ETSI STF 286 Meeting Report 
Date of meeting: 
5th May 2006 
Venue of meeting:
Department of Computing Science, Glasgow University, Glasgow, Scotland.
Present: 
Pr. Stephen Brewster (Glasgow University), 
Richard Hodgkinson (ETSI STF 286)

Clive Miller (ETSI STF 286) 

Meeting objectives:

· Discuss design requirements for tactile symbols,
· Discuss Testing methodology for the tactile symbols,
· Discuss Design specifications for auditory symbols, 

· Assessment of the current auditory symbols, and

· Discuss testing methodology for auditory symbols. 
The discussion with Pr. Stephen Brewster was wide ranging and detailed. The key points follow…

Design requirements (Tactile & Auditory symbols):
1. Abstract vs. “Real world” symbols…Abstract symbols and sounds are more consistent and generally better…unless something especially appropriate exists in the “Real world”.

2. There are a number of established audio sounds in the area of ICT, e.g. MS Windows start up and shut down, the “Intel within” jingle, USB plug in and removal. Copyright and registration of these sounds was discussed…not known if this had been done or of a source for checking. This will need to be checked.
3. Cultural considerations are important especially for metaphorical /”real world” sounds, e.g. a door shutting and latching may be OK for Western cultures, but unknown in Eastern cultures.
4. People generally learn abstract sound through repeated use as they are not intuitive.
5. Multiple signals should be linked and discriminable.

6. General design considerations:

- Sound and vibration…rhythm vs. “roughness”…the number of elements in each dimension,

- Develop individual elements and then combine,

Design requirements for tactile symbols:
1. A British Standard exists for the embossing of the warning triangle on poison bottles and containers.
2. Glasgow University’s research to date has centred mostly around the use of raised pin arrays with mobile ‘phones…”Tactons”

3. Sarah Morley at the RNIB was recommended as a source of guidelines.

Testing (Tactile & Auditory symbols):
1. Details of testing (and design) are included in a Glasgow University research paper which Pr. Brewster will provide.

2. Discrimination (“Same” or “Different”) tests: Use to assess if the symbols can be identified separately. Do pair comparisons and then reverse the pairs, and also find which is the most different.
3. Appropriateness: A Finnish study investigated what people considered a number of abstract sounds meant. Pr. Brewster will check the results and provide them to Clive and Richard.
4. Association tests: 
- First train the users with the sounds and functions, then ask “Which is this one?” 
- Describe the functions and ask “What do you think this sound matches?”

- Also, ask “What do you think is happening when the sound changes?”

5. Comments on existing audio symbols:

- There are established conventions for ON/OFF/AVAILABLE/NOT AVAILABLE (rising and falling pitch) which have been applied satisfactorily.

- The current collections of sounds (melodies) within the sets are OK, but the sounds are too similar between the sets. We should make better use of tamboura, i.e. differing “musical instruments”.
6. Recommended number of test candidates is between 15 and 20 people with a target 65% success rate.
7. Regarding a formula to set the test results to aim for. Pr. Brewster will provide details of test statistics and a formula for assessing.
8. Test over time. Test and then repeat the test in two weeks.
9. Quantity of tactile test symbols (proposed): 

3 functions x 3 candidates x 3 sizes + layer of cellophane (packaging material…proposed testing on dummy DVD packaging).
10. NOTE: These symbols are rarely intuitive and people learn to associate them over time.
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