
 

 
 
 

 

 

SWF Review 2013 

 

A review of the Standard Written Form is due to take place in 2013. The 
Cornish Language Partnership has considered the process for this carefully 

and has consulted with its members, including the various voluntary 
language groups. 

 
Enclosed / Attached you will find: 
 

1.  An outline of the process for the review, including a milestone 
timetable 

2.  Terms of Reference for the Review Board 
3.  A guidance note for applications for membership of the Review Board 
3.  A data collection form for notifying issues you would like to bring to 

the attention of the Review. 
 

Review Board 

 
Applications for the Review Board should be submitted by June 1st as per 

the attached note. 
 

Data Collection 
 
This process will last for ten months, so there is ample time to consider 

the issues you wish to raise and submit them. 
 

For reference, the Specification for the SWF, an accompanying note on 
Side forms and Variants, the SWF Glossary and other documents are 
available on the MAGA website under About Cornish > Cornish Today.  An 

online dictionary of the SWF as it stands today will be launched shortly. 
 
 

 



 
 
 
Process for the 2013 Review 

 
This document describes the process that will be followed to complete the 
review of the Standard Written form in 2013. 
 
It is guided by a set of principles presented, modified and approved at a Partnership 
meeting on 21 July 2011 (Appendix 1), and it describes in detail the steps outlined in 
the Milestone Plan (Appendix 2).  It has been presented to and agreed by the 
Partnership. 
 
 
1.  Development of Draft Proposal (ends December 2011) 
 
1.1. A draft milestone plan, data-collection template and process document will be 
drawn up and agreed by the Partnership.  These documents will remain draft 
documents until wider consultation has been completed. 
 
1.2. The data-collection template will reflect the principles approved by the 
Partnership (Appendix 1) and as such will indicate the agreed boundaries of the 
review when the documents are submitted for wider consultation. 
 
1.3. A review pack will be drawn up consisting of this process document, the data-
collection template, and a short briefing document in the form of a cover letter.  The 
data-collection template will be clearly marked to show that it is for review only and 
not for completion. 
 
 
2.  Consultation and Development of Final Proposal (ends April 2012) 
 
2.1. The review pack will be sent from the MAGA office to the secretaries of the 
language groups represented on the Partnership, and to the chairs of the Partnership 
working groups. 
 
2.2. The consultation pack may also be sent to any other organisation or group 
deemed appropriate by the Partnership. 
 
2.3. The organisations or groups in receipt of a review pack will be asked to return a 
single set of comments, should they have any, to the MAGA office by 17th February 
2012.  These responses will then be collated and condensed, where possible, into a 
single briefing paper for the Partnership. 
 
2.4. The Partnership will review the responses and agree any changes to this 
process document and to the data-collection template. 
 
2.5. The final process document and data-collection template will be sent to the 
organisations and groups who were in receipt of the review pack with a brief 
explanation of the changes that have been made.  The data-collection template will 
be clearly marked to show that although it is the final version it is for information only 
and not for completion. 



 
 
3.  Establishing a Review Board (ends August 2012) 
 
3.1. A Review Board will be established to consider the submissions made during the 
data collection phase of the review and to develop proposals for change. 
 
3.2. The role of the Review Board will be defined in a Terms of Reference to be 
drawn up before members of the board are sought.  The Terms of Reference will also 
define the number of members and skills required.  It is to be assumed that the Board 
will be cross-disciplinary. 
 
3.3. Although the Partnership may ask for expressions of interest in joining the 
Review Board, it will propose and agree the names of suitable members, with due 
regard to experience and capability, and then invite those named individuals to 
participate in the Board. 
 
3.4. The proposals for data collection, review and developing change will be 
reviewed by the Review Board and modified, by agreement with the Partnership, 
where necessary. 
 
3.5. The Review Board will consider how best to assimilate and consolidate the 
information that will be returned during the review phase, so that it can be efficiently 
and effectively processed. 
 
3.6. The Chair of the Corpus Group and the Manager of MAGA will prepare the 
communication package which will launch the data collection phase  
 
 
4.  Data Collection (ends January 2013) 
 
4.1. This phase will be launched in April 2012 with the public release of the data-
collection template and associated briefing material as developed in 3.6. above.  It 
will last for ten months. 
 
4.2. The data-collection template and briefing material will be made available on the 
MAGA website, with a very active communication campaign to ensure that all 
organisations, groups and individuals that wish to make a submission to the review 
are aware of how to do so. 
 
4.3. The MAGA office will operate as a central point for information about the review 
and the data collection phase in particular.  It will provide admin support for the 
distribution and collection of data-collection templates. 
 
