	
	
	



	
	
	



[bookmark: _Toc203493513]PRODUCES+ Planning or Reporting Template
The following reporting template is adapted from Leask et al. 2019 publication, Reporting Checklist — Table 6. This is also an appendix of the PRODUCES+ Co-Creation Guideline by Agnello and Longworth et al. 2025. 
	Stage
	Checklist Item
	Response
	Example

	Stage 1: Planning

	How was the aim of the
study framed?
	Use each element of the PRODUCES framework (PRoblem, Objective, Design, (end-) Users, Co-creators,
Evaluation and Scalability)

Which frameworks did you use?
	Problem: 
Objective: 
Design: 
End-Users: 
Co-Creators: 
Evaluation: 
Scalability: 
	Utilising PAAR (Design) to develop (Objective) and test (Evaluation), with academic researchers and older adults (Co-creators), a generalisable (Scalability) intervention to reduce sedentary behaviour (PRoblem) in community-dwelling older adults (end-Users).

	Planning Methods
	Which methods did you use? Why?
	Method 1: 
Method 2: 
[please add in any additional methods]
	Example method: Opportunistic sampling or Asset Assessment. 

	Planning Frameworks
	Which frameworks did you use? Why?
	Framework 1: 
Framework 2: 
[please add in any additional frameworks]
	Example frameworks: PRODUCES or PICO framework 

	Explain the sampling
procedure
	Explain the criteria used for sampling:
	Method 1: 
Method 2: 
[please add in any additional methods]
	Convenience sampling and maximum variation sampling. End-users were 65+ years of age, community-dwelling, able to ambulate independently, able to give informed consent, able to attend a minimum of 5 meetings

	
	In what settings did sampling occur? What mode of delivery did you use?
	
	End-user co-creators were recruited from the university older adult database

	
	How many individuals were engaged as co-creators?
	
	Four university researchers and 11 community-dwelling older adults

	
	Please describe the co-creators (e.g., demographics/groups/
other characteristics of interest):
	
	Of the end-user co-creators, 11 participants (5 men), average age = 74 years. Average medications = 5.

	Stage 2: Conducting

	How was ownership
manifested?
	Please explain the methods used to manifest ownership (e.g., branding the group, identifying the rights and responsibilities of the group):
	Method 1: 
Method 2: 
[please add in any additional methods]
	Co-creators branded as GrandStand Research Group. Co-creators provided t-shirts, lab books, bags, and pens with the GrandStand logo. All co-creators told of their right to equal status within the group and their responsibility to
contribute their ideas.

	Procedure Components
	What level of participation did you achieve with the co-creators, according to Arnstein’s ladder of citizen participation: Manipulation, Therapy, Informing, Consultation, Placation, Partnership, Delegated power, or Citizen control 69? 

How did you determine this?
	Which level: 
How you determined this: 
	Academic researchers and end-users strove to have equal participation. All co-creators asked for their input on each discussion point.

	
	How was the overall aim presented?
	
	The overall aim is highlighted at the beginning of the process and the beginning of each workshop.

	
	How was the purpose of each meeting presented?
	
	The purpose of each meeting is identified at the beginning of the meeting.

	
	What were the rules and responsibilities of participation agreed upon?
	
	Individuals are told of their right to equal status within the group and to contribute their ideas.

	Conducting Methods
	Which methods did you use in your conducting stage (e.g., during your workshops)?
	Method 1: 
Method 2: 
[please add in any additional methods]
	Example methods: Concept Mapping or Dialogic Literary Gatherings. 

	Procedure Methods
	Which areas did the co-creators require upskilling? How did you upskill them?
	Areas for upskilling:
Upskilling approach: 
	End-users were up-skilled regarding behaviour change theory and research methods. Academic researchers were upskilled regarding older adults’ reasons and preferences for interrupting SB.

	
	Was relevant evidence reviewed to support this co-creation process? If yes, how?
	
	Presentations of the context of older adults’ SB [93], behavioural assets which can be used to interrupt sedentary periods [94] and behaviour change theories

	
	If a prototype was developed, please describe the prototype and the prototyping process:
	The Prototype(s): 
Prototyping Process:
	A full intervention prototype was created from several key components which were individually prototyped, tested by co-creators, and then refined.

	
	Please describe the frequency and duration of meetings and/or workshops throughout the co-creation process:
	
	Meetings occurred every 10–14 days and lasted approximately 2 h.

	
	Please provide examples of how iteration occurred during your co-creation process:
	
	Prototypes were initially developed, tested externally and after discussions, refined and then tested again.

	Conducting Frameworks
	Which frameworks did you use?
	Framework 1: 
Framework 2: 
[please add in any additional frameworks]
	Example Framework: PRODUCES framework

	
	Were there any frameworks or models you used that are not mentioned in this guideline? If yes, please list them:
	
	

	Stage 3: Evaluating

	Evaluating Methods
	Which methods did you use?
	Method 1: 
Method 2: 
[please add in any additional methods]
	Example Method: Qualitative Content Analysis

	Evaluating Frameworks
	Which frameworks did you use?
	Framework 1: 
Framework 2: 
[please add in any additional frameworks]
	Example Framework: The PROSECO framework, The APEASE evaluation framework

	Process
	Please explain how co-creator satisfaction and contribution are evaluated (e.g., reporting on attendance rates, questionnaires, and interviews).
	
	Retention rates measured (100% retention, 0% dropout)

	
	How are results reported back to the co-creators and other stakeholders?
	
	

	Outcome
	Please explain how the validity of the outcome and the process were evaluated (e.g., face validation, and member checking):
	
	Face validation and member checking occurred throughout, including each developed prototype component and a summary of the information gathered from the previous meeting

	
	Please explain plans for formal testing of the effectiveness/scalability of the co-created outcome:
	
	Plan to embed the intervention into a multi-centre RCT vs. a top-down, theory-driven intervention and standard care (control group) to assess the effectiveness of the intervention.

	
	Please explain the outcome of the evaluation (if tested):
	
	If you plan for form testing, outcomes which will be measured will include changes in sedentary time, changes in sedentary time fragmentation, participants’ experience of using the intervention and the effect on function (noted as important by the end-user co-creators.

	Any other Comments
	Please input any other details or reflections you think are important to report on your co-creation process:
	
	



	
	
	



