
 

 

Name of Committee Standards 

Mandate The Standards Committee (formerly Committee 
for Information on the Status of the Translation 
and Interpretation Profession) aims to build a 
repository of information on various T&I 
standards around the world. In the course of this 
work, recommendations will be made as to what 
role FIT should play in this important area of our 
profession. The repository and 
recommendations of the Standards Committee 
should include at least the following three types 
of standards: 
(1) ISO standards relating to translation, 
interpreting and terminology (these are located 
in Technical Committee 37). 
(2) Standards (i.e. minimal requirements) for 
programs that certify translators, interpreters 
and terminologists (these standards could 
eventually be used by specialized accreditation 
bodies and should be coordinated with the FIT 
Education and Professional Development 
Committee so that education and certification 
are aligned). 
(3) Technology-related standards (this work must 
be conducted in cooperation with the 
Translation Technology and Terminology 
Committee [note: currently, the Translation 
Technology and Terminology Committee has no 
chairperson and thus is not active]). 

Chairperson Alan K. Melby (USA, ATA) 

Members Michaela Strick (Germany, BDÜ) 
Irene Elmerot (Sweden, SFÖ) 
Sharon O'Brien (Ireland, ITIA) 
WANG Zheng ("James") (China, TAC) 
Isabel Schwagereit (Germany, ATICOM) 
 
The following members have been forced to 
withdraw from active participation because of 
health issues or other duties:  Damián Santialli 
(Argentina, CTPCBA); Dragona Vukicevic (Serbia, 
ASTTS); Izabel Arocha (IMIA 



 
Work programme 

Objectives  (directly from work plan) Results (so far) 
A. Continue the FIT Standards Committee 

project to gather existing standards 
B. Participate in the QTLP project 
C. Participate in the TransCert project 
D. Participate in the development of ISO 

interpreting-related standards 
E. Consider participation in the Linport project 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

A. Table of T&I-related standards has been 
prepared. 

B. The Committee has learned about the QTLP 
project (especially the MQM subproject for 
translation quality assessment) and has 
begun a comparison with DQF from TAUS. 

C. The Committee has learned about the 
Transcert project. It turns out that the 
current wording of ISO/DIS 17100 section 
3.1.4 excludes translator certification from 
Transcert and from most FIT member 
associations that award certification to 
translators.  The Committee is debating 
whether this should be changed. 

D. This objective from the work plan has been 
neglected. We need to assign someone on 
the Committee to focus on interpreting 
standards.  

E. So far the Committee has not discussed the 
Linport project. The focus has been on A-C. 

 
Objectives for the next 12 months 

1. Prepare for the two FIT 2014 sessions that we submitted (one on translation quality assessment 
and the other on translator certification) 

2. Continue to try out materials and software from the MQM subproject of the QTLP project and 
provide feedback. The results of MQM will be free and open source to translators and 
translation companies.  The comparison with DQF will continue, but progress on this task is 
limited by the fact that some aspects of DQF are only available to those who pay a subscription 
fee to TAUS. 

3. Maintain the table of T&I-related standards as they evolve. We will add list of codes of 
professional conduct (including ethics codes) for translators and interpreters, if feasible. 

4. Continue to follow the Transcert project, especially as it could affect translators (this is related to 
the FIT session on translator certification). 

5. Begin discussing the Linport project and how it could affect translators. We also hope to look 
more closely at the development of interpreting-related standards. 

 
Communication within the 
committee (email/skype/face-to-face 
meetings) 

Monthly conference calls, second Tuesday, using 
the FIT GTM license. We hope to hold a face-to-
face meeting in Berlin in conjunction with FIT 
2014. 

General comments and 
recommendations for future work 

Suggestions are welcome from the FIT Council 
regarding our objectives and suggestions 
additional members of the Committee, especially 
from South America, Africa, and Australia, which 
are not currently represented. 

