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Abstract

Ensuring accessibility in urban public spaces is a key challenge for contemporary cities,
particularly in the context of ageing populations, socio-spatial inequalities, and the global
call for inclusive urban development. Despite its importance, accessibility is often treated
as a cross-cutting issue rather than as a central objective in planning practice. This study
examines how accessibility can be addressed in participatory urban public space design
through a geodesign workshop conducted with architecture students from the University
of Alicante. Focusing on the area along Line 2 of the TRAM light-rail network in Alicante,
Spain, the workshop applied the geodesign framework in four iterative phases: system
analysis, stakeholder role-play, design negotiation, and consensus building. The workshop
participants represented six stakeholder groups with varying objectives and priorities,
proposing micro-interventions in vulnerable urban areas aimed at improving walkability,
surface conditions, and access to services. The role-play phase highlighted contrasting
views on accessibility, particularly emphasised by groups representing older adults and
people with disabilities. Negotiation revealed both alliances and tensions, while the final
consensus reflected a moderate but meaningful inclusion of wide accessibility concerns.
The resulting proposals showed spatial awareness of socio-territorial inequalities. The
findings suggest that geodesign fosters critical thinking, collaboration, and empathy in
future urban professionals; however, challenges persist regarding inclusivity, contextual
adaptation, and integration into practice. Future work should explore long-term impacts
and co-creation of accessibility standards.

Keywords: accessibility; geodesign; workshop; participatory planning; public space

1. Introduction

As cities face increasing population pressures and rising urban densities, the need
for inclusive and sustainable development becomes ever more urgent. Accessibility lies at
the core of urban planning, serving as a foundational principle for creating equitable, re-
silient, and environmentally responsible urban environments [1]. In this sense, sustainable
accessibility is not only a matter of mobility, but a multidimensional concept that requires
cross-sectoral coordination, compact urban form, promotion of active mobility and the
integration of essential services within close proximity [2]. Accessibility is also directly
linked to global agendas such as the 2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development, particu-
larly to SDG 5 (Gender equality), SDG 10 (Reduced inequalities), and SDG 11 (Sustainable
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cities and communities), all of which emphasize inclusive, safe, affordable, and sustainable
urban planning for all. In this context, addressing accessibility barriers in urban public
spaces—particularly for people with disabilities, older adults, and other mobility-impaired
populations—can have far-reaching impacts, promoting not only greater inclusion but also
environmental and economic sustainability [3]. Thus, when accessibility is well integrated
into urban systems, it enhances mobility, reduces car dependency, and supports social
equity and climate goals.

Spain provides a particularly relevant context within the European Mediterranean
Arc in this regard, not only due to its high life expectancy but also because of its projected
long-term population growth. For instance, national projections by the Spanish National
Statistics Institute (INE) forecast a population of nearly 50 million by 2050, while the In-
dependent Authority for Fiscal Responsibility (AIReF) estimates that this number could
rise to 55 million [4]. Such expected demographic expansion, combined with a rapidly age-
ing population, reinforces the urgency of advancing accessibility planning strategies that
address spatial equity and service provision in urban public spaces. Moreover, given the
complexity of these interrelated dynamics, planning tools capable of addressing multiple
systems simultaneously are increasingly necessary [5,6]. From this perspective, partici-
patory planning processes have proven to be successful when implemented in complex
dynamic environments [7].

Within this scope, public participation has become a key instrument in aligning
urban development with the needs of diverse communities and stakeholders over the past
decade [8]. It also plays a crucial role in actively engaging citizens in the shaping and
design of urban spaces [9]. In this context, digital participatory processes have gained
particular relevance as they enable users to engage in urban decision-making through
accessible platforms and web-based environments [10]. In addition, from the perspective
of urban public space design, collaborative decision-making is essential for ensuring
project success and fostering a sense of community ownership [11]. Building on this,
digital participatory methods—especially those applied through academic and professional
workshops [12]—can play a critical role in fostering a systems-oriented understanding of
accessibility challenges and potential solutions [13].

As a matter of fact, in recent years, various tools and methodologies have been devel-
oped to implement interactive virtual workshops that support citizen engagement in the
design and regeneration of urban public spaces [14]. Among these approaches, geodesign
has emerged as a participatory framework that facilitates the collaborative co-creation of
spatially explicit design scenarios by bringing together multiple stakeholders on a common
platform. This approach ensures that future interventions are aligned with local needs
and policy agendas [15]. By leveraging digital technologies, geodesign enables the ac-
tive participation of local actors in urban planning processes, with the aim of fostering
community involvement and improving the quality of decision-making outcomes [16].
Consequently, geodesign has attracted significant interest from academia, industry, and
public administrations alike [17,18]. For the purpose of this research, geodesign, under-
stood as a collaborative and iterative full digitally supported planning methodology that
integrates spatial analysis, stakeholder engagement, and scenario development, offers a
promising approach to address accessibility in urban environments.

From an educational perspective, geodesign also offers a powerful framework for
involving architecture students—particularly during their training in urban and territorial
planning—in real-world challenges related to urban design and regeneration [19]. This
approach fosters collaboration, participatory thinking, and negotiation skills [20], which
are essential competencies for future architects and planners. One of the most common ped-
agogical strategies for applying this method is the organisation of targeted workshops [21].
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These workshops enable students to address real-life urban challenges and collaboratively
propose design solutions [22], while also learning to approach negotiation as a process that
prioritises collective interests over individual ones. This contributes significantly to the
development of consensual and strategic decision-making processes [23].

Against this backdrop, this paper presents the results of a geodesign workshop con-
ducted at the University of Alicante with students of the Master’s in Architecture pro-
gramme. The planning and design exercise focused on the area surrounding Line 2 of
light-rail infrastructure (TRAM) in Alicante, a corridor that illustrates both the opportu-
nities and constraints of accessibility planning in contemporary mediterranean Spanish
urban contexts. The objective was to demonstrate how the geodesign framework, when
applied through participatory formats, can serve as a valuable tool to analyse accessibility
issues and propose integrated spatial strategies for public spaces during the early phases of
urban planning.

The manuscript is organised as follows. Section 2 discusses a brief overview of the
geodesign approach as methodological background, specifically addressing accessibility as
a system. Section 3 includes the aims and scope of the research. Section 4 introduces the
case study, while Section 5 outlines the geodesign process, detailing both the preparatory
phase and the activities carried out during the workshop. Section 6 presents an analysis of
the results, with a primary focus on accessibility and its role within the broader planning
framework. Section 7 offers a discussion of the findings and Section 8 concludes with
reflections on the geodesign process and its outcomes.

