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ABOUT ME & MOTIVATION

My name is Sazgar, and I was trained as an 
architectural engineer in Iran, where I also 
gained several years of  experience in this 
field. As a Kurdish woman with a different 
religious background, meaning that I be-
long to a minority in terms of gender, eth-
nicity, language, and religion, I have re-
peatedly experienced the feeling that “this 
place belongs to the majority, and there is 
not enough space for you” in different forms 
throughout my life in Iran.

The feeling of being less capable or less en-
titled simply because of being different from 
the majority was something I lived with for 
many years.
This way of thinking is widely normalized 
and socially accepted in Iran. Concepts such 
as dominant and subordinate, better and 
worse, strong and weak, deserving and un-
deserving continue to reproduce themselves 
because the reasons behind these norms are 
rarely questioned. As a result, cycles of ex-
clusion, inequality, and marginalization are 
constantly reinforced on larger scales.

With this lived experience, working in any 
field that can create equal opportunities for 
groups with different backgrounds and abil-
ities compared to the majority has become a 
very important value in my life.
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At the same time, design has always been 
one of my main interests. Therefore, as an 
Urban Design student, combining these 
two subjects together felt like a unique and 
meaningful opportunity for me.

In addition, the Aalborg waterfront has al-
ways been one of my Favorite public spac-
es in Aalborg, and during the three years I 
have lived here, I have visited it many times. 
During these visits, the noticeable presence 
of wheelchair users in the area always at-
tracted my attention.
Studying at Aalborg University and engag-
ing with the topics explored there gave me 
the opportunity to connect the main pieces 
of this project like a puzzle and eventually 
discover the theme of my thesis. I am grate-
ful for this opportunity, which allowed me to 
combine my personal values with my inter-
ests and passions in design.
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ABSTRACT

This project, titled “All Bodies Welcome,” ex-
plores the extent to which the regenerated 
Aalborg Waterfront supports diverse bodily 
and sensory experiences, and how it can be 
reconfigured to move beyond minimum ac-
cessibility standards. While the site is often 
perceived as inclusive due to its relatively 
flat topography and provision of ramps, this 
research reveals that such measures alone 
are insufficient to ensure equal spatial ex-
perience for all users.

The study combines spatial analysis with 
sensory ethnography, drawing on theoret-
ical frameworks such as Universal Design 
and Spatial Justice, as well as insights from 
embodied and sensory experience studies. 
Empirical input was gathered through in-
terviews and informal conversations with 
users, particularly individuals with visual 
impairments and wheelchair users. These 
interactions highlighted how everyday de-
sign elements such as seating, edges, and 
circulation paths can unintentionally ex-
clude certain groups by privileging specific 
bodily norms.

The findings demonstrate that accessibility 
is not solely a technical or regulatory issue, 
but also a sensory and experiential one. In 
response, the project proposes a set of de-
sign interventions aimed at fostering a more
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inclusive urban environment. These include 
a guiding pathway for visually impaired us-
ers that integrates existing site elements, 
sensory rooms that provide shelter and sup-
port sensory regulation, and inclusive seat-
ing designs that enhance both detectability 
and social interaction.

Overall, the project argues for a shift from 
reactive, compliance based accessibility to-
ward a proactive and integrated approach 
to inclusivity. By embedding diverse bodi-
ly and sensory needs at the core of the de-
sign process, urban spaces like the Aalborg 
Waterfront can evolve into environments 
that genuinely welcome all bodies.
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INTRODUCTION

Designing based on able or standard bod-
ies has, in many ways, become normalized in 
urban design practice. As designers, we of-
ten do not question why certain bodies are 
missing from specific spaces. For example, 
when we see stairs connected to a water-
front, we rarely ask why a wheelchair user is 
not present there. On the contrary, when we 
are faced with such discussions, many of us 
tend to ask: why should a wheelchair user be 
there at all?

This way of thinking reflects what is de-
scribed as ableism, a system that values 
certain abilities over others and margin-
alizes those who do not fit these norms. 
As Wolbring (2008, p. 1) explains, “ableism 
values certain abilities, which leads to dis-
ablism; the discrimination against the ‘less 
able’”. In this sense, design is not neutral but 
shaped by implicit assumptions about what 
a normal body is and how it should function. 
Hedvall and Ericsson (2024) similarly argue 
that design and even the language around 
accessibility can unintentionally reinforce 
separation and stigma by categorizing peo-
ple through fixed labels rather than focusing 
on the spatial qualities and functions that 
support human variation.

There are different ways this exclusion is jus-
tified. In some cases, designers may believe 
that certain spaces are not safe for people
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with different abilities and therefore try to 
protect them by limiting their access. Here 
exclusion is justified in the name of safety. 
However, this approach shifts responsibili-
ty away from design itself. If a person can-
not use a space, it is not because of their 
disability, but because the space has not 
been designed to support diverse abilities. 
As Nielsen (2026) shows, many urban envi-
ronments are shaped by “design practices 
shaped by invisible norms about how a ‘typ-
ical’ body is expected to be”, which results 
in physical, social, and even psychological 
barriers.

In other cases, designers may assume that 
people with different abilities simply do not 
need or want to use certain spaces. However, 
this assumption can only be challenged 
through direct engagement and conversa-
tion. Experiences from users demonstrate 
that being in public space is not only about 
visual aspects such as the view. For example, 
for blind users, the waterfront is not defined 
by sight but by other sensory and social ex-
periences. Being present in such spaces is 
also about participation and interaction. As 
Nielsen (2026) shows urban environments 
can “restrict their possibilities for action” 
and shape how people are able to engage 
with space (Nielsen, 2026, p. 2).

Furthermore, Nielsen (2026) shows that 
these design decisions are not neutral but 
are rooted in broader social norms that pri-
oritise certain bodies and abilities. As a re-
sult, people with different abilities often 
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have to adapt, compensate, and invest sig-
nificant mental and physical effort to navi-
gate spaces that are not designed for them. 

In fact, participants describe how “even 
short trips require extensive planning” in 
such environments (Nielsen, 2026, p. 2). This 
highlights that the problem does not lie in 
the individual, but in the design of the envi-
ronment itself.

Therefore, this project approaches design 
not as a process of creating spaces for a 
single ideal user, but as a process of ques-
tioning the norms that define who is includ-
ed and who is excluded. By rethinking these 
assumptions and engaging with user experi-
ences, it becomes possible to suggest inter-
ventions that support different bodies and 
ways of being in the Aalborg waterfront.
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Problem StatementProblem Statement

Which bodily and sensory normsbodily and sensory norms  are
embeddedembedded in the regenerated Aalborg waterfront, 

and how can its design be reconfiguredreconfigured to
support diverse bodies beyond

minimum accessibility standardsminimum accessibility standards?
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METHODOLOGY

The research process began with collecting 
and analysing detailed information about 
the site from various online sources. In ad-
dition to this, the site was already familiar 
to the author of this project, as it is located 
in the city centre and has been experienced 
regularly over two years of study at the 
CREATE building in Aalborg. This familiari-
ty provided a deeper understanding of the 
spatial, social, and contextual conditions of 
the waterfront.

In February, the site was visited and evalu-
ated four times, including one visit at night 
and three visits during the day. These visits 
aimed to capture different spatial qualities, 
atmospheres, and patterns of use at differ-
ent times. One of these visits was specifi-
cally dedicated to a sensory and embodied 
evaluation of the site, based on the theories 
of Sarah Pink and Philip Vannini. During this 
visit, sensory and embodied data were col-
lected and recorded at five selected points 
across the site, focusing on elements such 
as sound, light, wind, movement, and spatial 
perception.

At the beginning of the project, the inten-
tion was to involve a larger number of par-
ticipants with different physical and sensory 
abilities in order to broaden the empirical 
basis of the study. Emails were sent to sev-
eral organizations at the beginning of the 
semester, and these organizations assisted
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in distributing the request to potential par-
ticipants.

However, no participants were recruited 
through these emails. As a result, the direct 
participant-based investigations within the 
project remained limited to a sensory walk-
through conducted together with Nikolaj, 
who had previously collaborated with us the 
earlier semester, as well as smaller informal 
conversations with two wheelchair users en-
countered at the site. To partly compensate 
for this limitation, the study also incorpo-
rated additional empirical material and user 
experiences collected through previous in-
terviews and research material provided by 
the project supervisor. This supplementary 
material supported the broader understand-
ing of bodily and sensory experiences within 
urban space and informed parts of the ana-
lytical and design process.

In March, a site visit was conducted togeth-
er with a blind participant as part of a gen-
eral evaluation of the waterfront. This visit 
included an open and unstructured conver-
sation about his experience of the Aalborg 
waterfront, its popularity for him as a blind 
user, and the reasons behind it, as well as 
the possibilities and limitations of his pres-
ence in the space. The participant, Nicolai, 
is a 35 year old man who grew up in Aalborg 
and is highly familiar with the city, although 
he currently lives outside Aalborg. He used 
to visit the waterfront regularly when living 
in the city.



16

Following the initial conversation, the same 
five previously selected points were re eval-
uated through his sensory and embodied ex-
perience, in line with approaches of sensory 
ethnography and embodied spatial experi-
ence. This session was conducted as a walk-
ing interview and lasted for more than two 
hours, allowing for real time observation of 
how he navigates and experiences the space 
through his senses.

In April, informal conversations (small talks) 
were conducted with two wheelchair users. 
These discussions provided insights into 
their experience of being present at the wa-
terfront, particularly in relation to the gener-
ally accessible conditions of the site, such as 
ramps and relatively flat surfaces. However, 
these conversations also revealed import-
ant challenges, especially regarding urban 
furniture. In particular, the existing benches 
were identified as not fully inclusive and not 
supportive of different bodies and needs.

In the next stage of the research, the col-
lected sensory and embodied data from the 
five selected points were used to inform the 
placement strategy of sensory rooms, which 
were developed as a key design interven-
tion in response to the site conditions. These 
sensory rooms aim to respond to different 
sensory needs and provide spaces for rest, 
protection, and alternative ways of experi-
encing the waterfront.

Furthermore, smaller design interventions 
were proposed in specific parts of the site
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that were identified as less inclusive, such 
as the waterfront stairs. These interventions 
aim to improve accessibility and usability 
while maintaining the spatial character of 
the site. In addition, based on direct feed-
back from users regarding existing urban 
furniture, a new bench and seating system 
was designed as part of the proposal, with 
the aim of improving inclusivity and en-
abling shared use by people with different 
abilities.

Overall, this methodology combines site 
analysis, sensory and embodied evaluation, 
and user engagement in order to better un-
derstand how different bodies experience 
space. The study is partly informed by sen-
sory ethnography (Pink, 2015) and draws 
inspiration from an embodied approach to 
spatial experience (Vannini, 2015), which 
emphasise understanding space through 
the body and the senses. 

