
10th State of Australasian Cities Conference (SOAC), 1-3 December 2021, Melbourne 

Beyond ‘Mobility Reductionism’:  
Striking New Paradigms for the Wellbeing of Wheeled Mobility 

Device (WMD) Users in the Public Realm 
Puneeta Thakur (The University of Melbourne) 

Introduction  

Australia signed the United Nations’ Agenda 2030 of Sustainable Development 
Goals (SDGs) and committed itself to work towards the SDGs in making 
communities and cities’ safe, inclusive, sustainable and resilient. The call for action 
for attaining SDGs has generated much interest, discussions, and hype across 
federal, state, local governments, academia, industry, and the community. As the 
world urbanises at unprecedented pace and levels, sustainable development 
becomes a key issue in forthcoming planning and strategies (Newman and 
Jennings 2008, Wu 2010). The human rights-centred Sustainability Agenda 2030 
and the New Urban Agenda, with a pledge to leave no one behind, give a fillip to 
the imagination of marginalised groups in Australia, including the vocal disability 
community, that devised the catchphrase ‘nothing about us without us’.  

Despite the promises of ‘A fair go for all’ in public policymaking and the 
government’s commitment to promoting disability-inclusive development and 
disability rights under the Convention on the Rights of Persons with Disabilities 
(CRPD), people with disabilities in Australia find themselves left behind and 
excluded from mainstream services and  communities for a long time 
(Commonwealth of Australia 2017, 2020, Productivity Commission  2019, 
Faulkner et al. 2021). A large body of research maintains that social exclusion is 
the most challenging issue for millions of people with disabilities worldwide (Pineda 
et al. 2017).  
 
Public spaces are considered indispensable to social communities in promoting social 
cohesion, inclusion, and quality of life (Anderson 2016). Despite the increasing use of 
Wheeled Mobility Devices (WMDs) in public spaces and more opportunities for 
independent movement and socio-environmental connectivity coming their way, 
people with disabilities often deplore the segregationally, marginalising, unwelcome, 
confidence-sapping nature of the public spaces.  Various studies indicate that 
“rudeness, harassment and abjection” are part of everyday life for people with 
disabilities in urban public spaces globally (Hall 2019, Iudici and Girolimetto 
2020).  The situation points to the apparent contradictions that persist in policymaking 
and urban designing that need to be resolved as a priority.  
 
Given this, the present paper explores inclusion as a critical concept that drives the 
urban social sustainability agenda and focuses on WMD users in public spaces. The 
paper seeks to understand: What does inclusion connote for the social sustainability 
of cities? Is inclusion deliverable under the current urban sustainability agenda? If 
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not, why not? The broad concept of inclusion is applied to people with disabilities, 
including WMD users in public spaces (streets  and squares). The paper focuses on 
the Melbourne CBD to address the underpinning question:  Where and why does 
conventional placemaking fail in promoting WMD users’ inclusion in public spaces? 
The author introduces a holistic ‘5Cs-model’ in promoting the wellbeing and inclusion 
of WMD users in public spaces.  
 
Inclusion  
Defining Inclusion   

Inclusion encompasses ‘holistic’ connections among people, places, and urban 
ecologies that allow people to lead satisfying and conflict-free everyday lives. 

  
We derive the above-stated definition of inclusion from its varying connotations and 
interpretations adopted across different scholars and organisations. Many of them 
perceive inclusion as the opposite of social exclusion (Casas 2007, Dobusch 2014). 
They examine it through what the “right to the city” and the “right in the city” connote, 
that is, where social equity, justice and participation for all members of the community 
irrespective of socio-cultural and socio-economic and cultural diversity come to the 
fore (Pineda et al. 2017). Such an approach aims to empower the minority groups by 
granting them decision making powers (Mor Barak and Cherin 1998, p. 48).  
 