2. Geodesign in Spatial and Accessibility Planning

Geodesign emerged at the intersection of landscape architecture, planning, and geo-
graphic information science [24], offering a methodology that integrates design thinking
with spatial analysis [25,26]. This method is defined as a collaborative, iterative process
that links geography, planning, and stakeholder engagement to produce informed spatial
decisions [27].

Specifically, the methodological structure of geodesign is most clearly articulated in
the Steinitz’ framework, which comprises six iterative models: representation, process,
evaluation, change, impact, and decision [28]. Crucially, the evaluation model acts as
the pivot point, aligning technical analyses with stakeholder priorities and anchoring
design alternatives in community-defined needs [26]. Hence, this framework is particularly
relevant in accessibility planning as it explicitly links spatial decision-making with social
equity and governance. As shown in Table 1, a detailed breakdown of these models
demonstrates their adaptability to urban accessibility issues, showing how geodesign can
uncover and respond to spatial barriers in urban public spaces. Notably, while the early
models—representation, process— are often expert-led, the evaluative and decision-making
models can be increasingly participatory, allowing for a more democratic planning process.

In this context, the GeodesignHub is the most often used platform to support the
participation in these processes. GeodesignHub is a dedicated web-based user-friendly
Planning Support System (PSS) developed to operationalise the Steinitz model [29] through
structured collaboration, scenario planning, and real-time negotiation. The platform allows
multidisciplinary teams with different objectives to co-design interventions, supporting
both live and online workshop-based collaboration [16].
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Table 1. Adaptation of the Steinitz geodesign framework to urban accessibility planning. Each model
is interpreted in relation to its role in identifying, evaluating, and addressing spatial barriers to

equitable access.

Model Description Relevance to Accessibility
e Maps the spatial and o Identifies physical and
. historical development of the = socio-spatial barriers limiting
Representation ;
study area (land use, transport  access to services and
networks, demographics) infrastructure.
e Simulates future urban o [llustrates how accessibility
development under a baseline  conditions may persist or
Process o ., . . . .
do-nothing” scenario using deteriorate without targeted
modelling and forecasting. interventions.
e Compares simulation
outputs with stakeholder o Ensures that design
Evaluation priorities to assess the alternatives align with
effectiveness of potential inclusive mobility goals and
interventions (experts, equitable service distribution.
policymakers, citizens).
o Generates design e Proposes targe"ceq actions to
S enhance connectivity and
Change alternatives informed by s
evaluation findings remove accessibility
' bottlenecks.
e Measures anticipated social, e Evaluates whether
spatial, and environmental interventions improve overall
Impact s N
outcomes of proposed accessibility and distribute
interventions. benefits equitably.
. Institutionali il
e Structures the final o Institutionalises accessibility
. . standards and ensures
. decision-making process, . .
Decision outcomes are aligned with

considering power dynamics,

timelines and roles stakeholder needs and legal

frameworks.

Several empirical studies have highlighted the versatility of geodesign in addressing
planning challenges. In Cagliari (Italy), for instance, Campagna et al. [26] demonstrated
how geodesign supported the integration of green infrastructure into transport and en-
ergy networks, enhancing ecological connectivity. Similarly, the Tohono O’odham Nation
applied geodesign to co-create flood mitigation strategies in Arizona (United States), pri-
oritising local knowledge and equitable outcomes [30], while in Belo Horizonte (Brazil),
geodesign facilitated a consensus-building process around heritage preservation and future
urban development [31]

Specifically, within accessibility planning, the participatory workshops held in Ibirama
La Klano [32] further illustrate how accessibility can be conceptualised as a dynamic system
of spatial relationships, adopting geodesign not only as a planning tool, but also as a
pedagogical device, helping stakeholders visualise access points, identify gaps, and pro-
pose integrated mobility solutions. Likewise, Jano Reiss and Tchetchik [22] implemented
this methodology to address the accessibility and the promotion of walkable urban envi-
ronments in hilly contexts. Despite its promise, geodesign’s application to accessibility
planning in urban public spaces remains nascent, with few studies explicitly addressing
how it can systematically embed accessibility metrics (e.g., proximity to services, universal
design principles) into collaborative processes [18]. Although participatory digital methods
show potential for informing the design of accessible public spaces, the extent to which
they deliver long-term improvements in equity or stakeholder satisfaction remains unclear.
Similarly, the integration of qualitative stakeholder inputs with quantitative accessibility
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metrics remains underexplored, limiting geodesign’s ability to balance technical and partic-
ipatory demands [33]. Furthermore, geodesign’s potential to advance social equity—by
prioritising interventions that reduce spatial inequalities and address the needs of vul-
nerable populations—has been explored in vulnerability mapping approaches such as
those proposed by Cocco, Fonseca, and Campagna [34]. These gaps highlight the need for
research that investigates how geodesign can be tailored to prioritise accessibility within
collaborative urban planning processes, ensuring equitable and inclusive outcomes.

Still, while geodesign has been underutilised in accessibility planning, its systemic ori-
entation and participatory ethos make it well suited to the task. Accessibility benefits from
geodesign’s ability to model spatial inequalities and test design interventions in situ [35].
Studies by Brown & Kyttd [36] and Gu et al. [37] support this potential, demonstrating how
digital participation and spatial modelling can reveal hidden barriers and propose targeted
improvements. By embedding accessibility within the geodesign framework, planners
can generate spatial strategies for public spaces that respond not only to infrastructural
deficits but also to socio-cultural and governance dynamics. Thus, its capacity to integrate
technical modelling with stakeholder deliberation makes it especially relevant for planning
interventions that aim to be both equitable and spatially effective. Collectively, the literature
demonstrates that geodesign offers a robust, participatory framework with a great potential
for addressing urban accessibility in urban public spaces.

3. Aims and Scope

This study aims to delve into how the geodesign framework can enhance the integra-
tion of accessibility in the design of urban public spaces through community participation.
In the context of this research, the term “urban public space” refers to open and publicly
accessible areas of the city that enable social interaction, mobility, and everyday use. This
includes both green spaces, such as parks and recreational areas, and hardscapes such as
streets, plazas, and transit-related environments. By adopting this comprehensive defini-
tion, we acknowledge the diversity of public spaces in which accessibility plays a critical
role. The scope of the research is threefold: (i) implementing the geodesign methodology
within a graduate architecture program to simulate a participatory planning experience;
(ii) exploring how different stakeholder groups—such as older adults, individuals with
disabilities, women, youth, politicians, and athletes—represented by students through role-
play, would prioritize and negotiate accessibility in public space design; and (iii) evaluating
the effectiveness of geodesign as a methodological tool for urban planners and as a teaching
resource to promote equity and inclusion among upcoming professionals. Specifically, the
following research questions are posed:

e [RQ1] How can we conceptualise accessibility as a standalone system within the
geodesign framework?

e [RQ2] How do different groups of stakeholders rank the importance of accessibility
during a co-design process?

e [RQ3] To what extent does the geodesign process foster socio-spatial awareness and a
sensitivity to equity and inclusion among architecture students?