4.4. The MAGA office (acting as Review Board administration) will deal with returned 
submissions, applying any agreed pre-processing defined by the Review Board in 3.5 
above. 
 
 
5.  Consolidated Data Public Review (ends April 2013) 
 
5.1. In the interests of transparency and in order to allow for review of and comment 
on the data collected before changes are proposed, a paper will be prepared 
summarising the data collected.  This paper will sent to the language organisations 
and working groups, but also made generally available. 
 



5.2. Feedback from the review of the data summary paper will be consolidated and 
presented to the Review Board members for inclusion in their deliberations. 
 
 
6.  Develop, Propose and Agree Changes  (ends September 2013) 
 
6.1. By reference to its Terms of Reference, the Principles agreed by the Partnership 
(Appendix 1) and the data collected, the Review Board will decide which issues must 
be addressed and propose a means of addressing them.  It will also propose any 
changes that will result in further convergence. 
 
6.2. The entire change proposal and justification for it will be presented to the 
Partnership for ratification. 
 
6.3. The Review Board will develop documentation, suitable for general release, to 
describe the agreed changes. 
 
6.4. The Review Board will develop an implementation plan, addressing 
responsibilities and timescales for, for example, training, publication or republication 
of resources such as dictionaries and course books and changes to examinations. 
 
6.5. The documentation and the implementation plan will form part of a 
communication package which will be drawn up to ensure that the changes are 
widely understood and communicated, and that queries and feedback can be 
handled appropriately. 
 
 
7.  Announce Review Results  (Late 2013) 
 
7.1. If possible, arrangements will be made to announce the results of the review and 
explain the implementation plan at the MAGA 2013 conference.  If this is not practical 
then a seminar or series of seminars will be organised for the same purpose. 
 
7.2. A prepared mechanism for receiving and handling feedback and queries about 
the changes will be implemented and administered by the MAGA office. 



Appendix 1 
 
Guiding Principles for the 2013 Review of the Standard Written Form 
 
 
1.  Givens 
The process will be clear, transparent and directed. 
 
 
2.  Parameters 
The intention of the review is to: 
1.  make improvements to the SWF in the light of experience, but not to engage in 
wholesale re-writing. 
2.  achieve further convergence if possible and lessen variants, which will need co-
operation and readiness to move where possible from all concerned. 
 
 
3.  Proposal 
 
3.1.  Step 1 
Identify the issues which need to be addressed:  sources – translators, teachers, 
corpus group, dictionary board, MAGA officers and language groups1.  Each issue 
raised must by supported by evidence and a cogent argument on why it poses a 
problem.  A standard template will be provided for submission of issues. 
 
3.2  Step 2 
The identified issues to be collated, categorised and distributed publicly for comment.  
Thought on the ways in which a greater convergence between the two variants could 
be achieved will be solicited – i.e. which variants are absolutely vital to retain and 
which are not.  Variants should only be retained where they reflect significant 
differences in use of pronunciation that cannot be solved in any other way. 
 
3.3  Step 3 
The responses will be collated and analysed and a paper prepared.  Where possible 
the paper will propose a solution, drawn from the responses.  The paper will be then 
put out for discussion to a special group convened for the purpose. 
 
A weighting will be given to responses from those who actively use the SWF and 
whose comments are based on experience – translators, teachers and learners.  
Attempts to carry out a root and branch re-write will be resisted and issues that were 
closed in 2009 should not be re-opened unless the solution found then is now 
causing problems.  Likewise attempts to skew the SWF further towards any other 
form of Cornish without due justification will be resisted.  Discussion will be on the 
individual issues raised – i.e. we will not accept submission of a fully revised 
version/alternative proposal.  However, there will be an overview to ensure there is 
internal consistency.  Finally, revision should only be made where it results in an 
improvement and can be justified. 
 
3.4 Decisions 
Final decisions will be arbitrated if necessary, with ratification through the 
Partnership. 
 
 
 
1 This Appendix was presented as a paper at the Partnership meeting of 21st July 
2011, and was agreed subject to the inclusion, as shown here, of ‘MAGA officers and 
language groups’ as sources for identifying the issues that need to be addressed. 



