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Abstract 
Purpose  
Identity elements are the main determinants of urban perception and urban image. Evaluated in 
this sense, it is of great importance to create renewal and renovation works in the historical urban 
textures, which have had a unique character in the past and have survived to the present day, 
according to the ecological and socio-economic structure of the region. This study aims to evaluate 
the conservation and renovation works carried out in the urban protected areas in Gaziantep and 
Antakya based on the urban identity elements.  
Design/Methodology/Approach  
The urban identity elements to be evaluated in the study area were determined, and forms and 
charts were prepared to create these evaluations. Evaluation results based on 5-point Likert scale 
were weighted in accordance with expert opinions and conservation index maps were created 
based on the determined values and interpreted with the help of ArcGIS software. As a result of the 
quantitative evaluations, identity elements of the conservation activities and their effects on their 
environment were expressed with the help of maps 
Findings  
it has been determined that the value of the historical texture can be preserved by adopting the 
traditional fabric and faithful conservation works, moreover the additions and material changes 
have negative effects. 
Research Limitations/Implications  
In the study model was carried out in a narrow area, such as the Gaziantep and Antakya urban site 
area. 
Social Implications 
Uniform protection can be prevented by considering historical cities in a way that reflects their 
identity. Thus, it can be ensured that protection principles are determined according to the 
concepts of heritage and value and these values are passed on to future generations. 
Originality/Value  
Considering historical cities serve as cultural bridges, the article is important in terms of examining 
conservation in these cities. 
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INTRODUCTION 
Identity is an expression that describes the individuality, uniqueness 
and authenticity of an object as well as being a feature that creates the 
status of being recognizable within other objects. Identity elements are 
the main determinants of urban perception and urban image (Lynch, 
1960). Evaluated in this sense, the streets, squares, parks, open spaces, 
urban spaces, which have a great impact on social life, are expressed as 
areas where the citizens meet each other, fuse together, and create 
urban culture (Erdönmez & Akı, 2005). Therefore, the issue of 
preserving city identity, which forms the feelings of belonging and 
commitment in societies, gains more importance while keeping up with 
the globalizing world (Hergül & Sayın, 2017). In this sense, it would be 
wrong to evaluate cities only as a space of physical entity. Like every 
other entity, cities have a soul and an identity. This is one of the reasons 
why they have been exposed to socio-economic, ideological and political 
struggles over the years (Esendemir, 2015). Therefore, it is important to 
understand the necessity of continuity by considering this aspect of 
cities. As a result, they will gain continuity with the preservation of 
historical identity of the cities (Velioglu et al, 1993).  
In this sense, many cities in the world have areas where identity and 
space add meaning through their historical and cultural relations. They 
are often an integral part of the city's image and culture (Tiesdell et al, 
1996). The texture of historical cities depends not only on its physical 
structure, but also on various behaviours and activities, and offers a 
unique human identity (Dhingra et al, 2016). In short, historical urban 
areas are a part of the history and memory of cities, the basic elements 
of urban landscape and excellent representatives of the urban style. 
Especially when buildings are considered as a whole, they constitute 
historical character (Wang, 2011). Historical city centres are a texture 
formed by streets and buildings from different periods formed by 
various cultural and urban strata. For centuries they have formed the 
character of the city and now they show the quality of urban culture. 
The right urban preservation is to transform historical cities into 
cultural activity centres rather than into residential areas (Cohen, 
1999). 
The aim of this study is to determine the correctness of the debates 
about the loss of identity and culture in cities and their transformation 
into too similar cities without identity as a result of conservation works. 
This study aims to evaluate the conservation and renovation works 
carried out in the urban protected areas in Gaziantep and Antakya based 
on the urban identity elements and to determine their conservation 
status. Urban identity elements in the historical urban fabric of 
Gaziantep and Antakya, which constitute the study area, are examined in 
two groups as settlement and reinforcement scale. Scoring was made on 
the charts prepared for the purpose and their protection levels were 
determined. The values obtained were weighted according to expert 
opinions, protection index values were calculated and mapped.  
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METHODOLOGY 

