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Deliverable 2.2 describes the refinement of 47 previously (in D2.1) defined user 
scenarios. After a study of the state-of-the-art of Hybrid Radio, and an extensive 
analysis and coding process, which is described in chapter 1 of this deliverable, 29 
clustered scenarios were finalized. These formed the basis for user evaluations in a 
workshop method that is described in chapter 2. This evaluation method was 
repeated with consortium members. Results of both stakeholder groups are 
discussed separately and combined. 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

The HRADIO project aims to integrate users’ feedback in the initial stages of 
development. Specifically, workshops with listeners will be set up to gain insight in 
their current listening practices, their feedback on our defined user scenarios (in 
D1.1) and learn about their preferences. However, to make the scenarios more 
manageable in the workshops, we first needed to cluster the 47 earlier defined 
user scenarios. Through this categorization and analysis process, scenarios were 
clustered in 10 themes: 

Then, scenarios were edited and re-written to appeal to a lay audience. The 
resulting 29 user scenarios formed the basis for 3 end-user panel workshops (at 
VUB, VRT and RBB) and 1 consortium panel workshop. In a first round, participants 
were requested to select their 9 most favourite scenarios and discuss these. Then, 
participants were asked to rank these scenarios in a top 3, followed by an in-group 
discussion. After the workshop, notes and transcriptions were analysed by 3 
researchers. Then, results of both end-users and consortium were compared. 

From an end-user perspective, we learned timeshifting and cross-device listening 
functions are an existing need as they could solve the frustration of ‘missing out 
interesting content’. Specifically, being able to pause content or find content on 
demand was rated as highest priority. Users want a radio experience in which they 

è ·Timeshifting 

è Timeshifting + cross device listening 

è Timeshifting + personalisation 

è Personalisation 

è Personalisation of context 

è Personalisation + interactivity 

è Interactivity 

è Voice control 

è Audio and reception quality 

è Visualisation 
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are kept up-to-date with information. Lyrics can add a playful character to this 
experience. The discussion of the scenarios also revealed a need to make 
transparent how algorithms can affect their music discovery, in order to take away 
the fear of music filter bubbles. Also on a more general note, we learned that new 
music discoveries are key to the radio experience. Also, a guaranteed signal 
quality is key to ensure pleasant experiences. 

From the consortium viewpoint, which was a more technical perspective, the 
interactive features that allow for new discoveries had the best cost/benefit ratio. 
They also appreciated the time-shifting and cross-device listening functions for 
the same reasons as end-users. Yet the consortium also highlighted additional 
scenarios that can bring added value to hybrid radio, such as visual stories. This 
scenario was not rated high for end-users, as it has a lower priority for them. From 
an industry perspective, however, the consortium expects visual radio needs to be 
included. 

There was an overlap for six scenarios between the results of end-user and 
consortium panels, in order of rating: Time-shifting and cross-device listening, New 
discoveries, In the mix, Lyrics, Music filter, and Streaming meets broadcast.  For the 
remaining scenarios, we identified overlap in terms of technical requirements. 

The conclusion of this deliverable informs HRADIO’s next steps, including the 
technical clustering of the scenarios, rewriting of scenarios as features and the 
definition of pilots.  
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1. STATE OF THE ART  

This section provides a short description of the state of Hybrid Radio from the 
user’s viewpoint. It is a snapshot at the time of writing and contains the current 
possibilities for end users in the Hybrid Radio space. As will become clear in the 
next sections, it is not the objective of HRADIO to limit itself to these current 
functionalities, and the use case collection and evaluation is not directly based on 
it. Rather, it provides a view of the baseline from which the project is starting. Since 
the insights on HRADIO are in constant flux, the SOTA will move beyond this 
snapshot and is tracked by the consortium in a living document maintained on its 
collaboration platform. 

Hybrid Radio is very much the work of RadioDNS, a non-profit organisation that 
works on standards and applications that facilitate Hybrid Radio. RadioDNS also 
works heavily on policy and the operation of the server infrastructure that allows 
broadcast radio to be linked to internet services. 

1.1. BASIC DISCOVERY 

The basic discovery mechanism is opaque to the end user, since it is a feature that 
is built in functionality for a Hybrid Radio receiver. Hybrid receivers use information 
from RDS (on FM) or ensemble information (on DAB) to build the query that is being 
sent to RadioDNS for service discovery. However, the receiver needs an internet 
connection for this, and that is usually a piece of information that requires user 
input. Some receivers can take a connection from a network cable, but most will 
use WIFI for this, which is information that the user needs to configure on the 
device. A second piece of information that sometimes needs user input is the 
country where the receiver is used. This is the case when a radio station omits the 
extended country code in the RDS data on FM. This happens often, as the extended 
country code is only recommended in the RDS standard, and not required. 
RadioDNS lookup needs the country code and cannot resolve services without it. 
So, when this is the case, a user will need to provide that information manually, 
except on devices that have implemented some form of localisation. This situation 
does not occur on DAB, where the extended country code is required. 

1.2. SLIDESHOW 

Most radio receivers have built-in displays that can display additional information 
to the listener, like the frequency, the current song, the time or the station name. 
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Some Hybrid Radio receivers have larger colour screens that are capable of 
showing more detailed images. This is also the case for some DAB and DRM 
receivers. As a matter of fact, the ETSI standards for Hybrid Radio, DAB and DRM 
have been merged a few years ago, so there is currently one clear standard for 
the delivery of slideshow images to capable radio receivers. Some receivers offer 
the user an option to switch off the delivery of images, although this is mainly the 
case for DAB receivers in the car because of safety reasons. The ETSI standard also 
offers a way to deliver a URL alongside with the slideshow images, and some 
Hybrid Radio receivers have implemented click-through for these URL’s. That 
means a user can click or tap the image on the receiver to follow the provided link, 
which can open up additional experiences for the end user. 

1.3. SERVICE & PROGRAMME INFORMATION 

The standard for the delivery of SPI metadata to the end user’s device is available 
across Hybrid Radio, DAB and DRM, allowing for the distribution of this data to most 
modern receivers. In the case of DAB or DRM the data is sent along with the 
broadcast signal, in Hybrid Radio it is delivered via HTTP. In both cases the delivery 
is mostly opaque to the user, apart from the occasional network and localisation 
settings mentioned above. The SPI standard allows for a range of data types to be 
distributed, which enables many features to improve the user experience on a 
radio receiver.  

Service Information is a set of metadata that describes the service the user is 
listening to. It can include any relevant data like the name, the genre, a description 
or a logo, all of them adding to the representation of a service on a receiver. For 
example, a rock station called “Heavy” with the baseline “the heaviest sound 
around” can be shown on the display, and in the case of a receiver with a colour 
display, it can show an image of a logo with a guitar. This way the user gets a good 
impression of what the service promises to deliver. SI can also contain information 
about the service provider, which can be a larger group of radio services, this way 
a range of services can be held together, for example to achieve a clearer market 
positioning. 
 
Programme and EPG information distribute the timely metadata for a service to 
the end user. This data can inform the listener on past, current and upcoming 
programmes as well as programme segments. It also allows for linear and on-
demand schedules, facilitating both live and catch-up radio listening. The PI has a 
section that can contain group information to link programmes or programme 
segments in a bundle, for example as a topical set of items. SPI has a “multimedia” 
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element that is mostly used to provide links to services’ logos, but it can also 
contain a link to an audio file, which open up interesting options for delivering 
additional user experiences. 

1.4. SERVICE FOLLOWING 

Service Following is a feature that allows radio receivers to switch between the 
different channels a service uses to reach audiences. It is achieved by listing all the 
bearers of a radio service in the SPI, being both analog or digital broadcast 
channels and IP distribution channels. Implementing service following is really only 
relevant in a mobile context, on portable receivers or in-car, because of the sheer 
nature of the feature. Switching to another bearer is only necessary if the current 
bearer is no longer available, for example when leaving the coverage area of a 
DAB transmitter, so it is not really applicable to receivers that are fixed to one 
location. From the users’ perspective, it offers a really nice experience, because it 
allows them to listen to their favourite radio station everywhere without 
interruptions. The SPI standard contains an offset parameter to describe the 
differences in time between bearers, in order to offer them to the user in sync. This 
offset is hardly ever an exact match so some slight stuttering is to be expected, 
and that might have an impact on the user experience. Some work has been done 
by manufacturers like Radioplayer and Audi to improve this, for example by 
syncing the bearers based on the audio signal. This work is still ongoing and might 
improve the experience as we move along.  
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2. CLUSTERING USER SCENARIOS 

2.1. METHODOLOGY 

D2.1 of the HRADIO project describes 47 different, valuable user scenarios that could 
be developed in the project. The aim of task 2.3 is to allow users to evaluate these 
scenarios so that the consortium avoids the pitfalls of technology design, such as 
pushing complicated technologies, imagining a user that is too flexible or 
designing a technology for personal use rather than for a general public (Cooper, 
2004). Phrased in the words of Tuomi (2002: 10): “It’s the user who invents the 
product”. 

Therefore, the consortium held a number of user evaluation workshops (see 
description below) with the objective of:  

Unfortunately, the vast amount of 47 scenarios is too much to integrate in one 
workshop session with end-users. Although the original scenarios were generated 
in different sessions with different consortium partners, a considerable overlap 
was found between some of these scenarios. Therefore, we started the task by 
reducing the number of scenarios and structuring them for the specific purpose of 
the user workshops. The idea was not to alter the scenarios significantly, but to 
cluster them, consolidate and summarize them in a way that is both 
comprehensible for end-users and practical for the workshops. For the sake of 
clarity, we have added a table (see appendix G, 'Scenarios T2.3 linked to D2.1') that 
provides an overview of the clustered scenarios used for the user workshops, 
linked to the numbers and titles of the scenarios from deliverable 2.1.   

In the first phase of the clustering, the scenarios were analysed in depth, based on 
the thematic network analysis approach (Attride-Stirling, 2001). This means we 
looked for ‘basic themes’ (represented in the summaries of each scenario) and 
connected these to overarching ‘organising themes’ (referred to here as ‘key 
concepts’) to cluster the scenarios within the overarching ‘global theme’ of hybrid 

è gaining insights in the current radio practices of the participants;  

è collecting user feedback (pros and contras) on the scenarios generated in 
D2.1;  

è identifying the most desirable scenarios from a user perspective. 
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radio services. To obtain these organising clusters or ‘thematic networks’ of 
scenarios, each scenario was added to an Excel overview that indicated the 
number and title of the scenario, the persona that it was developed for, a short 
summary of and comment on the scenario and the key concept that was central 
to the scenario. Keeping the user workshops in mind, the key concepts reflected 
the main gain each scenario would offer the persona while being broad enough to 
group several scenarios. A few scenarios were found that combined 2 key 
concepts (see overview in 1.2 clustered scenarios, below). 

