added to the file, 
however they are not 
recorded according to 

national practice.

Relevant documents 
are not added to the 

file.

Use N/A if 
there are no 
documents 

presented during 
the interview.

10.

The applicant is provided 
with an effective 
opportunity to address 
inconsistencies and 
discrepancies.

10.1.

All significant 
inconsistencies and 
discrepancies are put to 
the applicant and they 
are provided with an 
opportunity to address 
them.

Inconsistencies and/
or discrepancies that 
are not linked to the 

material facts are 
unnecessarily explored 

in great depth.

Significant 
inconsistencies and/or 
discrepancies are not 
put to the applicant.

Use N/A if there 
are no significant 
inconsistencies 

or discrepancies.

11.
Where relevant, exclusion 
considerations are 
appropriately explored.

11.1.
Potential exclusion 
considerations are 
correctly identified.

[option not available]

Potential exclusion 
considerations are not 

identified.

Use N/A if 
no exclusion 

considerations 
arise.
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11.2.
Potential exclusion 
considerations are 
sufficiently explored.

Excessive time is 
spent exploring 

potential exclusion 
considerations when 
these are clearly not 

relevant in the case at 
hand.

Potential exclusion 
considerations are not 
sufficiently explored.

Use N/A if 
no exclusion 

considerations 
arise.

12.
Specific policies and 
guidelines are followed 
correctly.

12.1.

Where applicable, 
national policy regarding 
the specific profile of 
the applicant is followed 
correctly. 
For example: specific 
profiles could include 
children, victims of 
trafficking, potential 
victims of female genital 
mutilation, applicants with 
claims related to sexual 
orientation and gender 
identity, etc.

The interviewer 
generally follows the 
national policy but 
fails to take certain 
procedural actions, 
with no significant 

effect on the outcome 
of the application, 
the applicant, the 

determining authority 
or the state.

The interviewer 
does not follow 
national policy, 

which potentially 
compromises the 
outcome of the 

application or places 
the applicant or the 

reputation of the 
determining authority 

at risk.

Use N/A when 
the applicant 
does not have 

a specific profile 
of this type or 
if there is no 

national policy is 
in place.

12.2.

Where applicable, country-
specific guidelines for 
interviewing are followed 
correctly.

The interviewer 
generally follows the 

country guidance in the 
interview but misses 
some elements, with 
no significant impact 

on the outcome of the 
application.

The interviewer 
does not follow the 
specific guidance, 
which potentially 
compromises the 
outcome of the 

application.

Use N/A when 
no relevant 

country 
guidance for the 

interview is in 
place.

12.3.

Where applicable, policies 
regarding the application 
of additional protection 
grounds (e.g. humanitarian 
grounds) are followed 
correctly.

All additional 
protection grounds 

according to national 
policy are identified 
and explored, but 

issues that could have 
further strengthened 
the decision are not 

addressed.

Some additional 
protection grounds 

according to national 
policy are not 

identified as such 
and therefore are not 

explored further.

Use N/A when 
the determining 
authority is not 
competent to 
take decisions 
on additional 

protection 
grounds or 

when there are 
no additional 

grounds.

Cl
os
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13.
The interviewer follows 
the necessary steps when 
closing the interview.

13.1.

The interviewer confirms 
whether the applicant has 
understood all questions 
asked.

[option not available]

Understanding is not 
confirmed.

The applicant 
states they did not 
understand some 
questions and the 

interviewer does not 
follow up accordingly.

[option not 
available]
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13.2.
The interviewer asks the 
applicant whether they 
want to add anything.

[option not available]

The applicant is not 
given an effective 

opportunity to add 
anything.

[option not 
available]

13.3.
The interviewer explains 
the next steps of the 
asylum procedure clearly.

Only parts of this 
information are given 

to the applicant.

The applicant is not 
informed about the 

next steps in the 
asylum procedure.

Use N/A if, 
according 
to national 

practice, the 
interviewer is 
not required 

to provide this 
information or 
to record this 

in the interview 
record.

In
te

rv
ie

w
 re

co
rd

14.
Interview transcript/
report rules are followed 
accordingly.

14.1.

A thorough and factual 
report containing all 
substantive elements, or 
a transcript, is made of 
the personal interview. 
It contains additional 
elements if applicable 
according to national 
practice.

The interview record 
contains numerous 

spelling mistakes or is 
slightly difficult to read.

The breaks that have 
been requested and/or 
taken are not recorded 

in the interview 
transcript, when this is 
expected according to 

national practice.

The report is not 
legible or it is clear 

that some substantive 
elements are missing 

or meaning is changed/
lost due to excessive 

paraphrasing

[option not 
available]

14.2.

If applicable, an audio or 
audiovisual recording is 
made according to national 
practice.

The recording is made 
according to national 
practice, however the 

interviewer fails to 
take certain procedural 
actions (e.g. promptly 
provide a copy to the 
applicant, promptly 
store the recording 

according to technical 
regulations), with no 

significant effect on the 
procedure or the rights 

of the applicant.

The interview is not 
recorded or is only 

partly recorded when 
recording is required.

The recording is 
inaudible.

The interviewer fails 
to inform the applicant 

that they are being 
recorded.

Use N/A if, 
according 
to national 
practice, 
no audio/

audiovisual 
recording is 

made.

14.3.

The applicant is provided 
with an effective 
opportunity to make 
comments and/or provide 
clarification orally and/
or in writing with regard 
to any mistranslations or 
misconceptions appearing 
in the interview report/
transcript.

[option not available]

The applicant is 
not provided the 
opportunity to 

make corrections/
clarifications or they 

(or some) are ignored.

Not necessarily 
applicable if 
a recording 
is made that 
is admissible 

evidence 
in appeals 

procedures.
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Assessment of the first-instance decision

Standards and indicators

Examples of situations 
in which the indicator 

can be assessed as 
a ‘Minor error’

Examples of situations 
in which the indicator 

can be assessed as 
a ‘Significant error’

Examples of 
situations in 

which the 
indicator can be 
marked as ‘Not 

applicable’

In
tr

od
uc

tio
n

1.
The decision states 
the applicant’s details 
correctly.

1.1.

The decision states correct 
name, country of origin 
and home area, date of 
birth and file number, 
along with other details 
required by national policy.

Alias or disputed identity 
details are not noted.

The applicant is 
incorrectly named/

identified.

[option not 
available]

2.

If applicable, the decision 
includes a concise and 
accurate summary of the 
immigration history of 
the applicant.

2.1.

The decision includes 
a concise and accurate 
summary of possible 
previous applications and 
other immigration history 
of the applicant, in 
accordance with national 
policy.

Irrelevant details 
included, which detracts 

from key points of the 
immigration history.

Entirely incorrect 
details or no 

history recorded, 
which impacts on 
the subsequent 

consideration or invites 
challenge.

Use N/A if the 
immigration 
history is not 

required in the 
decision.

Ba
si

s o
f c

la
im

3.
The basis of claim 
correctly sets out all 
material facts.

3.1.

The basis of claim 
correctly identifies and 
presents all material 
facts.

Incorrect details 
included in the outline 
of the material facts, 

which does not impact 
on the subsequent 

consideration or invite 
challenge.

Unnecessary details 
included that add 
no weight to the 
consideration.

One or more 
significant material 
facts are omitted or 

misrepresented, which 
compromises the 

decision.

Incoherent summary 
of facts, including 
irrelevant facts, 

leading to failures 
in the subsequent 

consideration.

[option not 
available]

4.
The basis of claim 
correctly identifies the 
future fear.

4.1.

The basis of claim 
correctly specifies who 
and what the applicant 
fears, and why.

Too much detail 
included, which detracts 

from the key points.

Future fear incorrectly 
identified or omitted, 
which compromises 

the later consideration.

[option not 
available]



26 EASO QUALITY ASSURANCE TOOL�

5.

If applicable, evidence 
presented by the 
applicant is correctly 
outlined in the basis of 
claim.

5.1.

Evidence presented by 
the applicant is correctly 
outlined according to 
national practice.

Incorrect citations used 
on minor points, which 

does not negatively 
impact the subsequent 

consideration.

Inaccurate information 
recorded or sources 

cited that are not 
authorised for 

disclosure, which 
compromises the 

decision.

[option not 
available]

Cr
ed
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6.

The credibility of each 
material fact is assessed 
correctly, including the 
identity and country of 
origin of the applicant.