Research case 

Antakya: The ancient city of Antakya was founded between the Asi 
River and the Habib-i Neccar Mountain at a height of 440 m. The city is 
located between the northern latitudes of 35º-52 '/ 37º-04' and the east 
longitudes of 35º-40 '/ 36º-35' and has a significant position within 
cities with a Turkish-Islamic character (Kara, 2005). Antakya, which has 
an important value for Jews, Muslims and Christians, has been under the 
rule of different civilizations in the historical process and this has led to 
an increase in the diversity of religion and culture there. It is seen that 
the religious structures constructed very close to each other contribute 
to the identity of the city by factors such as material, form, size and 
structure section with their own unique styles. 
Gaziantep: Gaziantep is located between 36º 28 'and 38º 01' east 
longitudes and 36º 38 'and 37º 32' north latitudes. The total surface 
area of the province is 6745 km² and it is surrounded by 
Kahramanmaraş in the north, Adıyaman in the northeast, Kilis and Syria 
in the south, Hatay in the southwest and Şanlıurfa in the east (TMMOB, 
2009).  
 
1/1000 scale Antakya and Gaziantep Protected Areas in the Urban 
Development Plan was selected as the study area. The location of the 
urban protected area is given in Figure 1. 
 

                       

                                                      
          Antakya Urban Site                                           Gaziantep Urban Site   

 
Analytical Framework 

The study utilizes;   
Antakya and Gaziantep Master Plans, 1/1000 scale Antioch and 
Gaziantep Current and Conservation Zoning Plans, Provincial Culture 
and Tourism inventories and documents obtained from Regional Board 
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Figure 1. Figure 1. Locations 
of Urban Sites (Taşçıoğlu, 
2018) 
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of Conservation of Cultural and Natural Assets, sketches, plans, maps, 
photographs, historical information from the local people, old and 
current photographs taken in the research area, visual examinations and 
reviews, previous studies on the subject, Autocad 2014, ArcGIS 10.2 
software. 
 
Based on (Taşçıoğlu, 2018) method, this study consists of three phases;  

1- Traditional fabric analysis, 
2- Identifying urban identity elements and historical urban 

protection criteria, 
3- The quantitative assessment of protection levels, weighting, 

calculation of protection index values and creation of protection 
index distribution maps. 

 

Traditional fabric analyses  

Analyses were conducted under the titles of Courtyard, Structure, Street 
and Square for the cities of Antakya and Gaziantep. In line with these 
analyses, which were conducted based on a total of 22 criteria, the 
evaluation criteria were graded between 1 and 5 in order to make 
quantitative evaluation for the determined identity elements. 
 
Identifying urban identity elements and historical urban 
protection criteria 
In the second stage of the method, urban identity elements and historic 
city protection criteria were determined.  The evaluation criteria were 
developed based on (Lynch, 1960), (Eckbo, 1969) and (Güremen, 2011). 
In the light of this information, urban identity elements consisting of 19 
main criteria and 61 sub-criteria were determined based on settlement 
and urban reinforcement scale of the research area. These criteria are 
described below:  
 
Settlement Scale:  Monumental Structures, Examples of Civil 
Architecture, Buildings with no historical value in terms of 
compatibility, Street, Courtyard and Square,  
 
Reinforcement Scale: Infrastructure Connected with Reinforcement 
Elements, Infrastructure Not Connected with Reinforcement Elements 
and Green Texture, 
 
Evaluation Criteria: Preservation Level, Intervention Level, Original 
Structure and Material, Renovated Structure and Material, 
Workmanship, Building Material, Architectural Feature, Floor Height, 
Facade Layout, Originality Status, New Arrangement, Compliance with 
Historical Texture, Labor, and Aesthetics. 
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The charts were scored by the researchers in accordance with the 
traditional texture analysis chart and graded according to evaluation 
criteria.  
 
Quantitative Assessment, Protection Index Values and Protection 
Index Maps 
In the evaluation phase of the study, the findings obtained from urban 
identity elements evaluation and fabric analysis charts were evaluated 
quantitatively. In the evaluations, the building structures in the study 
areas (examples of civil architecture, monumental buildings, buildings 
without historical value, streets and squares) were evaluated according 
to the 5-point Likert scale.  
As stated in the method, the weighting study was obtained by 
multiplying the general values of the urban identity elements with the 
coefficients determined in accordance with expert opinions. Expert 
opinions landscape architect, architect, expert in urban and regional 
planning is determined based on feedback from a total of 15 people. 
These values are; 
 