The concepts represented in the scenarios are: 

Then, scenarios were organised per concept and reread, with the main goal of 
identifying overlap in the gains and (although limited) technical functionalities of 
each scenario. This phase resulted in the merging of several scenarios that were 
considered similar for the purposes of the user workshops (see for example fig. 1). 

è Timeshifting 

è Timeshifting + cross device listening 

è Timeshifting + personalisation 

è Personalisation 

è Personalisation of context 

è Personalisation + interactivity 

è Interactivity 

è Voice control 

è Audio and reception quality 

è Visualisation 
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Figure 1: Example of the merging of scenarios that were considered similar 

To further increase the practical usability of the scenarios for the user evaluation 
workshops, the clustered scenarios were re-written to suit a lay audience. In first 
instance this meant leaving out and/or rephrasing technical descriptions as the 
workshop would not benefit from confusion on technical feasibilities of scenarios 
or purely technical discussions. Industry oriented gains were also left out or 
rewritten to represent the associated user gains. Too much focus on user gains 
might probe participants of the workshops to identify with professionals rather 
than speak from their own user perspective. Finally, the merged scenarios and 
some of the personas were made more diverse in the writing process. The 
intention was to include everyday habits and profiles missing in the original 2.1 
deliverable (e.g. including personas of listeners with lower educational 
background, including scenarios that do not revolve around commuting but focus 
on the rush of family life, etc). As a result, 29 scenarios fitting in 10 clusters were 
presented to users in the user workshops.  

2.2. CLUSTERED USER SCENARIOS 

Table 1: Overview of the 29 user scenarios 

Scenarios     

Timeshifting + Cross-device 
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S1 

Timeshifting and cross device 
Jenny is on the road often. At the moment, she is in her car, listening to a 
radio interview with one of her favourite artists. When she arrives at work, 
the interview is still going and she would like to listen to it further. She can 
pause the radio and continue listening at work, via her browser or mobile 
phone. But also when she gets home, she can continue listening at home, 
via her home radio device. 

Timeshifting 

S2 

Pause, RWND, FFWD 
Olivia studies political science and lives in a students flat. In the morning, 
she wants to hear the news but she has very little time. Thanks to the fast-
forward function she can listen to her programme twice as fast. During 
dinner, she and her fellow residents listen to the same programme. They 
often discuss what is mentioned in the programme, from politics to life 
hacks and celebrities. Sometimes they miss the introduction during 
cooking and it becomes hard to follow the rest of the programme. HRADIO 
allows them to rewind and re-listen the last 15 seconds. This way they can 
follow the entire discussion. On occasion, the discussion in the dining room 
is so lively, they can hardly hear the radio anymore. Then they pause the 
programme so they can discuss further without missing any of the 
programme. 

Timeshifting + personalisation 

S3 

Stay Informed 
Alexandra likes to listen to classical music and follows the news closely. 
Especially the economic issues interest her. Because of her busy schedule, 
she’s often unable to listen to radio programmes that address her topics of 
interest. Through the HRADIO app, Alexandra can indicate which topics 
interest her and which music she likes. She gets notifications when a 
programme is planned that addresses her topics of interest or favorite 
music.  She can choose whether to listen live or to add these to her 
personal playlist, by streaming she can listen to it whenever she wants. 
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S4 

In the Mix 
Olivia is in class during the day, and because of this .misses a lot of fun 
radio broadcasts.  In the morning, she listens to live radio, starting her day 
with the news and some music. When she hears a good song or is 
interested in a topic, Olivia can tag this in her radio-app. The interesting 
topics and songs she likes that are aired while she is in class, are 
aggregated in a personalised podcast she can listen to at the end of the 
day. 

Personalisation 

S5 

Music filter 
Marianne listens to a news show she likes but she doesn’t agree with the 
presenters’ taste in music. Therefore, Marianne turns on her ‘music filter’ via 
remote control or smartphone. This service remembers which songs 
Marianne likes and dislikes and replaces the songs she dislikes in the show 
with those songs she likes. Marianne can also indicate which radio 
presenters she likes so she can get a mix of news updates and the music 
choices of her favorite presenters. Whenever Marianne feels like 
discovering new songs or being surprised by the hosts’ choice of music, 
she just switches the filter off again. 

S6 

Local Advertising 
Niels  is listening to Studio Brussel (radio station) and likes to know all about 
the latest news in the (Belgian) rock scene. He discovers a lot of new music 
and likes to go to concerts. But sometimes Studio Brussel (radio station) 
give too much advertising for big, national concerts, where Niels would 
prefer to get more information on local events.  With HRADIO, Niels can 
adapt his settings so he will only receive local advertisements for events 
and concerts in and around (Brussels). 

S7 

Event Radio 
Annie is a keen festival-goer. During the festivals, she would like to know all 
about the latest updates concerning the festival. But often, the mobile 
network is overused. That’s why she follows the pop-up DAB radio station 
that brings all of the festival-specific information: from news and music to 
the programme, traffic info and even the local weather forecast. 
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S8 

Radio for kids 
Vic is 10  and passionate about football. He doesn’t like to listen to the radio 
and has different media devices he can use for entertainment and to relax. 
Originally he didn’t like radio much -too boring for a 10-year-old. But 
because Vic’s radio is now adapted to his age and interests, Vic does have 
time to listen to radio. Also because it brings him the latest football news 
and updates on his favorite football team in a comprehensible manner. 

S9 

Automatic News-Update 
Karl is homebound and has difficulty walking. During the day he likes to 
listen to the daily news and is interested in various subjects. He has 
programmed his new HRADIO to respond to a couple of keywords. When he 
switches on his automatic news-update function, the radio will turn itself 
on automatically when a topic is addressed. Karl doesn’t have to look up 
the programme guide or walk around to turn on the radio. 

S10 

Streaming meets broadcast 
Leon uses his smartphone to chat with friends, to keep up to date with the 
latest news and to discover new music. He uses streaming apps to 
personalise his music list but also wants to keep up with the news. With the 
HRADIO app he can make hybrid radio: he can personalise the music he 
wants to hear, listen to live broadcast radio or stream.  He decides when he 
wants to hear the news or not. He can simply skip over topics that don’t 
interest him. Additionally, he can assemble a personalised programme for 
different times of the day so he doesn’t have to change his preferences 
each time. This is convenient as he prefers to just listen to music in the 
evening, without the news updates. In the morning he likes to be informed 
about the latest news. 

Personalisation of context 

S11 

New News 
Christophe spends a lot of time driving his car. He has just heard the 8 
o’clock news. Before, he would have already heard the same news at 7 
o’clock, when he just got in the car. But now, HRADIO provides Christophe 
with additional information to the previous news bulletin, such as in-depth 
journalistic pieces or local football updates.   
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S12 

News Synopsis 
Mark spends most of his time behind his desk, without listening to the radio. 
When he goes home, he likes to get a synopsis of the news he finds 
relevant. To do this, he has created a profile in his HRADIO-app that 
indicates what his interests are. Whenever he wants, he can request and 
listen to this news synopsis. The app also knows which information Mark 
has heard before, so it only gives him the latest information. After this short 
update, Mark can just return to listening to live radio. 

S13 

Automatically Adapted Radio 
Marie has synchronised all of her radio devices with her HRADIO app. This 
allows the radio devices to track her activities and optimise her radio 
experience without her intervention. This way, Marie has set her devices to 
automatically mute when she leaves the room, to increase the volume 
when she is standing further from the radio set or when there is more noise 
in the room, and to decrease the volume when people start talking. Via her 
profile, she can manage her settings and decide which data can be used 
for which purposes. 

S14 

Recommended Stations 
Bernd often has to go abroad for work. When he’s travelling, he uses his 
smartphone to listen to music and the radio. He likes discovering new, local 
radio stations. With his new HRADIO app he gets suggestions for local radio 
stations immediately upon his arrival. These suggestions are based on his 
preferences and listening behaviour. 

S15 

No more Traffic Jams! 
Alexandra is often on the road and in a hurry. The quicker she gets to her 
destination, the better. She listens to the radio to get the latest traffic 
updates. But often enough, the update is only announced when she’s 
already on the wrong route or in traffic. HRADIO allows her to avoid this. 
Alexandra can easily personalise the system so she will get the right 
information for her route straight away when she leaves. This allows her to 
timely adapt her route and gain time. 

S16 

Traffic Jammer 
Olivia is studying for an important test. The radio hosts are keeping her 
company. But there is a lot of traffic and hence, many traffic updates 
interrupt her radio flow. Olivia is frustrated because the updates are 
irrelevant to her and interrupt her focus. That’s why she switches her 
listening profile to ‘home’. Her radio now knows that she has no need for 
traffic updates and replaces this part of the broadcast automatically with 
music Olivia likes. 
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Personalisation + interactivity 

S17 

Personalised Interactive Advertising 
Frans uses HRADIO. His radio advertising is visualized, interactive and 
personalised. While Frans is listening to the radio, he gets an advert for a 
concert of his favourite band. Via his radio device he can access a link that 
brings him directly to the ticket shop. He can also buy t-shirts and other 
merchandising. 

Interactivity 

S18 

New Discoveries 
Niels is in his car on his way to work, listening to the Radio 1 chart show 
“Lage Landenlijst”. Niels really likes the song that is now playing, number 12 
of the hit list. But he doesn’t know the song or the artist and missed the 
hosts’ announcement. Thanks to HRADIO, he can ’like’ the “Lage Landenlijst” 
and go back to look for the artist and song. He can also buy the music and 
share his new discovery with friends online. The ‘likes’ of Niels are also 
transferred to the radio station. This way the radio hosts get immediate 
feedback from the listeners and they can improve their music offering. 

S19 

Push the Button 
Martina is listening to her favourite radio show. The show has a segment 
where current affairs are discussed with experts and listeners. The radio 
hostess regularly organizes polls to get to know the general opinion of her 
listeners. Each time a YES/NO question is posed. Martina can participate in 
the poll via her remote control or directly via her HRADIO device. 
Participating makes her feel more involved with the show and she is 
always very curious on the opinions of other listeners. 
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S20 

Traffic Jam Quiz 
Christophe is stuck in traffic. Again. He is bored and frustrated. Luckily, he 
can listen to the radio. The radio presenter asks him if he would like to 
participate to the traffic jam quiz. When he is not in the mood, Christophe 
simply replies ‘no’ via voice command. But today, he would like to play. He 
replies ’yes’ and is automatically added to the red team. The quiz can start 
now. The aim is to beat the blue and the green team and by doing so, to 
win the traffic jam trophy. 
The quiz is not live but is composed of pre-recorded questions that can be 
replied by Christophe via voice command. The team with the most correct 
replies wins. When the quiz is over, Christophe can follow the live broadcast 
further. 

