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INTRODUCTION 

This report provides a brief summary of the translation and adaptation design implemented to produce 
47 national versions of the ESENER-2 questionnaire and of observations recorded during the 
implementation of the procedures. 

Section 1 provides an overview of the scope of the assignment and Section 2 describes the translation and 
adaptation procedures. Section 3 examines the monitoring instruments used to document the process. 
Finally, yet importantly, Section 4 focuses on lessons learnt and open challenges. 

SECTION 1 – COUNTRIES, LANGUAGES, ASSIGNMENT SPECIFICATION 

1.1. Countries – Languages – National Versions 

As shown in Table 1 below, there are 36 countries participating in ESENER-2: the 28 EU 
member states and 8 additional countries. Translators and Adjudicators were selected for 
31 languages (including English), but the total number of country/language combinations was 47, 
due to the fact (i) that some countries need to administer the questionnaire in more than one 
language; and (ii) that some languages are shared by several countries. 

For each language version, two independent translations were produced. These were then 
reconciled by a senior linguist, selected by cApStAn for his/her experience in linguistic quality 
control of data collection instruments. In the reconciliation step, the best of the two individual 
translations was merged into a new version. This “reconciled” or “merged” version was then sent 
to both translators prior to a team review and adjudication meeting.  The adjudicated version was 
reviewed by EU-OSHA’s focal points and partly also by EU-OSHA staff, who provided input 
that was implemented by the adjudicator; TNS then reviewed the English language comments on 
the adjudication and on the implementation of the domain expert feedback; finally, yet 
importantly, the adjudicated version was proofread by an external proof-reader, and the proofread 
version was submitted to automated consistency checks. 

For languages shared by two or more countries, only one version was developed through the 
double translation and adjudication procedure. This version then served as basis for discussion 
with the adjudicators of the other countries sharing that language. In these cases, the adjudicators 
played the role of “adaptor”, because they adapted this version to conform to local usage and 
context. With this model, all “shared language” versions benefited from a joint review of the 
translation by all players involved for that language. 
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Country Language ISO Code Shared language

1 1 1 Austria German aut_DEU shared with che-deu_lux
2 2 2 Belgium Dutch bel_NLD shared with nld

3 3 Belgium French bel_FRA shared with che-fra-lux
3 4 4 Bulgaria Bulgarian bgr_BUL
4 5 5 Croatia Croatian hrv_HRV
5 6 6 Cyprus Greek cyp_ELL shared with grc
6 7 7 Czech Republic Czech cze_CES
7 8 8 Denmark Danish dnk_DAN
8 9 9 Estonia Estonian est_EST

10 10 Estonia Russian est_RUS shared with ltu-lva
9 11 11 Finland Finnish fin_FIN

12 12 Finland Swedish fin_SWE shared with swe
10 13 France French fra_FRA shared with bel-che-lux
11 14 Germany German deu_DEU shared with aut-che-lux
12 15 Greece Greek grc_ELL shared with cyp
13 13 16 Hungary Hungarian hun_HUN
14 17 Ireland English irl_ENG adaptation only
15 14 18 Italy Italian ita_ITA shared with che
16 15 19 Latvia Latvian lva_LAV

20 Latvia Russian lva_RUS shared with est-ltu
17 16 21 Lithuania Lithuanian ltu_LIT

22 Lithuania Russian ltu_RUS shared with est-lva
18 23 Luxembourg French lux_FRA shared with bel-che-fra

24 Luxembourg German lux_DEU shared with aut-che-deu
17 25 Luxembourg Luxembourgish lux_LTZ

19 18 26 Malta Maltese mlt_MLT
27 Malta English mlt_ENG adaptation only

20 28 Netherlands Dutch nld_NLD shared with bel
21 19 29 Poland Polish pol_POL
22 20 30 Portugal Portuguese prt_POR
23 21 31 Romania Romanian rou_RON
24 22 32 Slovak Republic Slovak svk_SLO
25 23 33 Slovenia Slovenian svn_SLV
26 24 34 Spain Spanish esp_ESP
27 35 Sweden Swedish swe_SWE shared with fin
28 36 United Kingdom English gbr_ENG adaptation only
29 25 37 Albania Albanian alb_SQI shared with mkd
30 26 38 FYROM Macedonian mkd_MKD

39 FYROM Albanian mkd_SQI shared with alb
31 27 40 Iceland Icelandic isl_ISL
32 28 41 Montenegro Montenegrine mne_MNE Yekavian variant of Serbian
33 29 42 Turkey Turkish tur_TUR
34 30 43 Norway Norwegian nor_NOR
35 44 Switzerland French che_FRA shared with bel-fra-lux

45 Switzerland German che_DEU shared with aut-deu-lux
46 Switzerland Italian che_ITA shared with ita

36 47 Serbia Serbian srb_SRP shared with mne
 

 

.  
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1.2. Assignment specification and scope of the project 

“Translation issues are one of the most frequently mentioned problems in literature dealing with 
empirical comparative research, both qualitative and quantitative.”  

Harkness, 2003 

In multilingual surveys, cross-linguistic and cross-national equivalence is not only an objective: it 
is a fundamental requirement without which the whole notion of comparability is invalidated. 
Therefore, the localization (translation/adaptation and validation) of survey questionnaires is 
regarded as successful when it produces national versions of the instrument (i) that ask the same 
question across countries and (ii) eliminate all country/item interactions driven by language, such 
as loss of meaning or perception shifts that may elicit different response patterns. 

One approach, used in multilingual surveys since the late nineties, has an outstanding track record 
in answering the criteria of a successful localization design is the double translation and 
adjudication model, which has been used in large-scale OECD projects, in high-stakes 
psychological screening tests or in the European Social Survey, for example. Further research on 
this model (Harkness, 2003) led to the TRAPD design: Translation, Review, Adjudication, Pre-
test and Documentation, see Figure 1 below. 

Figure 1 

 

The EU-OSHA assignment specifications included the main features of the TRAPD model and 
set linguistic equivalence of the questionnaire across languages and countries as a key 
requirement. The steps that show this procedure are annexed to this report. See Annex 10. In 
particular, the Team Translation approach was privileged, whereby the Adjudicators were 
requested to discuss their reconciled version with the two translators. In a collaborative effort, 
TNS-Infratest Sozialforschung (further referred to as TNS) and cApStAn Linguistic Quality 
Control (further referred to as cApStAn) implemented a localization workflow that addresses EU-
OSHA’s concerns: it combines a number of features that ensure the production of 
translated/adapted questionnaires that maintain the measurement properties and the meaning of 
the source questionnaire, while at the same time being as fluent and understandable as possible.  