4. Geographic Context of the Study: Alicante

Alicante, located on Spain’s Mediterranean coast, provides a particularly relevant
context for studying accessibility planning. As a medium-sized city with a complex urban
structure, a strong tourism economy, and an established public transport network, Alicante
reflects both the opportunities and constraints of sustainable accessibility planning in
southern European urban areas. In 2024, its population reached approximately 379,135
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according to the National Institute of Statistics [38] and is a key city within one of Europe’s
most popular tourist regions, as reported by Eurostat [39]

Beyond its demographic significance, Alicante is home to a considerable number of
individuals with disabilities or dependency-related needs. INE data indicates that in 2008,
the city had the highest proportion of such residents in the Valencian Community, ranking
second by 2020. This underscores the need for a thorough assessment of the city’s urban
infrastructure and its ability to accommodate vulnerable groups. Additionally, the province
of Alicante has been assigned an Accessibility Grade B in the report “Diagnosis of the
access conditions of all municipalities in the Valencian Community” [40], suggesting that
while accessibility standards are generally adequate, there remains scope for enhancement.

Particularly, Alicante’s public transport network consists of 36 bus routes, six light
rail (TRAM) lines, and three commuter rail services. However, disparities in pedestrian
mobility and public transport usage have been identified, influenced by differences in
travel needs. According to the municipal Sustainable Urban Mobility Plan, peripheral
neighbourhoods with greater socio-economic vulnerability experience a higher proportion
of compulsory travel, rely more on urban bus services, and record some of the highest
TRAM ridership levels within the city. In these areas, more than 10,000 trips are made
daily, a significantly higher figure than in more central neighbourhoods [41]. Research
conducted in other cities of the region highlights that while central urban areas tend to
benefit from good public transport access, peri-urban and peripheral zones often experience
significant gaps in accessibility [42,43]. This spatial imbalance underscores the need for
targeted strategies to ensure that transport systems like Alicante’s tram line are equitably
serving all urban residents.

This study focuses on Line 2 of the TRAM system, which plays a vital role in linking
the city centre with peripheral areas, including the town of San Vicente del Raspeig [44].
Spanning roughly 9 km, this line traverses” neighbourhoods with diverse socioeconomic
characteristics, providing essential transport access to communities facing varying degrees
of vulnerability and distinct social and economic conditions. For this research, we will
specifically cover public spaces located in the surrounding areas of 11 stops along Line 2,
corresponding to those located within the municipal boundaries of Alicante (Figure 1).

Delimitation of the Case Study Area

The case study area was defined using an 800-metre walking distance catchment area
from each station to assess accessibility within a reasonable walking range. This threshold —
equivalent to an estimated 10-min walk for an average healthy adult— is widely recognised
in the literature as a key determinant of walkable access to public transport and local
services [45,46]. The 800-metre catchment area is particularly relevant for evaluating
broader walkability patterns, as it encompasses a diverse range of urban functions and
amenities that influence public transport usage. This approach allows for an analysis
of whether station areas are effectively designed to support accessibility, particularly for
individuals who rely on walking and public transport as their primary mode of mobility.
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Figure 1. (a) Geographic context of study; (b) urban environment next to L2 TRAM stops.
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5. Methodology: The Geodesign Approach

The geodesign approach was developed in a series of key stages including workshop
design and preparation of materials (behind the scenes) and workshop implementation
and development. All the steps are summarised both in Figure 2 and Table 2, with the latter
also indicating the section of the manuscript where the procedure is further described.

“}-;, Representation, process,
‘,? and evaluation models
g =
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Synergy 1

Final consensus
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role-playing and negotiation decision-making

Figure 2. Overall workshop development.

5.1. Behind the Scenes
5.1.1. Development of Representation, Process, and Evaluation Models: Conceptualising
and Modelling the Accessibility System

In order to address [RQ1], the process of defining the accessibility system for this
study involved the development of an evaluation model through the combination of
conceptual reasoning and spatial modelling, aimed at assessing both physical and perceived
accessibility conditions across the study area. This step in the geodesign methodology is
fundamental to ensure that the evaluation model could identify where interventions were
necessary, where they were feasible, and where they might be inappropriate or redundant.

Based on the above, the evaluation system was structured according to the geodesign
classification model developed by Steinitz [28], which categorises spatial areas into five
classes: (i) existing, (ii) not appropriate, (iii) capable, (iv) suitable, and (v) feasible. This
classification guided the interpretation of accessibility levels throughout the city: (i) the
existing class included areas already functioning with adequate accessibility features and
high public use, such as main avenues, public squares, and special care centres; (ii) the
not appropriate class referred to areas where topographical or demographic conditions
made intervention unfeasible, for example, steep slopes, elevated terrain, or zones with
a negligible population of elderly residents; (iii) the capable category applied to areas
where accessibility improvements could be technically supported by infrastructure or mar-
ket mechanisms, though they lacked immediate demographic demand; (iv) the suitable
category represented areas with a significant presence of elderly people and some infras-
tructural support, indicating readiness for potential interventions, albeit without strong
market pressure; and finally, (v) the feasible category combined both demographic need
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and favourable conditions for change, such as high concentrations of elderly residents
in proximity to existing facilities, thus marking these zones as priority areas for action.
This process was applied to ten systems (green infrastructure, accessibility, urban vitality,
walkability, transport, sport, children, women, care, and vulnerability), although for the
scope of this study we will only focus on the accessibility system.

Table 2. Overall geodesign approach. Key stages in the development of the workshop.

Step

Description Section

[A] Behind the scenes

Organisation tasks and preparation of

materials before the workshop Section 5.1.

[A1]

Development of representation,
process, and evaluation models.
Conceptualising and modelling the
accessibility system

Collect and analyse GIS data.

Build evaluation models for the accessibility

system Section 5.1.1.
e  Configure GeodesignHub platform with

study area, layers and system.

[B] Participatory engagement phase: the Workshop development with the participants that

workshop include both individual and collaborative tasks Section 5.2.
e  Students generate diagrams for their
) . L proposals
[B1] Diagram creation phase: Individual o Roeys on accessibility as a stand-alone Section 5.2.1.
proposals system
e Upload diagrams to GeodesignHub
e  Students assigned to stakeholder groups
. (e.g., elderly, women, politicians) .
[B2]  Role-playing phase: Group proposals 4  ga]ect diagrams aligned with group Section 5.2.2.
priorities
. . ) Stakeholder groups form coalitions
(B3] Integr-ahon and S}{nthes1s of design Negotiate proposals under budget Section 5.2.3.
alternatives: Synergies between groups constraints
Final round of joint decision-making
[B4] Consensus and final decision-making Agree on integrated set of proposals Section 5.2.4.