Author of the report Alan K. Melby 

 



1 

 

March 5, 2014 

to: Colleagues concerned about requirements to work on a 17100-compliant project  

          (slight revision of document for discussion within FIT and Transcert)  

from: Alan K. Melby, chair of the ATA and FIT standards committees  

               and member of the Transcert Advisory Board 

 

ISO/DIS 17100, section 3.1.4 about translator certification 

 

ISO/DIS 17100 is the direct descendant of EN 15038, but is intended for certification of Translation 

Service Providers (TSPs) world-wide, rather than just in Europe. It is described in ISO meetings as a 

product standard but in the special sense of “service as a product”. Just like EN 15038, it does not 

indicate how to assess the translation product (target text). Currently ISO 17100 is in the DIS (Draft 

International Standard) phase. Anyone can purchase it from ISO (www.iso.org), but changes can 

still be made to it before it is published as an IS (International Standard).  

 

Once ISO 17100 is published as an IS, there will be a concerted effort by LICS (http://www.lics-

certification.org/tsp/en_15038/how.php) and other certification bodies to encourage translation 

companies around the world to become certified according to this standard, including companies 

already certified according to EN 15038 (when the time comes for renewal of their certification 

status).  A translation company that is certified according to ISO 17100 can engage in two types of 

translation projects: 17100-compliant and non-17100-compliant.  The company is required to be 

clear about whether a particular project is compliant. Presumably, many clients will demand 

17100-compliance for important projects. 

 

If 17100 becomes widely implemented it will then impact translators.  One impact is that not all 

professional translators will be allowed to participate in 17100-compliant projects.  This is the 

aspect of 17100 I would like to focus on. 

 

The current draft of 17100 states that any translator who participates in a 17100-compliant 

project must meet one or more of the following criteria (in section 3.1.4): 

 

(a) hold a graduate degree in translation 

 

(b) hold a graduate degree in some subject matter field (other than translation) and document at 

least two years of full-time work in translation 

 

(c) hold no graduate degree but document at least five years of full-time work in translation 

 

(d) hold a certificate of competence in translation awarded by an appropriate government body 

[emphasis added] 

 

These rules mean that some certified translators who do not meet any of the first three criteria 

will not be allowed to participate in 17100-compliant projects.  This could have a direct negative 

impact on income for translators world-wide. 
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You might ask, wouldn't any translator certified by an association that is a member of FIT meet at 

least one of the first three criteria? I think not. Many certified translators outside of Europe do not 

hold a graduate degree. So, you might ask, wouldn’t nearly every certified translator have five 

years of experience?  Yes, but not necessarily five years of full-time work in translation. Some of 

the best translators in particular language combinations and subject fields translate regularly, but 

only part-time (e.g., half-time or three-quarters time), but also do work in other areas, such as 

consulting in their subject-field specialty. These translators will never be able to document even 

two years of full-time work in translation. The bottom line is that some translators, even if they 

become certified and are recognized by their peers and clients as highly competent professional 

translators, will not be allowed to participate in 17100-compliant projects.   

 

The question becomes whether the number of translators impacted by these criteria as currently 

worded is sufficient to be a concern to FIT and Transcert.  I think so, but would appreciate 

feedback from the other members of the FIT Standards Committee and the Transcert team. 

 

These criteria are biased toward a European perspective, where translators are expected to hold 

an MA in translation, preferably from an EMT-approved MA institution
1
. They are also biased 

toward the European (civil law) perspective that translator certification and other types of 

certification should be awarded by government bodies, while in common law jurisdictions (such as 

the U.S. and Canada) certification is usually handled by non-governmental bodies such as 

professional associations. As ISO 17100 is an international standard, unlike EN 15038, it should not 

be biased toward European practice.  One obstacle to correcting a European bias is the fact that 

North America (US, Canada, and Mexico) have only 3 votes on ISO standards, while Europe has 27 

votes. We should at least understand each country's position on this question. 