S21 

More info 
Johanna is listening to a radio show that explains why, in America, a 
presidential candidate can win despite not having won the popular vote. It 
refers to the power of the ‘Electoral College’. Johanna is not sure what this 
is. That is why she asks her HRADIO app to find more info. She immediately 
gets a short explanation. Her search is also saved (anonymously) with the 
radio programmes’ redaction. Using this user feedback, they can make 
their broadcasts more relevant and interesting for the listeners. 

Voice control 

S22 

Voice control 
Alexandra‘s new car has voice control. It is very convenient to operate her 
navigation system while she is driving. She would like to use the system for 
her radio as well but sometimes the system misunderstands her or has a 
very awkward way of pronouncing radio station names. She wants her 
voice control to work better and smarter, so that she can use it for her 
radio as well. 
 
 

Audio and reception quality 
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S23 

Guaranteed Signal and Quality 

Karl has invested in a decent hi-fi system so he can enjoy his radio and 
music. Karl doesn’t even have to manually switch between DAB or FM. His 
new HRADIO receiver automatically makes sure he switches to the most 
qualitative audio and purest signal. Karls’ wife Sarah often crosses the 
border while travelling for work. Her HRADIO receiver automatically picks 
the best signal. That way, Sarah doesn’t have to worry about her radio 
reception and can concentrate on the road.  Laetitia, daughter of Karl and 
Sarah, is often a passenger is her parents’ car. She likes to listen to her own 
radio station via her smartphone and headphone. Before, she often had 
difficulties listening to the show as the connection sometimes failed. With 
her HRADIO receiver the signal is seamless and her audio quality remains 
excellent. 

S24 

Radio Butler 
Marianne is listening to her radio at home. The connection is lost and there 
is a lot of noise. Her hybrid radio detects this and helps her to solve it. One 
solution would be to switch to an internet connection. But Marianne doesn’t 
want this because her internet is slow and she’s not keen on streaming 
that much. Her radio will help her find the right signal by reading her signal 
strength and sending it to her smartphone. Her HRADIO app helps her to 
find the right frequency. 

Visualisation 

S25 

Visual Stories 
Peter is listening to a discussion of movie classics on the radio. One of the 
movies that is mentioned is unknown to him. One of the guests on the show 
and the presenter decide to play the video of the scene for clarification. 
Peter can hear the audio directly on his radio. But in addition, he can turn 
on his radio-visualisation to see the video fragment. He can also view the 
movie posters of the other movies that were discussed and view the other 
fragments that are referred to. 

S26 

Subtitles 
Peter is trying to learn Dutch, which is why he often listens to Dutch radio 
programmes on his smartphone. Even though he has a couple of favourite 
Dutch radio shows, sometimes it’s hard to follow the discussion. On his 
screen, the broadcast is subtitled so that he can follow the discussion 
more easily. 
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S27 

Lyrics 
Peter is an Englishman living in Brussels. He is currently learning to speak 
Dutch and is listening to Radio 1, the Lage Landenlijst (hit parade with Dutch 
songs only). With his HRADIO app he can access the lyrics to each song. It 
helps him understand the songs better but also allows him to sing along 
and practice his spoken Dutch. 

S28 

Logos 
Frank has a new car with a high-quality touch screen. When he uses 
Spotify, he sees the images of the albums and artists. But also, when he is 
selecting a radio station, he sees the logos of the different radio stations. 

S29 

What is it about? 
Ingrid has a new car with a dashboard screen. When she picks a radio 
station, she doesn’t just get to see the radio stations’ name but also the 
subject that is being discussed in the current programme. It helps Ingrid 
choose which station she wants to listen to without having to switch 
between stations and trying different stations before she finds an 
interesting broadcast. 
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3. EVALUATING USER SCENARIOS 

3.1. METHODOLOGY 

For the evaluation of user scenarios, we organised four workshops: three 
workshops with users (at imec, VRT and RBB) and one workshop with the HRADIO 
consortium members. This qualitative research approach allows in-depth insights 
in user expectations, preferences and needs. The workshops therefore combined 
focus-group techniques to generate deep understanding of the user context 
(Sleeswijk, Visser et. al. 2005:124) and a ranking exercise to enable a structured 
discussion of the scenarios. 
 
Within qualitative research the depth and nuance of the results is key. The results 
of these group discussions cannot be generalized (Stewart & Shamdasani, 1990) 
but to understand cultural differences and nuances in user preferences, multiple 
workshops in different countries (Belgium and Germany) and with different types 
of radio listeners were required. Below, we describe each of these workshops, the 
workshop flow and how the workshops were analysed before reporting the results 
in the next section.  
 

3.1.1. User workshops at imec and VRT 

Imec and VRT (both based in Brussels, Belgium) decided to join forces for the 
practical organisation of two user workshops. This would also enhance their overall 
chances in participant recruitment. The recruitment efforts focussed on two 
participant pools; the aim was to have a workshop with students1 at imec and a 
workshop with a heterogeneous group of listeners at VRT. 
 
A call for participation2 was distributed in various participant networks (e.g. VRT 
Proeftuin panel, Brussels participant pool, imec-SMIT mailing lists, etc.). To attract 
more participants, each participant would receive a financial incentive3 for 
attending the workshop.  

                                                        
1 The HRADIO project has “a special interest in youngsters, which represent the segment of the market that more 
has reduced its radio consumption, but that could also more easily benefit from HRADIO results.” (HRADIO Grant 
Agreement, part B, p. 31). 
2 The call for participation to the workshops at imec and VRT (in Dutch) was added to the appendixes of this 
deliverable, see appendix A. 
3 Each participant could choose between a Bol.com or a Standaard Boekhandel €20 gift card. Additionally, non-
alcoholic beverages and snacks were served during and after the workshops. 
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Participants that registered to attend the workshop were requested to fill in a short 
survey (see annex D) about their radio listening habits. In total, 15 people 
participated (see Table 2). The answers of this survey were processed into an 
overview of the radio use of each participant (annex D). 
 
As indicated in the HRADIO Data Management Plan (Deliverable 1.3), participants 
were asked to fill out an informed consent form (see annex B) that explained the 
set-up of the workshop, the purpose of the recording of the workshop and the 
anonymization of the results (participants names have been re-coded to P1 - P15 in 
all documents).  
 

 

Figure 2: Photos taken at the imec and VRT workshops 

  

3.1.2.  User workshop at RBB 

RBB often collaborates with the Konrad Wolf film university in Potsdam, Germany 
for the production of new media in film and television. For the RBB workshop five 
film students and two researchers were recruited4. The workshop followed the 
same approach as at imec/VUB and VRT, which is described in section 2.1.4.  
 
All participants were informed about the privacy policy and signed an informed 
consent form (see annex F) as stated in the HRADIO Data Management Plan. Part of 
the data protection declaration was that all data gathered in the project is 
processed anonymously and will only be used for this project. All participants are 
coded (using codes: P16-P22) in the analysis and reporting of the data. This means 
that their names cannot be linked to the gathered information. 
 

                                                        
4 A copy of the call for participation to the RBB workshop was added in appendix E 
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Figure 3: Photos taken at the RBB workshop 

 

3.1.3. HRADIO consortium workshop 

A HRADIO consortium meeting took place on 17 and 18 January 2018, hosted by 
Konsole Labs in Berlin. This was considered a good  opportunity to organise a user 
scenario evaluation workshop, because each consortium partner was represented 
at this meeting. 
 
We asked the consortium partners for their permission to take photos during the 
workshop and to use them for this deliverable. 
 

 

Figure 4: Photos taken at the HRADIO consortium workshop in Berlin 

 

3.1.4. Workshop set-up and flow 

The workshops were held in a room where the participants were able to walk 
around freely, which contributed to an interactive and informal setting of the 
workshop (Mortelmans, 2013:245-246). In the middle of the room there was a table 
with chairs, name cards for each participant and writing material. Two audio 
recorders were placed on the table and a camera was set up in the corner of the 
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room. This registration procedure enhanced the transparency of the data 
collection phase and simplified the process of data analysis for the researchers 
(Mortelmans, 2013). 
 

 

Figure 5: Photo of workshop set up 

 
The moderators made sure that the participants felt welcome when they entered 
the room, introduced themselves and offered the participants something to drink 
and eat. This contributed to making them feel relaxed and comfortable (Baarda et 
al, 2013; Mortelmans, 2013; Van Male, 2011:6-13). The moderators briefly described the 
HRADIO project and the workshop flow and goals, and asked each participant to fill 
in an informed consent before the workshop started. By signing the informed 
consent, each workshop participant agreed they understood what it means to 
participate in the HRADIO research study and they have decided, in a consciously 
and deliberate way, that they want to participate (Mack et al, 2005:9). The informed 
consent5 was printed in twofold, one for the participant and one for the researcher 
(Mack et al, 2005:9). We asked the participants for permission to take photographs 
during the workshop. We made it explicitly clear when we turned on the audio 
recorders and started filming. 
 
The introduction part of the workshop consisted of a round table discussion. The 
moderators and co-moderators introduced themselves first (e.g. name and 
profession) and explained a little about our own radio use. Then, it was the 

                                                        
5 The informed consent contained the research goal, methods, what is expected of the research participants, a 
statement that participation is voluntary and everyone can withdraw at any time, a confidentiality/privacy 
statement detailing what will happen with the gathered data, and the name and contact information of the 
researcher in case of further questions (Mack et al, 2005:9). 
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participants’ turn. We made sure that both fun and irritating aspects of radio were 
questioned in depth. We inquired which radio features are missing today and 
which features could improve radio. One of the co-moderators took note of this 
discussion on a flipchart (Mack et al., 2005). The participant profiles (see Table 2)  
came in handy during this session because they helped us to understand and 
contextualise who the participants are as radio listeners. 
 

