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ABSTRACT
A problem faced by groups that are not co-located but need
to collaborate on a common task is the reduced access to
the rich multimodal communicative context that they would
have access to if they were collaborating face-to-face. Col-
laboration support tools aim to reduce the adverse effects
of this restricted access to the fluid intermixing of speech,
gesturing, writing and sketching by providing mechanisms
to enhance the awareness of distributed participants of each
others’ actions.
In this work we explore novel ways to leverage the capa-
bilities of multimodal context-aware systems to bridge co-
located and distributed collaboration contexts. We describe
a system that allows participants at remote sites to collabo-
rate in building a project schedule via sketching on multiple
distributed whiteboards, and show how participants can be
made aware of naturally occurring pointing gestures that
reference diagram constituents as they are performed by re-
mote participants.
The system explores the multimodal fusion of pen, speech
and 3D gestures, coupled to the dynamic construction of a
semantic representation of the interaction, anchored on the
sketched diagram, to provide feedback that overcomes some
of the intrinsic ambiguities of pointing gestures.

Categories and Subject Descriptors: H.5.3 [Group and
Organization Interfaces]: Collaborative Computing; Syn-
chronous interaction H.5.2 [User Interfaces] Natural language;
Input devices and strategies I.2.10 [Vision and Scene Under-
standing] 3D/stereo scene analysis

General Terms: Collaboration; Multimodal; Context-aware

Keywords: Collaborative Interaction; Multimodal process-
ing; Intelligent interfaces; Gesture.

1. INTRODUCTION
Collaboration has traditionally been associated with par-

ticipants’ ability to orient their actions according to a rich
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multimodal communicative context created by a group’s in-
tertwined and fluid use of speech, gestures, writing and
sketching. Communication technologies have allowed re-
mote participants to interact, but at the price of limited
access to a remote communicative context.

Strategies normally used to cope with this limited access
lead in general to more circuitous language to compensate
for the lack of a more tightly nit collaboration context, trans-
forming the communication to accommodate the lack of di-
rect access [6, 3], e.g. by including explicit narrations of
what would otherwise be directly visible within the common
context. Group dialogues are thus made to fit the available
technology rather than follow a natural flow of interaction
that would be otherwise possible.

Collaboration technology has strived to attenuate some of
the adverse effects of distribution by providing visibility to
certain aspects of remote contexts.

While providing valuable support for collaboration, these
tools do not take advantage of, or sometimes even accom-
modate natural work practices and communicative behavior
of collaborative groups. In most cases, participants are re-
quired to introduce into their routine operations that serve
the sole purpose of steering the technology, adding to users’
cognitive load and disrupting the flow of work they are used
to without clear contributions to work performance.

We are interested in exploring technology affordances to
support meetings as they are normally run, and still be able
to provide a rich shared experience that goes beyond what is
currently supported by commercial collaboration tools. We
explore a collaboration scenario in which small groups of co-
located participants interact with groups located at remote
sites, and wish to support both the co-located interaction as
well as the remote. To this end, we examine the affordances
of an emerging class of applications capable of capturing and
interpreting a wide range of group multimodal communica-
tive acts by incorporating recognition of speech, sketches,
gestures, and capabilities for modeling dialogues, detecting
topic and phase shifts, and identifying user-action patterns.

In the present work, we take steps in this direction by ex-
ploring novel ways to leverage the capabilities of the Charter
Suite [9] - a multimodal intelligent system that supports co-
located sketching of project schedules. We extend the Char-
ter Suite to include support for distributed collaborative de-
sign of project schedules, that can now be simultaneously
sketched on multiple distributed interactive boards. The
distributed Charter presented here deals with issues intro-
duced by the simultaneous updates originated by potentially
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dissimilar devices (e.g. an instrumented board and a tablet
PC), including the diffusion of strokes and maintenance of
the uniformity of the user interfaces across sites. The dis-
tributed version promotes as well the cross-site awareness of
naturally occurring pointing gestures referencing elements
of the shared sketched diagram made for instance by a par-
ticipant that is sitting at a meeting table.

We show how the system tracks, interprets and makes ges-
tures visible across sites, so that remote participants may
be able to integrate them seamlessly into the ongoing multi-
modal discourse. We highlight how the multimodal fusion of
pen strokes, gesture and speech is used to handle the ambi-
guity intrinsic to large amplitude, short duration untethered
gestures made from a distance, as is the case with naturally
occurring gestures made by participants towards a diagram
sketched on a board while they are sitting at a meeting table
or standing at a distance from the board.