 
 
Appendix 2 
 

Milestone Plan for the 2013 Review of the Standard Written Form 
 
 
ACTIVITY RESPONSIBILITY START 

DATE 
END DATE 

    

Develop Draft Outline Plan Planner Jul 2011 Aug 2011 

Develop Draft  Data Collection Template Planner Jul 2011 Aug 2011 

Agree Draft Outline Plan and Template Partnership Sep 2011 Sep 2011 

Propose Review Process Documentation Planner Oct 2011 Oct 2011 

Agree Draft Proposals and Communication Partnership Nov 2011 Nov 2011 

Publish Draft Proposals and Invite Comment MAGA Office Dec 2011 Dec 2011 

Close Draft Proposals Comment Phase MAGA Office Feb 2012 Feb 2012 

Review Responses Partnership Mar 2012 Mar2012 

Agree and Publish Final Proposals Partnership Apr 2012 Apr 2012 
Launch Data Collection Phase MAGA Office Apr 2012 Apr 2012 

Develop Terms of Reference for Review Board Planner Apr 2012 May 2012 

Propose Members of Review Board Partnership Jun 2012 Jul 2012 

Approach Proposed Review Board Members Management Representative Jul 2012 Jul 2012 

Appoint Members of Review Board Management Team Aug 2012 Aug 2012 

Review Process Proposals with Review Board Review Board/Partnership Sep 2012 Sep 2012 

Prepare Live Process Communication Package Review Board Chair Sep 2012 Sep 2012 
Close Data Collection Phase MAGA Office Jan 2013 Jan 2013 

Consolidate Data for Review Review Board Admin Nov 2012 Feb 2013 

Distribute Consolidated Data for Public Review MAGA Office Feb 2013 Feb 2013 

Close Consolidated Data Public Review Phase MAGA Ofice Apr 2013 Apr 2013 

Consolidate Public Review Feedback Review Board Admin Apr 2013 Apr 2013 

Review Data Review Board May 2013 Aug 2013 

Propose Changes Review Board Aug 2013 Aug 2013 

Review and Agree Changes Partnership/Review Board Sep 2013 Sep 2013 

Develop Change Communication Package Planner Sep 2013 Sep 2013 

Develop Implementation Plan Review Board/? Sep 2013 Sep 2013 

Develop Documentation Review Board/? Sep 2013 Sep 2013 

Agree Comms, Plan, Documentation Partnership Oct 2013 Oct 2013 

Announce Review Results MAGA Conference Late 2013 Late 2013 

    

 
 

 

 



 
 
 
 

SWF REVIEW 2013 
 
 

REVIEW BOARD – TERMS OF REFERENCE 
 

 
 
1.  PURPOSE 

 
The Review Board will review the SWF, as defined in the specification “An Outline of the 
Standard Written Form of Cornish”, June 2008 (with modifications approved by the Cornish 
Language Partnership (CLP)). 
 
It will seek agreement amongst its members on the need, or otherwise, to resolve identified 
issues. 
 
It will seek agreement amongst its members on solutions to issues that it has agreed must 
be addressed, and on opportunities for convergence. 
 
It will produce, for consideration by the CLP, a proposal for necessary changes and a 
proposal for implementation of those changes. 

 
 

2.  MEMBERS 
 
The Board will consist of members covering a number of disciplines, including linguists, 
teachers, students, all of whom should be active users of the SWF. 
 
 

3.  ORGANISATION 
 
 
The Board shall decide how to organise itself at an initial meeting or through an initial 
exchange of communication. 
 
The Board may request from MAGA provision of resources to aid organisation and 
communication. 
 
The Board may request from MAGA admin facilities or facilitation, which will be provided 
wherever possible. 
 
 
 
 



4.  INPUTS 
 
The Board will be directed by and deliberate in accordance with the set of principles 
presented, modified and approved at a CLP meeting on 21 July 2011 (see Appendix). 
 
The responses from the public data collection exercise will define the areas of concern or 
opportunity to be addressed by the Board. 
 
The Board may specify, in advance, any pre-processing that should be applied by MAGA to 
the responses from the data collection. 
 
Requests may be made for input from other individuals with particular areas of expertise or 
experience, but such individuals will not be co-opted onto the Board. 
 
Requests for decisions or clarification relating to such areas as purpose, direction or process 
may be made to the CLP. 
 
The Board shall consult with each language group in membership of the Partnership and 
with MAGA staff, the methodology for such consultation to be decided by the Board. 
 
 
 
5.  OUTPUTS 
 
The Board will produce a report detailing the issues which, in its opinion, require a solution. 
 
For each issue the report should specify: 

• Brief description of the issue  (the current ‘ae’ digraph) 

• Impact of the issue in practice (experience of bad pronunciation) 

• Proposal for resolution  (‘a’ with acute accent) 

• Scope and size of change  (150 words, 1% of corpus) 

• Scale of recognition as issue  (recognised by 85% of respondents) 

• Any disadvantages in change  (diacritics unpopular for some) 
 
(The examples in brackets are merely for illustration – there is currently no ‘ae’ digraph.) 
 