For this purpose, different skills needed to be combined. Merging the work of two different 
translators is known to yield better results than thoroughly reviewing a version produced by a 
single translator. All translators will make errors, but two different translators are unlikely to make 
the same errors. The adjudicator works with three texts: the source version and both translations. 
S/he is in a position to exercise discernment and extract the best features of each translation to 
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produce a third translation. Adjudication is rarely limited to selecting the best of two alternatives 
for a segment.  

Survey-specific training materials were prepared and bespoke training sessions were organised 
with/for translators, adjudicators and adaptors (See paragraph 2.4 Training webinars). 

Each stage in the localization cycle of the items was carefully documented in a centralised 
monitoring tool in Excel format (See Section 3 – Tools and instruments, and Annex 2). This 
Translation and Adaptation Follow-up Form (TAFF) contains the source version and item-per-
item translation and adaptation notes, the initial translations, the adjudicator’s version and 
comments, the outcomes of team review meetings, the shared language adaptations, the input 
from EU-OSHA focal points (domain expert feedback) and the final proofreading. 

The item-specific translation and adaptation notes, which are added during the multiple steps of 
preparing the source version, are of paramount importance: these include clear instructions about 
national adaptations that are necessary, desirable or ruled out; information about the question 
intent; and clarifications about the way certain terms or phrases should be understood, so that the 
translators and adjudicators are guided in their work without having to cycle back and forth 
between several reference documents. The notes provide guidance on how to accurately and 
consistently translate or adapt question stems, response options or categories, instructions for the 
interviewers or recurring expressions.  

In addition, TNS and EU-OSHA provided specific terminology lists for the project and a list of 
translation hints and definitions for key terms, both inserted as separate worksheets in the TAFF. 
(See Section 3 – Tools and instruments) 

Following the double translation and adjudication process, each language team participated in an 
online team review meeting to discuss pending issues identified during translation or adjudication.  

The adjudicated version was then sent to the national centres where a domain expert was asked to 
provide feedback particularly on the health and safety terminology used in the target language. 

The domain expert feedback was then integrated in the language version by the adjudicator — or 
the adaptor, for shared language versions. Prior to sending the text to the proof-reader for final 
check, TNS reviewed the comments of the adjudicators on the reconciliation process and on the 
integration of the domain expert feedback in order to double-check whether the decisions were 
fully in line with the source version. 

A total of four language service providers were recruited by cApStAn for each language version: 2 
translators, 1 adjudicator, and 1 proof-reader. One additional adjudicator was recruited for each 
national version that used a language shared by other countries, and is further referred to as the 
adaptor. 

The entire process, including training, followed a strict timeline which extended from 
November 2013 (translatability assessment) to March 2014 (delivery of the final versions). 

SECTION 2 – PROCEDURES 

2.1. Translatability Assessment 

The English language version that will serve as starting point for translation / adaptation, referred 
to as the source version, may be complex or simple but should be as straightforward and 
unambiguous as possible. A readability and translatability assessment contributes to making the 
source material fit for adaptation and may raise item writers’ awareness of potential hurdles for 
the adaptation of certain questions into certain languages. A preliminary scrutiny of the source 
questionnaire by a team of linguists anticipates and resolves a large number of adaptation issues, 
ambiguities, cultural issues, or item translatability problems. 
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Prior to the double-translation and adjudication process, an almost final version of the source 
questionnaire underwent a translatability assessment, which is a procedure developed by cApStAn 
in recent years. A pool of experienced linguists representing different European language 
groups — Czech for Slavonic languages, French for Romance languages, Swedish for 
Germanic/Nordic languages1, and Greek. These linguists went through the exercise of producing 
a draft written translation of each questionnaire item. These translations were not intended for 
further use, but were instrumental in identifying issues translators will be confronted with. For 
each item that did not seem straightforward, the contributors were asked to describe the issue by 
selecting one of cApStAn’s translatability categories, which they are trained to use. See Annex 1 
for the definitions of translatability categories.  

Whenever a translatability category was selected, a comment was made and, possibly, alternative 
wording or a translation note was proposed to circumvent it. The four translatability reports were 
then collated by a senior linguist at cApStAn and, where applicable, solutions were offered to 
eliminate or reduce the problem. Special attention was given to items for which at least two of the 
linguists experience problems, and to issues that were likely to apply to other languages. The 
consolidated translatability report in Excel format was sent to TNS and EU-OSHA, who 
scrutinised this feedback item by item. A majority of the suggestions for rewording were retained, 
and the translation notes proposed in the translatability report served as a basis for the item-per-
item translation and adaptation notes. 

An internal survey conducted by cApStAn revealed that 85% of translators, 74% of adjudicators 
and 91% of the adaptors found the source text clear, i.e. generally straightforward to translate. It 
is interesting to see (i) that professional translators are confident about their perception of the 
source; (ii) that adjudicators, who have more experience but who are at times confronted with 
two different interpretations of the source, tend to find the source more difficult to interpret; and 
(iii) that adaptors, who receive a version in which residual issues have been discussed during a 
team review meeting, are no longer confronted with the same doubts. 

The agreed timeline for the translatability assessment process was 2 weeks. 

2.2. Selection of translators and adjudicators 

For each language version two professional translators, one adjudicator (or adaptor), and one 
proof-reader were selected based on (i) their qualifications; (ii) their experience in survey 
translation; and (iii) their past experience in working with cApStAn on similar projects. 
Adjudicators were mainly recruited from cApStAn’s experienced pool of verifiers who have been 
working for years in the domain of international surveys. For proof-readers, the selection was 
based on their proficiency in their mother-tongue and previous performance as proof-readers or 
translators (including punctuality). 

In a number of cases, the initially selected linguists were no longer available at the time the project 
actually started, although they had been notified well in advance. In some other cases, the 
translator initially selected was a stand-in for a highly competent translator who did not submit 
his/her CV on time for the tender.  

For the Luxembourg version, it was difficult to find subcontractors for each language version. 
Therefore, the adaptor for the French and German versions for Luxembourg was also proof-
reader for Lëtzebuergesch. Likewise, it was difficult to find an experienced translator into Russian 
for Latvia, and it was decided, based on an outstanding track record, to use the bilingual Latvian 
translator to perform one of the translations into Russian and one of the translations into Latvian. 

1 Swedish was chosen rather than German or Dutch because TNS and its project partners had worked on advance 
translations for the cognitive pre-test versions in Dutch, German and Latvian already and had used the learnings 
from these translations for the further fine-tuning of the master questionnaire. 
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One collateral advantage of such double participations has been the high level of consistency 
between the versions of a same country. 