Target resolution is based on the fine-grained semantic
model of the diagram that is dynamically built from inter-
pretations of pen strokes captured from an instrumented
board. This model provides evidence as to what the likely
targets of an imprecise gesture might be, based on the dis-
tance of these elements from a perceived pointing gesture’s
point of intersection with the board’s surface. Further dis-
ambiguation is provided via fusion of spoken references to
named elements of the diagram.

We begin the discussion by contrasting the approach with
existing work reported in the literature (Section 2). We
then describe how the application is used and introduce its
distributed collaboration support capabilities in Section 3.
The system is described next, starting with an overview of
the architecture (Section 4.1), followed by the the discussion
of the processing of each modality (Sections 4.2-4.4). Sec-
tion 5 shows the results of the pointing accuracy evaluation
and discusses the implications in face of collected data. The
paper ends with conclusions and description of future work
(Section 6).

2. RELATED LITERATURE
Shared sketches using virtual distributed white boards

have been in use for some time, and have been incorpo-
rated into popular commercial products such as Microsoft
NetMeeting. NetMeeting and similar tools do not apply any
form of semantic interpretation to the content of the boards,
which is simply treated as pixels shared across screens. Tele-
pointers have been explored as a means to provide a sense of
embodiment to remote users of such shared artifacts. These
pointers allow participants to make reference to regions of
shared displays and are therefore able to support some level
of access to a remote context via gesturing. This gesturing is
in most cases conveyed through mouse movements, thus re-
quiring explicit device manipulations that might be fitting
in scenarios in which each participant is at their worksta-
tion, but that are problematic while supporting groups of
co-located participants interacting from remote sites, as we
target here.

Video has been used as a means to bridge distributed con-
texts, but has proved problematic in supporting a stronger
sense of co-presence. Actions conveyed via video are framed
within local contexts and become hard or impossible to re-
construct from a foreign context. A pointing gesture made
towards a video display, for instance, is in general not re-
trievable at remote sites, as participants are unable to tell

what object within their own space was being pointed to
[12]. Video manipulation has been used to attenuate this
problem and provide a more unified sense of context among
remote participants. Clearboard [7] explored video projec-
tions on shared surfaces that would give users the impression
that they were working in contiguous rooms separated by a
glass window onto which they could sketch; systems such as
MAJIC [16], HyperMirror [15], and Reflection [1], compose
images from multiple participants onto a single composite
video space. Others (e.g. VideoWhiteboard [18]) display
participants’ images as shadows or silhouettes at remote
sites. While providing interesting solutions to the problem
of bridging contexts, these systems are intrinsically limited
to what is achievable by manipulations of video image pixels.

Finally, immersive and virtual reality environments at-
tempt to provide users an experience that mimics face-to-
face meetings. The interpretation of user actions is in most
cases restricted to a limited vocabulary that give users capa-
bilities to navigate the environment using specific gestures.

Unlike the approaches described in this section, that rely
on the manipulation of the direct appearance e.g. of video
images, or require users to perform specific actions (e.g.
moving pointing devices) that are associated with the con-
strained semantics the system is able to interpret, here we
explore the affordances of an intelligent, contextually aware
and perceptually rich system that is able to dynamically
build semantic models of the ongoing natural interaction.
The existence of the system becomes visible when it plays a
role in mediating distributed work contexts.

3. THE APPLICATION
This section describes the context within which the system

is used, the artifacts whose construction it supports, and
overviews the distributed collaboration functionality that is
offered, emphasizing the support for gesturing awareness.

3.1 Application context
The distributed Charter targets collaborative sessions in

which multiple participants, usually stakeholders, get to-
gether to define a schedule of a project. Schedule design
is usually a high-stake, highly collaborative activity. The
outcome of these planning sessions is expected to shape fu-
ture work in important ways; it in many cases represents
commitments of a group of people with respect to their own
individual actions and expectations with respect to the ac-
tions of others. It offers thus a good domain for experi-
menting with intelligent multimodal collaboration support,
particularly because of the richness of the multimodal dia-
logue that is in general elicited.