Identity Elements  Weighting Coefficient 
Historical Building     4.88 
Historic Street      4.25 
Historic Courtyard     3.63 
Historic Square     3.75            
Non-Historic Building as   1.88 
 
Indexing method was applied in order to compare the general values of 
urban identity elements, For this purpose, it is assumed that the 
maximum value that can be taken for each property is 100, and the 
protection index values are calculated by proportioning each property 
value to this value. 
In the next step, the urban identity elements identified were interpreted 
in accordance with the protection index values and maps were created 
by using the Reverse Weighting Method used by Duymuş (2018). In 
order to create the protection index maps, the values determined in the 
previous step were transferred to the GIS software and processed on 
digital aerial photographs. Thus, the urban identity elements 
determined within the boundaries of the study were transformed into 
curves and coloured according to the distance to other points. Structure, 
Courtyard, Street and Square conservation index maps were created 
separately for the elements identified within the Antakya Urban 
Protected Area. The value ranges were determined as 0-20%, 20.01-
40%, 40.01-60%, 60.01-80%, 80.01-100% and expressed in different 
colours. 
Finally, an integrated conservation map was created where all these 
identity elements were combined, and the identity elements identified 
within the urban site were evaluated together. It was obtained by 
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summing the index values of the selected identity elements within the 
100x100 m area during the creation of the map; transferred to the GIS 
software, and classified in the highest and lowest ranges and expressed 
in different colours. The value ranges are proportioned with the 
assumption that the maximum value is 100, and the data that would 
form the basis for the interpretations about the urban protected area 
were obtained with these maps. 
 
RESULTS AND DISCUSSIONS 

Determination of Urban Identity Elements and Index Values 
 
a)Antakya: 8 buildings and courtyards, 22 streets and connected 
streets, 1 square were evaluated in Antakya (Figure 2). 
 

 
 
The urban identity elements graded in accordance with traditional 
texture analysis were scored on visual forms. The index values of the 
weighted values are expressed in Tables 1, 2, 3 and 4. These values were 
classified according to certain intervals and evaluated in 5 groups for 
their suitability. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Figure 2. Distribution of 
Identity Elements in Antakya 
Conservation Plan 
(Taşçıoğlu, 2018) 
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Table 1. Conservation Index Values of Antakya City Identity Elements 
(Courtyard-Structure) (Taşçıoğlu,2018) 

Unit Conservation 
Level 

Intervention 
Level 

Original 
Structure 

and 
Materials 

Renovated 
Building 

and 
Materials 

Workmanship General 
Feature 

RE
GI

ST
ER

ED
 M

O
N

U
M

EN
T 

AN
D

 C
IV

IL
 

BU
IL

D
IN

G 

Eastern Orthodox 
Church 

96.66 76.66 88 70 73.33 80.93 

Ulu Mosque 86.66 80 80 60 83.33 78 

Kurşunlu Han 80 76 86.66 70 80 80.28 

Yeni Mosque 90 84 93.33 68 76.66 82.4 

Habib-i Naccar Mosque 93.33 73.33 100 66.66 73.33 81.33 

Building Number 147 
(Museum of Medicinal 
and Aromatic Plants) 

88 80 64 75 80 77.4 

Building Number 91 
(Kudeb Building) 

77.14 91.42 90 75 80 82.71 

Building Number 18 
(Jasmin Hotel) 

84 73.33 90 68 73.33 77.73 

Unit 
Conservation 

Level 
Intervention 

Level 

Original 
Structure 

and 
Materials 

Renovated 
Building 

and 
Materials 

Workmanship 
General 
Feature 

Co
ur

ty
ar

d 

Eastern Orthodox 
Church 

90.1 79.8 90.61 51.48 72.08 76.81 

Ulu Mosque 86.49 82.38 75.51 41.19 75.51 68.1 

Kurşunlu Han 82.38 70.02 92.67 51.48 61.78 71.67 

Yeni Mosque 100 85.32 92.67 61.78 74.14 82.79 

Habib-i Naccar Mosque 89.24 78.94 82.38 61.78 72.08 76.88 

Building Number 147 
(Museum of Medicinal 
and Aromatic Plants) 

75.51 68.65 82.38 75.51 77.23 75.85 

Building Number 91 
(Kudeb Building) 