 

GALA discussed the US comment in October 2013 among the twenty translation companies 

participating in the preparation of GALA comments on 17100 and agreed unanimously to support 

the US position.  However, GALA, as an official liaison organization to ISO TC37/SC5, which is over 

17100, has no vote, even though their comments are included with those of countries. 

 

A recent study of translator certification in 21 countries revealed that fewer than one third of 

them have a government body that certifies translators or interpreters.  You are invited to look at 

the study (by Jim Hlavac) and other articles about translator certification in the collection of 

articles about certification of translators and interpreters available for free (http://tinyurl.com/ticert). 

 

Already a year ago, a US comment on section 3.1.4 suggested that the fourth criterion be 

expanded to allow for certification from both government bodies and professional associations.  

The suggestion was rejected. 

 

In the current round of comments (submitted to ISO in November 2013), the US comment was 

repeated, with further justification. In the two conference calls held on January 16th to discuss the 

                                                           
1
 EMT is a seal of approval. See http://ec.europa.eu/dgs/translation/programmes/emt/index_en.htm 
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latest round of comments from various countries, the US suggestion was discussed. The same 

suggestion was submitted by GALA (https://www.gala-global.org/). 

 

One argument against recognizing certification awarded by professional associations such as ATA  

(www.atanet.org) is that there is no way for a third party to judge whether a translator 

certification program is “sound and defensible” (as put by past ATA president Nick Hartmann).  

How can a sound and defensible translator certification be distinguished from, for example, the 

certification issued by an organization in Portland (http://translationcertification.org/) that also 

certifies translators but is widely considered to be less sound and defensible that that of ATA? 

 

This question has been discussed for a number of years by the ATA Board, and the consensus has 

been reached that ATA should seek to fulfill as many of the requirements of ISO 17024 

(requirements for certification bodies) as feasible, while delaying the decision as to whether ATA 

will seek formal accreditation according to 17024.  This consensus is what led to the AATA Board 

decision to conduct a JTA (Job/Task analysis), which resulted in the “Fields” report, aspects of 

which are being gradually implemented by the ATA Certification Committee.  For more 

information on the ATA JTA project, see the article about it by Geoff Koby and myself (accessible in 

the same collection as the Hlavac article, via http://tinyurl.com/ticert). 

 

During the January 16
th

 discussion of the US comment, a joint agreement was put forth by the US 

(represented on the call by yours truly) and the UK (represented by Chris Cox, chair of ISO TC 37 / 

SC 5) to change the wording of point (d) of 3.1.4 to become: 

a certificate of competence in translation awarded by an appropriate government body or  

professional association operating a scheme that conforms to the requirements of ISO/IEC 

17024 and in each situation includes as minimum the competences listed in clause 3.1.3. 

[later amended that non-government certification is for where government not available] 

 

This wording guarantees that a fly-by-night or non-serious translator certification program will not 

be equated with that of a serious certification program. This wording sets a high standard for 

translator certification programs.  It might even disqualify certain government-issued translator 

certifications.  Thus, it does not water down the requirements of ISO 17100. If anything, it makes 

them more stringent. 

 

This proposal was rejected by the majority of those on the call, in particular the representatives of 

Poland, Germany, France, and Spain. Since then, I have been trying to determine why various 

persons on the call were against the US-UK proposal or declined to comment. 

 

I believe that this section of 17100 will be a problem for many highly competent translators who 

are members of translator associations that are members of FIT, especially those who work in 

languages of lesser diffusion and who are subject matter experts and do subject matter consulting 

work in addition to translation.  This section, as is, will also be a problem for Transcert certification 

in any country where it is not issued by a government body.  It will reduce motivation for a 

translator to become certified according the scheme being developed by Translate.  Section 3.1.4 

should be changed.  A one-month ballot on this question has been issued, ending March 5, 2014. 