6.1.
The evidence is linked 
correctly to each material 
fact.

Sources of evidence not 
clearly/accurately cited.

Key evidence is 
omitted or unreliable 

information is 
treated as evidence, 
compromising the 

consideration.

Use N/A if 
credibility 

is not being 
assessed, e.g. in 
cases in which 

no material 
facts can be 
identified.

6.2. Credibility indicators are 
applied correctly.

Too much/little weight 
is given to one indicator 
without impact on the 

outcome.

Incorrect application 
of the indicators 

leading to an incorrect 
conclusion on 

credibility.

Use N/A if 
credibility 

is not being 
assessed, e.g. in 
cases in which 

no material 
facts can be 
identified.

6.3. The concept of plausibility 
is applied objectively.

Plausibility is misapplied 
on one point with no 

impact on the conclusion 
regarding this material 

fact.

Subjective 
interpretation of 

plausibility leads to 
unfounded rejection of 

a material fact.

Use N/A if 
credibility 

is not being 
assessed, e.g. in 
cases in which 

no material 
facts can be 
identified.

6.4.

Only inconsistencies/
discrepancies that have 
been put to the applicant 
for comment have been 
used in the decision.

Applicant’s response to 
a challenge has been 
neglected, or a minor 
unchallenged point is 

used, without impact on 
the outcome regarding 

this material fact.

Points that have not 
been clarified with the 

applicant have been 
used against them 

in the consideration 
of their credibility, 

weakening the 
conclusion.

Use N/A if 
credibility 

is not being 
assessed, e.g. in 
cases in which 

no material 
facts can be 
identified.
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6.5.

Country of origin 
information is relevant, 
up to date and referenced 
correctly.

The most current COI is 
not used but the chosen 

source still applies.

Irrelevant, unreliable 
or outdated COI is 

used and given undue 
weight, weakening the 

conclusion.

Use N/A if 
credibility 

is not being 
assessed, e.g. in 
cases in which 

no material 
facts can be 
identified.

7. A clear finding is made 
on each material fact.

7.1.

For each material fact, 
the decision clearly states 
whether it has been 
accepted or rejected.

The conclusion can be 
determined from the 

text but is not explicitly 
stated.

There is no discernible 
conclusion regarding 
one or more material 

facts, leaving the 
decision open to 

challenge.

Use N/A if 
credibility 

is not being 
assessed, e.g. in 
cases in which 

no material 
facts can be 
identified.

7.2.

Where a material 
fact is deemed 
‘uncertain’, Article 4(5) 
of the qualification 
directive 2 /‘benefit of the 
doubt’ has been applied 
correctly to effectively 
conclude whether to 
accept or reject the 
material fact.

Unnecessarily lengthy 
consideration, detracting 

from the key points.

Failure to resolve 
‘uncertain’ issues 

or incorrect weight 
applied to a point 
that results in an 

unsound conclusion on 
a material fact.

Use N/A if no 
facts have been 
left ‘uncertain’.

8.
The correct standard 
and burden of proof is 
applied.

8.1.

When assessing the 
material facts the correct 
standard of proof is 
applied, according to 
national guidance.

Incorrect phrasing is 
used when describing 

the standard or the 
applicant’s ability 
to meet it, but the 

conclusion is correct.

An excessively high 
or low standard is 

applied, resulting in 
an incorrect or poorly 
supported conclusion.

Use N/A if 
credibility 

is not being 
assessed, e.g. in 
cases in which 

no material 
facts can be 
identified.

8.2.

The burden of proof has 
been applied correctly 
when assessing the 
material facts.

Unclear phrasing 
regarding the burden of 
proof with no impact on 

the conclusion.

The burden is placed 
solely on the applicant 
when the organisation 

has not met its duty 
to investigate, casting 
doubt on the decision.

Use N/A if 
credibility 

is not being 
assessed, e.g. in 
cases in which 

no material 
facts can be 
identified.

(2)	� Directive 2011/95/EU of the European Parliament and of the Council of 13 December 2011 on standards for the 
qualification of third-country nationals or stateless persons as beneficiaries of international protection, for a uniform 
status for refugees or for persons eligible for subsidiary protection, and for the content of the protection granted 
(qualification directive).

http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=celex%3A32011L0095
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=celex%3A32011L0095
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=celex%3A32011L0095
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8.3.

Individual factors such 
as age, education and 
trauma are correctly 
identified and taken into 
account.

Underlying factors 
have not explicitly been 

taken into account 
with no impact on the 

conclusion.

Underlying factors 
have been neglected 
when assessing the 
applicant’s ability to 

substantiate their 
claim, casting doubt on 

the outcome.

Use N/A if there 
are no relevant 

factors to 
consider.

Ri
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9.
The risk on return is 
accurately and fully 
assessed.

9.1.

The decision correctly 
identifies and assesses 
the risk on return (who, 
what and why).

Irrelevant issues 
are considered, 

compromising clarity or 
efficiency.

Relevant points 
are omitted or 
inappropriate 

arguments used, 
casting doubt on the 
conclusion regarding 

risk on return.

[option not 
available]

9.2.

Country of origin 
information is relevant, 
up to date and correctly 
referenced.

COI is not tailored to 
the claim or is quoted 

in excessive length, 
detracting from the 

point.

Significant relevant 
COI is omitted, 

casting doubt on 
the conclusion and/
or leaving it open to 

challenge.

Use N/A if no 
relevant COI is 

available.

9.3.

The correct standard of 
proof has been applied 
(reasonable degree of 
likelihood) in assessing 
risk on return.

Unclear phrasing is used 
when describing the 

standard of proof, but 
the conclusion is correct.

An incorrect 
standard of proof 

is applied, resulting 
in an incorrect and/

or unsupported 
conclusion on risk.

[option not 
available]

Le
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10.
Well-founded fear of 
persecution is assessed 
correctly.

10.1.

Whether or not the 
stated treatment 
amounts to persecution is 
assessed correctly.

Correct conclusion 
drawn but not clearly 

explained.

Incorrect conclusion, 
casting doubt on the 
granting or refusal of 

refugee status.

Use N/A if it is 
possible to omit 
this assessment 

in certain 
decisions 
according 
to national 
practice.

10.2.

The subjective and 
objective elements of the 
stated fear are assessed 
correctly.

Unclear substantiation 
of subjective/objective 

elements with no impact 
on the outcome.

Incorrect conclusion 
regarding whether 

or not the fear is well 
founded.

Use N/A if it is 
possible to omit 
this assessment 

in certain 
decisions 
according 
to national 
practice.
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11.
Reasons for persecution 
are identified and 
assessed correctly.

11.1.

The decision correctly 
identifies and assesses 
all applicable reasons for 
persecution.

Unclear or overly 
long consideration, 

compromising clarity but 
with no impact on the 

outcome.

Misidentification 
of a reason for 

persecution, resulting 
in incorrect rejection/
acceptance that the 
feared persecution 
is for a convention 

reason.

Use N/A if it is 
possible to omit 
this assessment 

in certain 
decisions 
according 
to national 
practice.

11.2.

The connection (nexus) 
between the persecution 
and the reason(s) is 
assessed correctly.

Unclear or overly 
long consideration, 

compromising clarity but 
with no impact on the 

outcome.

Inadequate assessment 
of connection leading 

to an incorrect 
conclusion.

Use N/A if it is 
possible to omit 
this assessment 

in certain 
decisions 
according 
to national 
practice.

12.

The real risk of serious 
harm under Article 15 
of the qualification 
directive is identified and 
assessed correctly.

12.1.

The decision correctly 
assesses the applicability 
of Article 15(a): ‘death 
penalty or execution’.

Unclear or overly 
long consideration, 

compromising clarity but 
with no impact on the 

outcome.

No or inadequate 
consideration of 

Article 15(a) of the 
qualification directive, 
casting doubt on the 

decision.

Use N/A if the 
applicant is 

granted refugee 
status.

12.2.

The decision correctly 
assesses the applicability 
of Article 15(b): 
‘torture or inhuman or 
degrading treatment or 
punishment’.

Unclear or overly 
long consideration, 

compromising clarity but 
with no impact on the 

outcome.

No or inadequate 
consideration of 

Article 15(b) of the 
qualification directive, 
casting doubt on the 

decision.

Use N/A if the 
applicant is 

granted refugee 
status.

12.3.

