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The design team met to review the potential concept prototypes from the generative phase of the 
co-design process. The team selected a concept based on ‘a wind chime’ or ‘xylophone’. The 
selection was made as it was felt that the idea represented a single interaction that could be part 
of a larger series of interactions as part of a ‘digital health trail’. The single interaction could be 
representative of a kind of playful or gameful activity that was inclusive, safe and communal. It was 
felt that the concept had the potential to refresh people’s motivation to revisit the park, increase 
people’s activity levels and enhance the physical environment. Each of these issues had been 
raised as being of importance in the generative phase.  

 

Figure 2. Prototype One User Testing 

The first prototype tested both a conductive interface and an NFC based interface, the lack of 
responsiveness with a phone as an NFC reader made the experience cumbersome, participants 
preferred the immediate feedback of the conductive approach. Users who had not previously met 
explored the prototype together linking hands to create conductive human chains.  

 

Figure 3. Prototype Two User Testing 
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The second prototype developed the concept to include motivating feedback from lights and a 
new physical design that acted as a bench, light source and activity in the park space. User 
concerns were that the designs would not stand up to the vandalism and several suggestions 
sought to make gameplay less exerting either by reducing scale or simplifying the interaction 
design. These suggestions were perhaps born out of a misconception of the purpose of the 
prototype and highlight a desire for ease of playfulness over exertion amongst users. The design 
was recognised as being inclusive, safe and communal by users. The playful interaction acted as a 
leveller with even accomplished musicians finding the musical element challenging but fun. The 
aesthetic was viewed as surprising and unusual. 

 

Figure 4. Prototype Three User Testing 

The third prototype was intended for academic benefit as a student exercise. It happened to offer 
further insight into the importance of scale as users displayed all the social connectedness of 
previous iterations on an AO sized model whereas earlier prototypes were each two metres across. 

Each of the prototypes showed that the simplest of playful interactions appear to stimulate casual 
physical activity among a wide range of users, and in addition observation of usage indicated that 
they might offer opportunities for intergenerational play. 

In terms of community engagement the pre-design stage offered stakeholders an extended period 
to engage and to negotiate, establish and refine the design proposition and the broad shape of 
the AP project. Project participation was then opened to all-comers for the co-design workshops 
and a small group of interested people were able to contribute throughout the generative design 
phase. One limitation of the co-design process was that participants’ contributions were not 
available throughout the design development process as opportunities to engage were limited to 
the generative stage. Participants were able to offer a response to the designed artefacts but 
allowing participants access to prototyping activities was not planned in to the evaluative stage.   



	
  
	
  

	
  
Proceedings of the Third European Conference on Design4Health 2015, Sheffield, 13 - 16 July 2015 

ISBN 978-1-84387-385-3 

	
  

7	
  

The generative design stage provided a number of opportunities for co-designers to engage in 
early stage prototyping activities and to make use of generative methods. Both projective and 
constructive techniques were used. Constructive techniques provide ‘design elements for users to 
manipulate in guiding concept development’ and projective techniques provide users tools ‘to 
project their thoughts, feelings and desires through ambiguous visual stimuli’ (Hanington, 2007). 
These projective and constructive activities formed the bulk of the generative methods used, with 
the exception of some additional text based tools to establish vision and values. The projective 
techniques and the text based tools use highlighted the same concerns and values about Ryelands 
Park as others expressed about their local green spaces space in the CABE research summary 
(Open Space, 2010). The constructive methods provided the inspiration for some highly creative 
responses from the co-designers we worked with, in particular the development of health trail 
concepts benefitted from participants entering the spirit of making as they added to the resource 
materials provided by borrowing a range of curious objects from the building and integrating 
them with their prototypes and stories. They engaged in acts of making, telling and enacting 
which are central to the co-design process. 

No opportunity to engage as anything other than an end-user was offered to participants as the 
AP project entered the evaluative design stage. The lack of opportunities for engagement in this 
way denied the participants, and particularly those who came from the stakeholder group, the 
knowledge development created from working through the design decisions required in the 
traditional prototyping process. 

The phrases in italics below draw attention to a series of ‘tentative designerly functions which 
prototypes can play in research projects’ (Stappers, 2013) these functions highlight the high 
degree of knowledge generation in the evaluative phase which is generated through active 
participation in the prototyping process. 

The design team went on to engage in the evaluative design stage leading a traditional 
prototyping process and generating significant knowledge and learning through the range of 
design decisions they were required to address to confront the world through the object. They 
engaged in constant discussion and reflection as they developed the first prototype. They explored 
issues such as the scale of the prototype through a variety of paper prototyping explorations. 
Indeed the primary concern with the first prototype was to test the theory that a large-scale musical 
instrument would demand and encourage movement and stretching in its use. They did this 
having already interrogated the concepts created in the generative design stage and developed 
an understanding of how the single interaction of the first prototype might sit within a larger 
series of interactions. They developed a metaphor that originated in the concept selection stage of 
‘navigating a constellation’ recognising that there was value in approaching the single interaction 
as part of a broader range of engagements in the park space, as well as a standalone activity. The 
team explored the dimensions of gamefulness through playful activities and though exertion 
games and in doing so confronted theories of user interactions. Finally the development of the 
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prototypes themselves demanded of the design team that they consider in depth the ways in 
which the prototypes would come into being in an imagined near future, and in doing so how 
they might change the world. 

Conclusion 

The AP project was successful in developing an engaging concept that indicated the potential of 
playful interactions for health outcomes. The next steps of the AP project will continue to explore 
this kind of interaction and the development of other elements of the interactive health trail. 

However the knowledge generated by the project is held mostly by the academic partner, despite 
a document being shared with the other partners, the tacit knowledge remains with the makers. 
Does the shift from a ‘designing with’ to ‘designing for’ mindset create an unnecessary barrier? 
Had a more participatory mindset been taken in the AP project, would the Friends of Ryelands Park 
be better prepared to innovate for theirselves? 
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