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External review only Reduced layers of risk control, %
(no pcmel) X X X potential lack of transparency
Group review X | Group-bias *
Increase numbers: a single bad
Changing the |ret\:/)iew p?n si{nk an application;
abour intensive *kk
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Partial X X X Reputational impact on .
randomisation applicants
: None confirmed but may
Scoring . X X disadvantage high-risk/ high- Hokkk
mechanisms reward applications
Sequential
application of
c.rlterlo (rather than N X None known .
simultaneous
application of
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Use of quotas X Very drastic approach *
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