The decision correctly 
assesses the applicability 
of Article 15(c): ‘serious 
and individual threat 
to a civilian’s life or 
person by reason of 
indiscriminate violence in 
situations of international 
or internal armed 
conflict’.

Unclear or overly 
long consideration, 

compromising clarity but 
with no impact on the 

outcome.

No or inadequate 
consideration of 

Article 15(c) of the 
qualification directive, 
casting doubt on the 

decision.

Use N/A if the 
applicant is 

granted refugee 
status.



13.

The availability 
and accessibility of 
protection in the country 
of origin is assessed 
correctly.

13.1.

The availability and 
accessibility of protection 
in the home area of the 
applicant is assessed 
correctly.

Lengthy and unnecessary 
evidence cited that 

detracts from the key 
points.

No consideration of 
protection or failure to 
consider the individual 
circumstances of the 

applicant and the 
profile of the actors of 
persecution or serious 

harm.

Use N/A when 
assessing 

protection is not 
appropriate.

13.2.

The applicability of 
an internal protection 
alternative is assessed 
correctly, including its 
reasonability.

Unclear or overly 
long consideration, 

compromising clarity but 
with no impact on the 

outcome.

The decision-maker 
does not stipulate 

a specific place.

Failure to assess 
the applicant’s 

circumstances and 
the reasonableness of 
relocation in light of 
relevant COI, casting 

doubt on the conclusion 
or leaving it vulnerable 
to challenge when this 
is key to the decision.

Use N/A when 
assessing 
internal 

protection 
alternatives is 

not appropriate.

14.

If relevant, exclusion 
grounds have been 
identified and assessed 
correctly.

14.1.
Exclusion grounds are 
identified and assessed 
correctly.

[option not available]

Exclusion grounds 
are not identified, or 
national policy and 

specific guidance are 
not applied when 

considering exclusion, 
resulting in an 

incorrect or vulnerable 
conclusion regarding 

exclusion.

Use N/A when 
no exclusion 

grounds exist.

14.2. Individual responsibility is 
assessed correctly. [option not available]

Individual 
responsibility has been 

assessed incorrectly 
or not at all, resulting 

in an incorrect or 
vulnerable conclusion 
regarding exclusion.

Use N/A when 
no exclusion 

grounds exist.

14.3.
The correct standard 
and burden of proof are 
applied.

Correct standard 
and burden of proof 
are applied but not 

explained clearly in the 
decision.

Incorrect standard 
and/or burden of proof 
are applied, resulting 

in an incorrect or 
vulnerable conclusion 
regarding exclusion.

Use N/A when 
no exclusion 

grounds exist.
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15.
If applicable, additional 
protection grounds are 
applied correctly.

15.1.

Where applicable, 
additional protection 
grounds (e.g. 
humanitarian grounds) 
are applied correctly.

Additional arguments 
are not included that 
could strengthen the 

consideration.

Consideration of 
additional protection 
grounds is based on 
inadequate evidence 
and/or key aspects 

of the claim are 
neglected, casting 

doubt on the decision.

Use N/A when 
no additional 

protection 
grounds are 

raised or, 
according 
to national 
practice, 

additional 
protection 

grounds are not 
applied.

Fo
rm

16.

The decision follows 
a correct structure and 
includes all required 
elements.

16.1.

The decision follows 
a correct structure and 
format according to 
national policies.

Format is appropriate 
but not fully tailored to 

the claim.

Incorrect/
inappropriate 

standard paragraphs 
are used, resulting 

in an unprofessional 
presentation and 

a reputational risk to 
the organisation.

[option not 
available]

16.2.

The applicant is provided 
with information on how 
to challenge a negative 
decision in writing or by 
electronic means.

Appeal rights 
information is not issued 
in the national standard 

format.

Information on 
the right to appeal 

is not issued to 
the applicant or is 

issued with incorrect 
instructions, resulting 
in the applicant being 

misinformed.

[option not 
available]

17. The decision is 
professionally drafted.

17.1. The reasoning is non-
speculative.

A minority of arguments 
are not clearly/fully 

justified.

Speculative arguments 
are used that cast 

doubt on the decision.

[option not 
available]
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17.2.
The language of the 
decision is appropriate, 
sensitive and factual.

[option not available]

Offensive or 
inappropriate 

language is used, 
causing distress to the 
applicant and creating 

reputational risk for 
the organisation.

[option not 
available]

17.3. The rules of grammar and 
spelling are applied.

A small number of 
presentational errors 
are made in grammar, 

spelling or punctuation.

A significant number 
of grammatical and 

spelling mistakes are 
made, which detract 
noticeably from the 

quality of the decision, 
leading to a degree of 
reputational risk for 

the organisation.

[option not 
available]

18.
The decision is issued 
according to the 
prescribed timelines.

18.1.

The decision is issued 
according to the 
prescribed timelines 
according to national 
practice.

The decision was 
unnecessarily delayed 
awaiting evidence that 
would clearly have no 

bearing on the decision.

Insufficient time 
was given to the 

applicant to submit 
evidence key to the 

claim when they have 
provided a reasonable 

explanation for the 
requested time frame, 
resulting in a decision 
that is vulnerable to 

challenge.

Unnecessary delay 
with no justifiable 

reason.

[option not 
available]



HOW TO OBTAIN EU PUBLICATIONS

Free publications:
•	 one copy:  

via EU Bookshop (http://bookshop.europa.eu);

•	 more than one copy or posters/maps:  
from the European Union’s representations (http://ec.europa.eu/represent_en.htm);  
from the delegations in non-EU countries (http://eeas.europa.eu/delegations/index_en.htm);  
by contacting the Europe Direct service (http://europa.eu/europedirect/index_en.htm) or  
calling 00 800 6 7 8 9 10 11 (freephone number from anywhere in the EU) (*).
(*)	 The information given is free, as are most calls (though some operators, phone boxes or hotels may charge you).

Priced publications:
•	 via EU Bookshop (http://bookshop.europa.eu).

http://bookshop.europa.eu
http://ec.europa.eu/represent_en.htm
http://eeas.europa.eu/delegations/index_en.htm
http://europa.eu/europedirect/index_en.htm
http://bookshop.europa.eu
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EASO Quality Assurance Tool

Module 2: First-instance decision

 



		 

		 

		







		File information



		 

		 

		 

		Fill in:



		Reference:

		Case file reference:

		





		

		Decision-maker:

		

 



		

		Team/unit: 

		

 



		 

		 

		 

		 



		Applicant:

		Country of origin: 

		

 



		

		 Sex of the applicant:

		

 



		

		Age of the applicant:

		

 



		

		Special needs: 

		







		 

		 

		 

		 



		Case data:

		Date of lodging the application: 

		





		

		 Date of interview:

		





		

		Interview conducted by the decision-maker:

		





		

		Date of decision:

		





		

		Number of pages of the decision:

		 



		

		Grounds for the application:

		





		

		Decision outcome: 

		

 



		 

		 

		 

		 



		Assessment:

		 Quality assessor:

		 





		

		Assessment date: 

		





		 

		 

		

		 



		Other:

		Additional information specific to national system:

		 





















EASO Quality Assurance Tool

			Module 2: First-instance decision 



		Assessment form
Each indicator can and must be assessed with a single mark (of ‘1’).



		Introduction

		1.

		The decision states the applicant’s details correctly.

		Correct

		Minor 

error

		Significant

error

		Not applicable

		Comments



		

		1.1.

		The decision states correct name, country of origin and home area, date of birth and file number, along with other details required by national policy.

		

		 

		 

		/

		









 



		

		2.

		If applicable, the decision includes a concise and accurate summary of the immigration history of the applicant.

		Correct

		Minor 

error

		Significant

error

		Not applicable

		Comments



		

		2.1.

		The decision includes a concise and accurate summary of possible previous applications and other immigration history of the applicant, in accordance with national policy.

		 

		

		 

		 

		 









 



		Basis of claim

		3.

		The basis of claim correctly sets out all material facts.

		Correct

		Minor 

error

		Significant

error

		Not applicable

		Comments



		

		3.1.

		The basis of claim correctly identifies and presents all material facts.

		 

		 

		

		/

		 









 





		

		4.

		The basis of claim correctly identifies the future fear.

		Correct

		Minor 

error

		Significant

error

		Not applicable

		Comments



		

		4.1.

		The basis of claim correctly specifies who and what the applicant fears, and why.

		 

		 

		 

		/

		 









 



		

		5.

		If applicable, evidence presented by the applicant is correctly outlined in the basis of claim.

