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Abstract: People with disabilities are frequently excluded from public space, including public transport, 
due to accessibility issues. Those who are ambulant often cannot walk far nor carry routine weekly 
shopping purchases. The resultant reliance on private vehicles has historically been accommodated 
through the provision of Disabled Parking along with permits issued by local government authorities. 
However, such schemes have evolved organically with little, if any, input from people with disabilities.  
Additionally, urban design and infrastructure architecture with current emphases on pedestrianisation, 
public transport facility enhancement, ‘bicyclecture’ and ‘shared space’ provision, rarely considers 
accessible parking, relegating it instead to the domain of traffic engineers. Often though, accessible 
parking is a poorly understood concern in traffic engineering, with little guidance readily available. What 
do permit holders have to say about accessible parking? Are the voices of the users of these bays being 
heard in current inner-city urban design dialogues that favour ‘street activation’ and ‘active transport’? 
By exploring the disconnect between users voices, urban design and traffic engineering this paper 
attempts to answer these questions. The findings of a research project investigating accessible parking 
in an inner-Melbourne local government area is presented as a Case Study. 

Keywords: Accessible parking; PwDs; users voices; urban design. 

1. Introduction 

Wheelchair and mobility scooter users experience difficulties with public transport, ambulant people 
with disabilities (PwDs) often can walk only short distances and those with sensory impairments 
regularly struggle with confusing wayfinding in the public realm. Frequently excluded from the built 
environment due to such accessibility issues, PwDs often find themselves socially isolated. Historically, 
the resultant reliance on private vehicles has been mitigated somewhat by local councils providing 
spaces and permits for ‘Disabled Parking’. However with little, if any, input from people with disabilities, 
these schemes have tended to evolve organically. In addition, within Australia and other Anglophile 
countries, council-controlled Disabled Parking (hereafter, accessible parking) located on-street is not 
captured within any discrete built environment-based regulatory framework. 
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Visionary Design Development Pty Ltd (VDD), a transdisciplinary consultancy focussing on 
accessibility in the built environment, was commissioned by the City of Port Phillip (CoPP) a local 
government authority in inner Melbourne, Australia, to undertake the City of Port Phillip Disabled 
Parking Review Project in 2014. Via this case study this paper, building on work presented at 8

th
 Making 

Cities Liveable Conference (Melbourne, July 2015), explores whether the voices of users of accessible 
parking are being heard. More particularly, are users voices being heard by built environment designers 
and practitioners? We argue that increasing the number of, and extent of space for, accessible parking 
bays can align with policies that seek ‘street activation’ and ‘active transport’ outcomes. Nonetheless, it 
is imperative that built environment designers and practitioners actively engage with PwDs to achieve 
equitable outcomes. In support of this viewpoint, the significance of the UNCRPD, the Social Model of 
Disability, the Rights-based Approach, the historical lack of engagement of PwDs in the design of the 
built environment and the notion of Universal Design are discussed through a Literature Review. Along 
with the results of the CoPP Disabled Parking Review Project, various CoPP’s accessibility, traffic 
engineering and urban design policies, strategies, plans and guidelines are presented. Finally some 
conclusions are drawn on the question of whether, within urban built environment design policy and 
practice, the voices of users of accessible parking are being heard. 

2. Literature review 

Multiple on-line databases: Proquest, Scopus, Web of Science, JSTOR, Academic Search Complete, 
Expanded Academic, Informit on Line, IBSS and Google Scholar, were searched for relevant academic 
peer-reviewed literature. Search terms “disabled parking”, “accessible parking”, “parking policy”, 
“parking theory”, “stakeholder consultation” were used. Using Google’s search engine, grey literature 
was similarly searched. 

How to obtain a ‘Disabled Parking Permit’ from local councils was amply represented. However there 
appears to be virtually no academic and/or grey literature demonstrating engagement between the 
users of such spaces and built environment designers and practitioners regarding, for example, position 
and quantity of accessible parking, its physical attributes, and/or the vehicular mobility needs of PwDs. 