 

Figure  6: Photo of the pros and cons that were listed about radio use today (in Dutch), 
taken during the introductory discussion at the user workshop at imec 

 
Rather than asking the participants to rank all 29 scenarios -an overwhelming 
task- the evaluation of user scenarios happened in two consecutive phases. The 
first phase focussed on scenario selection. The 29 clustered user scenarios (as 
described above) had been printed individually on A4-paper, grouped per 
scenario cluster, and hung across the walls of the room The workshop participants 
were asked to walk around the room, thoroughly read each scenario, and make a 
selection of nine scenarios that appealed to them the most. For this, we developed 
a selection tool called ‘radio luggage’. The participants were given a ‘radio 
luggage’ template (see image below) and a stack of post-its on which they could 
write down the name and number of the scenarios they had selected. After the 
scenario selection phase, there was a group discussion on which scenarios the 
participants had (not) selected in their luggage and why.  
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Figure 7: Radio luggage template 

 
 
The second part of the workshop focussed on the actual in-depth evaluation of 
user scenarios. This happened by performing an exercise, inspired by Steve Kalter’s 
Survivor Island technique (Kalter, 2006), a projective technique that is “especially 
handy when researching a product or service that contains a bevy of potential 
attributes, components, or features that need to be reduced” (p. 140). The exercise 
is a constant “purging process”, the benefit of this technique is that “the moderator 
can continually encourage respondents to voice their rationale” and the 
participants “continue whittling down the features to a desired number attributes 
or until it is felt that the strongest or most crucial attributes remain on the island” 
(pp. 140-141). 
 
Hence, after filling their ‘radio luggage’ with nine scenarios, we gave each 
participant a ‘radio island’ template (see image below) and asked them to image 
themselves travelling to ‘radio island’.  
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Figure 8: Radio island template 

 
 
The next step was telling the participants that there was no place on the island for 
all the items (nine scenarios in total) that they had packed in their luggage. 
Furthermore, they were only allowed to bring three scenarios with them on the 
island. Thus, the participants immediately had to eliminate some of the scenarios 
in their luggage. 
 
The first elimination of scenarios could be done by placing the least favorite 
scenarios on the crocodile section of the island (bottom right corner of the hybrid 
radio island template). For the second elimination round, if there were scenarios 
that the participants perceived to be interesting for radio in general but not useful 
or relevant for themselves to take with them on the island right now, these 
scenarios could be “saved” placing them on the buoy section of the island (upper 
left corner of the template). 
 
Finally, the participants were allowed to unpack their final three scenarios on the 
island. The scenario chosen in the first place, got hold of the best spot on the 
island: the beach chair. The second-best scenario received a place near the palm 
trees and the scenario that placed third got a spot in the open section of the 
island. 
 
A plenary discussion was held to conclude the scenario evaluation phase of the 
workshop. Every participant had to present their individual island to the group. The 
participants were asked which scenario they had placed first (in the beach chair) 
and why. The same goes for the scenarios that they had placed second and third. 
Additionally, we questioned which scenarios the participants had “fed” to the 
crocodiles and why, as well as which scenarios they had “saved for later” by 
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placing them near the buoy. At the end, we discussed which scenarios the 
participants thought to be the most interesting to develop in real life and which 
scenarios they perceived as the least useful or relevant overall. 
 
The workshop was closed by asking the participants for some last remarks and 
feedback on the workshop flow and methods. The audio and video recordings 
were stopped and the participants received their incentive for participating in the 
workshop. We made sure that all participants signed the receipt6. 

                                                        
6 A blanco copy of the receipt (in Dutch) was added to the appendixes of this deliverable, see appendix C.  
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Table 2: Overview of profession, age and gender of the participants of workshops at 
VUB/imec, VRT and RBB 

  Profession Age 
Gen
der 

VRT and VUB/imec 

P1 Student Film studies 23 M 

P2 Student Communication studies 21 F 

P3 Student Language & literature 23 F 

P4 Student Psychology 24 F 

P5 Student History 24 F 

P6 Student Communication studies  23 M 

P7 Student Communication studies 23 F 

P8 Student Language & literature 23 F 

P9 Student Communication studies 23 F 

    

P1O Researcher 23 F 

P11 Student Communication studies 20 F 

P12 Student Communication studies 23 F 

P13 Unemployed 42 M 

P14 Sales person 2 F 

P15 Student Communication studies 20 F 



 D2.2: User Evaluation Report 

 
 
 

Page 35 of 78 

 RBB 

P16 Researcher/ - 39 M 

P17 Researcher/- 31 M 

P18 Student/ Film studies 28 M 

P19 Student/ Film studies 26 M 

P20 Student/ Film studies 31 F 

P21 Student/ Film studies 30 F 

P22 Student/ Film studies 27 F 

 
 

3.1.5. Analysis and reporting  

To analyse the feedback received in the workshops, a structured approach was 
necessary. The following steps allowed the researchers to go through the user 
feedback while structuring the scenarios further based on the evaluation of users 
and the consortium.   
 
First, the scenarios that were selected to be in the luggage and ranked on the 
island were gathered in an overall ‘scenario ranking’ for the user workshops as well 
as for the consortium workshop (see annex G). This granted insights into the 
diversity of selected scenarios,  
To obtain the rankings, we converted the results of each workshop into scenario 
rankings, this was done by assigning a score to each individual scenario. It allowed 
us to compare the outcomes of the user scenario evaluations in different 
workshops. The ranking logic goes as follows: 
� if a scenario was not selected at all (not in luggage and not on island), this 

scenario received 0 points; 
� if a scenario was selected in a participant’s luggage, but was not placed on 

the island, this scenario received 1 point; 
� the scenario that was placed third (open spot on the island) received 3 

points; 
� the scenario that was placed second (palm trees) received 4 points; 
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� the scenario that was placed first (beach chair) received 5 points; 
 
The rankings for the user workshops from imec, VRT and RBB were then added to 
form a combined ‘user ranking’, allowing comparison between consortium ranking 
and user ranking as a whole.  
 
The discussions were analysed based on the notes and summaries made during 
and right after the workshops as well as on the recordings. For this analysis, 
feedback was divided into three categories:  
� ‘scenario feedback’, containing feedback on individual scenarios; 
� ‘overall feedback’, containing feedback that surpassed a specific scenario 

such as comments on the habits of radio listening, the unique experience of 
radio but also on the applicability of these future oriented scenarios for 
certain user groups; 

� ‘methodology feedback’, containing comments from participants on the 
workshop itself, such as the difficulty of selecting exactly 9 scenarios for the 
luggage. 

 
Within the scenario feedback category, the individual feedback was then analysed 
and summarized by 3 different researchers from at least 2 of the involved 
consortium partners (imec, VRT and RBB). This type of investigator triangulation 
(Denzin, 2017; Baarda et al., 2013) contributed to the validation of the summaries of 
user feedback provided below. 

3.2. RESULTS USER PANEL 

In this section, the user feedback is discussed. In section 2.3 Consortium panel, we 
continue with the feedback of the consortiums. These sections first focus on the 
top ten scenarios that came out of the workshops. Then, a short summary of other 
valuable user feedback on, for example, the scenarios that were not selected by 
any participant is discussed. This means that not all scenarios will be explicitly 
discussed in the following section. Of course, this is not to say that these scenarios 
did not receive valuable comments or were deemed to be of no value by users as 
possible future hybrid radio scenarios.  Rather, for the objectives of this deliverable 
it was decided to focus on the ‘popular’ scenarios and most poignant results. This 
approach allows for an in-depth discussion on 10 scenarios and some surprising 
observations rather than a superficial description of feedback on all 29 scenarios 
discussed in the workshops. However, the other scenarios are still in consideration 
by the consortium and the user feedback for all scenarios (even those not 



 D2.2: User Evaluation Report 

 
 
 

Page 37 of 78 

presented in this deliverable) will be taken into consideration in combination with 
the outcomes of D2.3 and the set-up of the pilots in D4.1.  
 

3.2.1. Top ten scenarios user panel 

Table 3: Overview of combined end-user rankings 

Nr Name 
TOTAL SCORE 

END USERS 

1 Time-shifting and cross- device listening 49 

4 In the Mix 46 

5 Music Filter 35 

18 New Discoveries 34 

3 Stay Informed 33 

23 Guaranteed Signal Quality 26 

27 Lyrics 26 

14 Recommended Stations 22 

10 Streaming meets Broadcast 20 

16 Traffic Jammer 20 

 
 
Feedback per scenario: 
  
→ S1 Time-shifting and cross- device listening 
 

VRT+VUB  RBB   TOTAL 

1 Time-shifting and cross- device listening 28 21 49 

 

Scenario 1 concerns timeshifting and cross-device interaction in the context of a 
commuting trip. The frustration of wanting to stay in the car when arrived at a 
destination as a way to continue listening to an interesting item or favourite song 
was recognizable for P10, P11, P14 and P15. However, P4 mentioned – although she 
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liked the concept – this function to be disturbing when listening to a song because 
the song would still be interrupted. P6 connected the concept to time-shifting on 
digital television, which he appreciated. 

We learned this scenario responds to an existing need amongst listeners, which 
resulted in the highest ranking of 49. As such, functions that allow to pause radio 
and to resume listening on a different device should be incorporated in the use 
cases. 

 
→ S4 In the Mix 
 

VRT+VUB  RBB   TOTAL 

4 In the Mix 30 16 46 
 
P2 and P3 indicate they sometimes listen to podcasts, and could see themselves 
using the features of this scenario. P10, P11, P15, and P13 are also enthusiastic about 

this scenario but P13 is critical whether this would be feasible as: 

 
 “It would imply the use of a lot of technology. 

(...)  this scenario is not very novel although it still does not exist.  
He thinks the concept is strong, and he is convinced his family and friends would 

think the same” (P13). 
 
P10 hopes this scenario would also allow more personalized recommendations, 
similar to Spotify premium.   

We found that listeners enjoy the personalised and time-shifted podcast concept 
as it allows them to deepen into particular content or find content on demand.  

 
→ S5 Music filter 
 

VRT+VUB  RBB   TOTAL 

5 Music Filter 31 4 35 

 

P9 reported this scenario to be very similar to S18 (New Discoveries), which 
received most preferences in the workshop series at VRT+VUB as described below. 
P5 said S5 is better than S18 because it would take out music that is disliked and 
replace it. This corresponds to a common frustration towards radio listening as 
also mentioned in the introductory round of the workshop. P10 also favours this 
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scenario over S18 because the concept of radio as they know it is mostly kept 
intact. At RBB, The Music Filter scenario received varied evaluations. P17 stated:  

”With a filter I can finally get the perfect programme for me” (P17).  

However, the other participants were not sure about this function and doubted 
that listeners would activate and maintain this functionality:  

“No robot should decide what I like or don’t like!” (P22). 

We learned that users are interested in the underlying concept of filtering music 
but are hesitant towards the technology behind it. As such, we might need to 
make transparent how the algorithm affects their music discovery process. 
 