In addition, elements of walking interviews 
(Kusenbach, 2003) were used to gain real 
time insights into how users navigate and 
experience the site. The insights gained 
from this process directly informed the de-
sign interventions, aiming to move beyond 
standard solutions and respond to a wider 
range of users and experiences.
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The Body as a Changing Condition 
 What is abody, and what charactrizes a 
body?
Within this project, the body is understood not 
only as a biological or physical object, but as 
the medium through which people experience, 
sense, move through, and understand the world 
around them. Human interaction with space al-
ways takes place through the body and the sens-
es. Movement, balance, vision, hearing, touch, 
strength, comfort, and physical effort all influence 
how environments are experienced and navigated. 
 
At the same time, bodies are not fixed or universal 
conditions. According to Hedvall and Ericsson (2024), 
bodily diversity should be understood as a natural 
part of human life rather than as an exception outside 
the norm. Human bodies differ from one another and 
continue to change throughout life through age, ill-
ness, injury, exhaustion, pregnancy, sensory sensitiv-
ity, or temporary and permanent physical limitations. 
 
At the beginning of life, humans are highly depen-
dent on others for care, movement, and orienta-
tion. As people grow, they gradually develop abili-
ties that allow them to become more independent 
in the world. However, these conditions do not re-
main stable throughout life. As people age, they 
may once again experience reduced mobility, senso-
ry limitations, or environments that become phys-
ically demanding and resistant. In this sense, bodi-
ly vulnerability and dependency are not limited to 
a specific group but are shared human conditions 
that can affect everyone at different moments in life. 
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From this perspective, the issue is not about de-
signing for “normal people” in contrast to “disabled 
people.” Instead, inclusive design responds to the 
continuously changing nature of human bodies and 
experiences. This understanding challenges able 
bodied assumptions within design practice, where 
spaces are often designed around standardized, 
physically independent, and visually oriented us-
ers. Within this project, the body is therefore under-
stood as dynamic, diverse, and constantly changing 
throughout life.
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Sensory Ethnography
 Understanding Space Through different 
senses - Sarah Pink

In order to understand inclusivity beyond physical 
accessibility, it is necessary to consider how space 
is experienced through the body and the senses. 
The work of Sarah Pink provides an important theo-
retical foundation for this perspective. Through her 
development of sensory ethnography, Pink argues 
that experience is not only visual or cognitive, but 
multisensory and embodied.

Pink challenges the dominance of vision in spatial 
analysis and emphasizes that perception is always 
relational and situated. As she states:
“Perception is not simply a matter of receiving infor-
mation through the senses, but is part of an ongo-
ing process of engagement with the environment.” 
(Pink, 2015)

This understanding shifts the focus from space as a 
static object to space as something lived and con-
tinuously negotiated through movement, sensation, 
and interaction. According to Pink, the senses do 
not operate separately; rather, they work together 
in what she describes as a multisensory experience 
of place. She writes:
“We do not simply see, hear, touch, taste and smell 
in isolation; instead, our sensory experience is inte-
grated and situated within our everyday practices.” 
(Pink, 2009)

This perspective is particularly relevant when ex-
amining public spaces such as waterfronts. These 
environments are not only defined by their 
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physical layout, but also by wind exposure, sound-
scapes, material textures, light reflections, tem-
perature, and even subtle smells from water and 
surrounding activities. Such elements shape how 
comfortable, safe, or overwhelming a space feels to 
different inividuals.

Pink also emphasizes the importance of movement 
in understanding space. Experience is produced 
through what she calls “emplacement,” a concept 
that highlights the inseparable relationship be-
tween body, mind, and environment. She explains:
“Emplacement invites us to consider the intercon-
nectedness of mind, body and environment.” (Pink, 
2011)

This means that inclusivity cannot be evaluat-
ed solely through measurable dimensions such as 
width, slope, or distance. Instead, it requires at-
tention to how bodies feel in space — how surfac-
es support or resist movement, how sound either 
guides or disorients, and how light can create clari-
ty or discomfort.

In relation to this project, Pink’s theory supports 
an expanded understanding of inclusivity that goes 
beyond minimum accessibility standards. While ac-
cessibility ensures entry and navigation, sensory 
experience influences whether individuals can re-
main, orient themselves, and feel at ease. A water-
front may technically be accessible, yet strong wind, 
excessive noise, glare from water reflections, or a 
lack of tactile cues may create barriers for certain 
users.



23

By applying Pink’s sensory perspective, the anal-
ysis of the Aalborg waterfront therefore considers 
not only spatial structure but also how the environ-
ment is encountered through the body. Inclusivity 
becomes connected to perception, atmosphere, and 
sensory comfort. Designing for diverse bodies thus 
requires attention to multisensory conditions and 
the ways in which space is lived rather than merely 
observed.
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Embodied Spatial Experience 
 The Meaning of Movement – Phillip Vannini

While Sensory Ethnography emphasizes how space 
is perceived through the senses, the work of Phillip 
Vannini extends this understanding by focusing on 
movement, embodiment, and everyday practices. 
Vannini, working within the field of mobilities stud-
ies, argues that space is not merely something we 
observe, but something we actively perform and in-
habit through our bodies. Vannini challenges stat-
ic understandings of space and instead highlights 
how meaning emerges through lived, embodied en-
gagement. As he writes:
“Embodiment is not something we have, but some-
thing we do.” (Vannini, 2015)

This statement shifts the perspective from viewing 
the body as a passive object moving through space 
to understanding it as an active participant in the 
production of place. Walking, balancing against 
wind, adjusting posture on uneven ground, or slow-
ing down due to uncertainty are not neutral acts — 
they shape how space is experienced. In his work on 
non-representational methodologies, Vannini em-
phasizes that everyday practices, sensations, and 
movements are central to understanding social life. 
He argues:
“Social life unfolds through embodied practices, af-
fects and performances that cannot be reduced to 
representations alone.” (Vannini, 2015)

For spatial design, this perspective is particularly 
relevant. It suggests that inclusivity cannot be as-
sessed solely through visual analysis or technical 
measurements. Instead, attention must be given 
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to how bodies move within space: how surfaces 
support or hinder walking, how wind pressure alters 
balance, how sound influences orientation, or how 
spatial openness affects one’s sense of exposure or 
comfort.

In the context of a waterfront environment, these 
embodied dynamics become even more pronounced. 
Strong winds may require physical adjustment and 
effort. Open edges without protective elements 
may influence posture, pace, and perceived stabil-
ity. Textures underfoot may either guide or confuse 
movement. These bodily responses are not second-
ary; they are fundamental to how space is lived.
Vannini’s approach encourages designers to ob-
serve and interpret space as a field of ongoing per-
formances. Movement is not simply circulation; it 
is an expressive and sensory practice. Inclusivity, 
therefore, involves more than ensuring that a path 
is wide enough or technically accessible. It requires 
understanding how different bodies experience ef-
fort, balance, orientation, and rhythm within the en-
vironment.

By integrating Vannini’s perspective into this proj-
ect, the analysis of the Aalborg waterfront moves 
beyond static spatial evaluation and toward an 
embodied understanding of mobility. Inclusivity 
becomes connected not only to access, but to the 
quality of movement itself — whether bodies can 
move confidently, comfortably, and without exces-
sive physical or sensory strain.
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Universal Design

Universal Design is one of the key theories related 
to inclusivity, and therefore it forms an important 
part of this project. This idea was originally devel-
oped to move beyond minimum accessibility stan-
dards and toward a broader and more inclusive un-
derstanding of how we shape space.

Ronald Mace defined Universal Design as: “the de-
sign of products and environments to be usable by 
all people, to the greatest extent possible, with-
out the need foradaptation or specialized design” 
(Mace, 1998).
What makes this definition powerful is the phrase 
“to the greatest extent possible.” It recognizes that 
complete universality is almost impossible, because 
every person has different needs, abilities. Instead 
of aiming for a perfect solution, Universal Design 
encourages designers to reduce exclusion as much 
as possible from the very beginning of the design 
process.
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The Seven Principles of Universal Design, developed 
by the Center for Universal Design, help translate 
this vision into practice. These principles focus on 
equitable use, flexibility, intuitive understanding, 
perceptible information, tolerance for error, low 
physical effort, and appropriate spatial dimensions.

Over time, the understanding of Universal Design 
has expanded beyond physical mobility. Edward 
Steinfeld and Jordana Maisel describe Universal 
Design as: “a process that enables and empowers 
a diverse population by improving human perfor-
mance, health and social participation” (Steinfeld & 
Maisel, 2012).

This broader perspective includes sensory, cogni-
tive, and social aspects of experience. In spatial en-
vironments such as waterfronts, inclusivity there-
fore means more than simply providing ramps or 
accessible paths. Elements such as wind exposure, 
sound levels, surface materials, lighting conditions, 
and feelings of safety all influence how different 
bodies experience a space.

For this reason, Universal Design should not be un-
derstood only as a checklist of requirements, but as 
a way of thinking about space. It invites designers 
to consider whether a place only meets minimum 
standards, or whether it truly supports different 
bodies and sensory experiences in a meaningful 
way.
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Spatial Justice

The concept of spatial justice helps to understand 
how space can influence equality in cities. It sug-
gests that the organization of urban space is not 
neutral, but rather reflects social and political de-
cisions. As Edward Soja explains, “justice and in-
justice are infused into the multiscale geographies 
in which we live” (Soja, 2010, p. 1). In other words, 
the way spaces are designed, distributed, and orga-
nized can either support or limit equal participation 
in urban life.

Spatial justice therefore focuses on how different 
groups experience access to space. Even when a 
public space appears open and available to every-
one, the design of that space may still privilege cer-
tain users while making it difficult for others to fully 
participate. This means that accessibility is not only 
about entering a place, but also about whether dif-
ferent people can use, navigate, and stay in that en-
vironment comfortably.

The concept is also closely connected to Henri 
Lefebvre’s idea of the “right to the city.” Lefebvre 
argues that urban space should not only be acces-
sible but also inclusive of different forms of partici-
pation. As he writes, “the right to the city is far more 
than the individual liberty to access urban resourc-
es: it is a right to change ourselves by changing the 
city” (Lefebvre, 1996, p. 158). This perspective high-
lights that public spaces should support presence 
and participation for diverse groups of people.
for certain users.
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From this viewpoint, spatial justice encourages de-
signers and planners to question whose needs are 
being considered in the design of urban environ-
ments. Design decisions such as seating placement, 
circulation paths, shelter, or edge protection can 
influence who feels comfortable staying in a space 
and who does not. A space may technically allow 
access, but still fail to support meaningful presence 
for certain users.