Others draw on the works of Sen (2005) and Nussbaum (2006) to view the term in 
the light of ‘human flourishing’ - that affords everyone the capabilities to live the life 
they want and fulfil their potential as equal citizens. Then, others situate inclusion into 
the broader social context, relating it to thriving communities where all residents’ 
quality of life and wellbeing emerge as a matter of utmost concern.  
 
The terms – ‘inclusion’, ‘accessibility’ and ‘universal design’ are often used 
interchangeably in the context of services and the built environments. The World 
Bank’s institutional prescription of inclusion blends the above-said fragmented 
conceptions and upraises its understanding as a multi-faceted issue, stretching 
tightly  over spatial, social, and economic fields/disciplines (World Bank 2015).   

‘Inclusion’ in the context of Urban Social Sustainability Agenda  

Inclusion is the top priority of the United Nations (UN) Agenda 2030 (comprising 17 
SDGs and 169 targets), where the member states pledge for the inclusion of all their 
citizens. In the inclusionary measures adopted ‘for all’ lies a hope to raise just, 
equitable and socially sustainable communities (Dempsey et al. 2009). Citizens’ 
participation in the decision-making on issues that affect them can enhance the 
quality of their lives. 
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Further, the commitment of the current sustainable agenda to include all and “reach 
the furthest behind first” is well-intentioned, but is it deliverable? There are grave 
concerns in literature about the current approach’s ineffectiveness in fulfilling these 
promises, mainly due to certain methodological shortcomings. One school of thought 
decries “city being taken as a ‘measurable’ entity, reducible to data streams and 
controllable through a range of new technologies” under the current agenda (Caprotti 
et al. 2017, p. 368). Proponents of this viewpoint feel that the heavy reliance of SDGs 
on indicators and data is reductionist and cannot capture the complexity of many urban 
issues (Bell and Morse 2008, Merry 2011). Another perspective supports the current 
indicator-based data collection approach but raises concerns about the choice of 
indicators and measuring mechanisms remaining weak, abstract, and incorrectly 
linked to the targets or goals in many domains (Janoušková et al. 2018). Then, there 
are serious concerns about cherry-picking the indicators (Heras-Saizarbitoria et al. 
2021). Siegel and Lima (2020, p. 10) note:  
 

The fact that the SDGs are so broad has given ample room for cherry-picking 
and given rise to a form of sustainability metonymy, whereby meeting selected 
targets of choice …  are taken to signify conformity to the whole of the Agenda 
2030, irrespective of other goals and targets disregarded in the process.  

Inclusion of people with disabilities vis-a-vis the Agenda 2030 and the SDGs 
The urban sustainability agenda recognises inclusion of people with disabilities as an 
issue that cuts across spatial, social, and economic domains and is bound to various 
SDGs and targets.  Following five SDGs focusing on different themes, draw direct 
references to people with disabilities: Education, (SDG 4); growth and employment, 
(SDG 8); inequality (SDG 10); Cities  and Communities including transport systems, 
roads, and open public green spaces, (SDG 11);  Data, monitoring and accountability 
with an emphasis on disaggregated data for disability, (SDG  17) (DHub 2020). The 
member states are obliged to regularly measure and monitor the progress in including 
people with disabilities under the relevant SDGs. These SDGs have been linked to 
the CRPD.  

While the SDGs are considered a “blueprint to achieve a better and more sustainable 
future for all”, the CRPD provides a “blueprint for actions to include and uphold the 
rights of persons with disabilities”. An amalgamated SDG-CRPD resource package, 
launched on 21 December 2020, provides detailed prescriptions to members on 
implementing SDG 11 for exercising the rights of persons with disabilities (UN 2020).  
 