Charter supports a common collaboration scenario in which
co-located groups of participants interact among themselves,
and might interact with additional participants located at
one or more remote sites. At each site, participants assem-
ble for a design session in a regular meeting room that is
unobtrusively instrumented. For the work presented here,
the room is fitted with an interactive board or a touch sen-
sitive plasma display; microphones for capturing individual
speech and room audio; and a stereo camera mounted above
the board that captures images used for gesture tracking and
recognition. The distributed support reported here makes it
possible for participants at multiple remote sites, including
mobile users (using e.g. a tablet PC) to collaborate.
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The collaboration revolves around a few different artifacts
at different times, as participants’ understanding of the de-
tails of what a project might entail evolves. Eventually a
work break-down structure emerges, and participants solid-
ify their commitments to the expected level of effort, tempo-
ral allocation and milestones. The Charter suite currently
provides services to this latter phase, based on free-hand
sketching of project schedules, a sample of which is displayed
in Figure 1.

Charter adopts Gantt Charts as the formalism used to
represent project schedules. A Gantt chart is a diagram-
matic, two-dimensional representation of a planned series of
tasks and important milestones, and incorporates in a com-
pact and graphical form constraints related to time, tasks,
budget and other dependencies (Figure 1). Lines represent
tasks; milestones are represented as diamonds. Temporal
information is associated with the placement of milestones
and task lines within a temporal grid defined as an xy-axis.
Task durations are represented by the length of the lines
according to this same temporal framework.

Figure 1: Graphical representation of project sched-
ule used by Charter. The blue circle indicates that
a pointing gesture over that regions has been de-
tected. The elements of the diagram are displayed
color-coded from blue to red to indicate the increas-
ing likelihood that they are the intended target of
the pointing.

3.2 Distributed collaboration support
A first level of support for distributed collaboration is pro-

vided by the diffusions and rendering of pen strokes per-
formed over interactive boards at multiple remote sites. At
all times, the system keeps consistent the displays that are
shared among sites, that are made to show the same final ap-
pearance, integrating contributions to the sketched diagram
originated at multiple sites.

Besides supporting awareness of remote pen strokes, the
distributed Charter supports the diffusion of pointing ges-
tures. Naturally occurring pointing gestures towards the
sketched diagram on the board, made by a participant while
sitting at a meeting table or standing at a distance are
tracked and analyzed by a 3D stereo-vision system.

The challenges associated with interpreting such gestures
are related to their intrinsic ambiguity. This ambiguity
can be understood under the framework provided by Fitt’s
Law [13]. Fitt’s Law gives the time T to acquire a target,
e.g. move from a starting position to the center of the tar-

get as a function of the amplitude of the movement (from
start to the target’s center), and the size of the target, as
T = a + b log2 (D/W + 1). D is the movement amplitude
from start to target’s center, and W is the width of the
target. The constant a is associated to the time required to
perform whatever action is required once the target has been
acquired; in our case, a is associated with the period of time
the pointing arm needs to remain stationary in order for
the system to detect that pointing is being performed. The
constant b reflects intrinsic difficulties of use associated with
the type of device that is used to achieve the movement. In
the present case, this is associated with the difficulty of un-
supported full arm pointing. ID = log2 (D/W + 1) is called
the index of difficulty. It isolates the influence that gesture
amplitude and target width variables have on the acquisi-
tion time. ID reflects the intuition that it takes longer to
point to a small target from a large distance than to point
to a large target from a close distance. Naturally occurring
pointing gestures made from someone sitting across a table
towards a single individual small element on a board sketch,
say a milestone represented as a diamond shaped figure a
few centimeters wide, would require a long time to be made,
if it were to be unambiguously precise. Human beings over-
come this difficulty by moving closer to the their targets, or
by adding complementary information [17] via speech, dis-
ambiguating quick gestures towards an approximate region
of focus by naming or describing the specific objects within
this region [10].

Gesture processing in Charter takes these factors into ac-
count, and bases its analysis of pointing gestures on a re-
gion of focus around the centroid of the gesture that grows
or shrinks as the user moves away or closer to the board re-
spectively. The focus is used internally to restrict the search
and assign likelihoods to individual target elements of the
schedule sketch according to their proximity to the gesture
centroid, within a region of focus.