2.1. Consultation, engagement and inclusion: PwDs and the built environment 

Within Australia when enacting legislation and developing policy, government, NGOs/NfPs, and other 
stakeholders are, in addition to satisfying Disability Discrimination Act 1992 (DDA) requirements, bound 
to be guided by the articles of the United Nations Convention on the Rights of Persons with Disabilities 
(UNCRPD). Articles 4.3 and 33 specifically refer to active involvement of and consultation with, PwDs. 
Article 9 specifically refers to ‘accessibility’ in both the physical and non-discriminatory provision of 
services. Projects and policies intended to eliminate disadvantage, such as accessible parking and 
associated permits, should therefore include the participation of PwDs. The emphasis on ‘inclusion’ of 
PwDs resonates with the ‘Social Model’ of disability, shifting the focus from the person and their 
impairment(s) to the interaction between PwDs and society (Barnes and Mercer, 2003). The Social 
Model of Disability views disability as arising from society-erected barriers excluding PwDs from 
participation. Everyone is likely to experience transient or permanent disability in their lifetime (Zola, 
1989) the goal, therefore, is the delivery of a public good (Wasserman et al., 2013) in the form of more 
accessible structures and more inclusive practices benefitting the whole community. Begun and Zarb 
(1996) state that “user involvement [of PwDs] is a key feature of social policy”. The Disability Rights 
Commission (UK) (2004) sees ‘genuine involvement’ of PwDs in the development of the built 
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environment as “fundamental to achieving its vision of a society in which PwDs can participate fully as 
equal citizens” but laments “erratic involvement of access groups in local planning and development 
activities” (p9). Barriers to inclusion of PwDs in planning and designing the built environment are 
attitudinal (discrimination), physical (mobility), resource based (power asymmetry) and representative 
(decision making) (Wiman and Sandhu, 2004; Asian Development Bank (ADB), 2005). The Rights Based 
Approach (RBA) to disability advocacy first became prominent around the ‘civil rights era’ of the late 
1960 and 1970s (Hahn, 1994). In reaction, local government and road authorities established reserved 
parking areas and instigated permit schemes. Nevertheless, determining the location and number of 
reserved bays was arbitrary lacking any coherent rationale or established policy. This remains the case, 
today. 

Universal Design (UD) aims to accommodate people with as wide a range of physical and sensory 
impairments as possible. Founded on the utopian concept of Universalism, this is a paradigm change 
from ‘special needs’ RBA-driven code compliance to a more inclusive design process for everybody. 
From a UD perspective all parking bays should provide for a wide a spectrum of users as possible. 
Alongside the implications of enlargement of spaces for parking supply/demand management, some 
dilemmas remain for such an equality initiative. In order to reserve parking as close as possible to likely 
destinations for drivers and/or passengers with disabilities permissive signage and complementary 
permit scheme will still be necessary. 

3. Case Study 

3.1. Methods: CoPP Disabled Parking Review Project 

Prioritisation of upgrades to business activity centres’ accessible parking was the main project objective. 
Primarily, oversight was provided by Council’s Traffic Engineering unit, in collaboration with 
MetroAccess Officers from Council’s Access and Inclusion unit. Most of the project was completed over 
approximately three months, September to early December 2014, and comprised four main 
components: 1) Literature review plus analysis of relevant policies, local disability statistics, regulations 
and standards; 2) Stakeholder engagement; 3) Onsite investigation of 150 locations of on-street 
accessible parking (containing 200 bays in total) locations extracted from Council’s Geographic 
Information System (GIS); and 4) Prioritisation of Capital Works, achieved through deployment of a 
Prioritisation Matrix. 

The literature review regarding disabled/ accessible parking was conducted with similarly 
unproductive outcomes, as previously described. 