2.3. Preparation of files 

The questionnaire to be translated was provided to cApStAn in two different formats: a Word file 
containing the whole text, and one Excel file per language version called Translation Template. 
This Excel file was a semi-automatic export from the interface in which the final questionnaire 
would be implemented. For programming purposes, TNS requested that the final version be 
delivered in Excel format (i) without any added rows or columns, and (ii) with all programming 
tags and codes intact.  

Since part of the added value of this sophisticated localisation design is that each step is 
documented, careful thought needed to be given to the most appropriate documentation format, 
given the timeline and the technical constraints. For the preparation of files, two possibilities were 
taken into account by cApStAn:  

1) asking the translators, adjudicators and/or adaptors to overwrite the Word file, to enter 
comments in a separate Excel file and, at the end of the process, to copy/paste the final version 
in the translation template; or  

2) copying the translation template in another worksheet of the same Excel file and adding 
columns for the different passages of the process so that every stage could be retrieved. 

When considering the scope of the project with its multiple steps and the specific programming 
requirements, cApStAn opted for the latter, which also had the advantage that the linguists could 
work on a single file (although they received the Word file for reference). 

This centralisation was taken even further by integrating instructions, hints and specific 
terminology in the same file, although in different tabs (See paragraph 3.1 Monitoring tool, and 
Annex 3). 

2.4. Training webinars 

A series of web-based training seminars was organized by cApStAn both for the translators (eight 
webinars) and for the adjudicators/adaptors (three and one, respectively), using GoToWebinar 
technology, by Citrix. Participation in the webinar was a prerequisite for participation in the 
project. 

The webinars – their average duration was 90 minutes – contained a theoretical part (aims of the 
study, survey-specific features, translation and adaptation guidelines) and an interactive session, 
whereby the translators and the adjudicators were familiarised with the centralised monitoring 
tool and asked to participate in a discussion about the translation of ample items and specific 
terms. 

The presentation used PowerPoint slides with reference to the actual Excel file to be used during 
the project (a sample of these slides can be found in Annex 6). 

Representatives from EU-OSHA took part in all webinars. Their contribution was twofold: they 
presented their institution and the scope of the survey and they replied to specific queries from 
the participants. 

Representatives from TNS – also invited to all webinars – contributed to the discussions by 
providing clarifications or answers to specific questions from the participants. 

cApStAn staff walked the participants through the localisation design, explained the workflows, 
drew attention to survey-specific aspects and conventions, explained how to use the Excel 
monitoring tools and elaborated on selected instructions using concrete examples. 
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Both the theoretical part and the practical part of the session were customized on the role of the 
participants (translators, adjudicators, and adaptors) and – when possible and applicable – on the 
language group (e.g., with specific examples for Germanic languages, Romance languages, etc.). 

The participants’ interest in the training webinars was high and their participation was active. 
Exercises prepared by cApStAn triggered discussions on possible solutions and served as 
opportunities to ask questions on potential hurdles, unclear assignment specifications or the 
desirable leeway in questionnaire translations. 

In the internal post mortem survey, 100% of the adaptors, 98% of the translators and 100% of 
the adjudicators stated that the training was helpful to understand the task and provided the 
necessary background information. 

The participants received a link to the recording of their training sessions so that they could watch 
it again, if needed. The rewind / fast forward functions allow the participants to cycle through the 
training sessions. 

The list of training webinars is included as Annex 7. 

2.5. Double translation 

Prior to dispatching to translators, cApStAn prepared the Excel monitoring instrument: columns 
were added for translation and commenting in the TAFF tab, the terminology for each language 
was inserted in the Specific Terminology worksheet, the guidelines in the General hints & 
terms worksheet, and the tailored instructions in the Translator Instructions worksheet. 

The two translators T1 and T2 were instructed to: 

i) Take into consideration any TRANSLATION AND ADAPTATION NOTES in column E of the 
Excel monitoring tool in the TAFF tab; 

ii) provide a translation of the source text in column E TRANSLATION 1 (or H TRANSLATION 2); 

iii) report any issues in column G COMMENTS ON TRANSLATION 1 (or I COMMENTS ON 
TRANSLATION 2) for the attention of the adjudicator. 

In the instructions, special emphasis was put on the importance of keeping all tags (square 
brackets, braces, angle brackets, etc.) and number codes untouched. However, an automated 
Quality Assurance routine was written to make sure that this instruction was followed (See 
paragraph 3.3 VeryFire 6.0). 

The translators were free to use their own CAT tools but were asked to deliver their translation in 
the Excel sheet, free of any CAT-tool related tags. 

The cApStAn internal survey revealed that 48% of the translators used a CAT tool (with almost 
half of them opting for SDL Studio 2011). 

The agreed timeline for the entire translation process (excluding reconciliation and further steps) 
was 4 weeks. 

Additional technical questions (additional calls for the address take-up etc.) for the countries that 
administered the screening part of the questionnaire were received from the client after the 
adjudication step. They were translated by the adjudicators during the implementation of the 
Domain Expert feedback. The adjudicators were instructed to translate them consistently with the 
already adjudicated screening questions. They were proofread together with the entire 
questionnaire. 
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2.6. Help-desking 

Both during translation and adjudication/adaptation, cApStAn help-desking played an important 
role. 

While performing their task, translators and adjudicators were sometimes confronted with issues 
which had not been addressed during the webinars or were specific to their language 
combination. cApStAn role was to reply to their questions and doubts, directly if possible, and 
otherwise by forwarding the queries to TNS when necessary. 

All the questions raised by translators and adjudicators and replies provided either by cApStAn or 
by TNS were collected in an Excel file (See paragraph 3.2 Q&A file). 

2.7. Adjudication 

The two separate translations were collated by cApStAn in a centralised Excel file. This file was 
then provided to the adjudicator, whose task was: 

i) to read carefully the English questionnaire in column D ENGLISH SOURCE QUESTIONNAIRE 
of the Excel monitoring tool in the TAFF tab; 

ii) to read through both TRANSLATION 1 (column E) and TRANSLATION 2 (column H); 

iii) to consult TRANSLATION AND ADAPTATION NOTES in column E and the comments from 
both translators in column G and/or I; 

iv) to provide a reconciled version in column J VERSION AFTER ADJUDICATION whereby 
consistency in terminology and repeated elements needed to be guaranteed; 

v) to report any comments, challenges in making choices, residual doubts or adaptation issues 
in column K ADJUDICATOR’S COMMENTS; a selection of these comments will serve as a 
basis for discussion during the team review meeting. 