In the context of the regenerated Aalborg water-
front, the idea of spatial justice provides a useful 
lens to examine how the space accommodates di-
verse bodies. Rather than only asking whether the 
waterfront is accessible, this perspective raises a 
broader question: who is actually able to remain, 
participate, and experience the waterfront environ-
ment. This shift from access to presence becomes 
an important starting point for exploring more in-
clusive spatial interventions.
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57°02’57”N 9°55’45”E

Location

The project area is located along the central 
waterfront of Aalborg, in close proximity to the 
city centre. The site extends linearly along the 
harbour edge and is situated between the Utzon 
Center to the west and Musikkens Hus to the 
east.

The site is directly adjacent to the waterfront, 
with the Limfjord forming its northern bound-
ary, while the southern edge is defined by urban 
blocks and infrastructure. Its position places it 
between cultural buildings, public spaces, and 
pedestrian routes within the inner city.

The geographical coordinates provided repre-
sent the approximate central reference point of 
the project area, while the full extent of the site 
is defined by the marked project boundary.

Figure 3. Aerial view of the site in 2025. Google Earth, edited by author.
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Figure 4. Aerial view of the site in 2025. Google Earth, edited by author.

Figure 5. Satelite view of the site in 2025. Google Earth, edited by author.

Figure 6. Aerial view of the site in 2010. Aalborg kommune, edited by author.

Figure 7. Satelite view of the site in 2010. Aalborg kommune, edited by author.
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Historical context 

The study area is located along the central wa-
terfront of Aalborg, next to the Limfjord, and 
includes the areas around Nordkraft and Musik-
kens Hus. In the past, this part of the city was 
mainly used as an industrial harbour area, with 
port infrastructure, energy production, and very 
limited public access to the waterfront (Aalborg 
Kommune, 2006).

From the late 1990s, after industrial activities 
started to decline, the area became part of a 
wider waterfront redevelopment process. Sev-
eral former industrial buildings were reused or 
replaced by cultural, educational, and public 
functions. Important examples of this transfor-
mation are the reuse of Nordkraft and the con-
struction of Musikkens Hus (Aalborg Kommune, 
2011). Today, the area is a post-industrial water-
front that has been reshaped through different 
planning initiatives to reconnect the city centre 
with the waterfront.

Although these changes have improved public 
access and made the area more visible, the plan-
ning focus has mainly been on movement, func-
tions, and the overall image of the city. Because 
of this, the waterfront is not experienced in the 
same way by all users, and some groups may 
find the space less comfortable or harder to use.

the cultural transformation of the site developed 
over time, beginning with the completion of the 
Utzon Center in 2008, followed by the CREATE 
building of Aalborg University around 2015, and 
the completion of Musikkens Hus in 2014–2015.
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Figure 8. Wind Conditions and Site Exposure map, author.
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Wind conditions in Aalborg are predominant-
ly influenced by south westerly winds, which 
represent the most frequent wind direction on 
a long term climatic scale. In addition, wester-
ly and north westerly winds also occur regular-
ly, particularly during colder periods of the year 
(Danish Meteorological Institute, n.d.).

Despite the statistical dominance of south 
westerly winds, north westerly winds are more 
strongly perceived within the project site. This is 
primarily due to the site’s open exposure along 
the waterfront, where the northern and north 
western edges directly face the Limfjord without 
significant natural or built wind barriers. As a 
result, winds approaching from these directions 
reach the site with limited obstruction and high-
er perceived intensity.

Furthermore, north westerly winds are often 
associated with lower temperatures, increas-
ing the effect of wind chill and contributing to 
greater thermal discomfort for pedestrians. This 
combination of open waterfront exposure and 
colder wind conditions intensifies the user’s ex-
perience of north westerly winds, particularly 
along the northern edge of the site.

Wind Conditions and Site Exposure
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Scale 1/6.000
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Figure 9. Shadow and Thermal Exposure map, author.
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This map illustrates the shadow conditions of 
the site throughout different months of the 
year and highlights how seasonal changes in-
fluence the spatial experience of the water-
front. As can be observed, in January and gen-
erally during the winter months, the amount of 
shadow cast by the surrounding buildings on 
the pedestrian path located on the northern 
side of the site is very high. As a result, large 
parts of the walking areas remain in shade for 
long periods of time during the day. This con-
dition strongly affects the pedestrian experi-
ence during colder months and increases the 
feeling of coldness and exposure within the 
space, making the environment less comfort-
able for staying, walking, or resting outdoors. 
 
In general, shadow influences almost the en-
tire site during winter months, creating cold-
er and less inviting public spaces. Only the 
western side of the site remains less affected 
by shadow due to the absence of tall build-
ings in that area, which allows more sun-
light to reach the ground surface. This cre-
ates a clear environmental contrast between 
different parts of the site during wintertime. 
 
During the warmer months, however, the amount 
of shadow decreases significantly as the sun an-
gle changes. In this period, the waterfront edge 
can become almost fully exposed to direct sun-
light for most of the day. While this improves 
thermal comfort during some periods, it can also 
lead to excessive solar exposure during hotter 
days, especially along the open waterfront areas 
where there is limited protection from the sun. 
In other words, the waterfront edge is exposed 
to extreme cold and heavy shadow during winter 
months, while in summer and warmer seasons it 
becomes highly exposed to direct sunlight and 
heat.

Shadow and Thermal Exposure
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Figure 10. Blue and Green Structure map, author.
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Blue & Green Structure 

This map illustrates the existing blue and green 
structure of the site. The Limfjord is located 
along the northern edge, forming a continuous 
blue boundary that clearly defines the site both 
physically and visually. The waterfront acts as a 
strong natural edge and establishes a distinct 
spatial identity for the area.

Within the site, several pieces of green areas are 
located between buildings. These green spac-
es are separated from one another and are not 
physically connected. In addition, several trees 
are scattered throughout the site, mainly along 
streets and around buildings; however, they do 
not form a continuous green corridor. As a re-
sult, the overall green structure appears frag-
mented and lacks spatial continuity. There is 
no clear green network linking the open spaces 
together or connecting them directly to the wa-
terfront.

Although the site benefits from a strong blue 
presence along its northern boundary, the inter-
nal green structure lacks coherence. The pres-
ence of significant buildings between the green 
areas limits the possibility of connecting them 
into one continuous green network. This spatial 
condition reflects an urban morphology that pri-
oritizes architectural presence and direct water-
front accessibility over ecological continuity.

In conclusion, the site possesses a strong blue 
identity due to the Limfjord, while its internal 
green spaces remain distributed and fragment-
ed. Instead of enforcing physical continuity, fu-
ture design strategies may focus on enhancing 
the quality, sensory experience, and local acces-
sibility of each individual green space.
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Figure 11. Land Use map, author.
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Land Use
According to the Kommuneplan, the site is designated 
as a mixed-use zone. As a result, a diverse range of us-
ers and activities are present throughout the area. The 
site accommodates various functions including a con-
cert hall (Musikkens Hus), university buildings (CRE-
AT – Aalborg University), the Utzon Center (museum 
and cultural institution), residential buildings, student 
housing, a hotel, restaurants, and parking facilities.

The residential buildings and the hotel represent per-
manent, 24-hour functions and contribute to continu-
ous occupancy of the site. In contrast, the Utzon Center, 
the university building, and the FOA building are pri-
marily daytime functions and are generally open until 
approximately 17:00.

Musikkens Hus plays a particularly important role in 
activating the site during evening hours. Most of its 
events begin after regular working hours, typically end-
ing around 23:00. Based on the published seasonal pro-
grams, the average number of events varies through-
out the year, ranging from approximately one to three 
events per week in autumn and winter, two to three 
events per week in spring, and fewer events in summer, 
generally between one and two per week. This season-
al variation directly influences patterns of evening and 
night-time activity in the eastern part of the site.

The Sanya Restaurant, located in the central part of the 
site, operates until 22:00. However, since its main en-
trance is positioned along Nyhavnsgade (as shown in 
the site entrances analysis), visitors are generally not 
drawn into the interior of the site, which limits its con-
tribution to internal evening activation.

Several areas within the site are allocated to car and 
bicycle parking, which are discussed in more detail in 
the parking analysis. While these functions support ac-
cessibility, they do not significantly contribute to active 
public life.

Overall, the dominant character of the site is defined by 
public and semi public functions. This mix of uses plays 
a key role in maintaining activity beyond typical work-
ing hours.

Spatially, the eastern part of the site, where Musikkens 
Hus is located, appears more active during the evening 
due to event based activity. In contrast, the western 
part contains larger open spaces and tends to appear 
quieter at night. However, due to its proximity to the 
city centre, this western section experiences consid-
erable movement and urban activity during daytime 
hours.
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Figure 12. Legibility map, author.
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Legibility Analysis of the Site 

(Based on Kevin Lynch – Local Scale)

This map illustrates the legibility structure of the site 
based on Kevin Lynch’s theory of imageability at a local 
scale. As shown in the diagram, three prominent and ar-
chitecturally distinctive buildings are located within the 
site: the Utzon Center, Musikkens Hus, and Creat. These 
buildings function as potential landmarks due to their 
unique form, scale, and symbolic significance within the 
urban fabric.

The site is defined by two strong edges. One edge is 
formed by the waterfront along the Limfjord, which acts 
as a natural boundary. The second edge is Nyhavns-
gade, a heavily trafficked urban road that creates a clear 
physical and sensory separation from the inland areas.
Three nodes are identified at the entrances of the land-
mark buildings. These nodes represent potential gath-
ering points where pedestrian flows concentrate and 
where different movement patterns intersect. Such lo-
cations may accommodate social interaction and tem-
porary occupation during events or daily activities.

The circulation network is divided into hard paths (pri-
marily vehicular routes) and soft paths (pedestrian con-
nections). The waterfront promenade represents the 
most dominant pedestrian path, while internal walk-
ways connect different parts of the site. In addition, 
districts are defined according to different spatial char-
acters and atmospheres within the site, reflecting vari-
ations in openness, enclosure, and functional use.
According to Kevin Lynch (1960), urban legibility de-
pends on the clarity of five elements: paths, edges, dis-
tricts, nodes, and landmarks. In this site, the architec-
tural distinctiveness of Musikkens Hus and the Utzon 
Center creates strong landmarks that enhance orienta-
tion and contribute to imageability.

The waterfront functions as a positive, open edge, while 
Nyhavnsgade acts as a more rigid and potentially divi-
sive boundary due to traffic and noise, which may re-
duce permeability and pedestrian comfort. The nodes 
located at the entrances of landmark buildings support 
orientation and strengthen users’ cognitive maps.
Overall, the site demonstrates relatively high legibility 
at a local scale. However, the strong sensory contrast 
between the calm waterfront and the trafficked street 
may result in differentiated spatial experiences for dif-
ferent user groups.
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Figure 13. Entrances and Openings map, author.
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Entrances and Openings
The map shows how the site can be accessed and how 
open or closed its edges are. The northern edge of the 
site, which is located along the waterfront, is large-
ly impermeable. The continuous edge and the physical 
boundary of the water limit direct access from this side.
In contrast, the southern edge of the site is much more 
permeable. Several openings between the buildings al-
low people to enter the site from different points. These 
gaps create multiple connections between the sur-
rounding urban area and the waterfront.