Consolidate strategy with emphasis on
accessibility outcomes

In order to operationalise this framework, the accessibility model incorporated a series
of spatial datasets and criteria as highlighted in Figure 3, that were later visualised using
GIS software, in our case QGIS 3.34. Demographic information was obtained from the
Spanish National Institute of Statistics [38], particularly the number of elderly people
per census section, disaggregated into three age groups: 65 to 75, 76 to 85, and 86 to
100 years. This division aims to capture the diversity within this population. While age
alone doesn’t dictate accessibility needs, previous studies have indicated that, as people age,
they often experience more functional decline and mobility challenges. This classification
was intended to help participants recognise the differences between more active retirees
and those who may be more dependent, rather than viewing all elderly individuals as a
single, uniform group. These data were essential for identifying vulnerable populations
who would benefit most from improved accessibility. Institutional layers were also in-
cluded, notably the locations of special care educational centres provided by the Generalitat
Valenciana, which acted as anchors for accessible infrastructure. Topographical constraints
were mapped using cartographic data from the Valencian Cartographic Institute to locate
areas where slope or elevation limited the potential for adaptation [47]. Additionally, usage
patterns were derived from mobility applications such as Strava [48] and Wikiloc [49],
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which capture traces of actual pedestrian and cyclist movement. These data were used
to identify preferred routes and urban corridors with non-motorised activity. To evalu-
ate the pedestrian connectivity of the city, urban morphology data and street network
characteristics were used to assess how easily different areas could be navigated on foot.

¢+ INFORMATION

Green spaces

I Green corridors

Population density

Hiking routes

I Qutdoor activities
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g Shrubland
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§ Agricultural land
g Flood risk areas
m Morphological accessibility
§ Special education centers
u Topography
u Nightlife activities
u Art and entertainment activities
g Educational centers
" Ground floor shops
g Railway line
g Tram line
g Carrentals
g Taxi stands
§ Cycling network
g Bus lines
" Housing area per occupant
g Number of unemployed per household
g Education level completed
" persons per
g Care-related activities

SOURCE

Alicante Urban Guide

Valencian Cartographic Institute (ICV})

National Statistics Institute (INE)

OpenStreetMap {OSM)

Foursgquare

Spanish Forest Map (MFE) I
Strava I

Google Places I

Space Syntax I

Wikiloc

Valencian Regional Railways (FGV) "
Vectalia Mobility M
Twitter g

§ Inclusive centers

§ Socioeconomic vulnerability

u Running routes

g Sports facilities

" Women's support associations
u People’s presence

g Ground floor establishments

Figure 3. List of information incorporated for the elaboration of the evaluation maps of each system,
highlighting the information related to the accessibility system.

All data sources were processed using GIS-based spatial operators, including buffer
analyses, intersection queries or Space Syntax analysis [50,51]. We opted for the Space Syntax
approach because it provides a clear representation of the street network’s layout, emphasiz-
ing how connectivity and visibility patterns influence pedestrian movement. This method is
particularly well-suited for analysing accessibility in urban public spaces like streets, plazas,
and areas surrounding transit stations, which are crucial to the focus of this research. Each
spatial criterion was first articulated in natural language and then translated into geoprocess-
ing functions, creating a consistent and interpretable workflow. To enhance transparency, a
modelling table (included as Supplementary Material) documented these criteria, outlining
the data sources, spatial operators, and classification rationale. This step is essential to ensure
that the evaluation process is well understood by participants and that results are interpretable
within the context of accessibility analysis. The resulting evaluation map (Figure 4) was
constructed through iterative modelling, ensuring that each classification class was appropri-
ately applied according to the presence or absence of specific conditions. This map provides
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a foundation for identifying where inclusive public space design interventions should be
prioritised while serving as a tool for engaging stakeholders in accessibility-focused urban

planning and guiding subsequent geodesign decisions.

§ ¢ i Virgen del Remedio

\

" - o
ST K
J 3

Gaston Castelld

':_-i Municipal delimitation

TRAM system

— TRAM L2 - Itinerary

O TRAM L2 - Stops /

Distance from L2 stops ;

===- 800 m ¢

Evaluation model A
Feasible %
Suitable S 3
Capable \

Existing MRAE 5
< ¥ 05 1km N

Not appropiate

Figure 4. Accessibility evaluation map classified according to the standard 5-class colour code.

Once the evaluation maps were developed, the next step before the workshop was to
integrate them into GeodesignHub, specifically designed to implement the second phase of
Steinitz’s framework, enabling an iterative process for modelling change, assessing impacts,

and making informed decisions between the participants [26,52-55].
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5.2. Participatory Engagement Phase: The Workshop

The geodesign workshop took place as part of a course for students enrolled in
the Master’s in Architecture programme at the University of Alicante, Spain. A total of
49 students participated in the workshop. Two six-hour sessions were dedicated entirely
to the collaborative development of design alternatives for the case study. Before the
workshop, students were briefed on the case study and were asked to visit the site. Addi-
tionally, tables containing information on each system were provided to give students prior
knowledge of the case study. Students were introduced to the geodesign process through a
brief seminar, during which the following steps were outlined.

5.2.1. Diagram Creation Phase: Individual Proposals

Once students had set up user profiles in GeodesignHub, the first phase of the work-
shop was introduced. Students were organised into ten expert teams, each assigned to a
specific system (out of the 10 analysed). Within their expert teams, students individually
mapped different proposals related to their assigned system. The proposals were delimited
geospatially through the GeodesignHub platform also taking into account the evaluation
maps previously elaborated. Each delimited proposal constituted a diagram, distinguish-
ing between project diagrams, representing exact locations of physical interventions, and
policy diagrams, representing more general and less spatially localized actions. Each time
a proposal was delimited, a title, a brief description and a budget estimate for the action
were assigned.

5.2.2. Role-Playing Phase: Group Proposals

In the second phase of the workshop, students were organised into six distinct stake-
holder profiles—such as politicians, children and teenagers, women, people with disabili-
ties, elderly individuals, and athletes—each forming a single design team. The stakeholder
proposal was based on different patterns of spatial use and accessibility needs that these
groups experience in urban public spaces. Initially, each team developed a preliminary
proposal by selecting for inclusion relevant diagrams from the previous phase, drawing
from all systems, and aligning their choices with the interests and needs of the stakeholder
group they represented. These initial proposals (Version 01) were then presented to the
other design teams. Following the presentations, each team was given additional time to
revise their proposal, allowing them to add or remove diagrams in response to feedback or
further reflection, thus refining their final design strategy (Version 02).