The Board will produce a report detailing the opportunities which, in its opinion, present 
themselves for convergence. 
 
For each opportunity the report should specify: 

• Brief description of the opportunity 

• Proposal for change 

• Scope and size of change 

• Any disadvantages in change 
 
The Board will produce a narrative with proposals for how any changes might best be 
implemented, with timescales. 
 
The Board will produce, or assist with the development of, documentation and an 
implementation plan. 
 
 
 
 



6.  TIMESCALES 
 
Board members will be sought in June 2012 or earlier. 
 
The Board will be established by August 2012. 
 
The review process will be reviewed with the Board by September 2012, and the Board will 
be required to specify any pre-processing of responses from the data collection by 
November 2012. 
 
The Board may start to analyse responses and formulate proposals for change at any time 
after the data collection phase ends in January 2013, although the consolidated data from 
the collection phase will be made available for public comment, which may result in relevant 
feedback, until May 2013. 
 
Proposals for change should be submitted by August 2013 for review with the CLP in 
September 2013, during which month documentation and an implementation plan will be 
produced. 



 

 
 
 
 
 

Review of the SWF - 2013 
 

 
Appointment of the Review Board 

 
 
The Review Board, which will be responsible for sifting and assessing the evidence 
presented and responses to the issues raised and for preparing the final proposals on 
suggested changes will be appointed by the Partnership. 
 
However, the Partnership has decided to offer the opportunity to apply for membership to the 
wider language community.  There is no guarantee that those who apply will be appointed 
and the Partnership reserves the right to approach some who may not have applied initially 
themselves. It is the Partnership’s duty to assemble a Review Board which is capable of the 
task set before it. 
 
Application Process 
 
Anyone wishing to apply for membership of the Review Board should do so in writing, 
enclosing a CV and a statement of why they wish to be considered and what skills and 
knowledge they would bring to the table. 
 
In addition to technical skills in language and experience, the Partnership will be looking also 
for evidence of the ability to work as part of a team; a solution focused approach; a non-
confrontational and consensual working ethos; the ability to communicate and a commitment 
to uphold the decisions made by the Board as a whole. 
 
Applications should be addressed to Jenefer Lowe, Manager, MAGA, Dalvenie House, 
County Hall, Truro, TR1 3AY and should be clearly marked as CONFIDENTIAL – REVIEW 
BOARD on the outside of the envelope. 
 
All applications should be received by June 1st. 



 
 

SWF REVIEW 2013 DATA COLLECTION 
 

Your name and address are requested purely for verification purposes, in case 
clarification is needed on any point and so that the results of the review can be 
communicated to all who engage with it.  They will be held until the end of the review 
and then destroyed, so that the data is held anonymously thereafter, in accordance 
with data protection.  
 
Should you not wish to be contacted in the case of any further clarification required 

on the issues you put forward, please tick here  � 
 

 
Name:  
 
……………………………………………………………………………….. 
 
Organisation (if applicable): 
 
………………………………………………………………………………. 
 
Address: 
 
……………………………………………………………………………….. 
 
……………………………………………………………………………….. 
 
 
E-mail:  
 
……………………………………………………………………………….. 
 
Telephone (if no email) 

 
…………………………………………………………………………………. 
 
(We would prefer to use e-mail to contact you if necessary.  If you do not have an e-
mail address, please give a telephone number) 
 
 

Please return all parts of this form to: 
MAGA, Dalvenie House, Cornwall Council, Lys Kernow / County Hall, Truro, 

Cornwall, TR1 3AY, or by email to cornishlanguage@cornwall.gov.uk. 



 

Template 
 

The purpose of the SWF review is to: 
 
1. Make improvements to the SWF in the light of experience, but not  to 
engage in extensive re-writing. 
2. Achieve further convergence if possible in order to lessen the number 
of variants. 
 
It will not address other concerns, such as teaching and learning 
resources or general vocabulary issues. 
 
Input to this review is sought and welcomed from all individuals or 
groups with an interest in the SWF, regardless of the extent to which 
they use it.  All submissions will be carefully considered. 
 
However, in order to better understand the submissions, it will be very 
useful for the review panel to know from which standpoint contributors 
are coming, to what extent they use the SWF and what their own 
orthographical base is.  For that reason this template asks you to answer 
questions about your own practice. 
 