Following MAVEN [10], the region of focus is expressed in
terms of the intersection of a cone originating at the tip of
the pointing arm and the surface of the interactive board.
The angle of the cone is set based on the empirical evalua-
tion (see Section 5) to indicate the pointing precision from
a sitting position at a meeting table located at a distance
from the interactive board.

Charter is able to distinguish individual elements of a
sketch, including their names given by labels, due to the
online parsing and analysis that associates pen strokes to
items of a semantic representation. Based on this semantic
representation, Charter is able to determine the individual
diagram constituents that are most likely to be the targets
given a region of focus. This is made visible though coloring
of the sketch constituents according to the likelihood that
individual elements are the targets of the gesture (Figure 1).

Participants’ speech accompanying a gesture is used to
provide additional cues to disambiguate the gesture, based
on references to element names, as given e.g. by their at-
tached handwritten labels. Successful disambiguation via
speech fusion results in a narrowing of the gesture display
to include only those items within the original area of focus
whose names match the spoken utterances in the vicinity of
a gesture.

In the next sections we describe in further detail how the
signal processing analysis and fusion takes place within the
system.
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4. SYSTEM DESCRIPTION
We now turn our attention to the system aspects of the

solution. We begin with an overview of the distributed sys-
tem’s architecture (Section 4.1), and then describe in further
detail the processing of each of: pen (Section 4.2), gesture
(Section 4.3), and speech modalities (Section 4.4). We em-
phasize throughout the issues related to collaboration sup-
port.

4.1 Architecture
The system is organized around a multiagent architecture,

and is a direct descendant of the QuickSet [4] multimodal
system and MAVEN [10], from which gesture recognition
and multimodal integration components were taken. The
system is an augmentation of the Charter Suite [9], to which
collaboration support functionality is added as described in
the present paper.

Figure 2 presents a (simplified) view of the system’s archi-
tecture. The input generated by the pen strokes on an in-
strumented board, and the speech and video captured from
microphones and cameras are processed by components serv-
ing each of the potentially multiple sites involved in a col-
laboration.

Backend Processing
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writer
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Figure 2: System architecture.

Communication among components is organized as a two-
tiered structure. Agents communicate using the OAA mul-
tiagent architecture [14] within each a site, routing messages
via a facilitator. A second communication tier handles re-
mote communication among sites. This second tier employs
a data transport that connects remote OAA facilitators, and
audio and video multipoint communication transport among
sites. For testing purposes within a single local area network,
we forgo the secondary communication tier and employ a
single OAA facilitator.

The message streams generated at each site are fused and
integrated by a set of back-end processing agents. These
agents are responsible for building a unified semantic model
that reflects the most likely interpretation of the inputs orig-
inated at one or more sites at any moment.

We next examine how each of the modalities (pen strokes,
gestures and speech) are processed, highlighting the role
played to support multi-site remote collaboration.

4.2 Pen stroke processing
Three agents are responsible for handling processing of

electronic ink captured from an instrumented interactive
board: CharterUI, NISSketch and Handwriter.

CharterUI handles the sketching user interface front-end
functions. CharterUI captures pen movements over an in-
strumented board and performs an initial segmentation of
the electronic ink traced while an instrumented marker is
pressed against the board. These individual strokes are com-
bined into glyphs forming e.g. a handwritten word, or a
milestone, or a task line. This first segmentation is based
on temporal and spatial thresholds and has to be further
refined by other mechanisms that we do not elaborate in
this paper, that make use of context to reinterpret glyphs
by breaking them apart or joining them together.

NISSketch1 is a commercial electronic ink recognizer that
handles the classification of glyphs into tokens correspond-
ing to what will be interpreted within a Gantt chart vocab-
ulary of symbols, including e.g. xy-axis, tick marks, task
lines, milestones, and labels. NISSketch outputs a list of
hypotheses ranked by likelihood. The decision of how to in-
terpret each of these symbols is made by Multiparser - the
multimodal fusion engine - as we describe later.

Handwriter is the agent that provides handwritten recog-
nition services. It is based on commercial recognition en-
gines (currently MS-Handwriter and Calligrapher). Its out-
put is also a ranked list of hypotheses.