		Correct

		Minor 

error

		Significant

error

		Not applicable

		Comments



		

		5.1.

		Evidence presented by the applicant is correctly outlined according to national practice.

		 

		 

		 

		/

		 









 



		Credibility assessment

		6.

		The credibility of each material fact is assessed correctly, including the identity and country of origin of the applicant.

		Correct

		Minor 

error

		Significant

error

		Not applicable

		Comments



		

		6.1.

		The evidence is linked correctly to each material fact.

		 

		 

		 

		 

		 









 



		

		6.2.

		Credibility indicators are applied correctly.

		 

		 

		 

		 

		 









 



		

		6.3.

		The concept of plausibility is applied objectively.

		 

		 

		 

		 

		 









 



		

		6.4.

		Only inconsistencies/discrepancies that have been put to the applicant for comment have been used in the decision.

		 

		 

		 

		 

		 









 



		

		6.5.

		Country of origin information is relevant, up to date and referenced correctly.

		 

		 

		 

		 

		 









 



		

		7.

		A clear finding is made on each material fact.

		Correct

		Minor 

error

		Significant

error

		Not applicable

		Comments



		

		7.1.

		For each material fact, the decision clearly states whether it has been accepted or rejected.

		 

		 

		 

		 

		 









 



		

		7.2.

		Where a material fact is deemed ‘uncertain’, Article 4(5) of the qualification directive ([footnoteRef:1])/‘benefit of the doubt’ has been applied correctly to effectively conclude whether to accept or reject the material fact.  [1: ()	Directive 2011/95/EU of the European Parliament and of the Council of 13 December 2011 on standards for the qualification of third-country nationals or stateless persons as beneficiaries of international protection, for a uniform status for refugees or for persons eligible for subsidiary protection, and for the content of the protection granted (qualification directive).] 


		 

		 

		 

		 

		 









 



		

		8.

		The correct standard and burden of proof is applied.

		Correct

		Minor 

error

		Significant

error

		Not applicable

		Comments



		

		8.1.

		When assessing the material facts the correct standard of proof is applied, according to national guidance.

		 

		 

		 

		 

		 









 



		

		8.2.

		The burden of proof has been applied correctly when assessing the material facts.

		 

		 

		 

		 

		 









 



		

		8.3.

		Individual factors such as age, education and trauma are correctly identified and taken into account.

		 

		 

		 

		 

		 









 



		Risk assessment

		9.

		The risk on return is accurately and fully assessed.

		Correct

		Minor 

error

		Significant

error

		Not applicable

		Comments



		

		9.1.

		The decision correctly identifies and assesses the risk on return (who, what and why).

		 

		 

		 

		/

		 









 









		

		9.2.

		Country of origin information is relevant, up to date and correctly referenced.

		 

		 

		 

		 

		 









 



		

		9.3.

		The correct standard of proof has been applied (reasonable degree of likelihood) in assessing risk on return.

		 

		 

		 

		/

		 









 



		Legal analysis

		10.

		Well-founded fear of persecution is assessed correctly.

		Correct

		Minor 

error

		Significant

error

		Not applicable

		Comments



		

		10.1.

		Whether or not the stated treatment amounts to persecution is assessed correctly.

		 

		 

		 

		 

		 









 



		

		10.2.

		The subjective and objective elements of the stated fear are assessed correctly.

		 

		 

		 

		 

		 









 



		

		11.

		Reasons for persecution are identified and assessed correctly.

		Correct

		Minor 

error

		Significant

error

		Not applicable

		 









 



		

		11.1.

		The decision correctly identifies and assesses all applicable reasons for persecution.

		 

		 

		 

		 

		 









 



		

		11.2.

		The connection (nexus) between the persecution and the reason(s) is assessed correctly.

		 

		 

		 

		 

		 









 



		

		12.

		The real risk of serious harm under Article 15 of the qualification directive is identified and assessed correctly.

		Correct

		Minor 

error

		Significant

error

		Not applicable

		Comments



		

		12.1.

		The decision correctly assesses the applicability of Article 15(a): ‘death penalty or execution’.

		 

		 

		 

		 

		 











 



		

		12.2.

		The decision correctly assesses the applicability of Article 15(b): ‘torture or inhuman or degrading treatment or punishment’.

		 

		 

		 

		 

		 









 





		

		12.3.

		The decision correctly assesses the applicability of Article 15(c): ‘serious and individual threat to a civilian’s life or person by reason of indiscriminate violence in situations of international or internal armed conflict’.

		 

		 

		 

		 

		 





		

		13.

		The availability and accessibility of protection in the country of origin is assessed correctly.

		Correct

		Minor 

error

		Significant

error

		Not applicable

		Comments



		

		13.1.

		The availability and accessibility of protection in the home area of the applicant is assessed correctly.

		 

		 

		 

		 

		 









 



		

		13.2.

		The applicability of an internal protection alternative is assessed correctly, including its reasonability.

		 

		 

		 

		 

		 









 



		

		14.

		If relevant, exclusion grounds have been identified and assessed correctly.

		Correct

		Minor 

error

		Significant

error

		Not applicable

		Comments



		

		14.1.

		Exclusion grounds are identified and assessed correctly.

		 

		/

		 

		 

		 











 



		

		14.2.

		Individual responsibility is assessed correctly.

		 

		/

		 

		 

		 









 



		

		14.3.

		The correct standard and burden of proof are applied.

		 

		 

		 

		 

		 









 



		

		15.

		If applicable, additional protection grounds are applied correctly.

		Correct

		Minor 

error

		Significant

error

		Not applicable

		Comments



		

		15.1.

		Where applicable, additional protection grounds (e.g. humanitarian grounds) are applied correctly.

		 

		 

		 

		 

		 











 



		Form

		16.

		The decision follows a correct structure and includes all required elements.

		Correct

		Minor 

error

		Significant

error

		Not applicable

		Comments



		

		16.1.

		The decision follows a correct structure and format according to national policies.

		 

		 

		 

		/

		 











 



		

		16.2.

		The applicant is provided with information on how to challenge a negative decision in writing or by electronic means.

		 

		 

		 

		/

		 









 



		

		17.

		The decision is professionally drafted.

		Correct

		Minor 

error

		Significant

error

		Not applicable

		Comments



		

		17.1.

		The reasoning is non-speculative.

		 

		 

		 

		/

		 











 



		

		17.2.

		The language of the decision is appropriate, sensitive and factual.

		 

		 

		 

		/

		 















 



		

		17.3.

		The rules of grammar and spelling are applied.

		 

		 

		 

		/

		 













 



		Efficiency

		18.

		The decision is issued according to the prescribed timelines.

		Correct

		Minor 

error

		Significant

error

		Not applicable

		Comments



		

		18.1.

		The decision is issued according to the prescribed timelines according to national practice.

		 

		 

		 

		/

		 









 









Additional notes:
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		EASO Quality Assurance Tool

Module 1: Personal interview

 



		 

		 

		



		 

		 

		 

		 



		File information



		 

		 

		 

		Fill in:



		Reference:

		Case file reference:

		

 



		

		Interviewer: 

		

 



		

		Team/unit: 

		

 



		 

		 

		 

		 



		Applicant:

		Country of origin: 

		

 



		

		Sex of the applicant:

		

 



		

		Age of the applicant:

		

 



		

		Special needs: 

		







		 

		 

		 

		 



		Case data:

		Date of lodging the application: 

		





		

		Date of interview:

		





		

		Duration of the interview:

		 





		

		Interview conducted through interpreter:

		





		

		Language of the interview:

		 





		

		Legal representative present during the interview: 

		





		

		Grounds for the application: 

		

 



		

		Decision outcome: 

		

 



		 

		 

		 

		 



		Assessment:

		Quality assessor:

		

 



		

		Assessment date: 

		





		

		Assessment based on:

		

 



		 

		 

		

		 



		Other:

		Additional information specific to national system:

		 











EASO Quality Assurance Tool

Module 1: Personal interview

		Assessment form: Personal interview
Each indicator can and must be assessed with a single mark (of ‘1’).



		Opening the interview

		1.

		Previously identified special needs are addressed accordingly.

		Correct

		Minor

error

		Significant

error

		Not applicable

		Comments



		

		1.1.

		Special needs, which have been previously identified, are taken into account when arranging the interview. 
For example: 
- appropriate gender of the interviewer and/or interpreter;
- unaccompanied children have a representative present;
- practical arrangements are made for persons with disabilities;
- other relevant procedural guarantees are put in place.