During the training, it was suggested to take the most rigorous and most consistent translation as 
a starting point and integrate elegant solutions or wording from the other translation. The main 
advantage of selecting one of the two translations as a constant starting point is that it facilitates 
consistency as regards the general style and the usage of recurring terminology. On the other 
hand, weaknesses in the preferred language version might more easily be overlooked with this 
method than in a verification approach that does not pre-select one of the translations as starting 
point.  

The internal survey revealed that 65% of the adjudicators used one of the two translations as 
basis. 

The agreed timeline for the reconciliation process was 3 weeks. 

2.8. Team Review Meeting 

The adjudicators were asked to send the Excel file containing both translations and the reconciled 
version to translators 1 and 2, so that they could assess the final version, read the adjudicator’s 
comments — the adjudicator highlighted those comments that required input from the 
translators — and prepare their input, criticism and proposed solutions for the team review 
meeting. 

This meeting was held online and moderated by a senior  member of cApStAn staff. A list of the 
team review meetings and their participants can be found in Annex 8. 
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In cases where the cApStAn moderator was not conversant in the target language, the participants 
discussed purely linguistic issues in their mother-tongue — with a brief description of the subject 
in English for the moderator — and content-related issues were discussed in English. The 
moderator’s role was to guide the discussion, provide input when needed (e.g., when the source 
text was not clear or when there were doubts about how to proceed) and give guidelines on the 
implementation of any corrections (e.g., by reminding the adjudicator to maintain consistency for 
a given recurring term). 

The team discussed issues earmarked for discussion one by one and the adjudicator recorded the 
outcome of the discussion in column L T1 + T2 + A DISCUSSION. 

The adjudicator was given a couple of days to compile the final target version in column P 
NATIONAL VERSION and send the file back to cApStAn. 

The discussions during the meetings were all very lively and interesting and showed the will of the 
participants to agree on a final version which would guarantee comparability of results while 
being fit for the national context. In a vast majority of review meetings, it was clear that 
Translators 1 and 2 did not only prepare feedback on the specific comments highlighted by the 
adjudicator as potentially controversial issues, but they also carefully read through the entire 
adjudicated version and singled out a number of issues for discussion. 

Team review meetings varied in length and intensity, but only two were slightly shorter than one 
hour. The longest session was the adjudication meeting for the Russian version(s), in which an 
adaptor also participated: this team review lasted 4.5 hours. 

In a number of cases, the decision initially made by the adjudicator was reviewed in light of the 
discussion. This proves that a meeting among peers and the exchange of opinions that it 
generates can contribute to enhance the quality of the end result. 

The enthusiasm of the linguists for this peer review was confirmed by the internal survey: 63% of 
the translators declared to be very satisfied and 31% satisfied with the team review meeting. For the 
adjudicators, the results were 63% and 25%, respectively, and 40% and 20% for the adaptors. 

Shared-language versions 

For shared-language versions, the adaptors were also invited to the team review meeting. Some of 
them participated live (e.g., the Swiss Italian adaptor was present in the Italian team review 
meeting), and others sent their contributions in the file (e.g., the Swiss German adaptor recorded 
her comments in the file and sent it on time for the discussion of the German language shared 
language discussion and team review). Their role was to contribute to the discussion, to point out 
differences for their adapted version (e.g., different terms or expressions used in Swiss German 
compared to German for Germany), but also to ensure that residual errors spotted by the adaptor 
for one national version would be corrected in all versions of that language, if applicable. The 
outcomes of this discussion were recorded in column O SHARED LANGUAGES DISCUSSION, with 
the final target version copied in column P NATIONAL VERSION. 

Team review meetings were originally to be held upon receiving the domain expert feedback. 
However, it became clear that organising 28 meetings involving at least 4 people between the 
moment we would receive the feedback from the EU-OSHA focal points (which was difficult to 
plan) and the deadline for delivery of the adjudicated version, could well become an insuperable 
challenge. With the exception of the Turkish team review meeting, all meetings were eventually 
held before sending the files to EU-OSHA’s national focal points. This had two advantages: (i) 
the translators and adjudicators could concentrate on the linguistic and semantic aspects as well as 
on the fluency of the adapted questionnaire, and (ii) the domain expert could work on an 
adjudicated version, which was regarded as final from the linguistic perspective, and thus 
concentrate on health and safety terminology. 

10 
 



 

2.9. Integration of Domain Expert feedback 

Once the results of the discussion were integrated in the national version, the Excel file was first 
checked for completeness by cApStAn and then sent to TNS, who in turn forwarded the files to 
EU-OSHA. EU-OSHA distributed the files internally and to their national focal points for 
resolution of potential localisation issues. At the focal point a domain expert had the opportunity 
to read the national version and propose any corrections in column Q DOMAIN EXPERT FEEDBACK. 
Domain experts were advised to provide alternative formulations in their local language, but to 
describe and comment them in English. By this way, it would be possible to assess whether or not 
the proposed changes are in line with the national language versions.  

Amendments mainly focused on the specific terminology used in the country (i.e., ‘health and 
safety representative’, ‘insurance related national provider’, ‘labour inspectorate’, etc.). However, 
in some cases both the national domain expert and EU-OSHA proposed changes and 
improvements to wording and fluency. 

The file with the comments from the domain expert and possibly from EU-OSHA was then sent 
back to the TNS team who integrated the feedback from EU-OSHA and the domain experts 
(where relevant) into one excel file in order to alleviate work for the adjudicators. The files were 
then distributed to the adjudicators, who were instructed by cApStAn to go through them and 
implement any justified corrections in column S VERSION AFTER DOMAIN EXPERT'S FEEDBACK. 

The adjudicator’s task demanded discernment, because  the feedback was not always 
straightforward or, in certain cases, could have impaired cross-country comparability of the 
instrument. For example, one domain expert asked to adapt “Does your establishment arrange regular 
medical examinations to monitor the health of employees?” to read “...medical examinations in accordance with 
law nr. xx § yy...”. In these cases the adjudicator was asked to refrain from implementing the 
change and to enter in column T ADJUDICATOR’S COMMENT AFTER DOMAIN EXPERT FEEDBACK a 
comment along the lines of: “while the suggestion seems correct at national level, the adjudicator fears an 
undesired impact on cross-national comparability and provisionally refrained from implementing this suggestion. 
Please advise.” Similarly, requests to reformulate the source questions were politely rejected by the 
adjudicator2. 

At this final stage, the importance of maintaining consistency in recurring terms and 
prompts/response options was again stressed by cApStAn, and adjudicators were asked to echo 
any proposed justified changes to all occurrences of that term/sentence in the questionnaire, and 
to document this with a general comment along the lines of “Corrected throughout without further 
comments” at the first occurrence of the issue. 