The site is also accessible from the western side, where 
a large open green space begins. From there, the site 
can be reached from the waterfront edge and from be-
hind the Utzon Center building. Accessibility from the 
eastern side of the site is slightly more time consuming 
compared to the western side. This is mainly because 
the buildings in the eastern part are longer and create 
a more continuous urban edge. However, the openings 
between buildings in this area are generally larger.

Another important spatial characteristic is the orien-
tation of the building entrances. Most entrances of the 
existing buildings are oriented east west rather than 
north south. This arrangement encourages movement 
through the interior parts of the site and helps keep the 
internal spaces active and dynamic.
Overall, In this site, the stronger permeability from the 
south and west supports movement toward the water-
front, while the northern edge remains visually open 
but physically limited.
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Figure 14. Public Transport map, author.
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Public Transport

Accecibility of the site

This map illustrates the public transport network sur-
rounding the site, including the Plusbus line, city-bus 
lines, the train line, bus stations, key nodes, and main 
entry points to the area. The diagram highlights the 
spatial relationship between the site and the existing 
public transport infrastructure within the broader urban 
context.

The westernmost edge of the site is located approx-
imately 250 meters from the nearest bus stop, which 
serves the Plus bus line. The Plus bus represents a high-
er capacity and strategically important public transport 
corridor within the city. Similarly, the easternmost edge 
of the site is also positioned around 250 meters from the 
nearest city bus stop, which connects the area to other 
parts of the urban network. When considering the site 
as a whole, the walking distance from its central area to 
both of these bus stops ranges between approximately 
400 and 500 meters. This means that even users locat-
ed in the middle of the site remain within a reasonable 
walking distance to public transport services.

Overall, the site is situated between two significant 
bus corridors, providing access from both the western 
and eastern sides. This dual accessibility enhances the 
site’s connectivity and integrates it into the wider pub-
lic transport system of the city. The presence of multi-
ple nearby bus lines increases flexibility for users and 
strengthens the site’s potential for sustainable and 
transit oriented mobility.

Acording to international planning standards, a com-
fortable walking distance to a bus stop is generally con-
sidered to be between 300 and 500 meters (Calthorpe, 
1993; Gehl, 2010). In this case, the site edges are within 
a highly accessible range at approximately 250 meters, 
and the central area remains within the accepted 400–
500 meter threshold. This suggests that the site has a 
good level of public transport accessibility in quantita-
tive terms. The presence of both a high capacity Plus-
bus corridor and a city bus line further enhances con-
nectivity and supports sustainable mobility.
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Soft & Hard Mobility
This diagram shows the soft and hard mobility struc-
ture of the site, including pedestrian, cycle, and car net-
works. The hierarchy of movement clearly defines how 
different user groups experience the area.

The main pedestrian route is located along the Limfjord 
waterfront. This promenade runs between the water 
and the buildings and has the highest priority for walk-
ing. It offers open views, natural light, and direct access 
to the waterfront. From an inclusive design perspective, 
this route has high potential because it is wide, visually 
open, and separated from heavy car traffic. It creates 
a calmer and more comfortable environment, especial-
ly for children, elderly people, and people with sensory 
sensitivities.

Secondary pedestrian routes are located between the 
buildings and along Nyhavnsgade. These routes are 
more enclosed and sometimes influenced by traffic 
noise from nearby streets. Minor pedestrian paths con-
nect internal spaces but are less dominant. Overall, the 
waterfront remains the strongest soft mobility spine of 
the site.

In terms of cycling, the main cycle route is along Ny-
havnsgade, behind the buildings. This route has high 
intensity and functions as an important urban mobility 
corridor. Karolinelundsvej, running almost northsouth, 
is another strong connection. The waterfront cycle route 
is secondary in intensity but still widely used. However, 
in some areas, the overlap between cyclists and pedes-
trians may create spatial tension and reduce comfort, 
especially for vulnerable user.

Regarding car mobility, Nyhavnsgade and Karolin-
elundsvej form the main hard mobility edges of the site. 
These streets carry heavy traffic and generate noise, 
speed, and physical barriers. From an accessibility 
perspective, these roads can create psychological and 
physical separation between the waterfront and the in-
ner city. 
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Figure 16. Noise map, author.
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Noise
Based on the map, the highest level of noise pollution 
occurs along Nyhavnsgade Street, where traffic gener-
ates continuous sound levels above 75 dB. Because this 
road runs along the southern edge of the site, the noise 
spreads primarily in that direction and forms a strong 
acoustic corridor parallel to the waterfront.

However, the buildings located along this street act as 
a physical barrier, reducing the penetration of traffic 
noise toward the northern parts of the site. In many ar-
eas behind these buildings, the noise level decreases, 
which indicates that the built structures partially pro-
tect the interior spaces from direct exposure to road 
traffic noise.

Nevertheless, in locations where there are large open-
ings without buildings, such as the green spaces sur-
rounding the Utzon Center, the noise is able to travel 
further and reach the waterfront edge. In particular, on 
the western side of the Utzon Center, where the green 
strip is narrower and the spatial buffer is smaller, the 
noise level remains relatively higher compared to other 
parts of the waterfront.

Therefore, according to the map, the northeastern part 
of the site along the waterfront, extending toward Ut-
zon Park, appears to be the quietest area of the site, 
with noise levels mostly less than 55–60 dB.
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Scale 1/6.000

Figure 17. Seating typology diagram, author.
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This map illustrates the different types of benches and 
seating areas located across the site and their spatial 
distribution in relation to user presence and activity. 
The variety of seating arrangements supports differ-
ent forms of staying, resting, gathering, and observing 
within the waterfront environment. The seating ele-
ments are mainly made of wood, metal, and stone, ma-
terials that can become challenging under rainy, snowy, 
or cold weather conditions, especially in the Danish cli-
mate where exposure to wind and moisture strongly af-
fects outdoor comfort.

Based on site observations, the waterfront terraces and 
benches located directly near the water were used more 
frequently compared to other seating areas across the 
site. This higher level of use did not necessarily seem 
to be related to the form, ergonomics, or material qual-
ity of the furniture itself. Instead, the strong attraction 
appeared to come mainly from the physical and visual 
proximity to the water.

The possibility of sitting close to the waterfront, touch-
ing the water, observing movement, and experiencing 
the atmosphere of the harbor seemed to encourage 
people to stay longer in these areas. In contrast, some 
seating areas placed further away from the waterfront 
remained less active despite offering similar seating 
conditions. This suggests that the relationship between 
seating and surrounding spatial qualities can play a 
more important role than the furniture design alone.

At the same time, several seating types across the site 
present limitations regarding comfort and inclusivity. 
Hard materials, cold surfaces, and exposed positions 
reduce usability during colder seasons and may not 
equally support people with different physical abilities 
or sensory needs. Therefore, the mapping of seating ty-
pologies was also used as part of the broader analysis 
of embodied spatial experience and inclusivity within 
the waterfront environment.

Seating Typologies and Spatial Use
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Embodied Experience and       
Sensory Analysis

To better understand how different bodies experience 
the waterfront, a sensory ethnography and embodied 
spatial experience analysis were carried out at five dif-
ferent points across the site. The method was inspired 
by sensory ethnography approaches discussed by Sarah 
Pink and embodied experience theories by Phillip Van-
nini. Instead of focusing only on the visual qualities of 
the site, the analysis explored how the environment 
is experienced through the body, movement, and the 
senses.

The analysis was conducted twice. First, I experienced 
and documented the site myself through walking, sit-
ting, pausing, listening, and interacting with the envi-
ronment in February. During this process, information 
related to the five senses sight, sound, touch, smell, and 
thermal sensation was recorded. In addition, movement 
impulses and body reactions were carefully observed, 
including moments where the body naturally slowed 
down, accelerated, changed direction, avoided certain 
areas, searched for protection, or felt encouraged to 
stay longer in a space. Factors such as wind exposure, 
noise levels, material textures, spatial openness, and 
feelings of comfort or discomfort were also document-
ed.

The second analysis was carried out together with a 
blind participant in March at the same five locations. 
The participant described their sensory and bodily ex-
perience while moving through the site. In this process, 
hearing, smell, and the feeling of coldness or wind ex-
posure became the dominant senses the participant re-
lied on and repeatedly emphasized during the conver-
sations. Sounds such as footsteps, water movement, 
traffic, and sound reflections from surrounding build-
ings played an important role in orientation and spatial 
understanding. Smell also helped the participant recog-
nize changes between different areas of the site, while 
thermal sensations such as wind intensity, humidity, 
and cold surfaces strongly affected feelings of comfort 
and safety.

Comparing these two embodied experiences demon-
strated that urban spaces are not experienced equally 
by all bodies. The analysis showed how movement, sen-
sory perception, and bodily comfort are directly shaped 
by spatial design decisions. The insights gained from 
this process later informed the design interventions 
and contributed to developing a more inclusive under-
standing of the waterfront experience. In addition, the 
findings from the sensory ethnography and embodied 
analysis were also used as part of the placement strate-
gy for the sensory rooms.
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In addition to the sensory walk conducted together 
with Nikolaj, who is blind, informal conversations were 
also carried out with two wheelchair users in order to 
gain further insight into how different bodies expe-
rience the waterfront environment. While these con-
versations were shorter and less structured than the 
sensory walkthrough, they still provided important em-
bodied and experiential knowledge related to the site. 
 
One wheelchair user explained that although physical 
access and movement through the site felt relatively 
manageable, some social situations within the space 
remained exclusionary. For example, many of the exist-
ing seating arrangements along the waterfront did not 
allow wheelchair users to comfortably position them-
selves together with friends within the same social set-
ting. As the participant described, this often meant that 
friends had to remain standing beside the wheelchair 
near the waterfront edge, or that the wheelchair user 
had to stay slightly separated from seating areas where 
others were gathered around tables or benches. This 
made direct eye contact and natural social interaction 
more difficult and created a feeling of social distance 
within shared public space. The conversation high-
lighted how exclusion is not only related to movement 
and accessibility, but also to social interaction, and 
the ability to participate equally within public space. 
 
The second wheelchair user described the site as general-
ly accessible in terms of navigation and movement across 
the area. This perspective contributed a different type 
of embodied knowledge, showing that certain aspects 
of the regenerated waterfront already support mobility 
and independent movement for some wheelchair users. 
 