A basic level of awareness diffusion for collaboration is di-
rectly supported by the CharterUI agent, that displays ink
originated at remote sites that is propagated through the
communication infrastructure via messages. Each instance
of the CharterUI agent running at each site participating
in a collaboration displays the foreign ink alongside the lo-
cal ink, allowing therefore for a first shared, integrated view
of the inking actions performed by multiple remote partic-
ipants. CharterUI is also responsible for displaying the re-
mote pointing gestures, as described in the following section.

4.3 Pointing gesture recognition
Two components handle processing of pointing gestures

towards the board diagram: VTracker and 3DGesture rec-
ognizer.

VTracker estimates the body pose of a user using an un-
tethered vision-based system, using images from a stereo
camera placed on top of the board, mounted at an angle
of about 45 degrees. A tridimensional reconstruction of the
scene is performed in real-time via the use of a disparity
map estimation algorithm.

In order to model human bodies, we use a 3D cylindrical
model of articulated appearance : limbs (head, torso, arms,
forearms) are modeled as rigid bodies connected by spher-
ical joints. We have designed an algorithm for estimating
articulated motion based on rigid motion estimates of the
articulated models constituent parts.

In brief, the tracking algorithm maps a 3D cylindrical
model to the tridimensional reconstruction of the scene pro-
vided by the stereo camera. More exactly, the well-known
ICP algorithm [2] is used to coarsely align two clouds of 3D

1http://www.naturalinteraction.com
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points and estimate an initial rigid motion between body
parts. The ICP algorithm iteratively estimates the rigid
transformation between two clouds of 3D points. First, a
set of elementary displacements is estimated by finding, for
each point in the first cloud (model) the closest point in the
second cloud (scene). Then the global rigid motion is com-
puted by integrating all the elementary displacements and
applied to the first cloud. The process is repeated until con-
vergence is achieved (that usually happens in few iterations
when the two clouds are initially close to each other).

An additional joint constraint reinforcement step corrects
the previously estimated body part motions so that they
exactly satisfy the joint constraints of the body model. This
algorithm is fully described in [5]. The advantage of the
approach is that the computation of the articulated motion
is performed on reduced size equation systems even though
the articulated model has many degrees of freedom.

3DGestureRecognizer is the component that receives and
analyzes tracked data streams generated by VTracker. Full
arm pointing gestures are currently recognized. The location
pointed to by a user is estimated as the intersection of the
line formed by the (right) shoulder and hand, and the board.
We consider the tracker data stream for a particular sensor
to be in a stationary state whenever the sensor’s reports do
not vary over time by more than an offset.

The recognizer determines explicit start and end points
by detecting stationary states without the need for specific
user defined positions or trigger mechanisms for locating
start/end gesture points. Recognition is based on a model
of the body for which we track human movements and a
set of rules for those movements. These rules were derived
from an evaluation of characteristic patterns we identified
after analyzing sensor profiles of the movements underly-
ing the various gestures. The detailed gesture recognition
mechanism was developed in the context of the Maven sys-
tem [10].

To face the intrinsic ambiguities of gestures of large am-
plitude, the Charter Suite makes use of the semantic model
of the sketched diagram that is built online by the system,
in order to identify individual potential constituent targets.
FSDB (Feature Structure Data Base) is the component that
stores semantic level information about the instantaneous
state of a sketched diagram interpretation. FSDB can thus
answer queries about probable targets around the centroid
of a perceived pointing gesture. FSDB responds to spatial
proximity queries issued by the 3DGesture agent by produc-
ing a list of target hypotheses ranked by likelihood, based on
how close these elements are from the gesture centroid. Im-
precision in the tracking will therefore not prevent a target
from being identified, as constituents in the vicinity of the
region of focus will be included for consideration. Precise
within target pointing would be hard to achieve, given the
physical constraints revealed by Fitt’s law as discussed.

Whenever there is enough confidence that a tracked ges-
ture is indeed referring to an element of a sketched diagram,
the 3DGesture agent propagates a message informing the
probable individual target elements within the diagram. A
gesture might be made towards an empty region of a dia-
gram as well, in which case the list of target hypotheses will
be empty, or will include elements in the periphery with low
likelihoods. Also informed are the gesture centroid and di-
ameter of focus, calculated based on the perceived distance
of the pointing participant to the board.