 
→ S18 New Discoveries 

VRT+VUB  RBB   TOTAL 

18 New Discoveries 29 5 34 

 

Scenario 18 (New Discoveries) is the scenario that was selected the most in 
participant’s luggage at VRT and VUB. P4 said the key feature of radio is to allow for 
new discoveries, to be “even surprising”  This scenario supports the surprising 
factor by facilitating listeners to learn about these discoveries. P8 expressed 
similar values. P13 said this function could replace his pen, as he always has one 
with him to write down song titles. Scenario 18 also triggered debate amongst 
participants as P15 raised that similar functions already exist, e.g. Shazam, which 
was backed by P10. 

At RBB, Scenario 18 was seen as more suitable for other platforms than radio. In 
general, there was wide variation in the assessment of interactive use cases. 
Interaction as part of a game was more popular than interaction in a socially 
relevant topic. Hardly any participant was interested in this possible use of radio. 
Users recognised the possibility of interaction via other platforms, but not via radio:  

“It would always be a compromise between the platform and radio” (P19). 

We learned that discoveries are key to radio, and that interactive radio features 
should support the aspect of surprise. In that sense, radio should not try to limit to 
offering music on demand. We also recognised a nostalgic feel towards radio, 
which we should take into account during the creation of mock-ups. 

→ S3 Stay informed 
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VRT+VUB  RBB   TOTAL 

3 Stay Informed 22 11 33 

 

Scenario 3 (Stay Informed) was frequently selected by participants, but not always 
received the highest rank. Participants appreciated the possibility of creating a 
thematic playlist, in order to avoid missing interesting content:  

”In this way I won’t miss any broadcast or programme on topics that interest me” 
(P21).  

“Making these kinds of playlists is perfect” (P22).  

We learned that users like to be up-to-date with information. This scenario offers a 
nice-to-have feature that will give HRADIO added value. 
 
 
→ S23 Guaranteed Signal Quality 
 

VRT+VUB  RBB   TOTAL 

23 Guaranteed Signal Quality 21 5 26 

 

Scenario 23 (Guaranteed Signal Quality) received many votes at VRT and VUB, in 
contrast to RBB.  P6 reported this scenario to be most practical, which was also 
expressed by P12 and P7. Later in the discussion, P6 continued to praise this 
scenario, as he said that  

“S23 is number one priority (P6).”   

Some listeners discussed this should be a given, as broadcast radio -in his 
experience- is always reliable. Hybrid radio should have the same characteristics. 

The guaranteed signal quality is key to ensure a pleasant the radio experience. 
However, it is also considered evident by participants that have had no significant 
signal quality issues in the past. 

 

→ S27 Lyrics 
 

VRT+VUB  RBB   TOTAL 
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27 Lyrics 24 2 26 

 
Scenario 27 (Lyrics) was rated as best by only one participant, yet several 
participants liked the concept and therefore selected it as a third option. The 
functionality of visualising lyrics certainly fits into their experiences of driving 
around with friends or family. For instance, P15 said: 
  

“I really like singing, and it would be really great to have real time lyrics on my 
screen so that I could sing along with the right words” (P15).  

 
The low selection rate by RBB participants was not due to the nature of the 
scenario itself. Several participants said that it was good not to have to search for 
the lyrics for songs on the internet and that it could be useful to have ready access 
to song lyrics. 
 
On the other hand, participants at VUB and VRT indicated that this feature, like in 
other ‘visualisation’ scenarios, might not be as safe while for example driving the 
car alone. Another comment indicated that radio as a background medium has 
little use for visualisation, since listeners are not always close to their radio device.  
 
We learned that providing textual annotations, such as song lyrics, can add a 
playful character to the radio experience. The function of lyrics specifically 
compliments existing habits and social activities for some of the respondents. 
However, with all visualisation scenarios safety issues arose when considering 
driving. This should of course be taken into account while defining the pilot cases. 
 
 
→ S14 Recommended Stations 
 

VRT+VUB  RBB   TOTAL 

14 Recommended Stations 19 3 22 

 
Several participants recognised scenario 14 (Recommended Stations) as the need 
when travelling in different countries: P6 for instance noted that finding radio 
stations which correspond to their tastes can often be a distracting task while 
driving.   
 
At RBB, this scenario was less popular, although the usefulness of the scenario was 
recognized by all participants. Only three participants selected it. Several 
participants nonetheless considered this scenario potentially useful. P19 said:  
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“I can imagine using this so that I have the chance to discover new music and 

information when travelling abroad” (P19). 
 

P20 said:  
 

“I think this is a good idea, because it’s always difficult with radio abroad. It would 
be very practical to get recommendations based on the profile of a radio station 

that would match my interests with what was available locally. This would help me 
to discover new music” (P20). 

 

This scenario was based on a user need which was shared and recognized by 
several participants, and could potentially offer an interesting use case in an 
international context, such as the European dimension of HRADIO. 

 
→ S10 Streaming meets Broadcast 
 

VRT+VUB  RBB   TOTAL 

10 Streaming meets Broadcast 19 1 20 

 

Scenario 10 (Streaming meets Broadcast) addresses the personalisation of 
informational content. In that sense, it differs from S5 (Music Filter) and S18 (New 
Discoveries), which focus on personalisation of music. P11 said this scenario:  

“might solve my frustration of listening to content I do not like to listen to” (P11).  

This scenario could still allow new discoveries while also facilitating 
personalisation, according to P12. In general, participants appreciated this 
scenario which still allowed the possibility of surprise, combining the authenticity 
of radio with the advantages of a personal playlist. At RBB, one participant 
indicated that the broad range of possibilities were too extensive for him.  P17 said:  

"I have to do too much myself and (have to) make decisions instead of being 
surprised” (P17). 

The inherent character of hybrid radio allows radio stations to keep their 
broadcast qualities while also providing the opportunity to receive more 
personalised content on demand of the user. Here we learn that personalisation, 
whether related to music (S5 and S18) or informational content, would add value 
by solving the frustration of not being able to choose the content in radio 
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broadcasts. However, we should be weary of transparency issues (see S5 above) 
and in striking the right balance between filtering out what is disliked on the one 
hand, and too much repetition of what is liked on the other hand. This last 
comment is associated with the risk of losing the pleasure of listening to 
something (music or content) previously unknown.  

 
→ S16 Traffic Jammer 
 

VRT+VUB  RBB   TOTAL 

16 Traffic Jammer 13 7 20 

 
In the workshops, the possibility of not having traffic updates interrupting the 
programme when at home was considered a useful application of personalisation. 
Connecting a personal profile to your radio to eliminate and replace unnecessary 
traffic reports was highly appreciated.  
 
”I very much like the connection to my personal profile. But it’s only of interest when 

there already is a personal profile, and when the music choice is a random 
selection from my existing music. Otherwise if it uses an existing playlist, I will know 

the songs already” (P20).  
 
In this discussion, it was made clear once again that one advantage of today’s 
radio services is the ability to surprise, to provide a random selection of music, as 
opposed to streaming services or self-created playlists.  
 
”If music was only selected from personal lists, there would be more surprises” (P19). 
 
Here we find that personalisation to the home context in the case of traffic 
information is an interesting feature to take into the piloting phase. However, in 
considering the requirements we should take into account the importance of the 
type of music or content that the traffic info is replaced with and how it relates to 
the user profile input.  
 

3.2.2. Additional feedback user panel 

During the user workshops, many interesting discussions did not relate to the top 
10 scenarios. Here, we provide an overview of poignant outcomes in the rankings 
and provide explanatory insights based on the relevant discussion points from the 
workshops. First, we will discuss the low ranking of scenario 22 Voice Control. Then 
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we address some striking differences within clusters and between the RBB and 
VUB-VRT workshops. 
 
 
→ Noteable results: S22 Voice Control 
 

VRT+VUB  RBB   TOTAL 

22 Voice Control 0 1 1 

 
Scenario 22 (Voice Control) was selected by only one participant and was not 
considered for a top 3 ranking. At the workshops in Brussels, many participants 
were lead by their previous, negative experiences with voice control. It was 
mentioned that the technology isn’t working optimally. At the RBB-workshop, the 
function in general was evaluated differently. Some participants found voice 
control useful, but at the same time the importance of data protection was central 
to all participants:  
 

“I generally avoid speech control in everyday life. But while driving it would be 
different and I understand that it would be an aspect of safety” (P20). 

 
From this, we can take away that the functionality of voice control is not 
necessarily interesting as a distinct pilot as it does not specifically trigger a need 
by our respondents.     
 
 
→ Striking differences within one cluster 
 

VRT+VUB  RBB   TOTAL 

27 Lyrics 24 2 26 

 

28 Logos 0 0 0 

 
Within the visualisation cluster, there is a noteworthy difference between the 
popularity of S27, Lyrics and 28, Logos. Participants liked scenario 27 Lyrics as it 
allowed for socializing opportunities when driving a car while scenario 28 was only 
mentioned to be distracting and even dangerous when driving a car. It seems that 
for our respondents, the fun factor of scenario 27 overcomes the pitfalls that are 
defined for visual radio (see also the description in 2.2.1 on S27 Lyrics). 
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→ Striking differences between RBB and VRT/VUB 
 

VRT+VUB  RBB   TOTAL 

21 More Info 16 2 18 

 
At the workshops at RBB, participants found this scenario to be ‘difficult’ to 
understand. At VRT and VUB most respondents thought the additional info feature 
was useful and also recognised the potential for radio makers to tap into the 
questions of radio listeners. Some participants (3) recognized potential but felt the 
app itself was not sufficient. As P1 explains:    
 

“If this idea is connected to Facebook video, it could mean added value for radio” 
(P1).  

 
Here we learn that not all respondents are interested in a seperate app to find 
additional information on radio content. It also teaches us that this scenario might 
not connect directly to a need that is felt by our respondents. 
 
 

VRT+VUB  RBB   TOTAL 

11 New News 11 0 11 

 

Scenario 11 (New News) was not selected by participants at RBB. There were very 
few drivers among the participants. In addition, they had no interest in continuous 
news updates despite interest in news. Finally almost all participants listened to 
radio regularly, particularly in the morning, but not for such a long period that they 
needed new news updates.  