5.2.3. Synthesising Proposals Through Synergy-Based Negotiation

In the fourth phase, following the development of the second version of their proposals,
a budget constraint of €120 million was introduced to frame the upcoming negotiations
and decision-making. Each design team then engaged in an exercise to identify synergies
between their project and those of other teams. Based on their revised proposals, teams
completed a synergy matrix—also described as sociogram—in which they evaluated the
degree of alignment with each of the remaining design teams. The coding system used was:
‘++” for strong alignment, ‘+’ for moderate alignment, “—’ for limited alignment, and *——’
for very limited alignment.

Based on these assessments, teams with the highest levels of synergy were paired,
reducing the number of groups from six to three. Each newly formed group was then
tasked with co-developing a new proposal through negotiated interests that continued to
reflect the stakeholder profiles originally assigned to them. These negotiated proposals
were presented and discussed among the three team coalitions. In the final round, the two
teams with the greatest convergence of priorities were invited to merge. They were required
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to develop a new proposal that not only integrated the various stakeholder perspectives
but also respected the established budget constraint. The third team, which was not part
of the final merge, was invited to observe the process and contribute to the discussion
only in the event that the two leading teams were not able to reach a consensus. In such a
scenario, the remaining team would join the coalition to support and reinforce the decision
but would not take a leading role or independently influence the outcome.

5.2.4. Consensus and Final Decision-Making

Once the two leading team coalitions had reached an agreement on their joint proposal,
they were required to present it to all workshop participants. This marked the beginning of
the final phase of the exercise, during which all individuals from the original design teams
reconvened in a plenary session. The purpose of this final stage was to collectively evaluate
the proposed strategy and reach a consensus on the allocation of the €120 million budget.
Participants deliberated on the prioritisation of actions, negotiating how resources should
be distributed across the various initiatives and systems, ensuring that the final investment
plan reflected the diverse needs and perspectives of all stakeholder profiles represented
throughout the workshop.

6. Results: Overview of Accessibility-Related Proposals
6.1. Diagram Production and System Overview

Of the 197 diagrams produced, 18 (9%) belonged to the accessibility system, with no
policy proposals included. The student proposals focused on improving accessibility across
Alicante through targeted interventions in pedestrian infrastructure, public spaces, and
key facilities, particularly in socioeconomically vulnerable areas (located at the north of
the case study area). Specifically, actions were proposed to create inclusive urban spaces
that facilitate universal access. The proposals were aimed at eliminating physical barriers
and improving pedestrian mobility by means of ramps, adequate pavements and safe
pedestrian crossings. Improvements in public transport and the adaptation of parks and
cultural spaces to enhance mobility near essential services for all users were also proposed
(Figure 5). A brief summary of the proposals can also be found in Supplementary Material.

In particular, accessibility improvements were suggested for the school on Calle
Turquesa [A], the elderly residence on Calle Benisa [B], and sidewalks along Avenida
Ejércitos Esparioles [C]. Additionally, braille guidance systems were proposed for Avenida
del General Marva [D] and Avenida Maisonnave [E] to aid visually impaired individuals.
Public spaces were another major focus, particularly in areas where uneven terrain and
poor surface materials hinder movement. Plaza del Sol [F], which currently has significant
elevation differences accessible only by stairs, was proposed for redesign to ensure equal
access. Similar adjustments were suggested for plazas on Calle Ortega y Gasset [G] and
Calle Pintor Parrilla [H], where soil surfaces and elevation changes limit accessibility for
wheelchair users and the elderly. In the northwest section of Parque Lo Morant [I], where
irregular sidewalks and green spaces create accessibility challenges, students recommended
reorganising pathways. Nearby, another built area [J] around the park’s northeast area was
proposed for adaptation due to featuring an irregular arrangement of pavements and green
spaces, resulting in setbacks and reductions in pavement width, which hinder accessibility
along the street.



14 of 26

Land 2025, 14, 2072
; .
oy,
=3 Y \\' I A
= ) o 5 e
e ) i =T TN =
L sa.  emmonRAREES C:
v
l” A
/
Bl
- G
e
1
{
/
¢
\
Y [
\i
!
r= .. T . /l
¢ ! Municipal delimitation ¢ .

Evaluation model \

Feasible %

Suitable

Capable 9

Existing

Not appropiate

Area surroudning the school on C/Turquesa
Elderly residence on C/ Benisa

Sidewalks along Av. Ejércitos Esparioles

Braille guidance systems on Av.del General Marva
Braille guidance systems on Av. Maisonnave

Plaza del Sol

Plaza on C/Ortega y Gasset

Plaza on C/ Pintor Parrilla

Northwest section of Parque Lo Morant

HITIOTMmMOO®>

VOUVOZIM X4

0 05 1km N

Northeast area of Parque Lo Morant
Accessible commercial corridor on C/ Baronia de Polop
Interventions in Av. Gaston Castelld

New public park in C/Baronia de Polop

Green and accessible corridor in Serra Grossa
Low-income housing on C/Dr. Carlos Mazén
Accessibility improvements on C/ Juan de Garay
Accessibility improvements on C/ Dr. Carlos Mazén
New medical centre in Carolinas Altas

Figure 5. Location of urban spaces identified in the students’ proposals.

Larger-scale projects included an accessible commercial corridor along Calle Baronia
de Polop [K] and Avenida Gastén Castell6 [L], encouraging pedestrian activity and local
commerce. A new public park was also proposed in Baronia de Polop [M], transforming
a transitional avenue into a more inclusive urban space. In natural areas, a green and
accessible corridor in Serra Grossa [N] was suggested to improve mobility for all users.
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Finally, new low-income housing on Calle Dr. Carlos Mazén [O] was proposed, ensuring
proximity to public transport, plazas, and shops. Accessibility enhancements were also
recommended for Calle Juan de Garay [P] and Calle Dr. Carlos Mazén [Q], which surround
the new-income housing location. To improve healthcare access, a new medical centre in
Carolinas Altas [R] was suggested.

6.2. Stakeholder Role-Playing Outcomes

In the second phase of the workshop, student design teams—each representing a
different stakeholder profile—developed spatial strategies tailored to the specific needs of
their group. This phase allowed students to engage with the urban systems and diagrams
defined earlier, create their proposal, and refine their selection after peer feedback (Table 3
and Figure 6). Accessibility emerged as a key concern in most of the design strategies,
though it was addressed with varying degrees of intensity across stakeholder groups.

Table 3. Diagrams selected by design teams in the second version.