		

		

		

		

		 



		

		

		

		

		

		

		

		



		

		

		

		

		

		

		

		



		

		

		

		

		

		

		

		



		

		

		

		

		

		

		

		



		

		

		

		

		

		

		

		



		

		2.

		The necessary information is provided to the applicant.

		Correct

		Minor

error

		Significant

error

		Not applicable

		Comments



		

		2.1.

		Information on the aim of the interview is provided.

		

		

		

		/

		 













		

		2.2.

		Information regarding confidentiality is provided.

		

		

		

		/

		 











		

		2.3.

		Information on the roles of all persons present is provided.

		

		

		

		/

		 











		

		2.4.

		Information on the obligation to cooperate is provided.

		

		

		

		/

		 











		

		2.5.

		Information on breaks and the possibility to ask for breaks is provided.

		

		

		

		/

		 











		

		2.6.

		Other mandatory information according to national practice is provided.

		

		

		

		

		 











		

		3.

		It is ensured that the applicant and the interpreter understand each other.

		Correct

		Minor

error

		Significant

error

		Not applicable

		Comments



		

		3.1. 

		The applicant is asked whether they understand the interpreter and vice versa.

		

		

		

		/

		 











		

		4.

		It is ensured that the applicant is fit to be interviewed.

		Correct

		Minor

error

		Significant

error

		Not applicable

		Comments



		

		4.1.

		The applicant is asked and they confirm that they are mentally and physically fit to be interviewed.

		

		/

		

		/

		 









		

		4.2.

		The interviewer has effectively picked up on indicators that the interview cannot go ahead.

		

		/

		

		

		 











		Conducting the interview

		5.

		The interviewer displays a professional attitude throughout the interview.

		Correct

		Minor

error

		Significant

error

		Not applicable

		Comments



		

		5.1.

		The interviewer appropriately establishes rapport with the applicant.

		

		

		

		

		







 



		

		5.2.

		The interviewer uses appropriate, sensitive and factual language.

		

		

		

		/

		 











		

		5.3.

		The interviewer addresses the applicant directly (in the second person).

		

		

		

		/

		 











		

		5.4.

		The interviewer uses an appropriate tone and appropriate body language throughout the interview.

		

		

		

		

		 













		

		6.

		The interviewer applies appropriate questioning techniques.

		Correct

		Minor

error

		Significant

error

		Not applicable

		Comments



		

		6.1.

		The applicant is encouraged to provide a free narrative regarding their reasons for applying for international protection.

		

		

		

		/

		 











		

		6.2.

		Each new focused theme is introduced to the applicant.

		

		

		

		

		 











		

		6.3.

		The interviewer uses open and/or closed questions appropriately.

		

		

		

		/

		 













		

		6.4.

		Questions are adapted to the capabilities of the applicant.

		

		

		

		/

		 













		

		6.5.

		The interviewer avoids unproductive questions, such as:
 - leading questions;
 - multiple-choice questions;
 - plural questions;
 - unnecessarily repetitive questions;
 - irrelevant questions.

		

		

		

		/

		 



		

		7.

		The interviewer ensures all persons present act in accordance with their roles and manages the interview effectively.

		Correct

		Minor

error

		Significant

error

		Not applicable

		Comments



		

		7.1. 

		The interviewer maintains control of the interview situation throughout the interview.

		

		

		

		/

		 













		

		7.2. 

		If a challenging situation occurs during the interview, it is effectively handled by the interviewer to the extent possible.

		

		

		

		

		 













		

		7.3. 

		The interviewer ensures that the interpreter acts in accordance with their role and responsibilities.

		

		

		

		

		 













		

		7.4. 

		The legal representative and/or other persons present are allowed to exercise their rights in accordance with national rules and are authorised to intervene at least at the end of the personal interview.

		

		

		

		

		 







		

		7.5. 

		Breaks are taken if necessary or requested and appropriate.

		

		

		

		

		 













		Substance of the interview

		8.

		All material facts are identified and explored sufficiently.

		Correct

		Minor

error

		Significant

error

		Not applicable

		Comments



		

		8.1.

		Where relevant, the identity (including country of origin) of the applicant is established.

		

		

		

		

		 













		

		8.2.

		Past problems and/or threats are explored sufficiently (what, who, when, where, why).

		

		

		

		/

		 















		

		8.3.

		Future fear is explored.

		

		

		

		/

		 











		

		8.4.

		The availability of protection in the home area in the country of origin is explored sufficiently.

		

		

		

		

		 













		

		8.5.

		The availability of an internal protection alternative is explored sufficiently.

		

		

		

		

		 













		

		9.

		Documents and other written evidence submitted to support the applicant’s claim are handled appropriately.

		Correct

		Minor

error

		Significant

error

		Not applicable

		Comments



		

		9.1.

		The interviewer explores the relevance and source of any documents or written information submitted to support the applicant’s claim.

		

		

		

		

		 













		

		9.2.

		All relevant documents presented by the applicant are added to the file.

		

		

		

		

		 













		

		10.

		The applicant is provided with an effective opportunity to address inconsistencies and discrepancies.

		Correct

		Minor

error

		Significant

error

		Not applicable

		Comments



		

		10.1.

		All significant inconsistencies and discrepancies are put to the applicant and they are provided with an opportunity to address them.

		

		

		

		

		 













		

		11.

		Where relevant, exclusion considerations are appropriately explored.

		Correct

		Minor

error

		Significant

error

		Not applicable

		Comments



		

		11.1.

		Potential exclusion considerations are correctly identified.

		

		/

		

		

		 










		

		11.2.

		Potential exclusion considerations are sufficiently explored.

		

		

		

		

		 













		

		12.

		Specific policies and guidelines are followed correctly

		Correct

		Minor

error

		Significant

error

		Not applicable

		Comments



		

		12.1.

		Where applicable, national policy regarding the specific profile of the applicant is followed correctly.
For example: specific profiles could include children, victims of trafficking, potential victims of female genital mutilation, applicants with claims related to sexual orientation and gender identity, etc.

		

		

		

		

		 



		

		12.2.

		Where applicable, country-specific guidelines for interviewing are followed correctly.

		

		

		

		

		 













		

		12.3.

		Where applicable, policies regarding the application of additional protection grounds (e.g. humanitarian grounds) are followed correctly.

		

		

		

		

		 



		Closing the interview

		13.

		The interviewer follows the necessary steps when closing the interview.

		Correct

		Minor

error

		Significant

error

		Not applicable

		Comments



		

		13.1.

		The interviewer confirms whether or not the applicant has understood all questions asked.

		

		/

		

		/

		 











		

		13.2.

		The interviewer asks the applicant whether they want to add anything.

		

		/

		

		/

		 













		

		13.3.

		The interviewer explains the next steps of the asylum procedure clearly.

		

		

		

		

		 













		Interview record

		14.

		Interview transcript/report rules are followed accordingly.

		Correct

		Minor

error

		Significant

error

		Not applicable

		Comments



		

		14.1.

		A thorough and factual report containing all substantive elements, or a transcript, is made of the personal interview. It contains additional elements if applicable according to national practice.

		

		

		

		/

		 





		

		14.2.

		If applicable, an audio or audiovisual recording is made according to national practice.

		

		

		

		

		 













		

		14.3.

		The applicant is provided with an effective opportunity to make comments and/or provide clarification orally and/or in writing with regard to any mistranslations or misconceptions appearing in the interview report/transcript.

		

		/

		

		

		 














Additional notes:	
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Personal interview

								EASO Quality Assurance Tool

								Module 1: Personal interview

				File information

								Fill in:

				Reference:

						Case file reference:

						Interviewer:

						Team/Unit:

				Applicant:

						Country of origin:

						Sex of the applicant:

						Age of the applicant:

						Special needs:

				Case data:

						Date of lodging the application:

						Date of interview:

						Duration of the interview:

						Interview conducted through interpreter:

						Language of the interview:

						Legal representative present during the interview:

						Grounds for the application:

						Decision outcome:

				Assessment:

						Quality assessor:

						Assessment date:

						Assessment based on:

				Other:

						Additional information specific to national system:

				Assessment form
Each indicator can and must be assessed with a single mark (of ‘1’). 
Write ‘1’ in the appropriate column, including in the columns ‘Correct’ or ‘Not applicable’ or when more than one significant or minor error has been observed.