Awareness of this gesture then takes place as CharterUI
displays both the circular region of focus and colors individ-
ual sketched elements according to their likelihood of being
the target, using a color scheme that ranges from blue to
red as the likelihoods increase

Notice that no special action is required from users to ac-
tivate this functionality. The system pro-actively looks for
opportunities to interpret naturally occurring conventional
actions performed by the participants, making them visible
at the participating sites. Pointing at multiple sites are dis-
played potentially concurrently. Conflict avoidance or reso-
lution must then be handled by the participants through so-
cial protocols similar to the ones that might regulate speech
turn taking.

The message informing of a gesture, which triggers the
awareness display described above is also routed by the com-
munication infrastructure to the multimodal fusion compo-
nent - Multiparser. Multiparser attempts to combine a rec-
ognized gesture with speech produced by participants in the
temporal vicinity of the gesture.

Fusion in Multiparser is based on a temporal chart pars-
ing technique and is guided by grammar rules that specify
operations and constraints expressed in terms of unification
over feature structures [8]. The fusion process attempts to
match semantic items. If successful, it produces semantic
items that represent a potentially more robust interpreta-
tion that is based on the fused information. A threshold
is used to remove from consideration those items that were
not combined within a certain amount of time, so that the
matching process is kept within bounds.

In the next section we describe the details of how the
names of diagram constituents are detected from a multi-
modal streams of handwritten and spoken information and
dynamically enrolled so that they can be used, among other
things, to disambiguate gestures.

4.4 Speech based disambiguation
A disambiguation mechanism that might be used by par-

ticipants of a collaborative session while gesturing is to refer
to the intended item by its name, as expressed e.g. in labels
attached to diagram constituents. The Charter Suite takes
advantage of the fine-grained knowledge provided by the se-
mantic model that it builds to explore opportunities for dis-
ambiguation via multimodal fusion of gesture, speech and
sketched information exploring the capabilities of the Mul-
timodal New Vocabulary Recognition (MNVR) technique
[11].

In our baseline approach to MNVR we allowed new words
to occur only within grammar-defined “carrier phrases” - a
predefined constrained set of standardized phrases that the
system is able to process. Recently we have generalized our
approach, and now the system no longer requires the use of
carrier phrases. In making this transition to a more general
approach, we have kept the basic architecture of grammar-
based language modeling implemented as a Recursive Tran-
sition Network [11] within a continuous speech recognizer
(Carnegie Mellon University’s Sphinx 2 recognizer).

However, instead of having only two grammars (i.e., the
carrier grammar and the syllabic sub-grammar) we now use
four grammars: sequence constrained syllable and phone
grammars, and unconstrained syllable and phone grammars.
These grammars each run within a separate instance of the
speech recognizer, so an ensemble of four speech recogniz-
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ers is used to perform an integrated phone level recognition
pass. The results are coupled with letter-to sound hypothe-
ses generated from the handwriting recognition, and with
aspects of the context to arrive at the spelling, pronuncia-
tion and semantics of the handwritten and spoken input. In
our system handwriting and speech occur together in this
way when users are labeling constituents of the sketched
diagram.

We employ an ensemble approach to phone recognition be-
cause each grammar-based recognizer yields different phone
sequence interpretations. A single grammar-based recog-
nizer could also yield multiple interpretations from a second-
pass lattice search; however, without a stochastic model of
phone sequence for English, this lattice search is typically
either intractable, or if appropriate pruning is used to en-
sure tractability, then variations in resulting interpretations
tend to be bunched toward the end. Using an ensemble of
Viterbi first-pass recognizers allows full variation across each
interpretation rather than just at the sequence ends. Our
phone recognition rates are low (less than 70%). Our rec-
ognizer is not specifically optimized for phone level recog-
nition. This is why there is considerable variation in in-
terpretations across the ensemble of variously constrained
phone recognizers; however, since we do know that each
interpretation is of the same utterance, and we’re using
an articulatory-feature-based alignment mechanism (not de-
scribed here, but which identifies the necessary class simi-
larities between poorly recognized phone hypotheses) they
can be reliably aligned. This results in phone hypotheses
lattices against which letter-to-sound (LTS) interpretations
of the handwriting letter-string hypotheses can be aligned.
Figure 3 show a diagram that illustrates the alignment pro-
cess.
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Figure 3: MNVR alignment. A) LTS from hand-
writer; b) ensemble speech recognition; C) extracted
handwriter / speech matrix supporting dynamically
built positional bigram for re-recognition pass.