Although these contributions were based on smaller 
conversations rather than full sensory walkthroughs, 
they still formed part of the embodied and sensory un-
derstanding of the site. Together with the sensory eth-
nographic observations and the walkthrough with Ni-
kolaj, these interactions helped broaden the analysis by 
including different bodily perspectives, sensory experi-
ences, and spatial challenges connected to the water-
front environment.

On the following pages, the selected observation points 
are marked with different colors, and the collected ob-
servations and sensory experiences related to each lo-
cation are presented using the same color system for 
clarity and comparison. First, my own embodied and 
sensory experiences are presented, followed by the ob-
servations collected together with the blind participant 
at the same locations.
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Figure 18. Mapping of embodied and sensory analysis points, author.

Figure 19. View towards the northwest from point 1.

Figure 22. View towards the east from point 4.

Figure 20. View towards the south  from point 2.

Figure 21. View towards the northeast from point 3.

Figure 23. View towards the east from point 5.
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Table 1. Sensory and embodied observations recorded by the author at point 1, 2026.

Table 2. Sensory and embodied observations recorded by the author at point 2, 2026.
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Table 3. Sensory and embodied observations recorded by the author at point 3, 2026.

Table 4. Sensory and embodied observations recorded by the author at point 4, 2026.
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Table 5. Sensory and embodied observations recorded by the author at point 5, 2026.
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Table 6. Sensory and embodied observations recorded with the blind participant at point 1, 2026.

Table 7. Sensory and embodied observations recorded with the blind participant at point 2, 2026.
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Table 8. Sensory and embodied observations recorded with the blind participant at point 4, 2026.

Table 9. Sensory and embodied observations recorded with the blind participant at point 5, 2026.
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The existing seating areas along the waterfront appear 
open and welcoming, but they are not fully inclusive. 
These seating spaces are formed by concrete steps, 
ledges, and lowered platforms. While this design en-
courages informal use and allows people to sit freely 
near the water, it also requires a certain level of phys-
ical ability. Users must be able to lower themselves 
onto hard surfaces and stand up again without support. 
As a result, the space mainly works well for agile and 
able-bodied users, while it can be difficult or uncom-
fortable for others.

Several groups may experience barriers when using 
these seating areas. Wheelchair users, for example, can-
not easily access the lower levels where people sit clos-
est to the water. The stepped structure limits their abil-
ity to reach these areas or transfer safely to the seating 
surfaces. Elderly users may also struggle because the 
seats are low and there are no handrails or armrests to 
assist them when sitting down or standing up. Pregnant 
users or people with temporary injuries may face simi-
lar difficulties. In addition, the hard concrete surfaces 
and lack of back support can make longer stays uncom-
fortable for people with joint pain or limited mobility.
The design may also create challenges for visually im-
paired users. The multiple level changes and the prox-
imity to the water edge can increase the risk of accidents 
if the spatial boundaries are not clearly recognizable. 
Without tactile cues or protective elements, the space 
may feel unsafe for people who rely less on visual infor-
mation to navigate.

Another important aspect is sensory comfort. The seat-
ing areas are fully exposed to sun, wind, and surround-
ing activity. While some users may enjoy this openness, 
others may find it overwhelming or uncomfortable. The 
concrete material can become very hot in direct sun-
light or cold in windy conditions, which further limits 
comfort for longer periods of rest.

Therefore, although the waterfront seating provides 
attractive places to sit and enjoy the view, it does not 
offer equal opportunities for all users to stay, rest, and 
experience the water equally. The design favors flexible 
and physically confident bodies while providing limited 
support for users who require more accessible or pro-
tected seating conditions. This observation highlights 
the need for more inclusive and supportive environ-
ments along the waterfront, where different bodies and 
sensory needs can be accommodated more equally.

Waterfront Terraces Through Different Bodily Needs
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Figure 24a. Accessibility challenges at the waterfront terrace, author, 2026.

Figure 24b. Accessibility challenges at the waterfront terrace, author, 2026.

Figure 24c. Accessibility challenges at the waterfront terrace, author, 2026.
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Sub-Conclusion

Bodily and Sensory Norms Embedded in 
the Aalborg Waterfront 
This sub-conclusion addresses the first part of the re-
search question by identifying which bodily and sen-
sory norms are embedded in the regenerated Aalborg 
waterfront. The analyses demonstrate that although 
the waterfront is generally accessible, the spatial de-
sign still prioritizes agile, visually oriented, and phys-
ically confident bodies more successfully than users 
with different mobility, sensory, or comfort needs. 
 
In terms of bodily movement and accessibility, many 
parts of the waterfront are designed around assump-
tions of balance, flexibility, and independent move-
ment. Elements such as stepped terraces, and ex-
posed waterfront edges encourage interaction with 
the water, but they also require users to lower and lift 
their bodies without support. As a result, these spac-
es mainly support able-bodied users while creating 
difficulties for wheelchair users, elderly users, preg-
nant users, and people with reduced mobility. The 
absence of ramps, handrails, armrests, and acces-
sible seating positions limits equal participation in 
some of the most attractive parts of the waterfront. 
 
The analyses also revealed that existing fixed bench-
and-table seating arrangements often do not allow 
wheelchair users to position themselves equally within 
shared social situations. This can create physical sepa-
ration from the group and make direct eye contact and 
natural social interaction more difficult. In this sense, 
exclusion is related not only to movement through 
space, but also to participation within everyday public 
life.
From a sensory perspective, the waterfront strongly pri-
oritizes visual experience through open views and visu-
al connection to the Limfjord. However, the embodied 
and sensory analyses showed that other sensory ex-
periences are less supported. For the blind participant, 
orientation depended mainly on sound, smell, tactile 
cues, and thermal conditions. The lack of tactile guid-
ance systems, detectable pathways, and cane-read-
able furniture edges made navigation more stress-
ful and uncertain, showing how the site still assumes 
vision as the dominant way of experiencing space. 
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Environmental conditions such as strong wind expo-
sure, traffic noise, hard materials, and limited oppor-
tunities for shelter also created discomfort for some 
users. While some users may experience the open-
ness of the waterfront as attractive, others may ex-
perience it as overwhelming or physically demanding. 
 
The analyses suggest that the waterfront does not 
equally support all users’ ability to stay, partici-
pate, and feel comfortable within public space. Al-
though physical access is generally provided through 
ramps and flat surfaces, equal experience is not ful-
ly achieved. Certain bodies and sensory experiences 
continue to be prioritized, while others require great-
er effort and adaptation to use the space comfortably. 
 
Overall, the analyses demonstrate that the regenerated 
Aalborg waterfront still reflects several able bodied and 
visually oriented design assumptions, while also re-
vealing opportunities for more inclusive and supportive 
spatial interventions.

Figure 25. Waterfront Terraces Supporting Able-Bodied
Activities. Photo by Peter Sikker Rasmussen for CF 
Møller Architcts. 2026.

Figure 26. Waterfront Terraces Supporting Able-Bodied
 Activities. Photo by Vibeke Ronnow for CF Møller 
Architcts. 2026.

Figure 27. Waterfront Supporting Able-Bodied 
Activities. Photo by Peter Sikker Rasmussen for CF 
Møller Architcts. 2026.
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Synthesis of Spatial and Human 
Analysis
The synthesis of the spatial and human oriented anal-
ysis reveals a clear gap between the physical design of 
the Aalborg waterfront and the way the space is expe-
rienced by people with different bodies, abilities, and 
sensory conditions. While the spatial analysis focuses 
on the structure of the site, including circulation paths, 
seating areas, waterfront edges, and urban connections, 
the human centred analysis investigates movement, 
sensory perception, bodily comfort, and the challeng-
es faced by users with different physical and sensory 
needs. Bringing these two perspectives together helps 
uncover not only physical barriers, but also the less vis-
ible forms of exclusion embedded within the everyday 
experience of the site.

From a spatial perspective, the waterfront offers several 
strong qualities. The continuous promenade along the 
Limfjord creates visual openness and public access to 
the water, while landmarks such as Musikkens Hus and 
the Utzon Centre strengthen the identity of the area. 
However, the analysis also identified several limita-
tions. Connections between the city and the waterfront 
are interrupted by high trafficked roads such as Ny-
havnsgade, reducing accessibility and continuity. In ad-
dition, many waterfront seating areas, particularly the 
stepped edges facing the water, are mainly designed 
for agile and able bodied users. These spaces often lack 
ramps, handrails, armrests, backrests, tactile guidance, 
and supportive seating alternatives for wheelchair us-
ers, elderly people, or users with reduced mobility.

The human oriented analysis further demonstrated that 
the experience of the waterfront changes significantly 
depending on sensory and bodily conditions. Wind ex-
posure, noise from traffic, sharp edged furniture, and 
sudden level changes created moments of discomfort 
and difficulty during embodied observations and walk-
ing interviews. For the blind participant, navigation re-
lied heavily on sound, smell, tactile cues, and tempera-
ture changes, while the absence of detectable pathways 
and cane readable furniture edges made movement 
more stressful and uncertain. These experiences high-
light that accessibility is not only about reaching a 
place, but also about feeling safe, comfortable, orient-
ed, and able to remain there.

When these findings are combined, it becomes clear 
that the main challenge of the site is not only physical 
accessibility, but also sensory accessibility and equality 
of staying. Although the waterfront technically allows 
public access, the ability to comfortably stay, observe, 
and socially participate is not equally shared among 
different users.
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Existing seating elements such as concrete steps and 
isolated benches support only a limited range of bodies 
and experiences. As a result, some users can easily en-
joy the waterfront, while others experience exclusion, 
sensory overload, or insecurity.
Based on this synthesis, the project introduces a series 
of small-scale and integrated interventions that aim to 
improve both spatial and sensory inclusivity without 
changing the overall identity of the waterfront. One 
of the key interventions is the introduction of senso-
ry rooms, which act as protective micro environments 
within the larger open landscape. These spaces pro-
vide shelter from wind and noise, create opportuni-
ties for sensory recalibration, and support longer and 
more comfortable stays through inclusive seating and 
protected resting areas. Their placement is directly in-
formed by the analysis and located in areas where sen-
sory discomfort or exposure is strongest, while still 
maintaining visual connections to the waterfront.

Alongside the sensory rooms, the project also proposes 
a tactile pedestrian network designed especially to sup-
port blind and visually impaired users. This network in-
tegrates tactile paving, detectable ground surfaces, and 
existing site elements such as the old railway tracks in 
order to improve orientation and independent naviga-
tion across the site. Additional interventions focus on 
transforming the waterfront edges into more inclusive 
spaces by introducing ramps, handrails, armrests, back-
rests, and tactile surfaces that allow a wider range of 
users to safely approach and experience the water.