In the questions that follow: 
 
 “SWF” means the orthography defined in the specification “An Outline of 
the Standard Written Form of Cornish”, June 2008, with modifications 
approved by MAGA.  It does not include orthographies based on this 
specification but with extensions or modifications. 
 
“Use” means ‘active use’ and encompasses using the SWF for teaching 
or learning, for translation and general writing purposes.  It does not 
include ‘passive use’ such as reading or publishing material written in 
the SWF, nor simply supporting its use in some way. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



SECTION 1 
In the following questions, please make your choice clear by leaving it 
unmarked and deleting or putting a line through the answer that does not 
apply. 
 
Q1.  Are you making this submission on behalf of a group or 

organisation? 
YES / NO 
 

If you answered ‘no’, it will be assumed that this is a personal 
submission, and you should go to Q2 in this section. 
 
If you answered ‘yes’, please identify the group or give the name of 
the organisation……………………………………………… 
and go to Section 2 on Page 3. 

 
Questions 2 to 7 should be answered only if this is a personal 

submission. 
 
Q2.  Please see the definition of “use” in the box above.  In what way do 

you use the SWF? 
 

a.  as a student    YES / NO 
b.  as a teacher    YES / NO 
c.  as a translator    YES / NO 
d.  as a writer*    YES / NO 
e.  in work     YES / NO 
f.  in personal communication  YES / NO 
g.  Other catergories (please 
specify)…………………………………………………… 

 
(*as a writer – articles, fiction, poetry, news items etc.) 
 
 
Q3.  If you are not an active user of the SWF, are you nevertheless 

willing to read anything written in the SWF? 
           YES/NO 
 
Q4.  Do you use the SWF exclusively?  That is, apart from possibly 
reading other orthographies, do you use the SWF for everything you do 
in Cornish? 

YES / NO 



If YES, please go to Q7. 
 
Q5.  Which other orthographies do you actively use? 

a.  Kemmyn    YES / NO 
b.  Kernowek Standard  YES / NO 
c.  Late    YES / NO 
d.  Unified    YES / NO 
e.  Unified Revised  YES / NO 
f.  Other (please 
specify)…………………………………………………….. 

 
 
Q6.  In what way do you use these other orthographies?: 

a.  as a student    YES / NO 
b.  as a teacher    YES / NO 
c.  as a translator    YES / NO 
d.  as a writer*    YES / NO 
e.  in work     YES / NO 
f.  in personal communication  YES / NO 
g.  Other (please 
specify)…………………………………………………… 

 
(*as a writer – articles, fiction, poetry, news items etc.) 
 
 
Q7.  For approximately how long, if at all, have you been an active user 

of the SWF? 
 

FIVE YEARS / FOUR YEARS / THREE YEARS /  
TWO YEARS / ONE YEAR / LESS THAN ONE YEAR /  
NOT AT ALL 

 
 
Q8.  For approximately how long have you been an active user of the 

Cornish language? 
 
 More than thirty years / More than twenty years / More than fifteen 

years / More than ten years / More than 5 years / More than one 
year / One year or less / Not at all 



SECTION 2 
 

In this section you should identify in the boxes on the following pages: 
 
BOX A – aspects of the SWF which you find problematic and which you 
feel should be changed or addressed in some way; 
BOX B – opportunities for further convergence, to lessen the number of 
variants; 
BOX C – aspects of the SWF that you find advantageous and which you 
feel should not be changed. 
 
Please register only one issue, opportunity or advantage in each box, 
and copy the boxes as many times as necessary to make your full 
submission. 
 
 
 
 



Please register only one issue in the box, and copy the box as many 
times as necessary to make your full submission. 
 

A – ISSUES 
 
Which aspect of the current SWF is causing this issue? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
What problems result from this issue?  Please offer evidence of these 
problems. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
How might this issue be resolved? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Please register only one opportunity for further convergence in the 
box, and copy the box as many times as necessary to make your full 
submission. 
 

B – OPPORTUNITIES FOR FURTHER CONVERGENCE 
Identify here, in detail, any variants in the current SWF that you feel 
need not be retained, or offer other ideas for further convergence. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Please register only one  advantage in the box, and copy the box as 
many times as necessary to make your full submission. 
 

C – ADVANTAGES 
If you have experience of another spelling system and have found 
aspects of the SWF that are an improvement over that system, such that 
you would not wish to see them dropped or modified, please identify 
them here. 
 
Which aspect of the current SWF has been advantageous? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
How has this aspect been an advantage?  Please describe how it has 
been helpful or useful. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