Three survey instruments were utilised for stakeholder engagement: one Focus Group session; 
trader group and council business unit input obtained via brief email questionnaire and/or telephone 
interviews, and CoPP Disabled Parking Permit Holder User Survey questionnaire. In the latter, eleven 
multiple choice User Survey questions covered topics such as: method, frequency, duration and purpose 
of permit use and satisfaction with quantity, position and features of accessible bays. A further 3 
questions invited specific input about where users parked (or avoided) and conditions (good and bad) 
encountered. Lastly, respondents were asked to comment further. Trader groups and/or businesses 
were invited to answer a shorter question questionnaire. The first two multiple choice questions 
concerned whether PwDs visited the premises and whether better accessible parking would be good for 
business. Three further questions involved quantity, position and relocation options. (These three 
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questions were also asked in the User Survey and Focus Group.) Similarly, lastly, respondents were also 
asked to comment further if they wished. CoPP’s City Business Development Officer was interviewed by 
telephone. Invitations to attend the focus group were forwarded, via email, to the CoPP’s Access 
Network (CoPPAN) and Older Persons Consultative Committee (OPCC) as well as to persons with a CoPP 
Disabled Parking Permit. In order to ascertain whether the group was representative of the User Survey 
group Focus Group participants also completed a small section of the User Survey questionnaire. Focus 
Group Questions were semi-structured with the scope of questions being similar to the User Survey 
covering utilisation, localities, and useability. The session concluded with discussion on relevant sections 
of Australian Standard AS 2890.5-1993 On-street Parking. 

Fieldwork captured a wide range of parking location characteristics and bay dimensions along with 
information about relevant surrounding features.  

Informed by literature review and stakeholder engagement Recommended Best Practice Diagrams 
for accessible on-street parking specifications were developed. Although generally similar to AS 2890.5 – 
1993 there are differences in: dimensions, kerb ramp provision, adjacent clearances and provision of 
tactile markers. Subsequently, each location was allotted an appropriate ‘Best Practice Diagram’ 
(http://www.portphillip.vic.gov.au/disabled-parking.htm) along with a ‘Complexity Classification’ from 1 
to 5 representing degree of difficulty in achieving Best Practice. 

Criteria and weightings for the Prioritisation Matrix, established via stakeholder consultation, are 
shown in Table 1. 

Table 1: Criteria and weightings for Prioritisation Matrix. 
Criteria Unit of Inter-location Comparison Weighting 

Cost/ Complexity Categorisation 1-5 of Locations 5 
User Feedback Stakeholder Consultation via Permit Holder nomination and 

rating of accessible parking by postcode 
5 

Percentage Accessible Bays  100 – Percentage of Accessible Bays by Postcode 3 
Number of Bays Number of Bays per Location 2 
Permit Ratio CoPP Known Resident Permit Holders per Accessible Bay by 

Postcode 
1 

3.2. Findings: CoPP Disabled Parking Review Project 

Table 2, below, shows percentages of accessible bays by postcode. By postcode district, where parking 
quantities known, on-street business activity centre accessible parking percentages vary from less than 
4% for St Kilda Rd Precinct (Melbourne 3004) to 7% for St Kilda and St Kilda West to 16% for Port 
Melbourne. Although the total on-street capacity was unavailable, South Melbourne Postcode 3205 
contains the highest number of accessible parking bays (50). Permit Holders per bay outlier ratios, that 
is, Postcodes 3184 (Elwood) and 3184 (Ripponlea), reflect there being no major commercial activity 
centre, with concomitant parking, in those postcodes. 
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Table 2: Permit holders, bay numbers and bay ratios by postcode. 
Postcode/ 
Suburbs 

No. Permit 
Holders 

No. of on-
street 
bays 

No. of on-street 
accessible bays 

Percent 
accessible bays 

Permit holders 
per acc. bay 

3004 St Kilda Rd 
Precinct Melbourne 

131 494 18 3.6% 7.3 

3182 St Kilda and St 
Kilda West 

409 547 39 6.8% 10.5 

3183 St Kilda East and 
Balaclava 

320 192 25 13.0% 4.3 

3184 Elwood 236 113 5 4.4% 47.2 
3185 Ripponlea 22 4 42 9.5% 0.5 
3205 South Melbourne 330 N/A 50 - 6.6 
3206 Albert Park and 
Middle Park 

368 290 26 9.0% 14.2 

3207 Port Melbourne 542 205 33 16.0% 16.4 

3.2.1. Stakeholder consultation 

As at 29 September 2014, 91% (2,358) of CoPP permit holders were known to reside within the 
municipality. The remaining 9% either resided outside CoPP or at unknown addresses. CoPP resource 
limitations precluded multiple methods of stakeholder engagement and/or extensive follow-up. From 
383 email addresses, 71 User Survey responses were returned. Ten participants, consisting of 9 people 
with disabilities and 1 carer/driver, attended the single focus group session. Focus Group participants 
were found to be representative of the wider User Survey cohort. 