The project further responds to interview findings 
through the design of inclusive urban furniture. The pro-
posed seating system aims to improve comfort, detect-
ability, and social participation by reducing sharp pro-
truding edges, improving cane detectability at ground 
level, and integrating spaces where wheelchair users 
can sit together with others rather than separately. In 
this way, the interventions aim not only to improve ac-
cessibility, but also to support dignity, independence, 
and collective participation in public life.

Through this approach, the project seeks to transform 
the waterfront from a space that offers unequal oppor-
tunities for staying into a more inclusive urban environ-
ment that supports different bodies, sensory experienc-
es, and ways of using space. The interventions therefore 
function not only as physical additions, but also as 
tools for creating a more balanced and supportive rela-
tionship between exposure and protection, movement 
and pause, independence and support, allowing more 
people to experience the waterfront as a shared place of 
everyday life and belonging.
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Vision
The vision of this project is to create a waterfront that is 
not only accessible, but also supportive, comfortable, and 
welcoming for different bodies and sensory experienc-
es. While the Aalborg waterfront already offers import-
ant spatial qualities such as public access to the water, 
open views, and strong cultural destinations, the proj-
ect aims to rethink how these spaces are experienced by 
people with different physical and sensory conditions. 
 
Rather than designing for one “standard” user, the proj-
ect recognizes that people move, rest, navigate, and 
experience urban environments in different ways. For 
some users, the waterfront can feel open, attractive, 
and socially engaging, while for others it may become 
physically demanding, difficult to navigate, or sensory 
overwhelming due to wind exposure, noise, inaccessi-
ble seating arrangements, and limited opportunities for 
shelter or support. The vision therefore focuses on cre-
ating a more inclusive environment that supports dif-
ferent abilities, movement patterns, sensory needs, and 
ways of participating in public space.

A central part of the vision is to demonstrate that cre-
ating a more inclusive waterfront does not necessarily 
require a complete redesign of the area. Instead, even 
small scale and carefully integrated interventions can 
create meaningful differences in how different users 
experience, navigate, and participate within the space. 
Through interventions such as sensory rooms, tac-
tile pathways, inclusive seating, ramps, and support-
ive waterfront edges, the project aims to improve the 
everyday experience of the site while maintaining its 
existing identity and openness toward the Limfjord. 
 
The vision also challenges able bodied and visual-
ly oriented assumptions that often shape urban de-
sign practice. Instead of understanding accessibility 
only as physical access or compliance with minimum 
standards, the project seeks to support equal oppor-
tunities for staying, resting, observing, social inter-
action, orientation, and sensory comfort. In this way, 
inclusivity becomes connected not only to move-
ment through space, but also to the ability to com-
fortably remain and participate within public life. 
 
In the long term, the project aims to support a more 
equal and supportive relationship between bodies and 
urban space, where the possibility to experience the 
waterfront is not limited to certain groups. Instead, the 
waterfront becomes a shared urban landscape that al-
lows different people to experience the space in their 
own ways while still feeling included within the same 
public environment.
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Design principles

Equality of Staying
Supporting not only movement through space, 
but also equal opportunities for resting, observ-
ing, and participating.

Shared Social Space
Encouraging collective participation through in-
clusive seating and gathering spaces.

Detectability and Orientation
Improving spatial legibility through tactile guid-
ance, detectable furniture, and clearer naviga-
tion.

Supportive Waterfront Edge
Transforming the waterfront edge into a more 
inclusive space for different bodies and mobility 
needs.

Protection Within Openness
Maintaining the open identity of the waterfront 
while introducing moments of shelter and sen-
sory relief.

Figure 28. Equality of staying, author, 2026.

Figure 29. Shared social space, author, 2026.

Figure 31. Supportive waterfront edge, author, 2026.

Figure 32. Protection within openness, author, 2026.

Figure 30. Detectabbility and orientation, author, 2026.
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Design Approach

Rather than proposing a complete transformation of the 
waterfront, the project focuses on small scale and inte-
grated interventions that respond directly to the spatial, 
bodily, and sensory challenges identified through the 
analyses. The design approach works with the existing 
qualities of the site, such as openness, visual connection 
to the Limfjord, public accessibility, and social activity, 
while aiming to improve inclusivity, comfort, orienta-
tion, and opportunities for staying and participation. 
 
An important aspect of the approach is to move be-
yond able bodied and visually oriented assumptions 
that often shape urban design practice. Through prin-
ciples of Universal Design, the project expands acces-
sibility beyond physical entry and minimum standards 
toward equal opportunities for orientation, staying, 
resting, social interaction, and sensory comfort for a 
wider range of users. Rather than treating bodily and 
sensory differences as exceptions, the project con-
siders them as a natural part of public life and as an 
important starting point within the design process. 
 
The proposed interventions therefore aim not only to 
improve movement through space, but also to support 
equal participation and experience within public space.

The table below illustrates how the identified spatial 
assumptions and challenges informed the inclusive de-
sign responses and Universal Design strategies devel-
oped within the project.
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Existing Design       

Assumptions

Spatial Challenges 

Identified  Through 

Analysis

          Design Response Related Universal 

Design Principles

Accessibility is 

mainly understood 

as physical entry 

into space.

Although the waterfront al-

ready contains ramps and 

accessible routes, equal 

participation and comfort 

are not fully achieved for all 

users.

The project expands acces-

sibility beyond entering the 

space toward staying, par-

ticipating, resting, interact-

ing, and experiencing the 

waterfront equally.

Equitable Use, 

Flexibility in Use.

Public spaces are 

often designed 

around able bod-

ied, visually orient-

ed, and physically 

independent users.

Users with different sensory 

and bodily conditions expe-

rience the site differently 

and may face physical, sen-

sory, or social barriers.

The design process includes 

wheelchair users, blind us-

ers, and people with senso-

ry sensitivities as part of the 

starting point of the design 

rather than as exceptions.

Equitable Use, 

Flexibility in Use.

Social seating ar-

eas assume stan-

dardized body 

positions and in-

teractions.

Existing fixed bench and ta-

ble seating arrangements 

can separate wheelchair 

users from shared social sit-

uations and make eye level 

interaction difficult.

Inclusive seating arrange-

ments are proposed to sup-

port integrated seating, 

equal positioning, and more 

inclusive social interaction.

Equitable Use, 

Size and Space for 

Approach and Use, 

Low Physical Effort.

Waterfront envi-

ronments often pri-

oritize openness, 

exposure, and visu-

al experience.

Strong wind exposure, traf-

fic noise, and lack of shel-

tered spaces can create sen-

sory discomfort or overload 

for some users.

Sensory rooms and sup-

portive sheltered spaces 

are introduced to provide 

moments of retreat, senso-

ry regulation, and comfort 

while maintaining visual 

connection to the water-

front.

Eexibility in Use, 

Low Physical Effort, 

Equitable Use.

Safety is often ad-

dressed through 

restriction or ex-

clusion.

Blind users may experience 

uncertainty near waterfront 

edges due to limited tactile 

guidance and orientation 

cues.

Tactile pathways, detectable 

elements, and supportive 

waterfront edges are intro-

duced to support safer and 

more independent naviga-

tion without limiting access 

to the waterfront experi-

ence.

Perceptible 

Information, 

Tolerance for Error, 

Simple and Intuitive 

Use.

Table 10. Inclusive design responses developed through Universal Design principles, 2026.
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Figure 33. Masterplan, author, 2026.
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Master plan
The masterplan focuses on creating a more inclusive 
waterfront environment that supports the presence 
and movement of different bodies and abilities with-
in the site. One of the main interventions is the design 
of a guiding pathway network for blind and visually 
impaired users. In addition to providing access to the 
existing buildings and important functions across the 
site, the guiding path also continues along the water-
front edge. This decision was made to ensure that blind 
users are not excluded from experiencing and walking 
along the shoreline because of safety concerns. Instead 
of removing access, the project aims to create safer and 
more supportive conditions for independent movement 
and sensory engagement with the waterfront.

The site already supported wheelchair users to a cer-
tain extent through the presence of ramps in areas with 
height differences, allowing access to many parts of the 
waterfront. However, the project aims to move beyond 
minimum accessibility standards and focus on a stron-
ger sense of inclusion and participation. For this reason, 
additional interventions for wheelchair users were also 
developed in other parts of the site. These interven-
tions are intended not only to provide physical access, 
but also to support comfort, social interaction, indepen-
dence, and equal experience within the public space.
In the following section, selected areas of the site that 
were explored more deeply for design interventions are 
presented in detail.
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Figure 34. Masterplan Detail 1, author, 2026.
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Multi-Layered Guidance System
As shown in this zoomed-in area of the masterplan, the 
existing railway track has been integrated into the guid-
ance network as part of the navigation route for blind 
and visually impaired users. Rather than removing or 
visually hiding this industrial element, the project re-
interprets it as a functional and meaningful component 
of the new inclusive design strategy. In this way, an ex-
isting feature of the site is transformed into a spatial 
tool that supports orientation, movement, and sensory 
recognition.

This intervention also reflects the project’s intention to 
work with the existing identity and materiality of the 
waterfront instead of completely replacing it. The rail-
way track creates a continuous and recognizable linear 
element within the landscape that can support spatial 
awareness and navigation while also preserving a con-
nection to the history and character of the site.
In the green area and garden space, which was de-
scribed by the blind participant as calmer, more com-
fortable, and more pleasant, the guidance pathway is 
further strengthened through the use of in-ground 
lighting elements. These lighting elements are inspired 
by the existing lighting atmosphere in front of Musik-
kens Hus and are adapted here as part of the inclusive 
navigation strategy. Beyond their practical role in im-
proving visibility and orientation during darker hours, 
they also help create a softer and more supportive sen-
sory atmosphere within the landscape.

As a result, the guidance route is not designed as a sin-
gle isolated element, but rather as a combination of dif-
ferent spatial cues and layers working together. Exist-
ing railway tracks, tactile pathways, spatial edges, and 
integrated ground lighting collectively contribute to a 
navigation system that aims to support safer, more in-
dependent, and more intuitive movement for blind and 
visually impaired users throughout the site.
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Figure 35. Masterplan Detail 2, author, 2026.
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Sensory Room Concept

The sensory rooms were introduced as a response to 
the environmental and sensory conditions identified 
throughout the site analysis. Although the waterfront 
offers attractive views, social activity, and strong visual 
connection to the sea, it is also a highly exposed envi-
ronment affected by strong wind, cold weather, noise, 
movement, and limited opportunities for temporary 
shelter or retreat. During the sensory and embodied 
evaluations of the site, these conditions repeatedly ap-
peared as factors that could make staying in the space 
physically or mentally demanding for some users.