Version 02

Diagrams selected

Role Total Accessibility diagrams selected

Number Number  Percentage Project

Politicians 32 3 9% AFO
Children and teenagers 66 9 14% DEHIQLMNP

Women 60 3 5% ALR
e o ABCDEFGHI
People with disabilities 69 18 26% JKLMNOPQR
Elderly people 82 11 13% BCD };\IGRH IKL
Athletes 51 9 18% ACHIKLMPQ

The politicians’ group evaluated urban projects using a prioritisation matrix, consider-
ing public image, citizen needs, resource efficiency, outcomes, and timelines. Their focus
was on large, visible urban improvements with significant public impact, such as enhancing
pedestrian mobility, transport routes, and accessible public spaces around schools. Acces-
sibility projects were selected based on their political feasibility and social benefit, with
an emphasis on high-visibility interventions. In Version 01, they selected 4 accessibility
diagrams out of 43 total (from all systems), focusing on large-scale urban projects such
as improving accessibility around the school (Project A), implementing braille guidance
(Project E), addressing uneven terrain in public spaces (Project F), and ensuring accessible
low-income housing (Project O). In Version 02, they selected 3 accessibility diagrams out of
32 diagrams (9%), maintaining a focus on urban infrastructure and housing, with limited
emphasis on accessibility compared to other teams.

The children and teenagers group initially focused on safe outdoor activities. This
group expanded into a broader urban intervention strategy, including more green areas
and sports facilities. Accessibility remained a core priority, particularly in ensuring safe
and inclusive spaces for young people. They recognised the importance of both physical
accessibility and care in creating an urban environment suited for children and teenagers.
In Version 01, they chose 9 out of 59 diagrams (15%) related to accessibility, selecting
projects to improve accessibility for children around schools (Project D), public spaces
(Projects H and I), residential areas (Project Q and P), green spaces (Project M), natural areas
(Project N), and implement braille guidance (Project E). In Version 02, they selected 9 out of
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66 diagrams (14%) related to accessibility, continuing their focus on making public spaces
and recreational areas more accessible for younger users.

. L/
OlEEL Y

Politicians

Children and teenagers
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N\

1 L L

L \[!‘/\ Ao
e T
5% qg,
X E 4

People with disabilities

Elderly people Athletes

Figure 6. Results of the design proposals of (a) politicians; (b) children and teenagers; (c) women;
(d) people with disabilities; (e) elderly people; (f) athletes. Dark red represents the selected diagrams
related to accessibility.

The women’s group prioritised safety and accessibility, choosing projects that im-
proved public space visibility, eliminated isolated areas, and supported work-life balance.
Their proposals targeted increased foot traffic and well-lit spaces, promoting community
safety and social interaction. In Version 01, they selected 1 out of 31 diagrams (3%) related
to accessibility (Project L). In Version 02, they selected 3 out of 60 diagrams (5%), including
projects to improve public spaces for women by creating accessible commercial corridors
with access to essential services (Project L), healthcare (Project R) and education institutions
(Project A), reflecting an increasing focus on accessibility in women-centric spaces. In this
second version, they expanded their scope with gender-sensitive infrastructure, including
nurseries and leisure facilities, creating safe urban corridors that enhanced both physical
and perceived accessibility for women and vulnerable groups.

The people with disabilities group showed a strong focus on accessibility, addressing
mobility and autonomy across all urban systems. Their proposals centred on transport
accessibility, pedestrianisation, inclusive parks, and barrier-free green spaces. They advo-
cated for universally designed environments that supported independence for people with
disabilities, ensuring safety, accessibility, and integration throughout the city. In Version
01, they selected 18 out of 66 diagrams (27%) related to accessibility, e.g., all accessibility
diagrams, covering projects to improve access to essential services, sidewalks, public spaces,
and housing. In Version 02, they selected 18 out of 69 diagrams (26%), maintaining all
accessibility projects selected initially.
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The elderly people’s group also emphasised accessibility. Their selections included
improved green spaces with shade and seating, accessible transport stops, and intergenera-
tional areas that fostered community connections. They also prioritised spaces for social
interaction and well-being, understanding accessibility as both physical infrastructure
and social participation to support independent ageing. In Version 01, they selected 9
out of 61 diagrams (15%), focusing on improving mobility and safety for seniors. Projects
included accessibility improvements around the elderly residence (Project B), sidewalk
conditions (Project C), and accessible public spaces (Project F and Project P). In Version
02, they selected 11 out of 82 diagrams (13%), maintaining their focus on public spaces,
transportation, and healthcare for seniors.

The athletes” group concentrated on improving mobility and connectivity, initially
proposing an expanded bike lane network. In their revised version, they integrated green,
accessibility, and transport systems, ensuring the new cycling corridors also supported
access to recreational areas and public transport. They highlighted inclusive sports access,
promoting physical activity opportunities for all age groups and abilities. In Version 02,
they selected 9 out of 51 diagrams (18%), focusing on projects to improve access to sports
facilities, recreational areas, and public spaces for physical activities.

It is noteworthy that, across both versions, the most selected accessibility projects, in
all design teams, focused on urban mobility, public spaces, and housing. Projects such
as A (accessibility improvements around schools), B (accessibility improvements around
elderly residences), C (accessibility improvements on sidewalks), E (implementation of
braille guidance systems), and F (access to public spaces) were common choices, reflecting
a shared interest in enhancing the city’s accessibility for a diverse range of users, especially
people with disabilities, elderly individuals, and children. These projects aimed to foster
inclusivity and improve the quality of life for all citizens.

6.3. Synthesis and Negotiation Phases

In the fourth phase, after incorporating the €120 million budget constraint, each design
team engaged in an exercise to identify synergies with other teams. This resulted in a
sociogram where teams evaluated the degree of alignment based on their revised proposals.
The outcomes of the first synergy evaluations are compiled in Table 4 and led to the
following groupings: women with children and teenagers; people with disabilities and
elderly people; and politicians and athletes.

Table 4. Sociogram with synergies identified after the design team’s proposals discussions.

Disabled Politicians Elderly Women Athletes Children
People
Disabled
+ ++ + + ++
people
Politicians — - — S N _
Elderly ++ ++ — ++ ++
Women + ++ + ++ ++
Athletes - — - + - — +
Children ++ + ++ ++ -

Subsequently, each newly formed coalition was then tasked with negotiating shared
interests and developing a single, integrated proposal that continued to reflect the stake-
holder profiles originally assigned to them (Table 5). Following the negotiations between
the three consolidated coalitions, each team selected a set of diagrams that reflected their
shared priorities and integrated their respective perspectives (Figure 7).