Although one focus group session and User Survey responses being only 2.75% of the total 2,580 
permit holders undoubtedly represents a small sample, permit holder respondents feel there are 
insufficient accessible carparking bays reserved at all activity centres. This forces many to use regular 
parking that is too distant, for their comfortable ambulant capabilities, from their destination. Acland St 
(St Kilda) and Clarendon St (South Melbourne) were particularly criticised. Although there are safety 
concerns in relation to passing traffic and bicycles, in general users feel that the current locations of 
accessible carparking were satisfactory. Focus Group participants corroborated these findings. 

CoPP's Business Development Unit advised that, historically, parking is considered a contentious 
issue in activity centres due to: availability, expense and economic viability. There is, however, no 
history of trader-related accessible parking issues within the municipality. A short survey was distributed 
to Trader groups. Nonetheless, response was poor, indicating accessible parking is not a particular 
concern.  

3.2.2. Onsite investigation 

Fieldwork involved a total of 200 accessible parking bays contained within 150 locations; 92 parallel 
parking locations and 58 angle parking locations. Thirty six locations contained multiple bays. Whilst six 
existing locations (4%) were adequately sized, none of the locations assessed fully met Recommended 
Best Practice. Almost all locations, 144 (96%), were undersize. 126 locations (84%) lacked any kerb 
ramps. Line marking was inadequate at 96 (64%) locations. Only 1 location had tactile markers. Although 
43 locations (29%) can be enlarged in either their current position or nearby (within 10-20m), 101 (67%) 
locations will most likely require relocation elsewhere, due to the presence of kerbside and/or roadside 
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obstructions. Of these, although 64 are likely to achieve Recommended Best Practice elsewhere in the 
same street, 37 locations most likely require relocation to a different street. In light of these findings, 
on-street Best Practice Accessible Parking bays whether ‘parallel’ or ‘angle’ not only require more 
physical space per bay than is current practice, larger, more accessible, ‘buffer’ spaces are required 
around them. This, particularly in urbanised environments, challenges the conventional notion that 
responsibilities for provision of vehicle parking, a ‘traffic engineering issue’, and accessibility for PwDs, 
an ‘urban design pedestrian mobility issue’ separates at the kerb line. 

3.2.3. Prioritisation 

Reflecting the high weighting given to stakeholder feedback in the prioritisation criteria (see Table 1), St 
Kilda & St Kilda West and South Melbourne (representing a combined 45% of the total 150 locations) 
were the highest two priorities, when prioritised by Postcode. 

3.3. CoPP Policies, strategies, plans and guidelines 

In the context of the inter-relationship between accessibility, traffic engineering and urban (built 
environment) design, a snapshot of the extent to which the voices of users of accessible parking within 
the City of Port Phillip are currently being heard is presented below. 

Council’s headline document, City of Port Phillip Council Plan 2013-17 Year 3 – Revised April 2015 
(Draft for public review), sets out the City’s vision for the medium term and contains words such as 
engaged, consultation, inclusion, accessible, connected and the like 
(http://www.portphillip.vic.gov.au/council_plan_budget.htm). The City’s primary disability planning 
instrument, City of Port Phillip Access Plan 2013 – 2018, notes: ‘Council provides accessible onstreet 
parking for its residents’ and accessible parking and drop-off points are needed at and near community 
buildings and council owned venues. Although consistent design and implementation of public space 
infrastructure elements, including accessible car parking, is requested and sustainable, accessible, 
water-sensitive urban design is championed, ‘a less car-dependent city’ is affirmed as desirable. 