For this reason, the project proposes sensory rooms 
as small supportive micro spaces integrated within the 
waterfront landscape. Their purpose is not to isolate 
users from the public realm, but to create calmer and 
more protected conditions within it. The rooms provide 
opportunities for temporary rest, sensory regulation, 
observation, warming up, or short moments of retreat 
while still maintaining visual connection to the sur-
rounding waterfront and social activities.

The design process was primarily informed by site 
analysis, sensory ethnography, embodied spatial ob-
servations, and interview. In addition, Nielsen’s (2026) 
research on Universal Design and post phenomenolo-
gy helped broaden the understanding of how different 
users may experience public space differently depend-
ing on their bodily, sensory, or emotional conditions. 
For example, one wheelchair user described difficulties 
staying warm in open and windy public spaces, while 
another participant explained how overwhelming sen-
sory stimulation in crowded environments could affect 
their comfort and ability to remain in public space. A 
participant with autism also described how observing 
social interactions from a calmer and more protect-
ed position helped them feel more comfortable within 
public life (Nielsen, 2026).

As a result, the sensory rooms were designed as semi 
enclosed environments that create a balance between 
retreat and participation. Their smaller scale was inten-
tionally chosen to create feelings of calmness, safety, 
and intimacy while still preserving openness toward 
the waterfront. In this way, the sensory rooms attempt 
to function as small “urban valves” distributed across 
the site, where users can pause, recover, recharge, or 
simply spend time away from the intensity of the larger 
public environment.
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Design Inspiration
TThe design was inspired by the existing viewpoint 
structure along the waterfront and the circular geome-
tries visible on the façade of Musikkens Hus. Rather than 
directly copying these elements, the intervention draws 
inspiration from their transparency, lightness, and rela-
tionship with the waterfront environment. Transparent 
glass surfaces are used to maintain visual connection 
with the sea and surrounding public life while still cre-
ating a sense of shelter and enclosure. This approach 
was important in order to avoid creating isolated spac-
es and instead maintain a continuous relationship be-
tween the user and the social atmosphere of the site. 
 
The material choice was also influenced by the identi-
ty of the waterfront itself. Since the site is a newly re-
generated urban area with a contemporary architectural 
language, glass and metal were considered more com-
patible with the surrounding environment than more 
traditional materials such as wood. In this way, the in-
tervention attempts to connect visually and materially 
with the existing character of the waterfront landscape.

Figure 36. Waterfront viewpoint structure. Photo by Jørgen True for CF Møller Architcts.

Figure 37. Facade of Musikkens Hus, author, 2026.
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The square geometry of the rooms was strategically ro-
tated in relation to the dominant western wind direc-
tion. This positioning allows two sides of the structure 
to provide wind protection, while the entrance is placed 
on the eastern side to create a calmer and more shel-
tered interior condition. Although inspired by the needs 
of users with different disabilities and sensory sensitiv-
ities, the sensory rooms are intended to support mul-
tiple forms of participation and experience rather than 
serving one specific group only.

Placement Strategy
The placement of the sensory rooms was determined 
through a combination of human based and data based 
analysis. Spatial analysis showed that the selected area 
experiences lower levels of car related noise pollution 
while receiving higher sunlight exposure compared to 
other parts of the site. These conditions made the loca-
tion more suitable for supportive and comfortable mi-
cro spaces.

Human based observations and embodied evaluations 
also highlighted the importance of proximity to the wa-
terfront itself. Compared to other areas, the waterfront 
edge attracts more social activities such as walking, sit-
ting, fishing, and longer periods of stay due to its atmo-
sphere and visual connection to the sea.

Sensory qualities such as the smell and sound of the 
water also played an important role in the placement 
strategy. These sensory cues can become especially im-
portant and reliable for blind and visually impaired us-
ers as part of their spatial experience and orientation.

For this reason, the sensory rooms were intentionally 
placed close to the waterfront in order to maintain visu-
al and sensory connection to the sea while still offering 
calmer and more protected spatial conditions.

Figure 38. Sensory room visualization, author, 2026.
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Scale 1/1.00
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Figure 39. Masterplan Detail 3, author, 2026.
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Waterfront Terrace Interventions
This intervention focuses on the waterfront terraces and 
the stepped edges along the harbour, which are already 
among the most active and frequently used parts of the 
site. The area attracts many users because of its direct 
connection to the water, open views, and opportunities 
for different social and recreational activities such as 
sitting, walking, fishing, and spending time near the 
waterfront. However, despite its popularity, the exist-
ing design still contains several barriers that limit equal 
comfort, accessibility, and independent use for people 
with different physical abilities.

The proposed intervention therefore focuses on im-
proving the inclusivity of the existing waterfront ter-
races through a series of small but targeted design ad-
ditions. Elements such as handrails, armrests, guiding 
pathways, and accessible ramps are introduced in or-
der to support safer movement, easier navigation, and 
more comfortable use of the space. These interventions 
particularly aim to improve accessibility for wheelchair 
users, elderly users, and visually impaired individuals 
while still preserving the open and social character of 
the waterfront edge.

Rather than completely redesigning the area, the proj-
ect attempts to work with the existing qualities and spa-
tial identity of the terraces while reducing exclusionary 
conditions within the space. In this way, the interven-
tion seeks to transform an already attractive public area 
into a more inclusive waterfront environment that can 
be experienced and enjoyed by a wider range of users.
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Figure 40. Inclusive seating design, author, 2026.

Figure 41. Inclusive seating design Visualization, author, 2026.
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The final intervention focuses on the redesign of pub-
lic seating furniture based directly on insights gath-
ered through interviews and conversations with users. 
Unlike large scale spatial interventions, this proposal 
addresses inclusion at the level of everyday public in-
teraction and social participation through the design of 
benches and shared seating areas.

During the interviews, a blind participant described the 
existing waterfront benches as difficult and sometimes 
unsafe to navigate. Although the benches visually oc-
cupied a large volume in space, they were connected to 
the ground only through thin metal supports, making 
them difficult to detect with a cane before physical con-
tact occurred. The participant explained that this often 
resulted in collisions with the furniture, particularly be-
cause some edges and corners were relatively sharp. 
This highlighted the difference between how an object 
may appear visually and how it is actually experienced 
through bodily and sensory interaction within public 
space.

At the same time, a wheelchair user explained that many 
of the existing shared seating arrangements along the 
waterfront still prevent equal participation in social sit-
uations. Although seating areas are physically present, 
wheelchair users are often positioned at the edge of the 
group or forced into uncomfortable positions that limit 
direct interaction and natural eye contact with others.

In response to these observations, the proposed bench 
and table design introduces a more inclusive seating 
configuration. The lower structure and legs of the fur-
niture are shaped in a way that allows blind and visu-
ally impaired users to detect the object earlier through 
ground-level cane contact before colliding with upper 
elements of the furniture. In addition, three open spac-
es without fixed seating are integrated around the table 
in order to allow wheelchair users to comfortably join 
the group, maintain equal positioning, and participate 
more naturally in social interaction and shared public 
life.

Inclusive Bench and Table Intervention
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Conclusion
The Aalborg waterfront, as one of the most popular ur-
ban spaces in Aalborg, has undergone significant re-
generation in recent years and is used by many people 
throughout different seasons and weather conditions. 
Although the site is often perceived as accessible be-
cause of its relatively flat surfaces and existing ramps, 
the analysis in this project revealed that there is still 
no equal opportunity for all users to navigate, stay, 
and experience the space in the same way. The findings 
showed that accessibility is not only related to physical 
movement, but also to sensory experience, comfort, ori-
entation, safety, and social participation.

Among users with different abilities, wheelchair users 
were one of the groups more visibly present on the site, 
particularly during good weather conditions. This was 
largely supported by the smooth surfaces and exist-
ing ramps that made physical access easier. However, 
conversations with wheelchair users revealed that ac-
cessibility alone does not necessarily create equal ex-
perience. Exclusionary seating arrangements and social 
spaces can still create feelings of separation and mar-
ginalization within public space.

For blind and visually impaired users, the lack of tactile 
guidance systems, detectable pathways, and supportive 
furniture made navigation more difficult and stress-
ful. Their experience of the waterfront was shaped not 
mainly through sight, but through sound, smell, tem-
perature, bodily movement, and spatial orientation. This 
highlighted how strongly many urban environments 
continue to prioritize visual experience while overlook-
ing other sensory ways of experiencing space.

Based on these findings, the project proposed a series 
of small-scale and integrated interventions informed by 
spatial analysis, sensory ethnography, embodied expe-
rience, interviews, and user observations. Supported by 
theories such as Universal Design, Spatial Justice, Sen-
sory Ethnography, and Embodied Spatial Experience, 
the interventions aim to improve not only physical ac-
cessibility, but also participation, comfort, orientation, 
and equality of staying within public space.

Rather than completely redesigning the waterfront, 
the project attempts to work with the existing spatial 
qualities and identity of the site while reducing exclu-
sionary conditions within the environment. In this way, 
the project argues for a more supportive and inclusive 
understanding of urban public space, where different 
bodies, senses, and ways of experiencing the city are 
considered as part of the design process rather than as 
exceptions to it.
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Reflection
Interviewing a blind person and having small talks 
with wheelchair users showed me how different the 
same experience such as walking and spending time in 
a popular urban space like the Aalborg waterfront can 
be for people with different abilities. While I could eas-
ily navigate the space, freely choose where to sit, re-
cover, recharge, and enjoy the view, the situation was 
very different for them. Obstacles such as furniture 
with sharp edges, benches with exclusionary forms, 
and stairs connecting to the water without ramps make 
the experience demanding rather than enjoyable. These 
conditions can also create a feeling of not belonging. 
 
At the beginning of the project, my intention was to 
involve a larger number of participants with different 
physical and sensory abilities. Despite sending emails 
to different organizations at the beginning of the se-
mester, and despite their cooperation in forward-
ing my request to potential participants, I did not re-
ceive responses from most individuals. In the end, 
I was only able to carry out a longer sensory walk-
through together with Nikolaj, who had already collab-
orated with us during the previous semester, in addi-
tion to smaller conversations with wheelchair users. 
 
Accessing participants with different abilities proved 
to be much more difficult than I initially expected. One 
possible reason may have been the use of English as 
the main language of communication. However, I also 
began reflecting on whether other deeper social rea-
sons may exist, such as learned patterns of self-censor-
ship created through repeated exclusion within society 
and the built environment. Participating in interviews 
and discussing urban spaces that often do not respond 
to people’s needs may itself feel exhausting, emotion-
ally demanding, or uncomfortable. Vulnerability, fear 
of judgment, or a desire to avoid visibility due to being 
perceived as different may also influence participation. 
There may also be reasons that remain difficult for me to 
fully understand as someone whose own bodily needs 
are still largely supported by urban environments. 
 