				Opening the interview		1.       		Previously identified special needs are addressed accordingly.		Correct		Minor error		Significant error		Not applicable		Comments

						1.1. 		Special needs, which have been previously identified, are taken into account when arranging the interview. 
For example: 
 - appropriate gender of the interviewer and/or interpreter;
 - unaccompanied children have a representative present;
 - practical arrangements are made for persons with disabilities;
 - other relevant procedural guarantees are put in place.

						2.       		The necessary information is provided to the applicant.		Correct		Minor error		Significant error		Not applicable		Comments

						2.1.		Information on the aim of the interview is provided.								[option not available]

						2.2.		Information regarding confidentiality is provided.								[option not available]

						2.3.		Information on the roles of all persons present is provided.								[option not available]

						2.4.		Information on the obligation to cooperate is provided.								[option not available]

						2.5.		Information on breaks and the possibility to ask for breaks is provided.								[option not available]

						2.6.		Other mandatory information according to national practice is provided.

						3.       		It is ensured that the applicant and the interpreter understand each other.		Correct		Minor error		Significant error		Not applicable		Comments

						3.1. 		The applicant is asked whether they understand the interpreter and vice versa.								[option not available]

						4.       		It is ensured that the applicant is fit to be interviewed.		Correct		Minor error		Significant error		Not applicable		Comments

						4.1. 		The applicant is asked and they confirm that they are mentally and physically fit to be interviewed.				[option not available]				[option not available]

						4.2.		The interviewer has effectively picked up on indicators that the interview cannot go ahead.				[option not available]

				Conducting the interview		5.       		The interviewer displays a professional attitude throughout the interview.		Correct		Minor error		Significant error		Not applicable		Comments

						5.1.		The interviewer appropriately establishes rapport with the applicant.

						5.2. 		The interviewer uses appropriate, sensitive and factual language.								[option not available]

						5.3. 		The interviewer addresses the applicant directly (in the second person).								[option not available]

						5.4. 		The interviewer uses an appropriate tone and appropriate body language throughout the interview.

						6.       		The interviewer applies appropriate questioning techniques.		Correct		Minor error		Significant error		Not applicable		Comments

						6.1. 		The applicant is encouraged to provide a free narrative regarding their reasons for applying for international protection.								[option not available]

						6.2. 		Each new focused theme is introduced to the applicant.

						6.3. 		The interviewer uses open and/or closed questions appropriately.								[option not available]

						6.4. 		Questions are adapted to the capabilities of the applicant.								[option not available]

						6.5. 		The interviewer avoids unproductive questions, such as:
 - leading questions;
 - multiple-choice questions;
 - plural questions;
 - unnecessarily repetitive questions;
 - irrelevant questions.								[option not available]

						7.       		The interviewer ensures all persons present act in accordance with their roles and manages the interview effectively.		Correct		Minor error		Significant error		Not applicable		Comments

						7.1. 		The interviewer maintains control of the interview situation throughout the interview.								[option not available]

						7.2. 		If a challenging situation occurs during the interview, it is effectively handled by the interviewer to the extent possible.

						7.3. 		The interviewer ensures that the interpreter acts in accordance with their role and responsibilities.

						7.4. 		The legal representative and/or other persons present are allowed to exercise their rights in accordance with national rules and are authorised to intervene at least at the end of the personal interview.

						7.5. 		Breaks are taken if necessary or requested and appropriate.

				Substance of the interview		8.       		All material facts are identified and explored sufficiently.		Correct		Minor error		Significant error		Not applicable		Comments

						8.1. 		Where relevant, the identity (including country of origin) of the applicant is established.

						8.2. 		Past problems and/or threats are explored sufficiently (what, who, when, where, why).								[option not available]

						8.3. 		Future fear is explored.								[option not available]

						8.4. 		The availability of protection in the home area in the country of origin is explored sufficiently.

						8.5. 		The availability of an internal protection alternative is explored sufficiently.

						9.       		Documents and other written evidence submitted to support the applicant’s claim are handled appropriately.		Correct		Minor error		Significant error		Not applicable		Comments

						9.1. 		The interviewer explores the relevance and source of any documents or written information submitted to support the applicant’s claim.

						9.2. 		All relevant documents presented by the applicant are added to the file.

						10.   		The applicant is provided with an effective opportunity to address inconsistencies and discrepancies.		Correct		Minor error		Significant error		Not applicable		Comments

						10.1.    		All significant inconsistencies and discrepancies are put to the applicant and they are provided with an opportunity to address them.

						11.   		Where relevant, exclusion considerations are appropriately explored.		Correct		Minor error		Significant error		Not applicable		Comments

						11.1. 		Potential exclusion considerations are correctly identified.				[option not available]

						11.2,		Potential exclusion considerations are sufficiently explored.

						12.   		Specific policies and guidelines are followed correctly		Correct		Minor error		Significant error		Not applicable		Comments

						12.1.    		Where applicable, national policy regarding the specific profile of the applicant is followed correctly.
For example: specific profiles could include children, victims of trafficking, potential victims of female genital mutilation, applicants with claims related to sexual orientation and gender identity, etc.

						12.2.		Where applicable, country-specific guidelines for interviewing are followed correctly.

						12.3.    		Where applicable, policies regarding the application of additional protection grounds (e.g. humanitarian grounds) are followed correctly.

				Closing the interview		13.   		The interviewer follows the necessary steps when closing the interview.		Correct		Minor error		Significant error		Not applicable		Comments

						13.1.		The interviewer confirms whether or not the applicant has understood all questions asked.				[option not available]				[option not available]

						13.2. 		The interviewer asks the applicant whether they want to add anything.				[option not available]				[option not available]

						13.3.		The interviewer explains the next steps of the asylum procedure clearly.

				Interview record		14.   		Interview transcript/report rules are followed accordingly.		Correct		Minor error		Significant error		Not applicable		Comments

						14.1.    		A thorough and factual report containing all substantive elements, or a transcript, is made of the personal interview. It contains additional elements if applicable according to national practice.								[option not available]

						14.2.		If applicable, an audio or audiovisual recording is made according to national practice.

						14.3.    		The applicant is provided with an effective opportunity to make comments and/or provide clarification orally and/or in writing with regard to any mistranslations or misconceptions appearing in the interview report/transcript.				[option not available]

								Conclusion
To be filled by the quality assessor based on overall observations.										Comments

								The interview allows an effective and correct decision to be made:				probably yes

								Assessment
This assessment is calculated automatically on the basis of the completed assessment form. Please make sure that you have marked each indicator accordingly.

								Total applicable:		0

								Total correct:		0

								Percentage correct from applicable:		0%

								Total minor errors:		0

								Percentage minor errors from applicable:		0%

								Total significant errors:		0

								Percentage significant errors from applicable:		0%

								The overall quality is:
The scale below is applied.		0

										0
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Personal interview

		



Assessment of the personal interview



Donnée

		Liste 1		Liste 2

		Accompanied minor		Race

		Unaccompanied minor		Religion

		Disabled person		Nationality

		Elderly person		Membership of a particular social group

		Pregnant woman		Political opinion 

		Single parent with minor children		Death penalty or execution (Article 15(a) QD)

		Victim of human trafficking		Torture or inhuman or degrading treatment or punishment (Article 15(b) QD)

		Person with serious illness		Indiscriminate violence in situations of international or internal armed conflict (Article 15(c) QD)

		Person with mental disorder		Other

		Person who has been subjected to torture

		Person who has been subjected to rape

		Person who has been subjected to other serious forms of psychological, physical or sexual violence

		LGBTI

		People with gender-related special needs

		Other
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		Interview record

		Verbatim transcript

		Audio/visual recording

		Assessor present during the interview
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				probably yes

				probably not

				not possible to conclude





Sheet2

		Not applicable

		Accompanied minor

		Unaccompanied minor

		Disabled person

		Elderly person

		Pregnant woman

		Single parent with minor child(ren)

		Victim of human trafficking

		Person with serious illness

		Person with mental disorder

		Person who has been subjected to torture, rape or other serious forms of psychological, physical or sexual violence

		Lesbian, gay, bisexual, trans (LGBT) applicant

		Other

		Under 30 min

		30 min to 1 hour

		1 to 2 hours

		2 to 3 hours

		3 to 4 hours

		4 to 5 hours

		More than 5 hours

		Not known

		Yes										Female				Adult

		No										Male				Under 18

		Not known										Other				Elderly

		Race

		Religion

		Nationality

		Membership of a particular social group

		Political opinion 

		Death penalty or execution (Article 15(a) QD)