The file with the new corrected version and comments – double-checked by cApStAn – was then 
sent back to TNS for further advice on pending issues. 

Once TNS and EU-OSHA provided their guidance on any subsequent changes, cApStAn sent 
the file back again to the adjudicator for a final correction of the pending issues only. 

While the entire process ran smoothly and the expected timeline was closely followed, in some 
cases the files had to go back and forth between the adjudicator and TNS several times before 
agreement was reached. Initially, only feedback and comments from the national focal points (the 
domain experts) were expected by the adjudicators. However, all parties involved displayed a high 
level of engagement throughout the project, and it came as no surprise that both EU-OSHA and 
TNS also went through some of the national versions and added their input. An extra column was 
therefore added to the TAFF to allow for additional commenting. 

2 Proposals of the domain experts for an improvement of the master questionnaire were however 
collected by TNS as input for possible revisions of the survey instrument after the pilot phase.  
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In some cases, feedback comments provided by the domain expert and by EU-OSHA seemed 
contradictory, which resulted in the adjudicator being confused on how to address the issue and 
asking for further advice. The Polish version is such an example – the translation of recurring 
terms “health and security” proposed by the domain expert was different from that proposed by 
EU-OSHA although the two proposals were equivalent according to the adjudicator. This 
pending issue was solved with a second round of communication with the EU-OSHA and the 
domain expert. For future cycles, it may be preferable to first process the feedback from the 
national focal point at EU-OSHA and to resolve pending issues internally before sending the file 
to the adjudicator for implementation of the feedback. 

The agreed timeline for this process (2 weeks) was kept for most versions, with some exceptions 
due to the national focal points retuning the files later than expected. 

2.10 Check of the documentation of decisions 

The last round of checks with regard to the content was done by TNS Infratest. The TNS 
Infratest team revised the English language comments of the adjudicators on the decisions made 
in the reconciliation process and the implementation (or non-implementation) of the suggestions 
from the domain experts. The main aims of this step were (a) to ensure full cross-national 
comparability by checking the consistency of the decisions taken for the various national versions 
and to (b) ensure that the decisions are in line with the intentions of those who developed the 
questionnaire. This step partly overlapped with the clarification of still open issues from the 
domain expert feedback.  

While in the broad majority of the national versions the decisions turned out to be well in line 
with these intentions, there were a handful of versions where selected issues required revisions.  

This additional checking step applied to all national versions took about one week.  

 

2.11 Proofreading 

At this stage, the final proofreading could start. Since the questionnaire had already gone through 
a number of steps to ensure equivalence to source and fluency in the target language, the proof-
reader’s role was to check the correctness of the target language, without systematic reference to 
the source. At this final step, a check for spelling, grammar, syntax, as well as completeness was 
performed, combined with automated checks, thus residual issues were corrected. 

To facilitate their task, the Excel instrument was prepared so that the final version was copied in 
column U FINAL NATIONAL VERSION AFTER FINAL PROOF-CHECK, where they could directly correct 
any mistakes. They could also enter a comment in column V COMMENTS ON FINAL NATIONAL 
VERSION, but this was not a requirement. All other columns or tabs were hidden in order not to 
confuse the proof-readers. 

Turnaround for proofreading was quite fast. The total timespan was 1 week, with 1 to 2 days for 
the actual proofreading task. 

2.12 Final check by cApStAn and delivery 

The proofread file was then prepared by cApStAn for final delivery. This meant copying the text 
from the proofread column into the translation template provided by TNS and integrating it in 
the same Excel file, so that in the end the final version would appear in a tab named ccc-LLL 
(e.g., che-FRA) and all other worksheets, including the TAFF with the recording of the entire 
process, were hidden but still present for further reference if needed. 
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Before delivering the file, cApStAn ran automatic QA routines designed in-house, with a twofold 
aim: 

 to ensure that all tags and codes present in the source had remained untouched in the 
target; 

 to ensure that all cells contained text in the target. 

These checks were run through  cApStAn’s proprietary tool VeryFire 6.0 (See paragraph 3.3 for 
more detailed information), and an automatically generated report in Excel format was delivered 
together with the files (See Annex 9). 

To guarantee confidentiality of data the files were uploaded on FTP and on cApStAn’s secure 
upload/download platform VegaSuite 2.0. TNS received the relevant links and passwords in 
separate mail. 

Ancillary files 

The project also included four Word files with additional materials related to this survey: a motivation 
letter, an e-mail message with a link for the online interview option, a file with instructions for the 
interviewers and a file containing web page information. Since these materials are not direct data 
collection instruments and their adaptation will not affect measurement, they followed a single 
translation plus proofreading model. One version was provided for each language, since no adaptation 
was requested for countries sharing a language. 

The texts may be further adapted and customized by the participating countries. 

SECTION 3 – TOOLS AND INSTRUMENTS 

3.1. Monitoring tool 

All stages of the translation, adaptation and adjudication process were documented, followed up 
and archived in a centralised monitoring tool in Excel format. 

In order to facilitate the linguists’ task, the decision was taken to integrate in the same file – but in 
different worksheets – all instructions, terminology and general hints. 

Six worksheets were therefore created in the same file, as illustrated in Figure 2 below: 

Figure 2 
 

The Instructions worksheet contained detailed guidelines on how to perform the task. Since 
instructions were specific to the type of work requested (translation, adjudication, adaptation), 
different worksheets were created. These worksheets were meant to summarize assignment 
requirements and guide the linguists through the process. Some worksheets were hidden 
according to the role of the person who had to accomplish the task. For instance, in the file 
meant for the translators, the tabs with adjudicator’s or adaptor’s instructions were hidden. 

The entire process was documented in the TAFF (Translation and Adjudication Follow-up 
Form) worksheet (See Annex 2 for a detailed illustration). At each stage, columns were hidden 
according to the needs of the task at hand, so that the linguists had a simplified view and would 
not enter their version in the wrong column. This centralized instrument allows to follow the 
entire translation and adaptation history of the each question in each language, and to retrieve 
information from the various stages.  
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The Specific terminology worksheet was customized to contain the national version of key 
terms such as ‘health and safety representative’, ‘works council’, etc. provided by the national 
focal point, while the General hints & terms tab provided general guidelines for the translation 
of recurring terms such as ‘establishment’ or ‘employee’. 

The use of one single file, tailored per national version and per role, streamlined the linguists’ task, 
as they did not have to switch from one file to another. The source questionnaire in Word was 
provided for reference only, since the questions in the Excel worksheet did not always follow a 
logical order. 