At the same time, this process made me realize how 
important embodied experiences are for under-
standing spatial problems. Experiencing the water-
front together with Nikolaj gave me access to an-
other layer of spatial understanding that I could not 
have reached through observation alone. Watching 
him repeatedly collide with the sharp and undetect-
able edges of benches during what should have been 
an ordinary walk transformed my understanding of 
seemingly small design details. What appeared neu-
tral to me suddenly became painful, exclusionary, 
and exhausting through another body’s experience. 
 



91

In many ways, these experiences also resonated with 
my own feelings of exclusion in different social, educa-
tional, and institutional situations throughout my life. 
Despite repeated attempts to fit into systems designed 
around the expectations and needs of the majority, there 
have also been moments in my own experiences simi-
lar to “colliding with invisible edges.” Over time, these 
repeated experiences can create emotional exhaustion 
and a feeling of being outside or not fully belonging. 
 
Having these conversations and observing the conse-
quences of design decisions for people with different 
abilities has fundamentally changed the way I see the 
design field. It has not only made me more sensitive 
but has also challenged the assumptions and norms 
that I had internalized over the years. I find myself re-
thinking my approach to design again, questioning 
what I previously considered normal or acceptable. 
 
This project has opened a new line of thinking for me. 
It encourages me to pay closer attention to how people 
with different abilities experience urban spaces, where 
they are visible, where they are not, and why. I believe 
this marks a new starting point for me to reconsider my 
internal assumptions and defaults in the design field. In 
my future design practice, I want to move beyond de-
signing mainly for visual experience or for able bodies 
and instead consider a broader range of human sens-
es, bodily conditions, and ways of experiencing urban 
space. I will also always try to involve people with dif-
ferent physical and sensory abilities within the design 
process itself, not as exceptions, but as an essential 
part of understanding and shaping more inclusive ur-
ban environments.



92

literature
Aalborg Kommune (2006) Lokalplan 10-082: Utzonparken og Slotspladsen, Aalborg Midtby. Aalborg: 

Aalborg Kommune.

Aalborg Kommune (2006) Waterfront redevelopment plans and industrial transformation of Aalborg water-

front. Aalborg: Aalborg Kommune.

Aalborg Kommune (2011) Lokalplan 1-1-111: Musikkens Hus og Havnefronten. Aalborg: Aalborg Kommune.

Aalborg Kommune (2011) Urban transformation and cultural development of Aalborg waterfront. Aalborg: 

Aalborg Kommune.

Calthorpe, P. (1993) The Next American Metropolis: Ecology, Community, and the American Dream. New York: 

Princeton Architectural Press.

Gehl, J. (2010) Cities for People. Washington DC: Island Press.

Kusenbach, M. (2003) ‘Street phenomenology: The go-along as ethnographic research tool’, Ethnography, 

4(3), pp. 455–485.

Lefebvre, H. (1996) Writings on Cities. Translated and edited by E. Kofman and E. Lebas. Oxford: Blackwell.

Lynch, K. (1960) The Image of the City. Cambridge, MA: MIT Press.

Mace, R. (1998) Universal Design in Housing. Raleigh: Center for Universal Design, North Carolina State 

University.

Nielsen, C.H. (2026) Universal Design and post-phenomenology in urban public space. [unpublished course 

material/interview reference].

Pink, S. (2009) Doing Sensory Ethnography. London: SAGE Publications.

Pink, S. (2011) ‘From embodiment to emplacement: Re-thinking competing bodies, senses and spatialities’, 

Sport, Education and Society, 16(3), pp. 343–355.

Soja, E.W. (2010) Seeking Spatial Justice. Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press.

Steinfeld, E. and Maisel, J. (2012) Universal Design: Creating Inclusive Environments. Hoboken, NJ: Wiley.

Vannini, P. (2015) Non-Representational Methodologies: Re-Envisioning Research. London: Routledge.

Wolbring, G. (2008) ‘The politics of ableism’, Development, 51(2), pp. 252–258.

Nielsen, C. H. (2026). Universal Design: Thinking and Designing through a Lens of Postphenomenology. 

Hedvall, P.-O. and Ericsson, S. (eds.) (2024) Design for All Difference. Lund: Studentlitteratur, pp. 10-30

CF Møller Architects (n.d.) Aalborg Waterfront. [online] Available at: https://www.cfmoller.com/p/Aalborg-

Waterfront-i2005.html [Accessed 10 January 2026].

Danish Meteorological Institute (DMI) (n.d.) Climate and wind data for Denmark. [online] Available at: 

https://www.dmi.dk/ [Accessed 27 January 2026].

Dataforsyningen.dk (2026) Klimadatastyrelsen data platform. [online] Available at: https://dataforsynin-

gen.dk/data/ [Accessed 3 January 2026].



93

Dingeo.dk (n.d.) Noise map. [online] Available at: https://www.dingeo.dk/kort/sundhed-og-sikkerhed/

noise/ [Accessed 18 January 2026].

Musikkens Hus (n.d.) Event calendar. [online] Available at: https://musikkenshus.dk/kalender [Accessed 10 

April 2026].

Rejseplanen (2026) Plus Bus route map. [online] Available at: https://www.rejseplanen.dk/bin/help.exe/

mn?L=vs_dot.vs_livemap&tpl=fullscreenmap [Accessed 5 January 2026].

ShadeMap (n.d.) Shadow analysis map. [online] Available at: https://shademap.app/ [Accessed 3 April 

2026].

Strava (n.d.) Global Heatmap. [online] Available at: https://www.strava.com/maps/global-heatmap 

[Accessed 20 January 2026].



94

Illustrations
Figure 1. Relationship between Body, Design and Spaces. author.	                                                                 29

Figure 2. Site location Within Denmark and Aalborg Municipality. Adapted by author.	                                  31

Figure 3. Aerial view of the site in 2025. Google Earth, edited by author.	                                                  32

Figure 4. Aerial view of the site in 2025. Google Earth, edited by author.	                                                  33

Figure 5. Satelite view of the site in 2025. Google Earth, edited by author.	                                                  33

Figure 6. Aerial view of the site in 2010. Aalborg kommune, edited by author.	                                                 33

Figure 7. Satelite view of the site in 2010. Aalborg kommune, edited by author.	                                   33

Figure 8. Wind Conditions and Site Exposure map, author.	                                                                                35

Figure 9. Shadow and Thermal Exposure map, author.	                                                                                37

Figure 10. Blue and Green Structure map, author.	                                                                                               39

Figure 11. Land Use map, author.	                                                                                                                             41

Figure 12. Legibility map, author.	                                                                                                                             43

Figure 13. Entrances and Openings map, author.	                                                                                               45

Figure 14. Public Transport map, author.	                                                                                                              47

Figure 15. Soft  and Hard Mobility Visualization, author.	                                                                                49

Figure 16. Noise map, author.	                                                                                                                              51

Figure 17. Seating typology diagram, author.                                                                  	                                   53

Figure 20. View towards the south  from point 2.	                                                                                               58

Figure 19. View towards the northwest from point 1.	                                                                                58

Figure 21. View towards the northeast from point 3.	                                                                                58

Figure 18. Mapping of embodied and sensory analysis points, author.	                                                  58

Figure 22. View towards the east from point 4.	                                                                                               58

Figure 23. View towards the east from point 5.	                                                                                               58

Table 1. Sensory and embodied observations recorded by the author at point 1, 2026.	                                  59

Table 2. Sensory and embodied observations recorded by the author at point 2, 2026.	                                  59

Table 3. Sensory and embodied observations recorded by the author at point 3, 2026.	                    60

Table 4. Sensory and embodied observations recorded by the author at point 4, 2026.	                    60

Table 5. Sensory and embodied observations recorded by the author at point 5, 2026.	                    61

Table 6. Sensory and embodied observations recorded with the blind participant at point 1, 2026.	     62

Table 7. Sensory and embodied observations recorded with the blind participant at point 2, 2026.	     62

Table 8. Sensory and embodied observations recorded with the blind participant at point 4, 2026.	     63

Table 9. Sensory and embodied observations recorded with the blind participant at point 5, 2026.	     63

Figure 24a. Accessibility challenges at the waterfront terrace, author, 2026.	                                                   65



95

 AI tools were used as supportive tools for language 
clarification and for transforming two author-produced 
rendering into a realistic version.

Figure 24b. Accessibility challenges at the waterfront terrace, author, 2026.	                                                  65

Figure 24c. Accessibility challenges at the waterfront terrace, author, 2026.	                                                  65

Figure 25. Waterfront Terraces Supporting Able-Bodied Activities. Photo by Peter Sikker Rasmussen for CF 

Møller Architcts. 2026.	                                                                                                                                             67

Figure 26. Waterfront Terraces Supporting Able-Bodied Activities. Photo by Vibeke Ronnow for CF Møller 

Architcts. 2026.	                                                                                                                                                            67

Figure 27. Waterfront Supporting Able-Bodied Activities. Photo by Peter Sikker Rasmussen for CF Møller 

Architcts. 2026.	                                                                                                                                                            67

Figure 30. Detectabbility and orientation, author, 2026.	                                                                                 72

Figure 29. Shared social space, author, 2026.	                                                                                                72

Figure 31. Supportive waterfront edge, author, 2026.	                                                                                 72

Figure 32. Protection within openness, author, 2026.	                                                                                 72

Figure 28. Equality of staying, author, 2026.	                                                                                                72

Table 10. Inclusive design responses developed through Universal Design principles, 2026.	                     74

Figure 33. Masterplan, author, 2026.	                                                                                                               76

Figure 34. Masterplan Detail 1, author, 2026.	                                                                                                78

Figure 35. Masterplan Detail 2, author, 2026.	                                                                                                80

Figure 36. Waterfront viewpoint structure. Photo by Jørgen True for CF Møller Architcts.	                    83

Figure 37. Facade of Musikkens Hus, author, 2026.	                                                                                                83

Figure 38. Sensory room visualization, author, 2026.	                                                                                 84

Figure 39. Masterplan Detail 3, author, 2026.	                                                                                                85

Figure 41. Inclusive seating design Visualization, author, 2026.	                                                                 88

Figure 40. Inclusive seating design, author, 2026.	                                                                                               88



96

06 Appendix



97

Scale 1/6.000
Musikkens hus
Creat Scale 1/6.000

Scale 1/6.000



98

Scale 1/1.00

2 m

1.20 cm

1.50 cm

4 m

4 m

1.20 cm
1.20 cm

2 m

1.2
0 c

m

1.50 cm

4 m

4 m

Scale 1/1.00

1 m

2 m

3 m

1.20 cm



99

2 m

1.2
0 c

m

1.50 cm

4 m

4 m

Scale 1/1.00

3 m

1.20 cm

2 m

1.2
0 c

m

1.50 cm

4 m

4 m

Scale 1/1.00

1 m

2 m

3 m

1.20 cm



100



101



102