		Torture or inhuman or degrading treatment or punishment (Article 15(b) QD)

		Indiscriminate violence in situations of international or internal armed conflict (Article 15(c) QD)

		Other

		Not known

		Refugee status

		Subsidiary protection

		Exclusion from international protection

		Rejection of the application

		Other

		Afghanistan

		Albania

		Algeria

		Andorra

		Angola

		Antigua and Barbuda

		Argentina

		Armenia

		Australia

		Austria

		Azerbaijan

		Bahamas

		Bahrain

		Bangladesh

		Barbados

		Belarus

		Belgium

		Belize

		Benin

		Bhutan

		Bolivia

		Bosnia and Herzegovina

		Botswana

		Brazil

		British overseas countries and territories

		Brunei Darussalam

		Bulgaria

		Burkina Faso

		Burundi

		Cambodia

		Cameroon

		Canada

		Cape Verde

		Central African Republic

		Chad

		Chile

		China (including Hong Kong)

		Colombia

		Comoros

		Congo

		Cook Islands (NZ)

		Costa Rica

		Côte d'Ivoire

		Croatia

		Cuba

		Cyprus

		Czech Republic

		Democratic Republic of the Congo

		Denmark

		Djibouti

		Dominica

		Dominican Republic

		Ecuador

		Egypt

		El Salvador

		Equatorial Guinea

		Eritrea

		Estonia

		Ethiopia

		Federated States of Micronesia

		Fiji

		Finland

		Former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia, the

		France

		Gabon

		Gambia, The

		Georgia

		Germany (until 1990 former territory of the FRG)

		Ghana

		Greece

		Grenada

		Guatemala

		Guinea

		Guinea-Bissau

		Guyana

		Haiti

		Honduras

		Hungary

		Iceland

		India

		Indonesia

		Iran

		Iraq

		Ireland

		Israel

		Italy

		Jamaica

		Japan

		Jordan

		Kazakhstan

		Kenya

		Kiribati

		Kosovo (under United Nations Security Council Resolution 1244/99)

		Kuwait

		Kyrgyzstan

		Laos

		Latvia

		Lebanon

		Lesotho

		Liberia

		Libya

		Liechtenstein

		Lithuania

		Luxembourg

		Madagascar

		Malawi

		Malaysia

		Maldives

		Mali

		Malta

		Marshall Islands

		Mauritania

		Mauritius

		Mexico

		Moldova

		Monaco

		Mongolia

		Montenegro

		Morocco

		Mozambique

		Myanmar/Burma

		Namibia

		Nauru

		Nepal

		Netherlands

		New Caledonia (FR)

		New Zealand

		Nicaragua

		Niger

		Nigeria

		North Korea

		Norway

		Oman

		Pakistan

		Palau

		Palestine

		Panama

		Papua New Guinea

		Paraguay

		Peru

		Philippines

		Poland

		Portugal

		Qatar

		Recognised non-citizens

		Romania

		Russia

		Rwanda

		Saint Kitts and Nevis

		Saint Lucia

		Saint Vincent and the Grenadines

		Samoa

		San Marino

		São Tomé and Príncipe

		Saudi Arabia

		Senegal

		Serbia

		Seychelles

		Sierra Leone

		Singapore

		Slovakia

		Slovenia

		Solomon Islands

		Somalia

		South Africa

		South Korea

		South Sudan

		Spain

		Sri Lanka

		Stateless

		Sudan

		Suriname

		Swaziland

		Sweden

		Switzerland

		Syria

		Taiwan

		Tajikistan

		Tanzania

		Thailand

		Timor-Leste

		Togo

		Tonga

		Trinidad and Tobago

		Tunisia

		Turkey

		Turkmenistan

		Tuvalu

		Uganda

		Ukraine

		United Arab Emirates

		United Kingdom

		United States

		Uruguay

		Uzbekistan

		Vanuatu

		Vatican City State

		Venezuela

		Vietnam

		Western Sahara

		Yemen

		Zambia

		Zimbabwe
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Decision

								EASO Quality Assurance Tool

								Module 2: First-instance decision

				File information

								Fill in:

				Reference:

						Case file reference:

						Decision-maker:

						Team/Unit:

				Applicant:

						Country of origin:

						Sex of the applicant:

						Age of the applicant:

						Special needs:

				Case data:

						Date of lodging the application:

						Date of interview:

						Interview conducted by the decision-maker:

						Date of decision:

						Number of pages of the decision:

						Grounds for the application:

						Decision outcome:

				Assessment:

						Quality assessor:

						Assessment date:

				Other:

						Additional information specific to national system:

				Assessment form
Each indicator can and must be assessed with a single mark (of ‘1’). 
Write ‘1’ in the appropriate column, including in the columns ‘Correct‘ or ‘Not applicable’ or when more than one significant or minor error has been observed.

				Introduction		1.       		The decision states the applicant’s details correctly.		Correct		Minor error		Significant error		Not applicable		Comments

						1.1. 		The decision states correct name, country of origin and home area, date of birth and file number, along with other details required by national policy.								[option not available]

						2.       		If applicable, the decision includes a concise and accurate summary of the immigration history of the applicant.		Correct		Minor error		Significant error		Not applicable		Comments

						2.1. 		The decision includes a concise and accurate summary of possible previous applications and other immigration history of the applicant, in accordance with national policy.

				Basis of claim		3.       		The basis of claim correctly sets out all material facts.		Correct		Minor error		Significant error		Not applicable		Comments

						3.1.		The basis of claim correctly identifies and presents all material facts.								[option not available]

						4.       		The basis of claim correctly identifies the future fear.		Correct		Minor error		Significant error		Not applicable		Comments

						4.1.		The basis of claim correctly specifies who and what the applicant fears, and why.								[option not available]

						5.       		If applicable, evidence presented by the applicant is correctly outlined in the basis of claim.		Correct		Minor error		Significant error		Not applicable		Comments

						5.1.		Evidence presented by the applicant is correctly outlined according to national practice.								[option not available]

				Credibility assessment		6.       		The credibility of each material fact is assessed correctly, including the identity and country of origin of the applicant.		Correct		Minor error		Significant error		Not applicable		Comments

						6.1.		The evidence is linked correctly to each material fact.

						6.2. 		Credibility indicators are applied correctly.

						6.3. 		The concept of plausibility is applied objectively.

						6.4. 		Only inconsistencies/discrepancies that have been put to the applicant for comment have been used in the decision.

						6.5. 		Country of origin information is relevant, up to date and referenced correctly.

						7.      		A clear finding is made on each material fact.		Correct		Minor error		Significant error		Not applicable		Comments

						7.1.		For each material fact, the decision clearly states whether it has been accepted or rejected.

						7.2.		Where a material fact is deemed ‘uncertain’, Article 4(5) of the qualification directive/‘benefit of the doubt’ has been applied correctly to effectively conclude whether to accept or reject the material fact.

						8.       		The correct standard and burden of proof is applied.		Correct		Minor error		Significant error		Not applicable		Comments

						8.1.		When assessing the material facts the correct standard of proof is applied, according to national guidance.

						8.2.		The burden of proof has been applied correctly when assessing the material facts.

						8.3.		Individual factors such as age, education and trauma are correctly identified and taken into account.

				Risk assessment		9.       		The risk on return is accurately and fully assessed.		Correct		Minor error		Significant error		Not applicable		Comments

						9.1.		The decision correctly identifies and assesses the risk on return (who, what and why).								[option not available]

						9.2.		Country of origin information is relevant, up to date and correctly referenced.

						9.3.		The correct standard of proof has been applied (reasonable degree of likelihood) in assessing risk on return.								[option not available]

				Legal analysis		10.    		Well-founded fear of persecution is assessed correctly.		Correct		Minor error		Significant error		Not applicable		Comments

						10.1.		Whether or not the stated treatment amounts to persecution is assessed correctly.

						10.2.		The subjective and objective elements of the stated fear are assessed correctly.

						11.    		Reasons for persecution are identified and assessed correctly.		Correct		Minor error		Significant error		Not applicable		Comments

						11.1. 		The decision correctly identifies and assesses all applicable reasons for persecution.

						11.2. 		The connection (nexus) between the persecution and the reason(s) is assessed correctly.

						12.       		The real risk of serious harm under Article 15 of the qualification directive is identified and assessed correctly.		Correct		Minor error		Significant error		Not applicable		Comments

						12.1. 		The decision correctly assesses the applicability of Article 15(a): ‘death penalty or execution’.

						12.2. 		The decision correctly assesses the applicability of Article 15(b): ‘torture or inhuman or degrading treatment or punishment’.