The Agenda 2030 has given much hope and excitement to the disability community 
that had faced marginalisation and exclusions for a long time in the past. 
Nevertheless, there are some significant concerns about the agenda’s progress and 
outcomes. UN’s flagship report “Disability and Development Report: Realising the 
SDGs by, for, and with persons with  disabilities” (UN 2019) examined inclusion of 
people with disabilities vis-à-vis the Agenda 2030 at the global level. The report finds 
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that the progress in implementing laws and policies in line with the CRPD has been 
slow, and people with disabilities are disadvantaged under most SDGs. The report 
holds that if commitment under the SDGs is to be met by 2030, then “concrete action 
is needed to make persons with disabilities and their situations visible in policymaking 
and build just and inclusive societies” (UN 2019, p. 285). Pineda et al. (2017) also 
feel that efforts to promote inclusion of people with disabilities in the cities are 
currently fragmented and insufficient to address the scale of the problem. They further 
note that valuable data on disability is non-existent, incomplete and cannot be 
assessed, making it difficult to assess progress and take any appropriate action 
(Pineda et al. 2017).  
 
Current approaches to inclusion of people with disabilities in the Built 
Environment 
 
Barrier-free design and Universal Design (UD) form vital parts of the national and 
international policies supporting and monitoring disabled access to built environments 
(Boys 2017; Hamraie 2017). Barrier-free designs help free public spaces from 
stumbling blocks by adopting local regulations and minimum design standards; UD 
promotes products and environments ‘for all’ without customised adaptations. Often, 
a statement in placemaking policy documents is included that encourages designers 
to go beyond minimum accessibility design standards and adopt UD  principles that 
are more liberal.  
A large body of conventional literature on disability inclusion in spatial sciences 
(Urban Planning, Urban Design and Landscape, Architecture, and Geography) 
centres on physical mobility (e.g., Hahn 1986, Golledge 1993, Gleeson 1997, Imrie 
2000). Disability research is primarily occupied with: transport mobility issues 
(accessible trains, buses, trams, cars, and taxis), formulating minimum design 
standards for access audits, applying UD principles, and developing mobile apps for 
negotiating physical environments. The primary concern of studies dedicated to 
understanding the lived experiences of people with disabilities also narrows down to 
their mobility concerns (Imrie and Kumar 1998). In short, the current approaches to 
the inclusion of people with disabilities are mobility reductionist.1  

WMD Users  

In our prior discussions, we have presumed WMD users are a part of a wide 
disability group.  However, we are mindful that, in reality, they constitute a distinct 
group having different requirements and expectations.  

Use of WMDs in Public Spaces of Melbourne CBD  

As mentioned in the introduction section, the Melbourne CBD offers a focused case 
study for this field of enquiry. Accordingly, we reflect on the use of WMDs in its public 
spaces, main streets and squares. These spaces are important constituents of the 



10th State of Australasian Cities Conference (SOAC), 1-3 December 2021, Melbourne 

urban communities through which people experience a city, develop social 
connections and perform everyday tasks (Gehl, 2006). Exclusions from these spaces 
can adversely impact stakeholders’ capacity and rights to engage in meaningful 
communal and social activities. Further, observing and analysing why WMD users in 
Melbourne CBD feel let down in the streets and squares (found earlier) becomes 
paramount. However, we investigate these experiences within the context of socio-
spatial changes as manifested in historical unfoldings.  

Progression in Infrastructure development for the use of WMDs  

Manual wheelchairs have been in use in the city streets since the mid-1940s, 
however, it was extremely challenging to use them in the outdoor settings at that 
time. Physical barriers like kerbs, steps, and drops in the public spaces were 
insurmountable and challenging for the people in wheelchairs.  The conditions for 
WMD mobility since then have improved drastically. The large-scale use and 
popularity of powered WMDs in the public realm of Melbourne CBD are recent. 
Several factors have been instrumental in bringing this change.  

 
Initial protests and demonstrations led by people with disabilities themselves and 
their self-organised advocacy groups since 1980s, and activism in general, mounted 
socio-political pressures on the city authorities to bring about the necessary changes 
in the streets of the past. Over time, disability access standards and the Disability 
Discrimination Act (DDA) 1992 materialised under ‘disability activism’. Legally, it has 
become mandatory to make public places (excepting heritage areas) and public 
transport infrastructure accessible to people with disabilities.2 Accordingly, City 
authorities were called upon to make necessary changes to the built environments 
in line with minimum access standards. As a result, kerb-cuts and ramps were 
introduced for wheelchair users in the streets.  
 