Given a phone alignment across the speech and handwrit-
ing we extract the matrix segment covering the handwriting,
dynamically build a positional bigram model over phone se-
quences, and then perform a second recognition pass over
that segment using both a Viterbi first pass and a stochas-
tically constrained second pass lattice search, yielding an
n-best list of pronunciation interpretations of the handwrit-
ing.

All possible orthography/pronunciation combinations are
made, scored by their handwriting and speech recognition

scores (combined with phone and letter alignment distance
measures), and ranked. The best scoring combinations are
returned as chart constituent label hypotheses, with label
semantics being determined by the spatial location of ink
and the current state of the chart.

Once a label has been recovered, as described above, it is
enrolled in a fifth grammar, optimized for word and phrase-
spotting. This grammar is capable of recognizing the en-
rolled words or phrases when they are subsequently spoken,
e.g. while participants are pointing to a diagram element.

Semantic elements representing pointing gestures are com-
bined with the spoken labels recovered by the word spotting
recognizer. Those items that are within the temporal win-
dow kept by the system are considered. The fusion rule
iterates over the candidate constituents within the region of
focus to the gesture, attempting to unify these constituents’
labels with the recovered spoken references. The likelihoods
of the target hypotheses are updated based on the likeli-
hoods of the recovered spoken labels. As a result, targets
that might have been considered less likely but were ref-
erenced by name are promoted and may become the most
likely ones. The process is made tractable by the relatively
constrained number of constituents that are expected to be
within the narrow region of focus around a gesture centroid.

5. EVALUATION AND DISCUSSION
The precision of the pointing gestures was evaluated, to

determine how appropriate it can in fact be in natural point-
ing situations such as the ones we aim to support. In this
section we describe the preliminary results and discuss the
implications in terms of actual usage.

5.1 Pointing accuracy
In this experiment, data was collected during five sessions,

involving three users. Subjects were sitting at a desk at a
distance that ranged from 3 meters to 3.5 meters from the
interactive board. Subjects pointed five to ten times to-
wards each of the milestones of the sketched diagram shown
in Figure 1. This diagram contained an x-y axis, four mile-
stones (labeled m1 to m4), and three task lines (labeled T1
to T3). Two of the datasets were discarded due to callibra-
tion problems.

We analyzed the accuracy of the pointing gestures to-
wards milestones, the smallest constituents of a diagram,
and therefore the hardest to acquire targets. Pointing was
performed against a diagram sketched in actual ink, avoiding
bias that might have been introduced by a display feedback
mechanism.

Measurements were made in terms of the virtual draw-
ing region of homogeneous size that is used internally by
the system. This region is defined by a [(0,0),(1200,1000)]
coordinate system (corresponding to top-left and bottom-
right coordinates respectively), onto which actual interactive
board coordinates are mapped. Under this coordinate sys-
tem, milestones M1, M2, M3, M4 are found at coordinates
(484, 232), (637,411), (770, 421), and (506,569) respectively.

The distances from the actual location of the gesture cen-
troid as reported by the gesture recognition system was then
compared to the known location of the targets. We define
the normalized distance D =

√
(x− x̄)2 + (y − ȳ)2/dd be-

tween each milestone and pointing gesture as the ratio of
the distance between the target centroid and the gesture
centroid divided by the dimension dd =

√
12002 + 10002 of
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diagonal of the coordinate space; (x̄, ȳ) represents the known
coordinate of the milestone and (x, y) the coordinate of the
centroid of each pointing gesture.

Figure 4 shows the resulting average normalized distances
and its standard deviation for each data collection session.
The average normalized distance for all gestures was 0.045
units, and is below 0.08 units in the worst case; the standard
deviation is below 0.02.
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Figure 4: The average value and standard deviation
of each milestone’s normalized distance.

