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Case Brief No:  4715/08.11.2024
	Strategic priority:
	Exclusion, expulsion and detention on national security grounds and public order concerns

	Case №:
	1188/2025

	Court:
	Administrative Court - Haskovo, 7 panel

	Appellant:
	HADIDGA ASAAD ADNAN

	PIN
	7003561437
	COO
	Syria

	Place
	Quneitra
	District 
	Quneitra

	Ethnicity
	Arab
	Other
	

	Respondent:
	State Agency for Refugees

	
	RRC Harmanli

	Appealed act:
	3307/07.05.2025

	Facts:
	The applicant states that he left Syria for the first time in September 2024 and spent twelve days on the territory of Turkey. The foreign citizen motivated her application for protection with the general situation of insecurity in Syria. She indicated that she was born and lived in the province of Quneitra. She states that she does not wish to return to Syria due to the lack of peace in the country and the presence and dictates of the groups. A letter was received from the State Agency for National Security, stating that the person poses a threat to national security. Therefore, his application for international protection was rejected on the grounds of Art. 75, para. 1, item 2 in conjunction with Art. 8 and Art. 75, para. 1, item 4 in conjunction with Art. 9, in conjunction with Art. 12, para. 1, item 6 and Art. 12, para. 2, item 4, item 2 of the Asylum and Refugees Act.

	Issue:
	Has the administrative body collected sufficient information regarding the current situation in Syria? Is it permissible for the State Agency for Refugees not to request information from the State Agency for National Security, why it considers the asylum seeker a threat to national security and does the State Agency for Refugees have to provide independent justification in this regard?

	Holding:
	Decision № 6099 from 25 June 2025

	Reasoning:
	The Court finds that, in issuing the contested decision, a violation of administrative procedural rules did in fact occur. However, in this particular case, the violation is not deemed to be substantial. Since the administrative authority based its refusal also on the fact that the SANS issued a written opinion opposing the granting of protection to the applicant in the Republic of Bulgaria, it was required—pursuant to the judgment of the Court of Justice of the European Union (First Chamber) of 22 September 2022 in Case C‑159/21—not only to request the report referenced in the SANS opinion (which contains the information forming the basis for the claim that the applicant poses a threat to national security), but also, in line with the requirements of Article 75, paragraph 2 of the LAR, to make its own assessment as to whether the facts set out in that report are sufficient to justify refusal of refugee or humanitarian status to the applicant, pursuant to Article 12, paragraph 1, item 6 and Article 12, paragraph 2, item 4 of the LAR. However, the reasoning of the contested decision shows that this was not done. Instead, it merely cites provisions from the LSANS and the LAR and states that the assessment of whether the applicant poses a threat to national security falls entirely within the powers of SANS and that its opinion is binding upon SAR. This procedural omission, however, is not considered substantial, as in the present case it did not and could not have influenced the substance of the decision. The administrative authority correctly determined that, during the interview conducted with the applicant, there was no evidence of persecution within the meaning of Article 8, paragraph 1 of the LAR. Therefore, the authority’s assessment that the applicant's stated reasons for leaving his country of origin do not have legal relevance for the purposes of the protection sought was fully justified. The main reason cited by the applicant for leaving Syria is the general situation of insecurity in the country. The material requirements under Article 9, paragraph 1 of the LAR for the granting of humanitarian status were also not met. The Court accepts that the security situation in the country of origin is subject to continuous development and change, and that every deciding authority or court must assess the situation as it stands at the time of deciding the case. Based on the case file, no conclusions can be drawn indicating that the applicant’s personal and social circumstances place him within a risk group likely to face adverse consequences in the context of the ongoing conflict in his country of origin and the sporadic security issues there. Furthermore, the conditions for applying the principle of non-refoulement were not present, in view of the applicant’s asylum history and the current situation in his country of origin, which have already been considered.
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