The coordinated programs of streetscape improvements and the policies favouring 
pedestrianisation in the subsequent strategy plans of Melbourne City Council 
(MCC) from the 1990s onwards towards developing Melbourne as a walkable, safe 
and connected city can be credited for bringing positive changes in wheelchair 
accessibility. Under the streetscape improvement programs, bluestone paving was 
provided on sidewalks, cobbled stones were  removed from laneways, automatic 
pedestrian signal crossings were installed, and wayfinding  signage was introduced 
to convenience the pedestrians. Improved access for WMD users came as a by-
product of these streetscape works (Thakur 2013).   
 
The ratification of CRPD by the Australian government in 2008 proved a step forward 
in enhancing accessibility for people with disabilities. Australian government framed 
the National Disability Strategy (NDS) as a unified national approach to improve the 
lives of Australians with disabilities. The NDS delegates responsibility to all states, 
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territories, and councils. The local governments and the councils are entrusted with 
devising disability action plans and reporting on their status annually. As a part of its 
obligation under the NDS and Disability Act 2006 (Vic), the MCC prepares action plans 
and progress reports on works involving promoting inclusion and improving 
accessibility for people with disabilities. The Disability Advisory Committee (DAC), 
which includes member representatives from diverse disability groups, provides 
strategic advice on disability policies and practices.   

Some shortcomings/contradictions  

Although law, policies, and reforms have enabled WMD users to access Melbourne 
CBD’s public spaces freely, such spaces remain anti-convivial to many. Based on 
public submissions under the Senate enquiry (Commonwealth of Australia 2017), 
informal talks with WMD users, and the author’s personal experiences of 
commuting in these spaces with her son who had used a wheelchair, several 
overlapping factors seem to be contributing to this. Working around the following 
aspects can improve the experiences of WMD users in public spaces:  

 
1) Moving beyond mobility reductionism: Our understanding is that the stereotypical 

approach of tick-boxing items from pre-determined lists in the access audits and 
minimum physical access standards for WMD users is still in practice (Jackson 
2018).  Such approaches may protect Councils from the possible legal 
backlashes arising under the DDA 1992 but may also come at the cost of the 
betterment of practices for WMD users.  

2) Considering psycho-emotional experiences: Over-reliance on UD or universal 
access in policy planning (City of Melbourne 2020) can suppress and overlook 
the affected individuals’ values, experiences and bespoke solutions. In the 
atmosphere of overenthusiasm arising from the universal applications, a serious 
omission or imbalance that compromises the psychological and emotional 
wellbeing of WMD users persists and grows. The viewpoints of disability scholars 
(such as Hamraie 2013, Imrie 2012, etc.)  give credence to the thinking that the 
concept of UD has great intentions but is value neutral, e.g., it is oblivious of the 
oppression the WMD users experience in some public spaces. Imrie (2012) 
contends that UD “provides a useful, yet partial, understanding of the 
interrelationships between disability and design that may limit how far inequalities 
of access to the built environment can be overcome”.  

3) Supporting public engagement and inclusive co-design: MCC’s current disability 
action plan that recommends “a co-design process of engagement with people 
with disabilities at the beginning of projects and developments” is very 
encouraging (City of Melbourne 2020). Concise and comprehensive 
protocols/recommendations for consultations with people with disabilities can 
further this undertaking to support inclusive co-design process.   
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4) Reviewing monitoring mechanisms: Given that inclusion is a deceptive term with 
numerable connotations, a clear definition of inclusion in policy documents with 
wider consultations and engagements with different stakeholders/groups can 
help develop appropriate and dependable indicators and monitoring 
mechanisms.  