At VRT and VUB, more participants commuted by car regularly, even amongst the 
students. The feedback received for the new news scenario was that it would solve 
a small frustration on the repetition of news for some respondents. Others 
underlined that these functions would be only useful while listening to the radio 
attentively. They questioned how the technology would know whether you were 
actually listening and have indeed heard the news or whether the radio was 
playing in the background without the listener paying full attention. In the last case, 
new news updates would be confusing rather than clarifying.   
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3.3. CONSORTIUM PANEL 

3.3.1. Top ten scenarios consortium panel 

Table 4: Overview of consortium ranking 

Nr Name 
TOTAL SCORE 
CONSORTIUM 

1 Time-shifting and Cross-Device Listening 58 

18  New Discoveries 30 

12 News Synopsis 25 

4 In the Mix 23 

27 Lyrics 19 

5 Music Filter 18 

25 Visual Stories 17 

19 Push the Button 15 

10 Streaming meets Broadcast 12 

21 More Info 12 

 
 
Feedback per scenario 
 
→ S1 Time-shifting and cross- device listening 
 
This scenario stood out to the consortium because it provides the option to pause 
a live radio show so that you can listen to it later, via the device of your choice. The 
consortium thinks that this feature will give more freedom to the radio listener. 
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“Radio is a linear medium, switch it on and it’s there. The downside? When you log 
out, it’s gone and you cannot skip back. Radio is not about on demand content” 

(Floris Daelemans, VRT). 
 
Overall, it was agreed that time-shifting and cross-device listening could solve 
the frustration and pain of radio listeners of «missing out» on interesting content, 
f.e. when you are driving home from work and you arrive at your house but you 
have to wait in the car until the radio show is finished. 
 

“It is my biggest daily problem” (Alexander Erk, IRT). 
 
The partners believe this is a very interesting scenario to develop into a real-life 
HRADIO service: 
 

“This scenario is important for HRADIO from a technical point of view. To prioritise, 
however, I would choose smaller use cases than this one” (Klaas Baert, VRT). 

 
 
→ S18 New Discoveries 
 
This scenario was evaluated as one of the best cost/benefit scenarios because 
there is no timeshifting needed. New discoveries are a simple issue from a 
technical point of view and the scenario promises many gains and benefits for the 
radio user. 
 

“New discoveries, in my point of view, is listening to live radio, it is getting a lot of 
new stuff and that is easy to handle from a user point of view. This scenario 

transfers my daily life to radio, we could get so much interaction. It is a nice and 
short interaction that could lead to many benefits” (Alexander Erk, IRT). 

 
Some of the consortium members believe that the scenario could potentially 
contribute to bursting the filter bubble of radio listeners: 
 
“I would not be locked in my filter bubble, other scenarios would lock me in” (Fabian 

Sattler, IRT). 
 
S18 (new discoveries) is also believed to be a beneficent scenario for radio 
broadcasters because radio listeners do not have to register to send feedback to 
the radio station. From a technical point of view this could be done with a button 
that you must double tap on your smartphone. This means there is not an 



 D2.2: User Evaluation Report 

 
 
 

Page 48 of 78 

obligation to create a user profile, if a listener likes a song he/she can just give 
send the radio broadcaster this feedback by double-tapping a button in the 
HRADIO application.  
 
 
→ S12 News Synopsis 
 
Overall, the consortium perceived all scenarios in the personalisation cluster as 
interesting scenarios to develop as real-life HRADIO services. Furthermore, the 
partners think that S4 (In the mix), S12 (News synopsis) and S10 (Streaming meets 
broadcast) are strongly related because all scenarios involve the feature of liking / 
bookmarking / creating lists and all of these three scenarios contribute to reducing 
or bursting the radio listeners’ filter bubble. 
 
“This is my favourite scenario because I am not a radio user, but I do like to listen to 

news and especially the main news” (Muhammad Zahid Zia, Konsole Labs). 
 
In contrast, some of the consortium members do point at concerns about creating 
a filter bubble with the news synopsis scenario: 
 

“News is an important asset of the radio. For me, this scenario is the same idea as 
S4 (in the mix) but it is still a bit dodgy because it is the news, a public broadcaster 

should focus on taking away the filter bubble and not creating new ones” 
(Floris Daelemans, VRT). 

 
 
→ S4 In the Mix 
 
A lot of the partners see this scenario as related to S12 (News synopsis), as already 
described in the section above. Additionally, they believe that it is closely related to 
S19 (Push the button) because it also has a tagging feature, the content is stored 
locally, and the user interaction is send to the radio station (feedback). 
 
What especially speaks to the consortium in the in the mix-scenario, is the idea of 
a personalised podcast: 
 

“My radio knows my profile.” (Floris Daelemans, VRT) 
 
“I would love to listen to the radio but I do not have time during the day, it would be 

great to have something like that at the end of the day.” (Andre Ebert, LMU) 
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→ S27 Lyrics 
 
Some members in the consortium perceive this scenario as fun and harmless, it 
shows the benefits of having a screen. S27 (Lyrics) could potentially be a way to get 
to S25 (Visual stories) because it has this «fun factor» to it. 
 

“This scenario has the right scope. I liked S25 (visual stories) too but it is harder to 
relate with, lyrics’ added value is immediately clear.” (François Daoust, W3C) 

 
Furthermore, the lyrics scenario is beneficial from a radio broadcasters’ point of 
view, because: 
 

“It is information that is there, you do not need to make new content. You can just 
use the information that you already have to fill the screen.” (Annette Wilson, RBB) 

 
 
→ S5 Music Filter 
 
Some members of the consortium think that the music filter scenario could 
benefit radio stations because that way listeners can indicate not only what 
content they like but also what content they dislike. 
 

“I had a discussion with a radio station that a filter could be good not only for 
music and resources, but also for news and politics. You can then give feedback 

about something that you don’t like, for example, some do not like sport news and 
they can just select economics or politics.” (Simone Hollederer, RBB) 

 
It is maybe not so surprising then that, in line with the evaluation of S18 (New 
discoveries), the consortium is worried that S5 (Music filter) would contribute to 
creating / enforcing the radio listeners’ filter bubble. 
 

“I found S5 [Music filter] too narrow, S10 [streaming meets broadcast] includes this 
scenario but that is yet too broad, it does not really tell anything.” 

(Fabian Sattler, IRT) 
 
→ S25 Visual Stories 
 



 D2.2: User Evaluation Report 

 
 
 

Page 50 of 78 

Overall, there is a consensus in the HRADIO consortium that Visual stories can 
bring added value to radio. A distinction is made however, between long term and 
short term development of this scenario. In the short term, the visualisations can 
be still pictures but this could evolve depending on the development of for 
example autonomous driving cars and in relation to market demands (what do 
radio listeners want).  
 

“Time will show whether in the future, when we have autonomous driving cars, we 
have the time for small screens and good visuals on the car radio.” 

(Alexander Erk, IRT) 
 

In the short-term view, some specific radio features could have a visual with it but, 
the consortium underlines some important conditions and limitations: first of all, 
some consortium members were worried about driving distractions.  
 

“It is true that it is not OK to have moving images when driving.” 
(François Daoust, W3C) 

 
The partners also agree, however, that radio visualisations should only be 
developed as a real-life HRADIO feature when it is possible to have high quality 
images and when they are used as a more info function supporting the broadcast. 
 
“When you listen to Spotify, you expect to see the album cover, it’s there and it adds 

something to the radio experience. If you can bring more visuals, this will add 
something.” (Fabian Sattler, IRT) 

 
“I agree with these use cases, if you have a program about a painter or a painting 

then visuals are more about more information than about a good show. What I am 
afraid about, is that visuals are not necessary.” (Klaas Baert, VRT) 

 
“If there is a display, we need to fill that space. I completely agree that video is 

ridiculous, yet, maybe we can use radio visuals when it makes sense. For example, 
when there is a show about the world’s most expensive painting than I could 

quickly see it or when I am driving home and I listen to a one hour interview, then I 
would like to see the interviewee. It [visualisations] is done so poorly now, I know. If 
we can find the scenarios, from an editorial point of view, slideshows would make 
sense and from a technical perspective we can also catch the lyrics with a piece 

of html.” (Alexander Erk, IRT) 
 



 D2.2: User Evaluation Report 

 
 
 

Page 51 of 78 

Indeed, some of the consortium members have mixed feelings about S25 (Visual 
stories) because they think it is not the objective of radio to aspire to be like 
television. Furthermore, from a technical point of view, it is not nice for people when 
radio visualisations appear like «second class TV». 
 

“Let’s focus on making better audio functions for radio.” (Markus Friedrich, LMU) 
 

“In my opinion, radio is an outlet medium. If everything has a screen, it becomes a 
gimmick.” (Chris Caudill, Konsole Labs). 

 
“We need to make sure that in visual interfaces and visual content that we do not 
forget that radio has a background function, listeners are focusing on other tasks 
while listening to the radio. I talked to car manufacturers and what they want are 

really good quality images.” (Leo Andrews, Radioplayer) 
 
 
→ S19 Push the Button 
 
The consortium likes S19 (Push the button) because they feel this is an easy and 
simple way for the broadcaster to introduce interactivity and get feedback from 
the radio listeners. The push the button scenario is compared with a «tagging», 
feature because the content is stored locally and the interaction goes back to the 
station. Additionally, this is a likeable scenario from a broadcasters’ perspective 
because the listener gets a notification with some selected pieces of content that 
he/she has missed.  
 

“I picked S19 [push the button] because I had my pragmatic broadcaster hat on 
and this is a simple way to introduce interactivity, for example agree/disagree is 

easy to get user feedback.” (Annette Wilson, RBB) 
 
 
→ S10 Streaming meets Broadcast 
 
The main reason for selecting this scenario, according to the consortium, is that 
this scenario offers a different perspective: 
 

“The other scenarios are from the radio point of view, this one starts from a 
streamer point of view.” (Annette Wilson, RBB) 
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Streaming meets broadcast is created from the perspective of the user and 
streaming services, it brings radio into streaming services and not the other way 
around, like f.e. Spotify does. 
 
Some partners, however, still perceive this scenario as a bit too narrow: 
 

“It is too narrow for me, I find it difficult to express what I like about it and it is 
difficult to get any particular use case out of it.” (François Daoust, W3C) 

 
 
→ S21 More Info 
 
This scenario stood out to the HRADIO consortium because the partners feel that 
more info is not simply «radio» anymore.  
 

“At VRT we are currently prototyping something like that for Alexa, this is a 
prototype for a streaming device rather than a hybrid device.” 

(Floris Daelemans, VRT) 
 
Be that as it may, some consortium members think that S21 (More info) is not 
relevant for HRADIO because the action is outside of the HRADIO context. 
 