89.24 82.38 89.24 82.38 77.23 84.09 

Building Number 18 
(Jasmin Hotel) 

89.24 70.61 90.61 56.63 70.61 75.54 

0-20 % 20.01-40% 40.01-60% 60.01-80% 80.01-100% 

Not Appropriate 
Partially 

Appropriate 
Moderately Appropriate Fairly Appropriate Appropriate 

Table 2. Conservation Index Values of Antakya City Identity Elements 
(Courtyard-Structure) (Taşçıoğlu,2018) 

Unit Orjinallik 
Durumu 

New 
Arrangement 

Consistence 
with 

Historical 
Texture 

Workmanship Aesthet
ics 

General 
Feature 

ST
RE

ET
 

U
RB

AN
 E

Q
U

IP
M

EN
T 

AN
D

 S
ET

TL
EM

EN
T 

SC
AL

E 

Hürriyet Street 65.14 63.66 71.07 67.68 69.49 67.41 

Kartal. Kabaltı and 
Kutlu Street 

71.07 47.38 52.64 47.38 44.41 52.57 

Kastal and Eski Saray 
Street 

94.76 86.86 97.12 85.87 89.49 90.82 

Kurtulus Street  65.14 39.97 45.89 45.68 37.9 46.92 

Aysel.Sakarya Ulus. 
Meydan Turan 
Beyazıt and Ayyıldız 
Street 

56.85 43.16 31.58 33.84 29.61 39.17 

Uzun Bazaar 
Street 

86.86 61.19 61.19 47.38 47.38 60.8 

Terziciler  and 
Hasırcılar Bazaar 
Street 

61.59 57.53 57.53 52.11 51.32 56.02 

Yeni Mosque and 
Uncular Street 

66.33 47.38 50.01 40.61 41.45 49.15 

Çankaya and Örnek 
Street 

71.07 57.9 63.17 50.76 56.26 59.83 

Kırk Asırlık Türk 
Yurdu Street 

94.76 94.76 100 87.99 94.76 94.45 

SQ
U

AR
E 

Ulus Square 62.5 85.71 100 98.68 91.87 87.75 

0-20 % 20.01-40% 40.01-60% 60.01-80% 80.01-100% 

Not Appropriate 
Partially 

Appropriate 
Moderately Appropriate Fairly Appropriate Appropriate 
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When the Antakya Conservation Index Values in Tables 1 and 2 are 
interpreted, the following general conclusions can be reached: 
 
 It was determined that the highest conservation index value 

belonged to Yeni Mosque (82.4%), the lowest value belonged to Ulu 
Mosque (78%). The highest value among registered civic buildings 
belonged to KUDEB building (82.71%) and the lowest value 
belonged to The Museum of Medicinal and Aromatic Plants (77.4%). 
When all the buildings were evaluated as evaluation criteria, the 
highest criterion belonged to Habib-i Naccar Mosque with original 
buildings and materials criteria (100%) and the lowest criterion was 
renovated buildings and materials which belonged to Ulu Mosque 
(60%). In the restoration works, it is observed that material changes 
and additions that are not compatible with the original texture of the 
city have damaged the buildings' value. In this sense, the importance 
of the arrangements reflecting the spatial accumulations can be seen 
in the statistical values obtained. The lowest value of the original 
structure and material belonged to Museum of Medicinal and 
Aromatic Plants (64%).  

 Among the buildings considered as courtyards, the highest 
conservation index value was 82.79% in Yeni Mosque and the 
lowest value was 68.1% in Ulu Mosque. The highest value in the 
courtyards of Civil Buildings was in KUDEB building with 84.09% 
while the lowest value was in Jasmin Hotel with 75.54%. When all 
the courtyards were compared according to the evaluation criteria, 
the highest conservation value belonged to Yeni Mosque with 100% 
while the lowest value was Ulu Mosque with 41.19%. taking 
renovated structure and material as criteria. It can be concluded that 
the additions and material changes in the courtyard affect the 
structure negatively. This is supported by the fact that the value of 
renovated building material was low in Kurşunlu Han (51.48%) 
and Jasmin Hotel (56.63%). 