 
WMD users’ inclusion in the Public realm: A Casualty of UD and ‘mobility 
reductionism’ 
UD principles and Design Standards guide disability access and inclusion in the 
built environment. The present policies for the use of WMDs are no different. UD is 
deeply integrated into policy planning for the accessibility and inclusion of people 
with disabilities without any distinctions for WMD users. UD is considered as a 
common-sense approach to “good design” for everyone (Hamraie 2017) and 
valued as “a process that enables and empowers a diverse population” (Steinfeld 
and Maisel 2012, p. 29).  
 
Nevertheless, public concerns about the failure of theoretical knowledge of UD not 
embedding into everyday design practice are noteworthy (Mosca and Capolongo 
2018). Hamraie (2013) asserts that for UD to make a considerable difference in the 
lives of people with disabilities, “additional exploration of value-based justifications 
for UD is needed”. UD, presently, remains more of a mobility reductionist approach 
that is largely insensitive to the social, psychological and emotional needs of people 
with disabilities (Mosca and Capolongo 2018).  
 
Disability scholars are rightly critical of the practices that downplay psycho-
emotional aspects of ‘disability oppression’ (Thomas 2004, Reeve 2004, 
Watermeyer and Swartz 2008)  Watermeyer and Swartz (2008, p. 604) see this as 
“silencing of a layer of their experience”, and Reeve (2004) notes:  
 

Psycho-emotional dimensions of disability can operate in conjunction with the   
experience of structural disability, further increasing the level of exclusion 
and material disadvantage experienced by people with impairments.  

 
The above transpirational quote reminds us that psycho-emotionality, a predominant 
but much-ignored (less-counted for) factor affecting the holistic wellbeing and 
welfare of people with disabilities, needs immediate attention.   

Ways Forward  

What emancipatory approach could be followed to enhance the experiences of the 
WMD users in the public spaces and make those spaces more inclusive for them? 
We contend that this question needs thorough engagement. To our understanding, 
incremental improvements and technological mobility related fixes alone cannot 
address the bitterness found in the experiences of WMD users in public spaces. For 
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the full and meaningful inclusions of the former in the community, there is a need for 
a radical transition to new thinking, approaches, methodologies, and new policies 
(akin to ‘sustainability transitions’).  

Physical accessibility is undoubtedly important, but ‘inclusion’ and psycho-
emotionality, as noted earlier, are far more complex issues. Inclusion encompasses 
‘holistic’ connections among people, places, and urban ecologies that allow people 
to lead satisfying and conflict-free everyday lives. Rather than viewing WMD users 
as physical entities moving about in the city, we should regard them beyond their 
mobility devices, as humans, who have emotions, who are alive to experiences, and 
capable of expressing their contentment or discontentment. We need value-based 
people-centric approaches to deal with this issue.  
 
The forthcoming section introduces a holistic ‘5Cs-model’ developed by the author to 
promote the inclusion of different kinds and scales. In short, the significance of this 
model lies in expanding the conception of human needs beyond the physical, to also 
consider the concepts of  psycho-emotionality for WMD users.  

5Cs Thematic Model  

Convenience, Comfort, Confidence, Congeniality, and Contentment are the five 
themes that constitute the author’s 5Cs model and correspond to five ‘states-of-
being’ mobility, physical,  social, emotional and psychological wellbeing (see Figure 
1). All are deemed equally important for the wellbeing and happiness of WMD users 
in urban public spaces.   

Figure 1. 5Cs Thematic model (Source: Author) 
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The 5Cs are derived from literature review under the three academic disciplines of 
Positive Psychology, Urban Studies, Disability Studies and the author’s past 
personal experiences of negotiating streets while accompanying her son in his 
wheelchair. These factors can ameliorate the negative experiences of WMD users 
in their use of public spaces, such as exclusion, segregation, marginalisation, 
stigmatisation, feeling unwelcome, lack of confidence, vulnerability, and enhance 
their wellbeing. Furthermore, three influential works that interest the present work 
are: (i) Maslow’s ‘Hierarchy of needs’ (Maslow 1943), (ii) ‘The Place Diagram’ 
developed by The Project for Public Spaces (PPS)3 and (iii) The Just City Lab’s ‘The 
Just City Index’4.   