CoPP’s stance on vehicle management is communicated in several transport, traffic, road and 
parking documents. Council’s Parking Need Hierarchy for both Shopping Strips and Local Streets places 
‘Disabled Parking Bays’ quite highly; respectively fourth and fifth out of 14 
(http://www.portphillip.vic.gov.au/Report_6_-_Attachment_1_-
_Final_Sustainable_Transport_Strategy.pdf ). However, accessible parking is not discussed in CoPP Road 
Management Plan 2013. While most documents state, or imply, the need to ensure safe accessibility for 
vulnerable users, most recent documents also highlight intentions to ‘ .... Discourage car use and longer 
term parking in the most accessible and connected areas....’ and to increase walking, cycling and public 
transport use (CoPP Sustainable Transport Strategy, p 24). 

Council’s position on urban design is explained through a range of policies, strategies, plans and 
guidelines regarding precinct development, open space, infrastructure and sustainability. Significant 
upgrades to Acland Street, an iconic Melbourne destination located in St Kilda, are currently being 
planned. In 2016, a new Route 96 tram terminus, with central platform, will also be constructed In 
Acland Street. Nonetheless no direct, or indirect, questions about accessible parking requirements 
appear within the Acland Street Upgrade Community Survey. Although both contain numerous 
references to parking neither the South Melbourne Central Urban Design Framework 
(http://www.portphillip.vic.gov.au/default/StrategicPlanningDocuments/South_Melbourne_Central_-
_Urban_Design_Framework.pdf) nor the South Melbourne Structure Plan & Implementation Strategy 
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(http://www.portphillip.vic.gov.au/default/StrategicPlanningDocuments/South_Melbourne_Central_Str
ucture_Plan.pdf) consider accessible parking. Within CoPP’s Emerald Hill Vision an ‘accessible’ Town Hall 
is noted as a Deliverable for the South Melbourne Town Hall Precinct refurbishment project but no 
reference to accessible parking is made. 

4. Discussion 

As no theoretical foundations for specifications or quantity of accessible bays were revealed through 
literature review, an investigation of various, historically comparable in planning terms, car-oriented 
countries’ (Australia, New Zealand, United Kingdom and United States of America) accessible parking 
specifications was carried out. Further searching covering compact cities (including Hong Kong and 
various European Union cities), Scandinavian countries considered well-developed in accessibility 
provisions (including Sweden and Finland) and the Benelux Union (including Luxembourg) was 
undertaken. Again much reference to ‘Disabled Parking Permit’ schemes, including reciprocity, was 
found along with some mentions of off-street parking technical requirements. On-street accessible 
parking remains shrouded in mystery. Anglophile countries reviewed nominate ratios of 4-6% for 
accessible-to-regular parking, for off-street parking. Australian Standard, AS 2890.5-1993, (On-street 
parking) refers to Australian Standard, AS 2890.1-1993, (Off-street parking). This (AS 2890.1) in turn 
refers to the “Building Code of Australia”, now part of the National Construction Code Series (NCC) 
which, in terms of accessible parking, refers to AS/NZS 2890.6:2009 Parking Facilities Off-street parking 
for people with disabilities. The NCC, however, is not applicable to on-street parking. AS 2890.5-1993, 
the current Australian Standard for on-street parking, pre-dates AS 1428 Design for Access and Mobility 
suite’s current version (published 2009), contemporary accessibility knowledge practice and the 
UNCRPD. Australian Standards regarding on-street accessible parking are, therefore, outmoded.  

Although ranked quite highly in traffic engineering hierarchies, accessible parking is rarely 
considered in urban design and infrastructure architecture with current emphases on pedestrianisation, 
public transport facility enhancement, ‘bicyclecture’ and ‘shared space’ provision. Furthermore a key 
component of urban design concepts such as ‘street activation’ and ‘active transport’ is the 
encouragement of localised trips and social inclusion at neighbourhood level. Accessible parking at 
community business activity centres is therefore vital for equity of access to goods, services, 
employment, leisure and entertainment. However, the inconsistency of resident permit holders per 
accessible bay results indicates that people with disabilities have variable access to accessible carparking 
within their local neighbourhoods. Two postcodes, St Kilda + St Kilda West  (3182) and South Melbourne 
(3207) contain the two areas most heavily criticised in the User Survey – Acland Street (plus side streets) 
St Kilda and the Clarendon Street Activity Centre, South Melbourne.  