						12.3. 		The decision correctly assesses the applicability of Article 15(c): ‘serious and individual threat to a civilian’s life or person by reason of indiscriminate violence in situations of international or internal armed conflict’.

						13.     		The availability and accessibility of protection in the country of origin is assessed correctly.		Correct		Minor error		Significant error		Not applicable		Comments

						13.1. 		The availability and accessibility of protection in the home area of the applicant is assessed correctly.

						13.2. 		The applicability of an internal protection alternative is assessed correctly, including its reasonability.

						14.     		If relevant, exclusion grounds have been identified and assessed correctly.		Correct		Minor error		Significant error		Not applicable		Comments

						14.1. 		Exclusion grounds are identified and assessed correctly.				[option not available]

						14.2. 		Individual responsibility is assessed correctly.				[option not available]

						14.3. 		The correct standard and burden of proof are applied.

						15.     		If applicable, additional protection grounds are applied correctly.		Correct		Minor error		Significant error		Not applicable		Comments

						15.1. 		Where applicable, additional protection grounds (e.g. humanitarian grounds) are applied correctly.

				Form		16.     		The decision follows a correct structure and includes all required elements.		Correct		Minor error		Significant error		Not applicable		Comments

						16.1. 		The decision follows a correct structure and format according to national policies.								[option not available]

						16.2. 		The applicant is provided with information on how to challenge a negative decision in writing or by electronic means.								[option not available]

						17.     		The decision is professionally drafted.		Correct		Minor error		Significant error		Not applicable		Comments

						17.1. 		The reasoning is non-speculative.								[option not available]

						17.2. 		The language of the decision is appropriate, sensitive and factual.								[option not available]

						17.3. 		The rules of grammar and spelling are applied.								[option not available]

				Efficiency		18.     		The decision is issued according to the prescribed timelines.		Correct		Minor error		Significant error		Not applicable		Comments

						18.1. 		The decision is issued according to the prescribed timelines according to national practice.								[option not available]

								Conclusion
To be filled by the quality assessor based on overall observations.										Comments

								The decision is				probably correct

								Assessment
This assessment is calculated automatically on the basis of the completed assessment form. Please make sure that you have marked each indicator accordingly.

								Total applicable:		0

								Total correct:		0

								Percentage correct from applicable:		0%

								Total minor errors:		0

								Percentage minor errors from applicable:		0%

								Total significant errors:		0

								Percentage significant errors from applicable:		0%

								The overall quality of the decision is:
The scale below is applied.		0

										0
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Decision

		



Assessment of the decision



Donnée

		Liste 1		Liste 2

		Accompanied minor		Race

		Unaccompanied minor		Religion

		Disabled person		Nationality

		Elderly person		Membership of a particular social group

		Pregnant woman		Political opinion 

		Single parent with minor children		Death penalty or execution (Article 15(a) QD)

		Victim of human trafficking		Torture or inhuman or degrading treatment or punishment (Article 15(b) QD)

		Person with serious illness		Indiscriminate violence in situations of international or internal armed conflict (Article 15(c) QD)

		Person with mental disorder		Other

		Person who has been subjected to torture

		Person who has been subjected to rape

		Person who has been subjected to other serious forms of psychological, physical or sexual violence

		LGBTI

		People with gender-related special needs

		Other





Sheet1

		

		probably correct

		probably incorrect

		not possible to conclude





Sheet2

		Not applicable

		Accompanied minor

		Unaccompanied minor

		Disabled person

		Elderly person

		Pregnant woman

		Single parent with minor child(ren)

		Victim of human trafficking

		Person with serious illness

		Person with mental disorder

		Person who has been subjected to torture, rape or other serious forms of psychological, physical or sexual violence

		Lesbian, gay, bisexual, trans (LGBT) applicant

		Other

		Under 30 min

		30 min to 1 hour

		1 to 2 hours

		2 to 3 hours

		3 to 4 hours

		4 to 5 hours

		More than 5 hours

		Not known

		Yes										Female				Adult

		No										Male				Under 18

		Not known										Other				Elderly

		Race

		Religion

		Nationality

		Membership of a particular social group

		Political opinion 

		Death penalty or execution (Article 15(a) QD)

		Torture or inhuman or degrading treatment or punishment (Article 15(b) QD)

		Indiscriminate violence in situations of international or internal armed conflict (Article 15(c) QD)

		Other

		Not known

		Refugee status

		Subsidiary protection

		Exclusion from international protection

		Rejection of the application

		Other

		Afghanistan

		Albania

		Algeria

		Andorra

		Angola

		Antigua and Barbuda

		Argentina

		Armenia

		Australia

		Austria

		Azerbaijan

		Bahamas

		Bahrain

		Bangladesh

		Barbados

		Belarus

		Belgium

		Belize

		Benin

		Bhutan

		Bolivia

		Bosnia and Herzegovina

		Botswana

		Brazil

		British overseas countries and territories

		Brunei Darussalam

		Bulgaria

		Burkina Faso

		Burundi

		Cambodia

		Cameroon

		Canada

		Cape Verde

		Central African Republic

		Chad

		Chile

		China (including Hong Kong)

		Colombia

		Comoros

		Congo

		Cook Islands (NZ)

		Costa Rica

		Côte d'Ivoire

		Croatia

		Cuba

		Cyprus

		Czech Republic

		Democratic Republic of the Congo

		Denmark

		Djibouti

		Dominica

		Dominican Republic

		Ecuador

		Egypt

		El Salvador

		Equatorial Guinea

		Eritrea

		Estonia

		Ethiopia

		Federated States of Micronesia

		Fiji

		Finland

		Former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia, the

		France

		Gabon

		Gambia, The

		Georgia

		Germany (until 1990 former territory of the FRG)

		Ghana

		Greece

		Grenada

		Guatemala

		Guinea

		Guinea-Bissau

		Guyana

		Haiti

		Honduras

		Hungary

		Iceland

		India

		Indonesia

		Iran

		Iraq

		Ireland

		Israel

		Italy

		Jamaica

		Japan

		Jordan

		Kazakhstan

		Kenya

		Kiribati

		Kosovo (under United Nations Security Council Resolution 1244/99)

		Kuwait

		Kyrgyzstan

		Laos

		Latvia

		Lebanon

		Lesotho

		Liberia

		Libya

		Liechtenstein

		Lithuania

		Luxembourg

		Madagascar

		Malawi

		Malaysia

		Maldives

		Mali

		Malta

		Marshall Islands

		Mauritania

		Mauritius

		Mexico

		Moldova

		Monaco

		Mongolia

		Montenegro

		Morocco

		Mozambique

		Myanmar/Burma

		Namibia

		Nauru

		Nepal

		Netherlands

		New Caledonia (FR)

		New Zealand

		Nicaragua

		Niger

		Nigeria

		North Korea

		Norway

		Oman

		Pakistan

		Palau

		Palestine

		Panama

		Papua New Guinea

		Paraguay

		Peru

		Philippines

		Poland

		Portugal

		Qatar

		Recognised non-citizens

		Romania

		Russia

		Rwanda

		Saint Kitts and Nevis

		Saint Lucia

		Saint Vincent and the Grenadines

		Samoa

		San Marino

		São Tomé and Príncipe

		Saudi Arabia

		Senegal

		Serbia

		Seychelles

		Sierra Leone

		Singapore

		Slovakia

		Slovenia

		Solomon Islands

		Somalia

		South Africa

		South Korea

		South Sudan

		Spain

		Sri Lanka

		Stateless

		Sudan

		Suriname

		Swaziland

		Sweden

		Switzerland

		Syria

		Taiwan

		Tajikistan

		Tanzania

		Thailand

		Timor-Leste

		Togo

		Tonga

		Trinidad and Tobago

		Tunisia

		Turkey

		Turkmenistan

		Tuvalu

		Uganda

		Ukraine

		United Arab Emirates

		United Kingdom

		United States

		Uruguay

		Uzbekistan

		Vanuatu

		Vatican City State

		Venezuela

		Vietnam

		Western Sahara

		Yemen

		Zambia

		Zimbabwe
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