Brief description of the Constituent elements  

Convenience: Accessibility of public spaces or simply mobility wellbeing (I. in Figure 
1) is the first requirement for making public spaces inclusive. Accessibility and 
usability are used together to emphasise that a person should be able to move about 
freely and participate in an environment on equal terms with other citizens (Iwarsson 
and Stahl 2003). Mobility wellbeing is the key consideration to current accessibility 
policy planning and disability legislation.  Moreover, design standards and norms 
regulate physical environmental barriers such as level differences, street gradients, 
uneven surfaces, minimum manoeuvrability dimensions. However, people with 
disabilities have selectively raised concerns about their efficacy. For instance, some 
WMD users find standards deficient for their bigger electric wheelchairs and mobility 
scooters.  Realising that even a small missing link can frustrate journeys by people 
with disabilities, the idea of a ‘journey chain’ is floated (Evans 2009). Continuity in 
mobility and seamless inter connectivity with facilities such as modes of public 
transport, parking spots, toilets etc., for people with disabilities and WMD users are 
necessary for any policy planning.   

Comfort: Making people comfortable [including WMD users]5 is a key to the success 
of public spaces (Carr et al. 1992). Comfort, in the model, refers to ‘physical 
wellbeing’ (II. in Figure 1) – extending to relaxation and enjoyable experiences. 
Aspects such as thermal comfort, visual comfort, acoustic comfort, tactile comfort, 
etc., are important (Vukmirovic 2019). Then, there are certain areas where WMD 
users need special attention. Certain studies on disability accessibility have pointed 
to a lack of seating for socialising and resting for WMD users (Rachele et al. 2019). 
Also, a lack of customised street furniture and appropriate street signs (provided at 
unsuitable heights) contribute to the dissatisfaction of the WMD users (Butland and 
Rains 2013). Missing fore-warning signage for closures and disruptions ahead on 
the pedestrian sidewalks during construction/renovation works causes confusion 
and discomfort to WMD users.  Wheelchair users, in a study, conveyed that they 
found the city centre public environs crowded and difficult to negotiate. Their 
experiences, however, vary over time and seasons (Bromley et al. 2016). Providing 
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infrastructures such as shaded, sheltered and illuminated rest areas, suitable street 
furniture and street signs, and wayfinding signage are important for alleviating 
miseries of WMD users’ in public spaces that must become enjoyable and relaxing.  

Confidence: Confidence-building measures are important for enhancing individuals’ 
self-esteem and ‘social wellbeing’ (III. in Figure 1) and maintaining positive 
connections/relationships with others based on mutual respect and trust. While public 
spaces provide WMD users with opportunities to interact with others, build 
connections, and develop self-confidence, their experiences of being in public spaces 
are routinely fraught with fear of crime, insecurity and a feeling of helplessness or 
vulnerability. Hate crimes and personal attacks are not uncommon for people with 
disabilities in public places. These crimes/attacks may range from extreme acts of 
violence such as robbery, physical and sexual assaults to ‘low-level’ acts such as 
shouting at,  name-calling, taunting, pushing past, spitting at, etc. (Hall 2019, Sin et 
al. 2009). Chakraborti et al. (2014) note that these low-level attacks are so widespread 
that these leave people with disabilities scared, embarrassed, humiliated and stressed 
in public spaces, negatively impacting their self-esteem, behaviour, freedom of 
mobility, and participation in society. WMD users face a dilemma; on the one hand, 
WMDs provide them with much-needed mobility and independence; on the other 
hand, their reliance on the same devices project them as soft targets  for attacks 
(Watson and Woods 2005). Studies also show that disability-related hate crimes are 
often not planned but are committed by strangers in random (chance) encounters in 
public spaces (Sin et al. 2009). Any planning for the wellbeing of WMD users in public 
spaces should consider ways to facilitate encounters that are not dreadful but provide 
WMD users with “opportunities for positive experiences of strangerhood” (Fincher and 
Iveson 2008). Building safe, secure, and legible public spaces can enhance WMD 
users’ social wellbeing.   