Proposed Minimal Requirements for Translator Certification Bodies around the World 

Version 3d 

(For FIT 2014 presentation 334 in the 16:00 to 18:00 session Tuesday, August 5
th

, in Berlin) 

The following requirements are based on ISO 17024 second edition (2012-07-01): 

(Note: sections refer to ISO 17024, which you need in order to fully understand this document) 

1. The translator certification body must: 

a) have a certification mandate from a government body or a well-known national or 

international non-governmental organization, such as, but not limited to a professional 

association that is a member of FIT (www.fit-ift.org). (This requirement is not explicit in 

ISO 17024 but is logical for the translation world.) 

b) be a legal entity or part of a legal entity (see section 4.1) 

c) possess sufficient resources to run an office with according to the governance 

principles found in sections 4, 5, 6, 7, and 10 

2. The certification body must use a certification scheme that has been validated according the 

requirements of section 8; in particular, the certification scheme must: 

a. Include the elements in section 8.2 

b. Follow the certification process requirements in section 8.3 and section 9 

c. Have been developed or reviewed according to the requirements of section 8.4. 

(including conducting a job/task analysis involving all categories of stakeholders) 

3. The assessment process in the certification scheme must include an examination process that 

has the following assessment attributes named in section 9.3 

a) Fairness (which includes keeping the cost of the examination affordable for a typical 

translator and making the eligibility requirements non-discriminatory) 

b) Validity (which includes accounting for all aspects of the competence of a professional 

translator identified in the job/task analysis required by section 8.4,  at least the EMT 

[http://ec.europa.eu/dgs/translation/programmes/emt/] competences) 

c) Reliability (which includes determining that exams in various language combinations 

are of comparable difficulty, that the successive exams over time in a particular 

language combination are of similar difficulty, and that multiple graders working 

independently arrive at similar results) 

4. The certification body must be: 

a) Impartial as required by section 4.3 and elsewhere 

b) Transparent as required by section 7.2 and elsewhere 

c) Separate training and examination according to section 5.2 

5. The certification process must include the following aspects: 

a) Initial certification (with clear eligibility requirements) 

b) Periodic recertification  (see section 9.6) 

c) Possible suspension or withdrawal (see section 9.5) 



from the 2014 Jan version of ISO/DIS 17100 sent out shortly before the January 16
th

 conference calls: 
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Table of Standards and Emerging Standards re: T&I (updated February 27, 2014)  

(Note: within ISO, IS = International Standard; TS = Technical Specification [must become an IS within a few years or be terminated]) 

 
(1) For certification of Translation Companies 
Standard Description Responsible Parties Status 

EN 15038 

Translation Services — 

Requirements for translation 

services 

From the Introduction: "The purpose of this European 

standard is to establish and define the requirements for the 

provision of quality services by a translation service 

provider" (TSP). The focus is on process, not about how to 

assess the translation product in the sense of the target text. 

CEN (European Committee for 

Standardization) 

http://www.cen.eu ; published; 

being used to certify translation 

companies, mostly in Europe 

In use since 2006; Will 

be replaced by EN 

17100. No further 

changes will ever be 

made to this standard. 

ISO/ Draft IS 17100 

Translation services — 

Requirements for translation 

services 

Direct descendant of EN 15038 but intended for certification 

of TSPs world-wide, not just in Europe. It is described in ISO 

meetings as a product standard but in the special sense of 

"service as a product". Just like EN 15038, it does not 

indicate how to assess the translation product (target text). 

ISO TC37/SC5 (start with 

www.iso.org) key ISO person: 

Peter Reynolds (Kilgray) 

Substantial activity 

since November 2013.   

At issue is section 

3.1.4 and translator 

certification. 

ASTM New Work Item 41374 

(approx. title: "requirements for 

language service companies") 

Will cover translation, interpreting, and other language 

services. Could compete with ISO 17100 in the area of 

translation. Will reference, not supersede, extant ASTM F43 

standards for translation and interpreting.  