The results of the internal survey show that 92% of the translators, 88% of the adjudicators and 
91% of the adaptors found the Excel file user-friendly and clear. Some participants did point out 
that “in terms of finalisation, working in Excel is not the best because it doesn’t provide a 
question overview”, and that “Working in an Excel file is not always straightforward”. 

3.2. Q&A file 

All queries coming from the linguists during the process were collected in a Questions & Answers 
Excel sheet. An example is shown in Figure 3 below: 

Figure 3 

 

The file documents the date when the question was asked, the language version concerned (if not 
general), the author of the question, the key it refers to, the question, the date of the reply and the 
actual response provided (whether by cApStAn or TNS). 

This tool allowed us to have a record of the reported issues and proposed solutions and to 
circulate them among the participants. This repository is part of the documentation provided with 
this report. 

In the future, this repository can also serve to identify the terms or sentences which have given 
rise to doubts among translators and adjudicators, and to further improve the source text and/or 
related instructions. 

For instance, in key T00102_te, the expression “support workplaces” was apparently not very 
clear for some translators. The verb “support” is difficult to render in some languages, so a 
translation note could be helpful to explain how it should be interpreted. 

3.3. VeryFire 6.0 

The questionnaire went through many different stages and many different people worked on it in 
each step. The questionnaire contained a number of double bracketed data, formatting tags and 
terms isolated in double braces for its use in a Central Management System.  

To ensure completeness of the translation, at the end of the process cApStAn performed an 
automated final check on: 

 Placeables that had be the same in source and target and be repeated the same number of 
times, e.g. [[T00101]] [[T00102]] 

 Tags that had to be the same in source and target, e.g. <1< 
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 Missing segments – all cells with text in the source should also contain text in the target 
(whether in English or in the national version) 

These automated checks were carried out by means of rule-based automatic quality assurance 
routines developed by cApStAn using RegEx (regular expressions). This set of computer-aided 
QA routines is a work in progress, dubbed VeryFire 6.0 and developed by cApStAn’s 
terminologist and programmer.  

Each proofread national version went through the VeryFire checks and all the reported issues 
were fixed until a clean version was obtained. For a number of versions, the reports were clean, 
i.e. no missing segments and/or errors in tags were recorded. 

The reports were delivered to TNS together with the final product (See excerpt in Annex 9).  

3.4. Internal survey 

At the end of the process it was decided to conduct a short post-mortem survey among all 
participants in the project while this experience was still fresh in their mind. This online 
questionnaire – supported by SurveyMonkey– was customised according to the role the linguists 
had in the project (translators, adjudicators, adaptors, and proof-readers), so that four different 
sets of maximum ten questions were submitted. While some of the questions were overlapping, 
some others were specific to the linguist’s role. 

The idea was to collect some feedback on the source materials, on the training, on the 
instruments used, on the follow-up at cApStAn, etc. in order to detect any areas for improvement 
and to fine-tune the process in future cycles. 

While participation was optional, the survey counted on a high rate of respondents: 81% of the 
translators, 80% of the adjudicators, 79% of the adaptors and 85% of the proof-readers 
participated in the online survey. 

SECTION 4 – LESSONS LEARNT AND OPEN CHALLENGES 

At the end of the process, 47 national versions of the questionnaire (in Excel format) were produced. 
There were also 36 language versions of the ancillary files (in Word format). Deadlines for delivery of files 
to TNS were respected, with a few exceptions due to files being returned late by domain experts. 

The links to the training webinars and the CVs of all linguists involved in the project are also part of the 
deliverables. All CVs were collected 3 and grouped per role. 

The well-organised process, the professionalism of all participants and the excellent cooperation with the 
linguists on the one hand and with TNS and EU-OSHA on the other have resulted in the timely delivery 
of an end product that meets the most stringent quality standards. 

Overall, the project ran smoothly through all the steps. All sides showed their involvement in the 
project and willingness to find a solution whenever an issue arose. The support provided by TNS and EU-
OSHA was crucial in those instances. The good outcome of such complex projects also relies on the 
cooperation spirit among the parties involved, and ESENER2 can be considered as a success story in that 
respect. 

Considering the high number of participants, very few problems were encountered with the external 
language service providers. The contributors were generally willing to help even outside the foreseen 

3  There was only one exception: one of the translators into Luxembourgish asked to be exempted from the 
obligation to submit her CV, for confidentiality reasons. It was ascertained, however, that she had a Dr. Phil. and 
extensive experience in questionnaire translation, including double translation and reconciliation projects. . 
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period and working hours. Their enthusiasm was reflected in their responsiveness to queries from 
cApStAn and their engagement in the project. 

The live contacts created through the webinars and the team review meetings greatly contributed to the 
collaborative and constructive atmosphere throughout the project. It became clear that the linguists were 
not working on their own or to defend their ideas but as part of a team with the aim of achieving a high-
quality outcome. The team review experience – it is the first time that cApStAn organised team reviews on 
such a large scale – shows how important the exchange of opinions between peers can be. This step in the 
ESENER2 project was a valuable lesson which will be taken on board for future cycles and projects. 

From cApStAn perspective, the domain expert feedback is one of the areas that need improving. As 
outlined in Section 2, paragraph 2.9 above, this step turned out to be more complex than expected. 
According to the contract, the adjudicator’s role was to integrate the domain expert feedback in his/her 
version. For that reason, one specific column was foreseen in the monitoring tool. In many instances, 
however, feedback and comments were provided not only by the national focal point, but also by EU-
OSHA and TNS. The feedback originating from two or three different sources was more difficult to 
manage by the adjudicators. In some instances, comments were even contradictory and the linguists did 
not know which suggestions should be integrated in the final text. In other cases, the domain expert 
provided a different version of the specific terms initially provided in their language and which they were 
instructed to scrupulously follow. When the feedback was not clear, the files were sent back to TNS for 
further advice. To provide this advice proved to be difficult at times because not all domain experts 
followed the instruction to describe and comment their proposals in English language. This also made it 
difficult for TNS to judge on the adequateness of the domain expert feedback and its implementation 
when revisiting the documentation of the translation process in the final control step.  

Whether originating from one or more sources, for future cycles the feedback should ideally give a clear 
indication on how to amend the text. Also, it would be good if the specific terminology provided in the 
national version could be double-checked for correctness before dissemination to the linguists. 
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ANNEX 1 — TRANSLATABILITY ASSESSMENT CATEGORIES 

STRAIGHTFORWARD No potential translation or adaptation problems identified during the advance 
translation of this segment into languages from at least two language groups. 