“Now I do not like it because we are not really sure what it means, is it a quick box 
for Wikipedia? The bookmarking feature is maybe more realistic. If you have the 

function to highlight and save something, and you truly care, then you would look 
at it. That is why it is better than a quick search.” (Chris Caudill, Konsole Labs) 

 
“I did not select it, I liked it but it missed something. The power of the web is random, 

you can search for keywords but you do not really know what you will get. There is 
no YouTube for radio yet, somewhere you would search for radio content. It makes 

sense that, for example, that you would be able to get a program from the radio 
archive because you missed it.” (François Daoust, W3C) 

 
 

3.3.2. Additional feedback consortium panel 

→ S28 Logos  
 

28 Logos 0 
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Although this scenario was originally developed from a broadcaster point of view, 
namely, to gain more brand visibility as a radio station, S28 (Logos) did not receive 
any striking positive nor negative feedback by the consortium partners. It was 
nevertheless apparent that the partners preferred S25 (Visual stories) because it 
encompassed different other visual opportunities (see 2.3.1). 
 
Thus, this does not mean that logos was completely discarded by the partners as 
a potential feature to develop within HRADIO. The scenario can still be developed, 
but rather as a part of the visual stories feature than as a feature on itself. 

3.4. COMPARISON OF THE USER AND CONSORTIUM FEEDBACK  

Table 5: Overview of end user ranking versus overview of consortium ranking 

End user ranking Consortium ranking 

Nr. Name Nr. Name 

1 
Time-Shifting and Cross-Device 
Listening 

1 
Time-Shifting and Cross-Device 
Listening 

4 In the Mix 18 New Discoveries 

5 Music Filter 12 News Synopsis 

18 New Discoveries 4 In the Mix 

3 Stay Informed 27 Lyrics 

23 Guaranteed Signal Quality 5 Music Filter 

27 Lyrics 25 Visual Stories 

14 Recommended Stations 19 Push the Button 

10 Streaming meets Broadcast 10 Streaming meets Broadcast 
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16 Traffic Jammer 21 More Info 

 
 
Table 5 provides an overview of the top ten scenarios of the end user ranking 
versus the top ten scenarios of the consortium ranking. We notice that there is 
overlap for six scenarios (indicated in bold in table 5): S1 (Time-shifting and cross-
device listening), S18 (New discoveries), S4 (In the mix), S27 (Lyrics), S5 (Music filter), 
and S10 (Streaming meets broadcast). Both end users and consortium partners 
had similar reasons for selecting and evaluating these scenarios in a positive 
manner, as already described thoroughly in section 2.3 (see above). 
 
We also observe some discrepancies between the end user ranking one the one 
hand and the consortium ranking on the other hand. Below, we will discuss the 
scenarios that were selected by end users but not by the consortium members, 
and vice versa.  
  

3.4.1. Scenarios that were selected in the top ten ranking of the end users, 
but not in the top ten ranking of the consortium 

→ S3 Stay Informed 
 
This scenario scored 33 points in the end user workshops, it placed fifth in the top 
ten ranking of the end users. The scenario received a score of 11 points in the 
consortium workshop, therefore it was not selected in the top ten ranking of the 
consortium.  
 
The end users like stay informed because the scenario helps them to avoid 
missing out on interesting content and to stay up to date with the news. This is in 
agreement with what was said at the consortium workshop, the partners also like 
the function that all your hybrid radio devices would know which content you have 
or have not yet consumed.  
 
But from a technical perspective, the partners perceive S3 (Stay informed) as 
related to S9 (Automatic news update), S11 (New news) and S12 (News synopsis). 
Therefore, according to the HRADIO consortium, all scenarios that feature news 
personalisation can and should be grouped and combined into one overall news 
personalisation scenario. 
 
→ S23 Guaranteed Signal and Quality 
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This scenario scored 26 points in the end user workshops versus 6 points in the 
consortium workshop. Guaranteed Signal Quality is on the 6th place in the top ten 
ranking of the end users, while it was not selected in the top ten ranking of the 
consortium. 
 
For most end users, this scenario provides the key to a pleasant radio experience. 
Therefore, some users indicate that this scenario is a «number one priority» for 
HRADIO. There were others, however, who thought this scenario should be «a given» 
because broadcast radio is always reliable and HRADIO should also have this 
characteristic. 
 
The HRADIO consortium also thinks that S23 is an important radio feature, yet, they 
agree with users in the idea that it is a basic functionality to be included in all 
pilots. It is the «bread and butter» of radio.  
 

“Signal and quality, it should just work.” (Annette Wilson, RBB) 
 

“It is a basic functionality, it is not worthy of discussion, it should just be included.” 
(Alexander Erk, IRT) 

 
“In general, radio should work out of the box. S23 [Guaranteed signal and audio 

quality] and S24 [Radio butler], this should just work. The signal quality should be 
good automatically.” (Markus Friedrich, LMU) 

 
“From an end user point of view, this is not the selling point of HRADIO.” (François 

Daoust, W3C) 
→ S14 Recommended Stations 
 
This scenario received an overall score of 22 points in the end user workshops 
versus 9 points in total at the consortium workshop. S14 (Recommended stations) 
is on the 8th place in the top ten ranking of the end users, while it was not selected 
in the top ten ranking of the consortium. 
 
During the end user workshops, it was clear that recommended stations would be 
most useful and relevant for people that travel. The most prominent gain of this 
scenario would be to solve the users’ frustration of finding a radio station that 
corresponds to their taste whilst travelling, and this especially when users are 
travelling in different countries. Therefore, as also described in section 2.2 (see 
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above), S14 (Recommended stations) could potentially offer an interesting use 
case in an international context, such as the European dimension of HRADIO. 
 
The scenario was positively reviewed by the HRADIO consortium as well, because -
although not explicit in the scenario- for these partners it includes the possibility of 
local advertising. The consortium thinks that the scenario should recommend both 
radio content and products and therefore be regrouped with the scenario on 
‘local advertising’. 
 
 
→ S16 Traffic Jammer 
 
This scenario got an overall score of 20 points in the end user workshops and is on 
the 10th place in the top ten ranking of the end users. It scored only 3 points in the 
consortium workshop and was not selected in the top ten ranking of the 
consortium. 
 
Traffic jammer was highly appreciated in the end user workshops, and this mainly 
due to the possibility of not having traffic updates interrupting the radio 
programme when a user is at home. The option to connect a personal profile to 
your radio to eliminate and replace unnecessary traffic reports also stood out to 
the end users. 
 
In the consortium workshop, this type of personalisation was considered 
interesting in addition to other personalisation scenarios. It was suggested to 
group personalisation scenarios such as S5 (Music Filter), S18 (New Discoveries), S11 
(New news) and S16 (Traffic jammer). That way, the different advantages of the 
scenarios could be grouped for a full personalised experience. 
 

3.4.2. Scenarios that were selected in the top ten ranking of the 
consortium, but not in the top ten ranking of the end users 

→ S12 News Synopsis 
 
This scenario received 25 points in the consortium workshop and is on the third 
place in the top ten ranking of the consortium. In the end user workshops, the 
scenario scored 18 points. It was not selected in the top ten ranking of the end 
users. 
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It was apparent throughout the consortium workshop that the partners perceived 
all news personalisation scenarios as interesting scenarios to develop for HRADIOin 
real-life. They are strongly in favour of a «liking / bookmarking» feature for HRADIO. 
There remain, however, some concerns within the consortium about whether the 
news synopsis scenario will contribute to bursting the radio listeners’ filter bubble 
or enhance it on the other hand. 
 
S12 (News synopsis) was not necessarily negatively evaluated in the end user 
workshops, in contrary, the users think this could be an interesting scenario to 
develop for HRADIO in real life. Some of the users did indicate, however, that S12 
(News synopsis) is strongly related to or could be included in S4 (In the mix). 
Furthermore, S4 (In the mix) is placed 2nd in the top ten ranking of the end users. 
This might explain why S12 (News synopsis) scored so low in the overall end user 
ranking. 
 
→ S25 Visual Stories 
 
This scenario received 17 points as a result of the consortium workshop and placed 
7th in the top ten ranking of the consortium. It got only 4 points as a result of the 
end users workshops and was not selected in the top ten of the end users. 
 
The HRADIO consortium is certain that visual stories would add extra value to the 
radio experience. The partners do point out, though, that it is not the objective of 
radio to be like television. The scenario should only be taken into consideration to 
develop them in real life, when it is possible to have high quality images and when 
the radio visualisations are used as a «more info» functionality that supports the 
broadcast. 
 
The end users seemed to agree with the consortium members on the fact that 
radio has to remain «radio»: it can also perfectly exist without a «visual aspect». 
Some users indicated that there is no need for radio visualisations because these 
offer no real added value when radio aspires to be like television, e.g. the users also 
do not see the value of broadcasting radio presenters in the studio on television. 
There were also some concerns about how radio visualisations would relate to 
safety when driving, users worry that visuals would distract the driver. The 
participants in the workshop departed here from their own current experience 
driving and made no mention of the possibilities of autonomous cars. Furthermore, 
for a lot of users, radio has a background function. This could ultimately explain 
the low ranking of S25 (Visual stories) in the end user workshop when compared to 
the consortium workshop. 
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→ S19 Push the button 
 
This scenario scored 15 points in the consortium workshop, versus 7 points in the 
end user workshops. The scenario is on the 8th place in the top ten ranking of the 
consortium but it was not selected in the top ten ranking of the end users. 
 
Push the button was evaluated in a positive manner by the HRADIO consortium 
because the partners think that this scenario is an easy and simple way for the 
broadcaster to introduce an interactive functionality to get feedback from the 
radio listeners. 
 
The explanation why S19 (push the button) was less positively evaluated in the end 
user workshops than in the consortium workshop, can maybe be found in the fact 
that introducing an aspect of «interactivity» in the radio broadcast is simply not a 
huge priority nor necessity from an end user point of view. 
 
 
→ S21 More info 
 
This scenario got 12 points in the consortium workshop and placed 10th in the top 
ten ranking of the consortium. It received 18 points in the end user workshops and 
was not selected in the top ten ranking of end users - it just missed the top ten 
ranking, both S21 (more info) and S12 (news synopsis) received a total of 18 points 
and ended on the 11th place in the end user ranking. 
 
More info was positively reviewed by the HRADIO consortium because the scenario 
offers an experience that is «more» than just simply «radio». In spite of that, this 
scenario was also described as irrelevant for HRADIO because the action is outside 
of the context of the HRADIO project. 
 
S21 (more info) was not necessarily negatively reviewed by the end users, they 
simply feel that it is not a priority to add an interactive aspect to radio. - cf. S19 
Push the Button (see above). The end users also emphasize that their radio device 
is not always near to them, therefore, they are not always able to interact with it. 