 Of the samples examined under the street title, Kırk Asırlık Türk 
Yurdu Street had the highest conservation index value with 94.45% 
while the lowest score (39.17%) belonged to Aysel, Sakarya, Ulus, 
Square, Turan, Beyazıt and Ayyıldız Streets. In terms of street 
evaluation criteria, the highest compliance with historical texture 
scores belonged to Kırk Asırlık Türk Yurdu Street (100%) while the 
lowest aesthetic criteria belonged to Aysel, Sakarya, Ulus, Meydan, 
Turan, Beyazıt and Ayyıldız Streets (% 29.61). It can be concluded 
that Kırk Asırlık Türk Yurdu Street with high values and with its 
renovated traditional character might serve as an example of the 
renovation works to be carried out on the streets (Table 4).  
 

710 



A Proposad Method for Evaluating the Conservation of Historical Urban 
Environments 
 

 

IC
O

NA
RP

 –
 V

ol
um

e 
8,

 Is
su

e 
2 

/ 
Pu

bl
is

he
d:

  2
1.

12
.2

02
0 

 Ulus Square has a value of 87.75%. The criterion containing the 
lowest value is originality (62.5%). 

 
At the end of the study, the value of all identity elements was 

taken into consideration and processed on a map and expressed as a 
result map. When the findings in Figure 3 are examined: 

 
• It is seen that the index values of identity elements vary between 

67 and 654. In this context, the highest value is 654 in Uzun 
Bazaar. This value is followed by 576 index value in Kırk Asırlık 
Türk Yurdu Street. The lowest value is 67 in the surroundings of 
Hürriyet Street. 

• The index values are at the highest in Uzun Bazaar area, gradually 
decrease from Hurriyet Street to Aysel, Ulus, Meydan, Turan, 
Beyazit Streets and reach the lowest value there. 

 

 
 
b) Gaziantep: As part of Gaziantep identity elements, 13 buildings (9 
monumental, 4 civic buildings), 13 courtyards, 5 streets, 52 connected 
streets and 1 square were evaluated in Gaziantep (Figure 4).  
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Figure 3. Antakya City 
Identity Elements Integrated 
Conservation Map 
(Taşçıoğlu, 2018) 
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Table 3. Conservation Index Values of Gaziantep City Identity Elements 
(Courtyard-Structure) (Taşçıoğlu,2018) 

Unit 
Conservation 

Level 
Intervention 

Level 

Original 
Structure and 

Materials 

Renovated 
Building 

and 
Materials 

Workmanship 
General 
Feature 

RE
GI

ST
ER

ED
 M

O
N

U
M

EN
T 

AN
D

 C
IV

IL
 B

U
IL

D
IN

G 

Gaziantep 
Castle 

78.57 78.57 82.21 56.58 69.56 73.09 

Zincirli 
Bedesten 

90.34 77.29 87.83 59.02 80.8 81 

Hışva Han 93.35 87.83 91.34 73.77 84.31 90.04 
Tütün Han 87.33 77.29 77.29 67.45 77.29 81.60 
Şire Han 75.28 59.72 89.58 56.21 77.29 74.23 
Paşa Hamam 90.34 80.8 80.8 84.31 84.31 84.11 
Boyacı 
Mosque 87.33 87.83 94.85 63.23 84.31 84.16 

Kurtuluş 
Mosque 91.34 88.53 94.85 84.31 84.31 88.67 

Pişirici 
Kasteli 86.33 84.23 100 66.68 72.53 81.96 

Building 
Number 35 
(Atatürk 
House) 

86.95 84.31 84.31 73.77 79.04 81.68 

Building 
Number 33 
and 34 
(Toy Museum 
and Kudeb 
Building) 

87.83 80.8 84.31 63.23 80.8 79.40 

Building 
Number 179 
and 180 
(Anatolian 
Houses) 

91.34 80.8 70.26 80.1 84.31 81.36 

Building 
Number 33 
and 34 
(Tahmis 
Coffee House) 

84.31 73.77 84.31 56.21 79.04 75.53 

Unit 
Conservation 

Level 
Intervention 

Level 

Original 
Structure and 

Materials 

Renovated 
Building 

and 
Materials 

Workmanship 
General 
Feature 

Co
ur

ty
ar

d 

Gaziantep 
Castle 

- - - - - - 

Zincirli 
Bedesten 

- - - - - - 

Hışva Han 86.66 86.66 100 80 80 86.66 
Tütün Han 85 85 90 40 60 72 
Şire Han 54.28 51.42 80 66.66 66.66 63.8 