KNOWN DIFFICULTY, 
KNOWN 
WORKAROUNDS 

A translation/adaptation difficulty has been recognised in this segment and has 
been encountered in the past. Satisfactory solutions to this issue have been 
successfully implemented. 

POTENTIAL ISSUES The current wording or content of this segment is likely to give rise to translation or 
adaptation problems in some languages, to the extent that functional equivalence 
may be difficult to achieve. 

POTENTIALLY 
AMBIGUOUS 

The current wording or content of this segment could be interpreted in more than 
one way and it is desirable to disambiguate the source version of this segment 
before submitting it for translation/adaptation. 

UNNECESSARILY 
COMPLEX 

The current wording or syntax of this segment is somewhat contorted, for example 
due to use of several clauses, questions embedded in questions or unnecessary use 
of passive voice. The source version can be simplified without loss of meaning. 

REQUIRES REVIEW The current source version of this segment is not suitable for translation/adaptation 
and needs to be edited before submitting for translation/adaptation. 

POTENTIAL CULTURAL 
ISSUE 

The semantic content of this segment may be difficult to adapt in a particular 
cultural or language group. 

DOUBLE-BARRELLED A question touches upon more than one issue, yet allows only for one answer. 
Many double-barrelled questions can be detected by the existence of the 
grammatical conjunction “and” in them. 

AGREEMENT ISSUE There is either an agreement issue within the segment (e.g. subject-verb 
agreement, or sequence of tenses, or a pronoun-antecedent agreement) or an 
agreement issue between two segments (e.g. no grammatical match between a 
question and response options). 

CONSISTENCY In this segment, a different term, expression or form of address has been used 
versus other occurrences of similar content; and this inconsistency seems to be 
unintentional. 

REDUNDANCY This segment contains a tautology or unnecessary repetition. Removing it would not 
alter the meaning of the segment. 

POSSIBLE ADDITION The current wording or syntax of this segment is elliptic or unclear, and its implicit 
meaning is likely to get lost in translation. This could be solved by adding a word or 
a piece of information. 

LOGICAL PROBLEM This segment contains a logical problem or there is a logical problem between this 
segment and another segment, and this issue seems to be unintentional. 

 
 

17 
 



 

 

 

ANNEX 2 – STRUCTURE OF THE TAFF TAB (TRANSLATION AND ADJUDICATION FOLLOW-UP FORM) IN THE FILE USED TO 
DOCUMENT THE TRANSLATION AND ADJUDICATION PROCESS 
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ANNEX 2 – STRUCTURE OF THE TAFF TAB (TRANSLATION AND ADJUDICATION FOLLOW-UP FORM) IN THE FILE USED TO 
DOCUMENT THE TRANSLATION AND ADJUDICATION PROCESS (CONTINUED) 
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Final version 
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ANNEX 3 – INSTRUCTIONS IN THE MONITORING TOOL 

  

  

20 
 



 
ANNEX 3 – INSTRUCTIONS IN THE MONITORING TOOL (CONTINUED) 
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ANNEX 4 – GENERAL HINTS & TERMS IN THE MONITORING TOOL (FOR ALL PARTICIPANTS 
EXCEPT PROOF-READERS) 
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ANNEX 5 – SPECIFIC TERMINOLOGY (FOR ALL PARTICIPANTS EXCEPT PROOF-READERS) 

 

Specific terminology for France 

 

 

 

Specific terminology for French version for Belgium 
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ANNEX 6 – SLIDES FROM TRAINING TRANSLATORS 

  

Excerpt of the presentation by EU-OSHA giving background information on the project settings and goals 
– common for all the trainings (translators, adjudicators, adaptors) 

     

Excerpt of the presentation for the translators. Focus on translation in surveys and ESENER in particular. 

  

Excerpt of the presentation for the translators. Focus on ESENER instruments and tools. 
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Excerpt of the presentation for the translators. Focus on specific issues in the ESENER questionnaire and 
exercises. 

ADJUDICATORS TRAININGS 

    

Excerpt of the presentation for the adjudicators. Focus on the approach. 

     

Excerpt of the presentation for the adjudicators. Focus on specific aspects. 
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ANNEX 7 – LIST OF TRAINING SESSIONS 

Date Session Comment Link to the recording 

December 12 Translators Romance languages https://www3.gotomeeting.com/register/637921598 
December 17 Translators Germanic languages https://www3.gotomeeting.com/register/326494566 

December 19 Translators Slavic languages https://www3.gotomeeting.com/register/254167422 

December 26 Translators Slavic languages https://www3.gotomeeting.com/register/907966038 

January 7 – 11 AM Translators Mixed group https://www3.gotomeeting.com/register/931403806 

January 7 – 4 PM Translators Mixed group https://www3.gotomeeting.com/register/175553934 

January 9 Translators Mixed group https://www3.gotomeeting.com/register/814861358 

January 14 Translators Mixed group https://www3.gotomeeting.com/register/278406038 

January 16*  Adjudicators Mixed group https://www3.gotomeeting.com/register/458120270 
https://www3.gotomeeting.com/register/548627678 

January 21 Adjudicators Mixed group https://www3.gotomeeting.com/register/361295526 

January 23 Adjudicators Mixed group https://www3.gotomeeting.com/register/256313038 

January 26 Adaptors Mixed group https://www3.gotomeeting.com/register/6095598 

*the two links correspond to Part 1 and Part 2 of the recordings of the training session 1 for adjudicators held on 16th January 2014 
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ANNEX 8 – TEAM REVIEW OVERVIEW 

 

TEAM REVIEWS / ADJUDICATION MEETINGS 
LANGUAGE SHARED DATE/TIME PARTICIPANTS MODERATOR COMMENTS 

rou-RON  Mon 27 Jan 11 AM  Roxana Mihail 
Adriana-Corina Ioţcov 
Diana Ciupe 

Roberta 
Steve 

 

esp-ESP  Mon 27 Jan 2 PM Encarna Belmonte 
Manuel Souto Pico 
Juan Perez 

Roberta  

hun-HUN  Tue 28 Jan 6 PM Marianne Csaky 
Andras Veszelka 
Andrea Petermann 

Roberta  

bel-FRA  Wed 29 Jan 10 AM Béatrice Halleux 
Aurélie Lemarteleur 
Audrey Favre 

Steve Corrections from fra_FRA 
and che_FRA adaptors 
echoed in national version 
after Team Review 

fra-FRA  written form  Christophe Pion  Adjudicated TAFF received 
after team review 
meeting, and Adaptors 
added their comments/ 
corrections 

che-FRA  written form  Virginie Thomas-Früh  

lux-FRA  written form  Pascal Zotto  

deu-DEU  Wed 29 Jan 4 PM Rainer Berni 
Veronika Linke 
Dagmar Bischof 

Roberta  

swe-SWE  Thu 30 Jan 11 AM Emelie Hullegard 
Maria Agurén 
Mia Wikström 

Roberta  

fin-SWE  written form  Joanna Nylund  Adaptor received TAFF 
after team review and 
updated  adapted national 
version as needed. 