3.5. RECOMMENDATIONS 

In conclusion, from the user evaluation we can take away some recommendations 
for further development of the scenarios into pilots. 
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The ranking shows that these cases tap into real needs or desires of users that 
would be sufficiently interesting as a service - as mentioned in detail in the 
descriptions above (see 2.3).  The qualitative approach used in the evaluation 
workshops allows us to take away why they were considered interesting and what 
user requirements would be when further developing the scenarios. The 
workshops gave insights into the affordances, advantages and disadvantages for 
users associated with each scenario. Consortium ranking and user ranking 
revealed a strong overlap in the top 10 for 6 of the scenarios. Therefore, these 
scenarios can be considered most relevant to take into the next phase of WP2 and 
of pilot development in WP4. 

Table 6: Shared top 10 scenarios by the end users and the consortium 

Nr Name 

1 Time-shifting and cross-device listening 

18 New Discoveries 

4 In the Mix 

27 Lyrics 

5 Music Filter 

10 Streaming meets Broadcast 

 
 
Aside from the ranking, we concluded from the user and consortium workshops 
that certain scenarios are not as interesting to develop as pilots or services as 
such but could play a role as features of other scenarios. For example, the 
scenarios on voice control and visual stories gave no clear benefit for the 
workshop participants due to past experiences (as was the case for the voice 
control scenario) or a lack of experience (users couldn’t imagine a concrete 
setting in which the ‘visual stories’ connected to radio would be an asset). Although 
these may not be sufficiently convincing for users on its own, they could make 
interesting features in other scenarios. 
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In addition, the consortium meeting in Berlin also revealed potential overlaps in the 
shortlist of 29 scenarios in terms of technical requirements. For instance, 
developing a filter for music (S5) or for irrelevant traffic information (S16) was said 
to be not that different. Other examples are included in the outcomes in the 
previous sections (see 2.2 and 2.3). As a consequence, we would recommend 
further clustering of the 29 scenarios from a technical perspective, before 
revisiting the qualitative evaluation by users for the pilot selection. 

By combining these recommendations, we would advise the following steps:: 

� Technical clustering of scenarios (WP2 task 2.4) 
� Rewriting scenarios as features (WP2 task 2.4) 
� Define pilots based on previous steps and on user evaluation (WP4) 
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4. CONCLUSION 

This document, after introducing a short state of the art concerning existing hybrid 
radio functions for end-users. describes an extensive user evaluation process 
based on 29 clustered user scenarios. Scenarios were ranked in 3 user panel and 1 
consortium panel workshops, and followed a qualitative methodological 
approach. Results were analysed and are discussed in this document. Six user 
scenarios were prioritized by both users and consortium, and form the basis for 
the following steps in HRADIO, including technical requirements and piloting 
activities. Aspects of other scenarios that were found to be overlapping, will be 
combined and further investigated.  
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5. APPENDIX A: VRT-IMEC CALL FOR PARTICIPATION 

This appendix contains the call for participation for the workshops at imec and VRT 
(in Dutch). 
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6. APPENDIX B: VRT-IMEC INFORMED CONSENT FORM 

This appendix contains a blanco copy of the informed consent that was used for 
the user scenarios evaluation workshops at imec and VRT. 
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7. APPENDIX C: IMEC-VRT INCENTIVE RECEIPT  

This appendix contains a blanco copy of the receipt that the participants of the 
imec and VRT workshops had to sign in order to receive their incentive (in Dutch). 
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8. APPENDIX D: IMEC-VRT DROP-OFF SURVEY 

This appendix contains the drop-off, a short survey, that was filled in by every 
participant of the workshops at imec and VRT. 

 

Survey HRADIO workshop user evaluation 

Welcome! Glad you are interested in participating in our workshop! We’d love to 
meet you on the 18th of December at RBB from 19:00 until 21:00. Please answer the 
questions below and we will contact you shortly to confirm your registration and 
give you all the practical details. 

● Personal information 
○ What is your first name? 
○ What is your surname? 
○ What is your sex? 
○ In what year were you born? 
○ What is your phone-number? (+ disclaimer: Your contact details are 

only used to contact you for this particular workshop. We will not add 
you to any mailing list nor save your data.) 

○ What is your email address? (+ disclaimer: Your contact details are 
only used to contact you for this particular workshop. We will not add 
you to any mailing list nor save your data.) 

○ What is your profession? 
� Student 
� Worker 
� Employee 
� Unemployed 

● Radio usage 
○ How often do you listen to the radio? 



 D2.2: User Evaluation Report 

 
 
 

Page 67 of 78 

  
(almost) 

never 

A few times 

/ year 

A few times 

/ month 
Weekly Daily 

On 
weekdays 

          

In the 

weekend 
          

○  IF ON WEEKDAYS � A FEW TIMES / WEEKLY OR DAILY IS SELECTED: When do 
you usually listen to the radio? (+ 1 option possible) 
� Morning 
� Noon 
� Afternoon 
� Early evening 
� Late night 

○ IF IN THE WEEKEND � A FEW TIMES / WEEKLY OR DAILY IS SELECTED: When 
do you usually listen to the radio? (+ 1 option possible) 
� Morning 
� Noon 
� Afternoon 
� Early evening 
� Late night 

○ Where do you listen to the radio? (+ 1 option possible) 
� At work 
� At home 
� In the car 
� Other, namely, (fill in) 

○ Via which device do you usually listen to the radio? 
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  Rarely Once a month Once a week Daily 

Analogue radio 
(FM) 

        

Digital radio 

(DAB+) 
        

Digital 
television 

        

Mobile app (i.e. 
Spotify) 

        

Web Browser         

Other, namely 
(fill in) 

        

 

○ Do you ever re-listen to a radio-programme (f.e. via (insert local 
service here))? 

 

Thank you for answering this survey. We will contact you shortly to confirm your 
participation in our workshop.   
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9. APPENDIX E: RBB CALL FOR PARTICIPATION 

This appendix contains the call for participation to the RBB workshops. 
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10. APPENDIX F: RBB INFORMED CONSENT 

This appendix contains a blanco copy of the informed consent that was used for 
the user scenarios evaluation workshop at RBB. 
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11. APPENDIX G: D2.1 SCENARIOS 

 

This appendix G shows an overview of the 47 scenarios that were defined in 
Deliverable 2.1 (D2.1) and how they were clustered in Task 2.3 (T2.3). 
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KEY CONCEPT NR T2.3 TITLE T2.3 NR D2.1 TITLE D2.1 

Timeshifting + 
cross device S1 

Timeshifting & cross-
device listening 4 Stream on 

 
  5 Smart home integration 

 
  6 

Pause and Play over different 
devices 

 
  7 Listen to this radio program! 

Timeshifting S2 Pause, Rwnd, Ffwd 1 Continuous play in the car 

 
  3 Fast Forward 

 
  2 Rewind 

Timeshifting + 
Personalisation S3 Stay informed 9 

Extending the audiotheque, the 
personal audio library 

 
  13 Radio as gateway to internet 

 
  10 Follow the story 

 
  11 My daily podcast 

 S4 In the mix 11 My daily podcast 

 
  13 Radio as gateway to internet 

 
  12 Make the mix 

Personalisation 
of content S5 Music filter 16 Song filter 

 
  19 Music recommended and 

announced by the radio 
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stations' host 

 S6 Local advertising 17 Ad replacement 

 S7 Event Radio 15 
Data-enhanced event-oriented 
radio 

 S8 Radio for kids 8 Kids radio 

 S9 
Automatic news 
update 18 Push news 

 S10 
Streaming meets 
broadcast 14 

Streaming meets Radio 
Broadcast 

Personalisation 
of context S11 New news 20 New news 

 S12 news synopsis 22 News synopsys 

 S13 
Automatically 
adapted radio 25 

Privacy-aware activity based 
play 

 S14 
Recommended 
stations 28 Recommendation 

 
  26 

Station recommendation via 
content based fingerprints 

 S15 No more traffic jams! 21 
Avoiding traffic jams with geo-
based data 

 
  23 No stress routeplanner 

 S16 Traffic jammer 24 Traffic jammer 

Personalisation 
+ interactivity S17 

Personalised 
interactive 
advertising 27 Enriched targeted advertising 
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Interactivity S18 New discoveries 34 Bookmark & favorites function 

 
  32 Music like & dislike 

 S19 Push the button 30 On the button 

 S20 Traffic jam quiz 29 Stuck in a traffic jam 

 S21 More info 31 Please dig in 

 
  33 Quick search 

Voice control S22 Voice control 37 Voice control 

audio and 
reception 
quality S23 

Guaranteed signal 
quality 38 High-fidelity Audio 

 
  40 Service following 

 
  41 Please don't interrupt me! 

 S24 Radio butler 39 Radio butler 

Visualisation S25 Visual stories 42 Additional content 

 
  47 Additional content - video-clips 

 S26 Subtitles 43 Subtitles for radio 

 S27 Lyrics 44 Integration of lyrics 

 S28 Logos 45 Logos 

 S29 What is it about? 46 Topic recognition 

Industry 
/ (not separately 

included in user 
35 Total analytics 
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oriented evaluation 
workshops) 

 / 

(not seperately 
included in user 
evaluation 
workshops) 36 Query the listener 

Table.  Scenarios T2.3 linked to D2.1' 
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12. APPENDIX H: PANEL WEIGHTED SCORES 

This appendix H includes a table of the total weighted scores given in the end-
user panels (EU) and the consortium panel (CONS). 
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Nr Name TOTAL SCORE EU 
TOTAL SCORE 
CONS 

1 
Time-shifting and cross- device 
listening 

49 58 

4 In the Mix 46 23 

5 Music Filter 35 18 

18 New Discoveries 34 29 

3 Stay Informed 33 11 

23 Guaranteed Signal Quality 26 6 

27 Lyrics 26 19 

14 Recommended Stations 22 9 

10 Streaming meets Broadcast 20 12 

16 Traffic Jammer 20 3 

12 News Synopsis 18 25 

21 More Info 18 12 

15 No More Traffic Jams! 13 2 

11 New News 11 4 

29 What is it about? 11 3 

26 Subtitles 8 2 

8 Radio for Kids 7 2 

19 Push the Button 7 15 

24 Radio Butler 7 2 
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9 Automatic News Update 5 2 

17 
Personalised Interactive 

Advertising 
5 6 

20 Traffic Jam Quiz 5 1 

6 Local Advertising 4 2 

25 Visual Stories 4 17 

7 Event Radio 3 7 

2 Pause, RWND, FFWD 2 9 

13 Automatically Adapted Radio 2 1 

22 Voice Control 1 3 

28 Logos 0 0 

Table 7. Scores End-User (EU) and Consortium (CONS) panel. 