Stakeholder consultation revealed that insufficient availability of accessible parking was of greatest 
concern. Policies which seek to decrease car dependence and reduce parking space numbers therefore 
need to be informed by the imperative to retain, and in fact increase the quantity of, and the space 
provided for, accessible parking. The second most regularly raised issue was safety from passing traffic 
and bicycle lanes, the latter of course being championed in active transport circles. Some bays in quieter 
side streets are ‘safer’ but these are often too far away from the desired destination. Size of bay and 
entry/egress from the vehicle got several mentions including parallel bays not being wide enough to 
provide space between car and kerb for manoeuvring mobility aids. Footpath trading, a street activation 
stalwart, compounded width complaints. Widening of parallel bays has the potential to further conflict 
with footpath trading. Within CoPP there is, however, reasonable consensus that traders understand 

Not P
resented

http://www.portphillip.vic.gov.au/default/StrategicPlanningDocuments/South_Melbourne_Central_Structure_Plan.pdf
http://www.portphillip.vic.gov.au/default/StrategicPlanningDocuments/South_Melbourne_Central_Structure_Plan.pdf


120 M.A. Jackson and R. Green 

that accessible parking bays need upgrading even though such expansion could lead to reduction of 
regular bays. Reductions in overall on-street bay numbers due to improvements to accessible parking 
are therefore likely to prove less controversial than reductions for other reasons. 

4.1. Are users voices heard within the built environment sphere? 

Users, with a range of impairments affecting mobility, provided feedback that confirms their reliance on 
car transport for visiting business activity centres. Alternatives are either unable to cart shopping and 
other goods, unavailable and/or inaccessible. Many users face significant barriers to parking, frequently. 
Despite the 4-6% ‘international average’ being exceeded in five of the eight CoPP postcode regions, a 
very large majority of complaints regarding, and reasons for avoidance of, certain activity centres were 
the lack of sufficient numbers of spaces. St Kilda + St Kilda West which includes the Acland Street 
Activity Centre – one of the two most highly criticised for accessible parking, primarily due to 
unavailability of bays – has 6.8% accessible bays. Bay Street Business Activity Centre in Port Melbourne 
was regarded in a, generally, positive light. Port Melbourne has 16.1% spaces reserved for accessible 
parking suggesting 4-6% is inadequate. 

The CoPP Disabled Parking Review Project investigated the existing conditions, and role of, 
accessible parking around local shops and businesses. Its findings provide a window of understanding 
into the inclusion of PwDs in social and economic activities. Almost all (144, 96.0%) CoPP accessible 
parking locations were of insufficient size. Whether in-situ, nearby, elsewhere in the same street, or in a 
different street altogether, the vast majority of locations (121, 80.6% of 150) will require significant 
streetscape redesign, or relocation, to achieve Recommended Best Practice. These statistics 
demonstrate the historical failure of council urban planning and traffic/parking policies to provide equity 
of access. 

Given the lack of directly applicable built environment-based legislation, designers working within 
the urban infrastructure realm must be guided by the requirements of the DDA and the UNCRPD. 
Furthermore, informed by an understanding of the Social Model of Disability and knowledge of the 
Principles of Universal Design built environment designers and practitioners must seek out and listen to 
the voices of PwDs. The shortfall of availability and the poor specifications suggest the voices of users of 
accessible parking are not being heard. Or, when heard by, for example, access and inclusion advocates 
and traffic engineers the conclusions of such dialogues are not being conveyed to the custodians of the 
design of the urban infrastructure realm; urban designers, built environment practitioners and the like. 
Or, in keeping with the historical lack of engagement between built environment practitioners and PwDs 
regarding local planning and development activities, (Australian) built environment practitioners are not 
seeking opportunities to listen. Unfortunately this is somewhat unsurprising. Across Urban Design, 
Planning and Architecture, no major built environment design program on offer at undergraduate or 
postgraduate level in Australia in 2015 contains Universal Design, Designing for Disability, Inclusive 
Design, People-centred Design or the like as a core course. 