5.2 Effectiveness of actual target acquisition
The system’s ability to discern among individual con-

stituents of a sketched diagram made it possible in all cases
to retrieve the intended target as the first element in a n-
best list of target hypothesis. Recall that the system bases
its pointing gesture hypotheses on the proximity of the ges-
ture centroid to individual elements in its vicinity. These
results indicate that the implemented mechanism is capa-
ble of distinguishing in practice among target elements that
might be as close as 0.16 units (two times 0.08) of the draw-
ing surface. The actual measurements on a board depend
on the size of the board onto which the virtual coordinate
space is mapped. On a 77” diagonal board such as the one
used in the experiments, pointed to constituents within a
11” radius can be distinguished unambiguously; this figure
drops to 7” for a 50” diagonal board. Gestured towards
constituents that are drawn closer than that might cause
the intended target to be listed as a secondary choice in the
list of hypotheses. Speech-based disambiguation will then
play a role in selecting the intended constituent from within
this list, in case the user does indeed voice the name of a
constituent.

The net effect of the systems’ ability to handle ambigu-
ous gestures whose centroid fall well off the target’s center
can be understood in terms of the Fitt’s law index of dif-
ficulty ID = log2 (D/W + 1). Consider that a milestone
has in average a width of 1.5”, corresponding to approx-
imately 0.2 units of the internal coordinate space when a
77” diagonal board is used; being able to acquire targets
within the 0.18 region of focus represents a nine-fold in-
crease in the practical target size. This in turns reflects
on a reduced ID′ = log2 (D/0.18 + 1), as opposed to the
ID = log2 (D/0.02 + 1) corresponding to the intended tar-
get size.

5.3 Analysis of independently produced
diagrams

To assess how appropriate the technique would in han-
dling actual diagrams produced by users, we analyzed six-
teen different diagrams produced by five different users over
the course of four months. These diagrams were produced
under a co-located collaborative scenario involving a single
independent site that is evaluating the systems’ support for
collaboration as part of a larger project.

Given the limited accuracy of the tracking mechanism,
we wanted to examine how much actual target disambigua-
tion would need to rely on multimodal fusion of speech. We
counted the number of milestones wf that would fall within
a region of focus of 0.08 units around each of the n mile-
stones of a diagram as illustrated in Figure 5. We then
computed d = (

∑n
i=1 wfi)/n, that indicates how dense a di-

agram is by showing the average number of milestones that
fall within regions of focus around every milestone of a di-
agram. This density is directly related to the ambiguity of
a gesture and therefore indicates how necessary multimodal
disambiguation might be.

M


Figure 5: The number of milestones within the re-
gion of focus around a milestone M of a dense dia-
gram (wfm = 6).

Of the sixteen collected diagrams, only three had d equal
to 1, indicating no ambiguity. The highest d was 4.38 and
the average d for all diagrams was 2.23, with a standard
deviation of 1.02. This indicates that multimodal disam-
biguation is indeed required to correctly select a target in
most cases, as the region of focus will potentially include
multiple targets.

6. CONCLUSIONS AND FUTURE WORK
We showed how the distributed Charter can provide multi-

modal awareness services to groups of participants that may
be distributed across different remote sites while working on
a shared project schedule.

The Charter Suite embraces a policy of minimal inter-
vention in support of unencumbered work practices. The
system builds a semantic interpretation of an interaction by
observing a multiuser multimodal dialogue. This detailed
interpretation built by observation is the basis for the sys-
tem’s services.

The system’s presence and services are made visible in
cases where there are opportunities for mediation among
distributed contexts. The functionality we explored was re-
lated to support for awareness diffusion of naturally occur-
ring pointing gestures, made by participants towards shared
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sketched diagrams as they discuss aspects of the project
while sitting at a table or standing from a distance.

We showed how the system’s fine-grained knowledge of
diagram constituents, coupled to speech based disambigua-
tion can be used to resolve the ambiguity of large amplitude
gestures, which pose intrinsic problems due to physical con-
straints, as expressed by Fitt’s law [13].

This paper reports on the first steps of what we intend will
result in a family of different related solutions, that combine
perceptual and cognitive multimodal capabilities to affect
collaboration. As short term next steps, we plan to:

• Explore the design concept along different dimensions,
exploring other types of sensors and rendering mech-
anisms to support awareness of participants of unal-
tered, naturally occurring communicative behavior at
remote sites.

• Conduct user studies to assess the effectiveness of the
mechanisms during actual meetings. We are partic-
ularly interested in understanding how functionality
such as the one we describe will be appropriated by
users in practice, and how it might enhance their com-
munication with remote participants.

• Continue to enhance the tracking and speech disam-
biguation mechanisms, based on current and further
analysis of data originated from actual system use.
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