Congeniality: WMD users’ ‘emotional wellbeing’ (IV. in Figure 1) can be enhanced 
through positive, friendly, pleasant and agreeable connections with the environment. 
Studies show that environments impact people emotionally (Burns, 2000), and they 
strive for spaces that elicit positive responses (Gjerde 2017). People tend to develop 
a sense of attachment or belonging to places and carry fond memories of spaces that 
please them and often desire to return to those.  Further, positive affective responses 
are linked to enhancing their wellbeing (Scannell and  Gifford 2017). Mehta (2014) 
uses the term ‘pleasurability’ to convey the same sense. He notes that “imageability, 
spatial quality, sensory complexity and attractiveness of the public space” are 
important factors influencing people’s preferences (Mehta 2014, p. 69). However, 
these factors are primarily related to pedestrians. Studies that assess WMD users’ 
perception of environments are severely limited. Considering that ambience of a 
place has a considerable impact on one’s emotions and wellbeing, understanding 
WMD users’ environmental preferences is important.  
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Contentment: Life-satisfaction, happiness, and contentment are allied terms 
related to an individual’s ‘psychological wellbeing’ (V. in Figure 1) (Veenhoven 
2012). Experiences of exclusion and ridicule in public spaces for so long have left 
people with disabilities (including WMD users) psychologically scarred and 
dependent. Any inclusive policy planning should consider ways to empower WMD 
users with decision making in matters that affect their lives.  Furthermore, social 
evaluations (e.g., in the model) and policymaking should promote WMD users’ 
participation in local communities to their full potential, dignity and independence – 
something they have been struggling with for long.  (*We have mentioned the term 
psycho-emotional earlier in our discussions. In that prospect IV and V are closely 
related. However, these are also dealt with independently, as in here).  

5Cs: Future implications  

The 5Cs thematic model is not an end in itself but a starting point for initiating further 
discussions. It will be tested and refined iteratively with field experiments involving 
WMD users and urban designers at Melbourne CBD. Once developed, the 
customised model will have the capacity to inform planning policy development to 
benefit important members of our community.  

Conclusion   

Reformatory spirit fuels the presented paper. This spirit aims at reforms that partly 
address government realisations and will, and partly disability activism that underlie 
the ever-evolving Australian disability paradigms. The author prods the rather ongoing 
inadequate discourses on WMD users with her 5Cs model, based on the central 
theme of their inclusion in decision making processes, to improve the experiences of 
the former using public urban spaces. The author’s initiative values the Australian 
government’s internationally informed outlook to usher in changes for the wellbeing of 
people with disabilities and the WMD users, yet is critical of controversial approaches 
relying heavily on the UD.  

The initiative also underscores the importance of co-working of stakeholders as 
financing and managing government/public agencies, urban planners/designers 
(hitherto independent designers of the public spaces) and last but not least, 
dissatisfied WMD users. The model strongly encourages consultations between urban 
designers and WMD users to reconcile perceptions of public space uses from the 
perspectives of WMD users and others. In these engagements lie the wellbeing and 
happiness of the former. Unlike this paper with a settled jurisdiction of Melbourne 
CBD, the operational range of the model is extensive. It can accommodate conceptual 
alterations, improvements, and fast transitioning paradigms of disability in many urban 
environments.  
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1 ‘Mobility reductionism’ is a self-coined term by the author to highlight the disability access 
approaches that assume that providing basic mobility is a solution to the vast array of challenges and 
negative  experiences faced by persons with disabilities in built environments. 
2 In practice, non-compliances are only stalled by individual complaints (Jackson, 2018). 
3 https://www.pps.org/article/grplacefeat  
4 https://www.designforthejustcity.org/engage  
5 Author’s insertion. 
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