prt-POR  Thu 30 Jan 3 PM  Paula Cardoso 
José Benjamim Ruivo 
Ana Sofia Saldanha 

Elica  

svn-SLV  Thu 30 Jan 4:30 PM  Nina Kovacic 
Maja Davis 
Tamara Maričić 

Elica  

bel-NLD  Fri 31 Jan 12 PM Tim Briers 
Annemarie De Jager 
Maarten Doude van 
Troostwijk 

Roberta  

nld_NLD  written form  Mattijs Warbroek 
(Adaptor) 

 Adaptor received TAFF 
after team review and 
updated adapted national 
version as needed. 

mne-MNE 
srb-SRP 

 Fri 31 Jan 2 PM Gorica Bonifačić 
Bojana Živković 
Lana Ristić 

Elica  Adaptor for srb-SRP 
received TAFF after team 
review and updated 
adapted national version.. 

bgr-BUL  Fri 31st Jan 4 PM Margarita Georgieva 
Vladislava Metodieva 
Vladka Kocheshkova 

Andrea  

hrv-HRV  Mon 3 Feb 9 AM Marina Dukič Roberta  
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Sanda Dukič 
Jakov Miličević 

TEAM REVIEWS / ADJUDICATION MEETINGS 
LANGUAGE SHARED DATE/TIME PARTICIPANTS MODERATOR COMMENTS 

lva-LAV  Mon 3 Feb 11 AM  Egils Turks 
Andrejs Gorbunovs  

Elica Austra Muizniece could 
not participate, but 
received the TAFF after 
Adjudication 

      
grc-ELL  Mon 3 Feb 2 PM Amalia Kalfakakou 

Fey Melliou 
Stefanos Nikolaidis 

Andrea  

cyp-ELL  written form Josiane Tyburn  Adaptor received TAFF 
after team review and 
updated  adapted national 
version as needed. 

alb-SQI  Mon 3 Feb 4 PM Nikoleta Mita 
Luela Lici 
Orian Cuko 

Roberta  

pol-POL  Mon 3 Feb 6 PM Karina Rau 
Marta Obrebska 
Michal_Garapich 

Steve  

fin-FIN  Tue 4 Feb 9 AM Eveliina Sainio 
Kati Laapio 
Pekka Tarkiainen 

Roberta  

isl-iSL  Tue 4 Feb 11 AM Jóhann R. Kristjánsson 
Kristín Vilhjálmsdóttir 
Valgerdur Halldorsdottir 

Andrea  

ita-ITA 
che-ITA 

 
 

 
Tue 4 Feb 2 PM 

Roberta Lizzi 
Franco Pellegrini 
Elena Frigo 
Francesca Villa 

Roberta  

ltu-LIT  Tue 4 Feb 4 PM Džiuginta Spalbar 
Liana Fedkiniene 

Elica Monika discussed her 
input with Džiuginta; 
Džiuginta reported on 
Monika’s input and it was 
taken into account. 

mkd-MKD 
mkd-SQI 
(alb-SQI) 

 
 

Tue 4 Feb 7:30 PM Elica Krajceva 
Biljana Vasileva Bojčev 
Kristina Prenda 
Blerina Starova Zlatku 

Elica Adjudication affecting the 
mkd-SQI were reflected as 
needed in alb-SQI  by 
Blerina 

svk-SLO  Wed 5 Feb 9 AM Maria Hudakova 
Karin Murarova 
Peter Duchoslav 

Roberta Karin sent her remarks in 
written form 

est-RUS 
ltu-RUS 
lva-RUS 

 
 
 

Wed 5 Feb 11 AM Anastassia Voronina 
Andrejs Gorbunovs 
Valentinas Kulinic 
Nikita Kobrin 

Steve Alexandra Sorokina 
received Adjudicated TAFF 
after team review. 

nor-NOR  Wed 5 Feb 1 PM Amy Henrickson  
Morten Wallentinsen 
Mari Nohre 

Roberta  

cze-CES  Wed 5 Feb 3 PM Radka Smejkálová 
Marketa Demlova 
Martina Šimanová 

Roberta  

est-EST  Wed 5 Feb 5 PM Tiina Randus 
Ursula Erik 

Steve  
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Kaspar Müürsepp 

      

TEAM REVIEWS / ADJUDICATION MEETINGS 
LANGUAGE SHARED DATE/TIME PARTICIPANTS MODERATOR COMMENTS 

mlt-MLT  Written form Sarah Jo Portelli 
Joseph Portelli 

 Norman Charles Buhagiar 
could not participate 

dnk-DAN  Written form Hannah Dorthea Nielsen 
Jan Pedersen 
Mille Kim 

  

aut-DEU 
lux-DEU 
che-DEU 
deu-DEU 

 Wed 12 Feb 11 AM Barbara Sneider 
Pascal Zotto 
Rainer Berni 
Arnold Riedmann 
Martina Amstutz (excused) 

Steve Shared languages 
discussion was combined 
with processing of TNS 
feedback on deu-DEU 
version 

tur-TUR  Thu 27 Feb 11 AM Ebru Inhan 
Mustafa Er 

Roberta Senay Karatekin could not 
participate 

 

Recordings of webinar meetings 

Date Session ISO Link to the recording 

December 02 Shared language discussion ccc-DEUs https://www3.gotomeeting.com/register/376706638 

February 26 Team review meeting tur-TUR https://www3.gotomeeting.com/register/347325998 

 

TEAM REVIEWS NOT ORGANIZED 

LANGUAGE SHARED PARTICIPANTS COMMENTS 

gbr-ENG  Nick Moon Very few changes  meeting not needed 
mlt-ENG  Joseph Portelli Very few changes  meeting not needed 
irl-ENG  Aisling O’Callaghan Very few changes  meeting not needed 
lux-LTZ  Christine Schmit 

Danièle Di Cato 
Rita Schmit 

No comments  meeting not needed 
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ANNEX 9 – VERYFIRE REPORTS  

 

Finland, Finnish language (fin-FIN) 

 

Austria, German language (aut-DEU) 

  

29 
 



 
ANNEX 10 – STEP BY STEP DOUBLE TRANSLATION AND ADJUDICATION PROCEDURE 
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