Figure 4. Distribution of 
Identity Elements in 
Gaziantep Conservation Plan 
(Taşçıoğlu,2018) 
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Paşa Hamam - - - - - - 
Boyacı 
Mosque 84 75 100 40 65 72.8 

Kurtuluş 
Mosque 80 80 50 60 60 66 

Pişirici 
Kasteli - - - - - - 

Building 
Number 35 
(Atatürk 
House 
Inneryard) 

85 75 86.66 40 75 72.33 

Building 
Number 33 
and 34 (Toy 
Museum and 
Kudeb 
Building 
Courtyards) 

76 60 70 53.33 72 66.26 

Building 
Number 33 
and 34  
(Anatolian 
Houses) 
Courtyard 

92 84 95 70 76 83.4 

Building 
Number 328 
(Tahmis 
Coffee House) 
Courtyard 

- - - - - - 

 
Table 4. Conservation Index Values of Gaziantep City Identity Elements 
(Courtyard-Square) (Taşçıoğlu,2018) 

Unit 
Originality 

Status 

New 
Arrangeme

nt 

Consistence 
with Historical 

Texture 
Workmanship Aesthetics 

General 
Feature 

ST
RE

ET
 

U
RB

AN
 E

Q
U

IP
M

EN
T 

AN
D

 S
ET

TL
EM

EN
T 

SC
AL

E 

Eyüboğlu Street 90 78.94 84.21 85.29 84.72 84.63 

Eyüboğlu Street 
Connected Streets 

100 88.88 94.44 96.42 93.75 94.7 

Hamdi Kutlar 
Street 

83.33 71.59 84.09 71.25 78.57 77.76 

Hamdi Kutlar 
Street Streets with 
Connected 
Historical Texture 

100 90.9 97.72 93.18 97.72 95.9 

Hamdi Kutlar 
Street Streets with 
no-Connected 
Historical Texture 

60 42.85 50 50 45.83 49.73 

Lala Pasa Street 80 76.25 91.25 83.33 84.21 83 
Lala Paşa Street 
Connected Streets 

76.78 84.72 89.06 85 81.25 83.36 

Belediye Street 70 51.19 80.95 78.94 80 72.21 
Belediye Street 
Connected Streets 54.16 42.5 50 50 38.88 47.11 

Gaziler Street 68.75 71.875 98.43 87.5 95 84.31 
Gaziler Street 
Connected Streets 

65 77.77 97.22 100 96.87 87.37 

Eski Saray Street 81.25 73.86 93.18 85 86.9 84 
Eski Saray Street 
Connected Streets 85 86.11 97.22 96.42 96.87 92.32 

SQ
U

AR
E 

Arasa Square 38.81 79.25 95.43 97.04 84.1 78.93 

0-20 % 20.01-40% 40.01-60% 60.01-80% 80.01-100% 

Not Appropriate 
Partially 

Appropriate 
Moderately Appropriate Fairly Appropriate Appropriate 

 
When the Gaziantep Conservation Index Values are examined, the 
following main conclusions can be obtained: 
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 Among the registered monumental buildings, Hısva Han has 
90.04% conservation index value while Gaziantep Castle has the 
lowest value (73.09%). The highest value for the registered civil 
structure belongs to Anatolian Houses (81.36%) while the lowest 
one belongs to Tahmis Coffee House (75.53%). When all the 
buildings were evaluated as the evaluation criteria, the highest 
criterion is original structure and material which belong to Pişirici 
Kastel (100%) while the lowest criterion is renovated structure and 
material which belong to Tahmis Coffee House and Şire Han 
(56.21%). 

 In the restoration works, it is observed that material changes and 
additions that are not compatible with the original texture of the city 
have damaged the buildings' value. In this sense, the importance of 
the arrangements reflecting the spatial accumulations can be seen in 
the statistical values obtained. The highest value in terms of original 
structure and material was determined in Pişirici Kastel (100%) 
and the lowest value in Anatolian Houses (70.26%). It can be 
considered that commercial use causes changes in the structure. 

 Among the courtyards, Hısva Han has the highest index value 
with 86.66%, and Şire Han has the lowest value with 63.8%. 
When all the courtyards are compared according to evaluation 
criteria, it was observed that the highest criterion is original 
building and martial in Hısva Han ve Boyacı Mosque (100%), and 
the lowest criterion is renovated building and material in Tütün 
Han, Boyacı Mosque and Atatürk Memorial House (40%). 