ASTM F43.05 (start with 

http://www.astm.org) key 

person: Susan Amarino (chair of 

subcommittee 05, LSPs) 

Susan Amarino stated 

on January 20
th

 that an 

F43.05 ballot will go 

out by soon. 

 

 
(2) Primarily for Translation Stakeholder Communication, including specs 
Standard Description Responsible Parties Status 

ASTM F2575 

Standard Guide for Quality 

Assurance in Translation 

This guide identifies factors relevant to the quality of 

language translation services for each phase of a translation 

project. The guide is intended for use by all stakeholders, 

with varying levels of knowledge in the field of translation. 

ASTM F43.03 (start with 

http://www.astm.org) key 

people: Helen Eby (Section 8); 

new chair: Amanda Curry, FBI 

Published in 2006, like 

EN 15038. Sec8 under 

revision. Ballot was 

just sent out. 

ISO/TS 11669 

Translation projects — General 

guidance 

Direct descendant of ASTM F2575. Compatible with 

ttt.org/specs; does not include metrics; however, can be used 

as the basis for validating metrics (see QTLP MQM project). 

Source of the 21 translation parameters used in a variety of 

projects. 

ISO TC37/SC5 (start with 

www.iso.org) project leader and 

editor were Beatriz Bonnet and 

AKM; 5 years of work with 20 

countries participating. 

Published in 2012. 

Relationship with 

17100 under debate. 

Revise: stakeholder 

communication?  

ISO 18587 New project on post-editing. Lack of consensus on direction. ISO TC37/SC5 Livia Florensa New draft in February 
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(3) Work on Translation Quality Metrics (toward a possible future standard) 
Standard Description Responsible Parties Status 

QTLP MQM 

Quality Translation Launchpad – 

Multidimensional Quality Metrics 

The MQM (Multidimensional Quality Metrics) aspect of QTLP 

is developing a framework within which to define 

customized translation quality metrics. Framework based on 

ISO/TS 11669; applies to human and machine translation. 

Eventual submission to a standards body is anticipated. 

EU-funded project  

(www.qt21.eu/launchpad) led 

by DFKI (a German research 

institute); key people: Arle 

Lommel and AKM 

Results will be freely 

available to the public. 

MQM scorecard being 

activity tested in 

industry. 

TAUS DQF (TAUS Dynamic 

Quality Evaluation Framework); 

Note: TAUS has no plans to 

submit DQF to a standards body. 

TAUS "framework for selecting best fit translation quality 

evaluation models, a knowledgebase documenting industry 

best practices" Focus: assessing MT output. Ideally, DQF will 

be harmonized with MQM. 

TAUS https://evaluation.taus.net/  

key people:  Jaap  and Attila at 

TAUS; Sharon O'Brien at Dublin 

City University 

Fee-based access. 

DQF-MQM 

comparison report 

available soon 

 

(4) Interpreting Standards 
Standard Description Responsible Parties Status 

ASTM F2089 (standard guide for 

language interpretation services) 

From the Scope: This guide identifies the components of 

quality language interpretation services and establishes 

criteria for each component. 

ASTM F43.01 (start with 

http://www.astm.org; key 

person: Monique Roske 

Republished in 2007; 

being revised; ballot 

expected March 2014 

ISO/DIS 13611 

Interpreting - Guidelines for 

community interpreting 

From the Introduction: "This International Standard was 

developed in response to a worldwide need to 

accommodate linguistic, cultural and ethnic diversity of 

people who interact via oral and signed communication." 

ISO TC37/SC5 (start with 

www.iso.org); key person: 

Claudia Angelelli 

Not yet in effect. Ballot 

results are in: 

document will advance 

to F [final] DIS. 

ISO/NP 18841   (Interpreting — 

General Requirements) 

Over-arching general standard for interpreting services. 

First draft was introduced at the June 2013 ISO TC 37 

meetings in Pretoria. 

