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I’DGO: older people getting 

outdoors
Consortium established 2003

• The aim is to identify the 

most effective ways to 

ensure that the outdoor 

environment is designed 

inclusively, to improve the 

quality of life for older and 

disabled people

• What features facilitate or 

hinder physical activity in 

outdoor spaces?
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Why do older people need to get outdoors?
In our study, older people living in an environment that makes 

it easy and enjoyable to go outdoors were more likely to be 

physically active, healthier and more satisfied with life.
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I’DGO 1 Measures & Instruments

Activity : The frequency and duration of walking (to go places, for 

recreation, gardening and other activities)

Health : The number of days (in the last 30 days) poor health prevents 

the person from doing daily activities

Happiness : Life satisfaction (5-item scale: SWLS)

Supportiveness : A 30-item scale to measure the quality of a local open 

space and neighbourhood area

Preferred local open space: Choice-based conjoint questionnaire 

(preference judgments on 14 paired comparisons of local open spaces) 

Demographics : Gender, age, living arrangement, postcode, functional 

status, education, occupation
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Data Collection Sample: I’DGO 1
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Postal questionnaire (2200 older people 

living in 20 local authorities)

Distribution through local housing 

associations (older people living in 

sheltered housing)

Translated sessions (2 minority ethnic 

groups)

Total Sample Size
________________________________

Choice-based conjoint questionnaire

n = 211

n = 102

n = 22

n = 335

n = 237



Through time spent on outdoor activity

 Time spent outdoors

Walking outdoors

Through the quality of the outdoor 

experience

 Beyond time and quantity of activity outdoors, 

the quality of the experience (social and 

aesthetic dimensions) makes a difference.
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What are the mechanisms through 
which neighborhood environments 
enhance health?
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People living in a 

supportive 

environment tend to 

spend a longer time 

outdoors

Those who perceive 

their neighbourhood 

environments as fairly 

or very supportive are 

more likely to be high-

level walkers (≥ 2.5 

hours/wk)

Supportive Neighbourhood Environments 
& Time Spent Outdoors



How do perceived quality and 
accessibility of neighbourhood open 
spaces affect patterns of activity?

I N C L U S I V E   D E S I G N   F O R   G E T T I N G   O U T D O O R S

GOOD PATHS TO OPEN SPACE 

GOOD FACILITIES

PLEASANTNESS

LACK OF NUISANCE
RECREATIONAL WALKING

WALKING FOR TRANSPORT

A more pleasant neighbourhood open space is associated with a 40% 

increase in the likelihood of achieving more than 1 hour of recreational 

walking per week



Perceived quality of 

paths to local open 

spaces 

- paths easy to walk on

- enjoyable to walk on

- no obstacles to getting 

to open space

What features facilitate walking 
for transport?
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Using logistic regression, good paths to reach local open spaces are 

significantly associated with participant’s total outdoor time (OR=1.57, 95% 

CI=1.13-2.19) and walking for transport (OR=1.38, 95% CI=1.1.77) 



Good facilities at 

destinations

- enough seats to 

rest on in open 

space

- cafes, toilets, 

shelters, etc

What features facilitate walking 
for transport?
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Using logistic regression, the presence of good facilities in local space is 

significantly associated with participant’s total outdoor time (OR=1.57, 

95% CI=1.14-2.15) and time walking for transport (OR=1.34, 95% 

CI=1.1.78) 



Pleasantness of open space

What features facilitate recreational 
walking in outdoor spaces?
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- clean and well-maintained

- attractive trees and plants

- good for children’s play 

- good for chatting with people

Using logistic regression, pleasantness of open space was a 

significant predictor of time spent walking for recreation (OR = 1.41, 

95% CI = 1.01–1.98)



Lack of nuisance

What features facilitate recreational 
walking in outdoor spaces?
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Using logistic regression, nuisance in local open space was a 

significant predictor of time spent walking for recreation (OR = 0.71, 

95% CI= 0.55–0.91).
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Does where you live make a difference? 

Do you live within 10 minutes’ 

walk of a local open space?

Participants who live within 10 minutes’ 

walk of a local open space were twice 

as likely to achieve the recommended 

levels of healthy walking (2.5 

hours/week) compared with those 

whose local open space is further 

away. 
(OR = 0.46, 95% CI= 0.24–0.88)

Participants living within 10 minutes’ 

walk of a local open space were more 

than twice as likely to be satisfied with 

life compared with those whose local 

open space is further away.
(OR = 2.17, 95% CI= 1.16-4.06)
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Do you have good paths on the way 

to your local open space?