Land 2025, 14, 2072 18 of 26
Table 5. Negotiated design: agreements.
Negotiated Design: Agreements
Diagrams selected
Role Total Accessibility diagrams selected
Number  Number Percentage Project
Women, children and 53 3 6% AMR
teenagers
g ABCDEFG
People with disabilities 2 15 4% HIMNOPQ
and elderly people R
Politicians and athletes 33 3 9% AHF
'S
tor @) ST ARG o o ARG

Women, children and teenagers

People with disabilities and elderly people Politicians and athletes

Figure 7. Results of the first round of negotiations by coalitions of (a) women children and teenagers;
(b) people with disabilities and elderly people; (c) politicians and athletes. Dark red represents the
selected diagrams related to accessibility.

For the women, children, and teenagers’ group, a total of 53 diagrams were selected,
with 3 of them focusing on accessibility, representing 6% of their selection. The people with
disabilities and elderly people group selected 62 diagrams in total, with 15 of them being
accessibility-focused, making up 24% of their selection. Lastly, the politicians and athletes
group selected 33 diagrams, with 3 of them focusing on accessibility, representing 9% of
their selection. These selections highlight the prioritisation of accessibility while addressing
the specific needs of each stakeholder group. The chosen diagrams are aligned with the
broader goals of improving urban spaces in ways that cater to both accessibility and the
particular concerns of the different groups involved.

Eventually, considering the negotiated design agreements and following the same
process as in the first synergy exercise, a second round of negotiations was conducted.
The outcomes of this second exercise resulted in the grouping of the women, children,
and teenagers’ group with the people with disabilities and the elderly people group. The
third team, which was not part of the final merger, was invited to observe the process and
contribute to the discussion only if the two leading teams didn’t reach a consensus. In such
a case, the remaining team would join the coalition to support and reinforce the decision
but would not take a leading role or independently influence the outcome. The results of
the second synergy exercise were as follows: 90 diagrams were selected (Figure 8), with 10
from the accessibility system (11%). The selected projects are A, B, E, G, H,I, M, P, Q, and R.
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1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1

Women, children and teenagers, people with disabilities and elderly people

Figure 8. Results of the final negotiated design. Dark red represents the selected diagrams related to
accessibility.

6.4. Consensus and Final Decision-Making

In the final phase of the workshop, all members of the original design teams recon-
vened for a plenary session. Participants engaged in discussions about prioritising actions,
negotiating the allocation of resources across various initiatives and systems, ensuring that
the final investment plan reflected the diverse needs and perspectives of all stakeholder
profiles represented throughout the workshop. However, no final agreement was reached
between coalition 2, comprising the politicians and athletes” groups. While the politicians
and athletes agreed on the proposal, they revisited the individual budgets of all the selected
diagrams/projects. Upon review, they found that some of the proposed amounts were inac-
curate and deemed the need for another session to resolve these discrepancies. Agreements
were reached on the design among most of the stakeholder profiles, generating a debate
about which interventions could be more aligned with the general interest of citizens and
contribute to the regeneration of urban environments, especially in socio-economically
disadvantaged neighbourhoods. Ultimately, the final proposal addressed the need to create
more accessible, safe and cohesive cities, with well-connected and multifunctional public
spaces, where interventions that favour sustainable mobility, social encounter, care, and
inclusion of all groups are prioritised, paying special attention to vulnerable contexts.

7. Discussion

This study explored the integration of accessibility concerns into participatory urban
public space design through a geodesign workshop conducted at the University of Ali-
cante with students from the master’s degree in architecture. While geodesign has been
increasingly applied to collaborative planning, accessibility has rarely been treated as an au-
tonomous design system. Thus, this workshop enhances previous geodesign applications
in three significant ways. First, it approaches accessibility as a separate system, ensuring
that inclusion is a priority throughout the design process. Second, it introduced a peda-
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gogical innovation by combining geodesign with stakeholder role-play in an educational
setting, which helps students practice negotiation and build critical awareness. Finally, it
delivers context-specific insights by concentrating on a medium-sized Mediterranean city,
enriching a body of literature that typically emphasizes larger urban areas.

7.1. Accessibility as an Integrative or Isolated Design Objective

Addressing [RQ2], the lower proportion of proposals related to accessibility in the
initial phase of the workshop reflects a broader tendency in urban practice to subordinate
accessibility to other design systems such as mobility [56]. Despite this, the student
proposals demonstrated significant spatial sensitivity, targeting vulnerable urban areas
in Alicante—particularly in the socioeconomically disadvantaged areas located in the
periphery—through micro-interventions aimed at enhancing pedestrian continuity, surface
quality, and proximity to essential services (schools, elderly centres, and healthcare). Many
of the accessibility diagrams overlapped thematically with other systems (e.g. transport or
care), underscoring the transversal character of accessibility in urban design.

Moreover, the prevalence of physical accessibility (e.g. sidewalk redesigns, braille
systems, gradient corrections) within the diagram phase, over cognitive or sensory dimen-
sions, points to a dominant understanding of accessibility as barrier-removal for mobility-
impaired users. This approach aligns with universal design principles and is a key element
of spatial inclusion [57]. However, such a narrow interpretation can unintentionally neglect
broader dimensions of inclusive urbanism, which, as previous research highlighted, are
multidimensional and encompass not only spatial but also social, environmental, economic,
and political aspects [58,59].

Following [RQ2], findings also demonstrate a differentiated prioritisation of accessibil-
ity across stakeholder groups, highlighting both the inclusive potential and the sociopoliti-
cal contingencies of co-design methodologies. While all groups addressed accessibility to
some degree, the intensity, scope, and spatial focus of their interventions varied, reflecting
the social positioning and lived experiences embedded in each profile.

Consequently, stakeholder-specific patterns were notable. The group representing
people with disabilities selected all accessibility diagrams in both workshop rounds, clearly
demonstrating their consistent focus on inclusive urbanism. Elderly participants also
prioritised accessibility, particularly around healthcare, shaded green spaces, and social
interaction points. In contrast, the group representing women initially selected very few
accessibility diagrams, but increased their selection in the second version, reflecting a
growing awareness of accessibility as part of gender-sensitive urbanism. Politicians and
athletes favoured large-scale and visible infrastructure projects, where accessibility was
secondary to transport connectivity or political feasibility. These findings align with
studies showing that institutional actors often de-prioritise inclusive design unless linked
to broader political or economic goals [60]. The group representing children and teenagers
showed a nuanced understanding of accessibility by integrating it into play, safety, and
proximity to schools. Their approach suggests that accessibility can function as a framework
for intergenerational inclusion when reframed beyond disability-specific needs [61].

Moreover, the negotiation phase revealed emerging coalitions and tensions in multifac-
tor design settings. Accessibility featured most prominently in groups representing people
with disabilities and elderly people, indicating strong cross-generational solidarity around
inclusive environments. In contrast, women, children and teenager groups’ diagrams rarely
focused on accessibility, highlighting a possible underrepresentation of disability-sensitive
planning in feminist and youth discourses.