Throughout the ages, PwDs have faced varying degrees of exclusion. In contrast, socially inclusive 
communities understand the value of improving members well-being by supporting participation in 
cultural, civic and recreational activities, and engagement, at the local level. Nonetheless, within the 
CoPP, the locations, numbers and specifications of accessible parking bays have evolved organically 
without crosscutting strategic input from permit holders and with limited planning and oversight. This is 
concomitant with the historical consideration of PwDs, at best, at a peripheral, late stage. Current inner-
city urban design movements favour ‘active transport’ and ‘street activation’, particularly as a means for 
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urban renewal. Yet when it comes to planning for the needs of PwDs, access, traffic engineering and 
urban design, all essentially local activities, tend to be handled in ‘silos’ within councils.  

5. Conclusion 

In this paper, relevant UNCRPD articles, the Social Model of Disability, the Rights-based Approach, the 
historical lack of engagement of PwDs in the design of the built environment and the notion of Universal 
Design have been presented. Within the context of CoPP’s various accessibility, traffic engineering and 
urban design policies, strategies, plans and guidelines, findings from the CoPP Disabled Parking Review 
Project were discussed. In this context, we believe that urban design approaches seeking to minimise 
car-use, such as ‘street activation’ and ‘active transport’, need not be compromised by increased 
quantities of improved accessible parking for PwDs. However we argue that the voices of users of 
accessible parking are not being sufficiently heard by those charged with the responsibility for Urban 
Design, that is, by built environment designers and practitioners. 

Whether ‘parallel’ or ‘angle’, Best Practice Accessible Parking on-street requires larger, more 
accessible, ‘buffer’ spaces immediately adjacent. More physical space per bay than is current practice is 
also essential. This greatly impacts the traffic engineering-urban design interface, particularly in 
urbanised environments. Users unequivocally want an increased quantity of accessible parking bays; 
augmented availability of which will translate to enhanced social inclusion. Current urban design 
knowledge practices, however, appear to be blind to the vehicular requirements of people with 
disabilities. In providing greater numbers of accessible parking bays the space available for standard 
parking will be reduced. Reduced traffic volumes resulting from the exclusively signed nature of 
‘disabled parking’ will assist in achieving ‘street activation’ and ‘active transport’ aims. We believe, 
however, that this correlation must be made explicit to avoid being overlooked. Increased quantities of 
accessible parking must be acknowledged as an integral requirement of urban design policies, strategies, 
plans and guidelines. Nonetheless, this case study demonstrates the current amount of urban space 
provided per bay is insufficient and suggests that the Anglophile-country accessible parking 
recommended ratio norm of 4-6% is inadequate. Serious reservations about whether built environment 
designers and practitioners are listening to the voices of users of accessible parking are put forward. 

Conventional built environment practice separates urban design and traffic engineering at the kerb 
line, see Figure 1. Traditionally viewed as being within the traffic domain, on-street accessible parking is 
in fact an urban design element, due to accessibility requirements such as footpath indentations, buffer 
zones, kerb ramps, wayfinding features and so on. To ensure that accessibility for all is achieved, policy 
makers and practitioners within the urban design, traffic engineering and accessibility arenas must work 
together, see Figure 1. Not P
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Figure 1: Evolution of Accessible Parking consideration. 

Built environment practitioners and designers of the urban infrastructure realm have responsibilities 
under the UNCRPD and must rise above the ‘afterthought, retro-fit, compliance’ mindset to accept the 
challenge of invisible accessibility, integrated from the outset. Knowledge of the Social Model of 
Disability and application of the seven Principles of Universal Design, embedded through more targeted 
university curricula and enhanced continuing professional development for built environment 
practitioners, will improve design outcomes. However, ‘desktop design’ is insufficient. Built environment 
designers and practitioners must engage directly with PwDs to ensure that the voices of users of 
accessible parking are heard and translated into real outcomes. Furthermore built environment 
practitioners must not wait to be asked but must seek out opportunities to make themselves aware of 
PwDs’ needs and desires through meaningful engagement with social research.  
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