Such participants were twice as likely to 

achieve the recommended levels of healthy 

walking activity (2.5 hours/week) as those 

with poor quality paths.
(OR = 1.96, 95% CI= 1.03–3.74)

Do you live in sheltered 

accommodation or a care home? 

Participants living in sheltered 

accommodation or a care home were nearly 

three times less likely to get outdoors for >5 

hours per week than people living in their 

own homes.

(OR = 0.36, 95% CI= 0.18–0.72)

Does where you live make a difference? 



Guidance from I’DGO is on our website 

www.idgo.ac.uk
(recommended by WHO Age-Friendly Cities Guide)
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Phase 2 study 2007-2011

I’DGO TOO: Inclusive Design for Getting Outdoors 2 

EPSRC EQUAL Programme 5
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Home Zones and shared spaces
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Does the implementation of 

Shared Space Projects, such 

as Home Zones, result in 

environments where older 

people:

• Go outside more often?

• Spend more time outside 

in the local environment?

• Have better social 

networks?

• Have a better quality of 

life?

Research Questions
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Research Design

Longitudinal study comparing sites before and after 

Home Zone or shared space principles implemented

Data collection Participants - UK residents 65 years +

8 shared space project sites 

• Sustrans ‘DIY Streets’ 

• Edinburgh Home Zone 

8 matching control sites 

Almost all sites are in areas of high multiple deprivation 



DIY: Castle St - Port TalbotDIY: Brooke/Evering Rd - London

Control: Geldeston Rd - London Control: Crown St - Port Talbot
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Data Collection Methods

Structured interview on QoL, perceptions of 

neighbourhood environment and usual or desired 

activities

Measurement of physical activity (accelerometer 

and activity diary)

Street audits

Behavioural observations



Research Tools: Interviews include identifying 

personal projects
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ACTIVITIES I USUALLY DO 

  

How difficult does the 
local outdoor environment 
make it for you to carry out 

the activity? 

How important is this 
activity to you 
personally? 

 

How enjoyable is this 
activity to you? 
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 Gardening Backyard 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 

 Just go for a walk Clapton Park 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 

   1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 

   1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 

 



Research Tools: Structured Interviews
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PART 3 

HOW OFTEN YOU GO OUT 

 

We would like to know how often you do the following outdoor activities: walking where 

the main purpose is to get to places (including shopping and visiting friends), walking for 

recreation (including walking a dog), gardening and other outdoor activities (including 

sports, reading, talking to people or simply sitting outside).   
 

Please indicate how often you do the activities in a Winter month (e.g., December, 

January or February) and a Summer month (e.g., June, July or August) by circling the 

number that best describes your response. 

 

  Never Once a 
week or 

less 

2-3 times 
a week 

4-6 times 
a week 

Once or 
more a 

day 

1. Walking to get to places 1 2 3 4 5 

2. Walking for recreation 1 2 3 4 5 

3. Gardening 1 2 3 4 5 W
in

te
r 

(e
.g

.,
 

J
a

n
u

a
ry

) 

4. Other outdoor activities 1 2 3 4 5 

5. Walking to get to places 1 2 3 4 5 

6. Walking for recreation 1 2 3 4 5 

7. Gardening 1 2 3 4 5 

S
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m

m
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r 

(e
.g

.,
 J

u
ly

) 

8. Other outdoor activities 1 2 3 4 5 

 



Research Tools: Activity Diaries
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Research Tools:  Activity Monitors
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Street Audits

• Types of buildings

• Types of views

• Cleanliness

• Path material and location

Street Audits map the physical features of streets, such as:
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The following 

were recorded for 

each person 

observed in a 30 

minute period: 

• Age

• Gender 

• Mobility 

• Social 

interaction

• Physical activity

Behaviour Observations



Summary of data collection 

from participants
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Choice-based Conjoint Questionnaire: Examples
v QUESTION 1 v

Which 

park would 

you prefer 

as your 

local one?

v QUESTION 2 v



Results of choice-based conjoint questionnaire

Preferred environmental features for local open space
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Potential trade-off scenarios among 
diverse open space features

1.Trees versus traffic

Participants would rather have an open space with few 

trees (both along paths and in the park) but light traffic 

than one with heavy traffic and lots of trees.

2. Trees versus facilities

Participants were willing to trade facilities (such as cafe 

and/or toilets) in order to have tree-lined paths and dense 

trees and plants in their local open spaces.

3. Aesthetically pleasing versus well-maintained open 

spaces

Participants would tolerate a poorly maintained open 

space in order to have an aesthetically pleasing one (i.e., 

dense trees/plants, water features, wildlife).
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