In the final consensus phase, a modest but significant presence of accessibility in the
final collective vision was identified, reflecting shared values around universal design.



Land 2025, 14, 2072

21 of 26

7.2. Spatial Distribution and Socio-Territorial Sensitivity

The spatial patterns of selected projects indicate an awareness of socio-territorial
disparities. Many proposals targeted northern districts of Alicante—areas characterised by
socioeconomic vulnerability and infrastructural neglect. Following [RQ3], this is significant
as it reveals that participants, particularly younger and marginalised groups, were sensitive
to spatial injustice and aimed to use accessibility interventions as a tool for urban equity.
Projects such as the new housing development, accessibility upgrades in elderly care, and
green corridors demonstrate the interdependence between physical access, social services,
and spatial redistribution.

Nonetheless, this socio-spatial sensitivity was uneven. The politicians and athletes’
groups, despite proposing projects with high urban visibility, focused less on marginalised
areas. This aligns with literature suggesting that political and elite interests often privilege
central or commercially valuable zones in participatory design processes [62]; while geode-
sign methodologies offer participatory breadth, they do not automatically redress power
imbalances unless coupled with explicit equity frameworks.

7.3. Pedagogical and Methodological Contributions

From a methodological perspective, this study demonstrates the potential of diagram-
based geodesign and role-play to cultivate critical spatial thinking, collaborative decision-
making, and empathetic stakeholder engagement among future architects and urban
planners. The iterative design process encouraged students to revisit their assumptions,
evaluate spatial priorities through multiple lenses, and confront the complex trade-offs
inherent in urban transformation. By simulating real-world actor roles—ranging from
disability advocates to politicians—students gained a situated understanding of how values,
constraints, and power dynamics shape spatial outcomes. This aligns with contemporary
pedagogical calls for integrating performative, system-based, and participatory logics into
planning education [28,63].

Thus, the structured use of diagrams proved particularly effective in translating
abstract values into spatial proposals. It enabled students to visualise interdependencies,
negotiate competing needs, and build collective visions across diverse groups. Such
representational tools not only made complex urban systems more intelligible but also
empowered students to engage with design as a social and political act, and it did it in a
very short time. Importantly, geodesign offered a more inclusive participatory framework
than traditional consultation or survey methods, by foregrounding co-creation, dialogue,
and spatial storytelling. This approach thus prepared students for future professional
contexts where equitable urbanism and community voice must be actively cultivated rather
than assumed.

7.4. Limitations and Future Research Directions

Despite its strengths, geodesign faces challenges in usability and integration into
local planning workflows. Moreover, the method’s reliance on digital infrastructure raises
concerns about technological access, particularly in low-income or rural settings, where
digital literacy and internet connectivity may be limited.

Nevertheless, geodesign’s participatory nature positions it as a promising framework
for addressing inclusivity challenges in accessibility planning. Traditional participatory
methods, while rich in community insight, often lack spatial precision, whereas digital
tools like GIS offer scalability but may exclude non-technical stakeholders. Geodesign
bridges this gap by combining Public Participatory GIS (PPGIS) spatial capabilities with
facilitated workshops, ensuring diverse voices shape accessibility interventions. However,
inclusivity remains a challenge. For instance, Steiniger, Poorazizi, and Hunter [64] note
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that participatory GIS workshops often struggle to engage marginalised groups, such
as those with disabilities or non-native speakers, due to complex interfaces or language
barriers. Addressing these issues requires user-centred design and targeted outreach, such
as multilingual workshops or simplified PSS interfaces [65].

After the experience, some pedagogical limitations also emerged, offering valuable
insights for curriculum refinement. First, while role-play broadened students’ perspectives,
it cannot fully substitute for lived experience. However, this experiential gap became
an opportunity for reflexivity: many students reported a heightened awareness of urban
exclusion and a newfound appreciation for accessibility as a design principle, not a tech-
nical afterthought. Second, although some groups struggled to reach consensus in the
final negotiation phase, this friction reflected the real challenges of democratic planning
and highlighted the importance of tools—such as feasibility modelling and participatory
budgeting—that can scaffold dialogue in complex settings.

Lastly, the specificity of the Alicante context limits generalisability, yet it provided
a rich, tangible environment in which students could engage with site-specific histories,
tensions, and aspirations. Rather than viewing this as a constraint, it underscored the value
of locally grounded pedagogies that link theory, method, and practice. Ultimately, this
workshop contributed to the formation of a critical, ethically aware design ethos among
students—one that recognises the transformative role of participatory planning in making
urban futures more just, inclusive, and democratically governed.

Future research should focus on three key areas. First, examining the longitudinal impact
of accessibility-centred design proposals through post-implementation analysis could validate
participatory design claims. Second, integrating intersectional frameworks more explicitly
into stakeholder profiles—e.g., disabled women, migrant elderly—may reveal more complex
spatial needs and trade-offs. Finally, exploring how geodesign tools can be adapted to co-
produce accessibility standards with affected communities (not only students or experts)
could increase the legitimacy and transformative potential of such interventions.

8. Conclusions

This study illustrates the potential of geodesign as a participatory and pedagogical
tool for integrating accessibility into the early stages of urban public space planning.
Through a structured workshop with architecture students, the research demonstrated how
accessibility can be conceptualised not only as a standalone system but also a cross-cutting
concern within collaborative spatial design.

While accessibility was not the most prominent system in the initial phase—reflecting
common tendencies to subordinate it to mobility or infrastructure—it gained visibility
through the stakeholder role-play and negotiation phases. Students representing people
with disabilities and the elderly consistently prioritised accessibility, emphasising inclusive
environments around key facilities such as schools, residences, parks, and healthcare
centres. These proposals were especially concentrated in socioeconomically vulnerable
districts, revealing participants’ growing spatial awareness of urban inequality.

The study also highlighted how perceived stakeholder roles influenced the prioriti-
sation of accessibility. While some groups, like politicians and athletes, tended to favour
high-impact or visible infrastructure projects, others brought attention to smaller-scale in-
terventions that directly supported everyday mobility and care. Despite some asymmetries,
the final design proposals included a meaningful number of accessibility-oriented actions,
underscoring the value of cross-group negotiation and consensus building.

From a methodological standpoint, the workshop confirmed the capacity of the geode-
sign framework—particularly its diagram-based approach and stakeholder simulations—to
foster systems thinking, negotiation skills, and spatial empathy among students. Neverthe-
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less, limitations remain, particularly in ensuring full inclusivity, capturing lived experiences,
and adapting tools to diverse user groups.

Supplementary Materials: The following supporting information can be downloaded at: https:
/ /www.mdpi.com/article/10.3390/land14102072/s1, Table S1. Modeling table of the accessibility
evaluation model; Table S2. Overall project proposals.
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