ISO TC37/SC5 (start with 

www.iso.org); key person: 

Marjory Bancroft 

New draft available 

since November 2013.  

 
(5) Terminology Standards 
Standard Description Responsible Parties Status 

TBX, compliant with ISO 16642 

[TMF] and drawing on ISO 12620 

TBX (TermBase eXchange) is for representing and 

exchanging terminology; for 12620: Sue Ellen Wright. 

ISO TC37/SC3 (www.iso.org); 

Max Planck Inst. ; LTAC Global 

New dialect (TBX-Min) 

defined since Nov2013 

ISO 12616 and 26162 (terminology 

management) 

Guidance for individuals and companies in terminology 

work and implementing terminology management. 

ISO TC37/SC2; Barbara Karsch 26162 published 2010; 

12616 under revision 
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(6) Technical (data) standards other than for Terminology 

Standard Description Responsible Parties Status 

TMX Widely used XML format to represent a translation 

memory database to facilitate interoperability and re-use. 

ETSI  (www.etsi.org) 

translation/localization group 

Was under LISA 

OSCAR; in transition 

XLIFF XML format to represent a bitext (a source text and its 

translation, segmented and aligned); XLIFF:doc is 

restriction of v1.2 designed to increase interoperability 

Oasis (www.oasis-open.org) 

XLIFF technical committee 

Version 1.2 (2008); 

version 2 nearly ready 

(goal: interoperability) 

SRX XML format to represent rules for how a text is to be 

segmented.  Applies to both TMX and XLIFF. 

LTAC (www.ltacglobal.org) Was under LISA 

OSCAR; in transition 

GMX-Volume XML format to represent the "volume" (word count, 

character count, etc. of a text for billing purposes); 

without such a standard the same text can be assigned 

substantially different word counts by various software. 

ETSI (www.etsi.org) 

translation/localization group 

Was under LISA 

OSCAR; in transition 

Linport  (Language 

Interoperability Portfolio) 

Emerging standard for "containers" to represent 

translation project information. The portfolio container 

represents an entire project. The package container 

(called a TIPP) represents one task in a project. A portfolio 

typically includes source texts (and target texts when 

completed), preferably in XLIFF format, structured 

translation specifications (based on ISO/TS 11669) and 

support, such as TMX and SRX files. 

LTAC (www.ltacglobal.org) is 

the non-profit that hosts the 

Linport project 

(www.linport.org/) and other 

projects; key people: AKM, 

Tomas Carrasco-Benitez (DGT), 

Chase Tingley (Spartan); Micah 

Bly (Medtronic); others 

Merger of three 

projects, including 

MED project from the 

EU translation office. 

Linport will be turned 

over to an industry 

standards body (e.g. 

ETSI or Oasis). 

ITS  (Internationalization 

Tag Set) 

Allows a text to be prepared for translation/localization, 

e.g. to mark whether an item is to be translated (<cmd 

its:translate="no">Build.bat</cmd>);  

World Wide Web Consortium 

(www.w3.org/TR/its20) 

Wide Impact; Version 

2.0 was finalized in 

November 2013 

ISO 639 parts 1-6 (language 

codes), e.g. "de" is the two-

letter code for German. It is 

used with country codes, e.g. 

"de-AT" is German as used in 

Austria. 

www.iso.org/iso/home/standards/language_codes.htm : 

ISO 639 is the International Standard for language codes. 

The purpose of ISO 639 is to establish internationally 

recognized codes (either 2, 3, or 4 letters long) for the 

representation of languages or language families. 

ISO (www.iso.org), Technical 

Committees 37 and 46; ISO 639 

is listed, along with ISO 9000 as 

one of the nine most popular 

standards; it affects almost 

everyone, including translators. 

Key players: SIL; W3C; IETF 

Reorganization 

proposed designed to 

merge into a single 

standard; current 

discussion focusing on 

business model moving 

forward. 
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