 It can be concluded that the additions and material changes in the 
courtyard affect the structure negatively. This can be clearly seen in 
the courtyard of the Kurtuluş Mosque (50%), where the original 
structure and the material are at the lowest. 

 Among the streets, Hamdi Kutlar Street has preserved its 
historical value  (95.9%) while the streets that are connected to the 
same street cannot  (49.73%). Considering that it has a value of 
77.76% as the main street, it can be interpreted as a reflection of the 
positive and negative effects of protected and unprotected streets 
connected to the street. The streets with the lowest value are the 
ones connected to Belediye Street (47.11%) (Table 4). 

 Arasa Square, which is considered to be a square, is observed to 
have 78.93% value. Its originality value was found to be 38.1%. 

 
At the end of the study, the value of all identity elements was 

taken into consideration and processed on a map and expressed as a 
result map. When the findings in Figure 5 are examined: 

 
• It is seen that the index values of identity elements vary between 80 

and 1118. In this context, the highest value is 1118 in the 
surroundings of Anatolian Houses. This value is followed by Tütün 
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Hanı with 1034 index value. The lowest value is determined around 
Pişirici Kastel with 80. 

• After a gradual decrease to zero value starting from Anatolian 
Houses where the index values are at the highest, it reaches to an 
index value of 683 around Kurtuluş Mosque in Bey 
neighbourhood. This situation supports the fact that the 
connection between these two areas should be stronger in the city 
where there are two separate urban protected areas. 
 

 
 
This study aims to evaluate the conservation and renovation works 
carried out in the urban protected areas in Gaziantep and Antakya based 
on the urban identity elements and to determine their conservation 
status. In the light of the findings, it has been determined that the value 
of the historical texture can be preserved by adopting the traditional 
fabric and faithful conservation works, but the additions and material 
changes have negative effects. Sales units and metal stairs placed in the 
Kurşunlu Han courtyard in Antakya, the cover system in Hısva Han 
courtyard and the profile additions to Şire Han in Gaziantep are some of 
them. 
All these findings emphasize the necessity of preventing the lack of 
protection or loss which can occur in conservation works. (Özer, 1998), 
(Yaldız & Asatekin, 2016), (Kale, 2011), (Rodwell, 2014), (Yuen, 2005), 
(Radoslav et al, 2013), and (Wang, 2011) support that conservation 
works ins historical sites should be integrated and include sustainable 
practices. In addition, (Çelik, 2004) stated in his study that the targeted 
protection could not be achieved in conservation works conducted in 
Beypazarı. He stated that the restoration of the historical buildings’ 
facade was done, but it was not considered as a whole with their 
gardens. As reasons for the failure of the targeted protection, he shows 
the deficiencies in law and regulations, lack of supervision during the 
implementation process, lack of social awareness, insufficient resources 
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Figure 5. Gaziantep City 
Identity Elements Integrated 
Conservation Map 
(Taşçıoğlu, 2018) 
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and political pressures. Research that tries to determine the problems 
related to protection states that errors should be minimized in the 
implementation and detailed analysis should be done for the purpose. 
Considering that many buildings are used for commercial and social 
reasons today, it has a great contribution to the historical texture as it 
provides its inhabitants both with tourism and social life opportunities. 
In this sense, as (Çelik & Yazgan, 2007) stated, the people fit for keeping 
the historical environment alive are those who have an emotional 
connection with them and have a mutual history. 
 
CONCLUSION 
This study aims to evaluate the conservation and renovation works 
carried out in the urban protected areas in Gaziantep and Antakya based 
on the urban identity elements and to determine their conservation 
status. In the light of the findings, it has been determined that the value 
of the historical texture can be preserved by adopting the traditional 
fabric and faithful conservation works, but the additions and material 
changes have negative effects. Sales units and metal stairs placed in the 
Kurşunlu Han courtyard in Antakya, the cover system in Hısva Han 
courtyard and the profile additions to Şire Han in Gaziantep are some of 
them. 
When the studies carried out in Gaziantep and Antakya urban sites are 
examined, it can be said that the material choices that are not related to 
the existing materials have negative consequences for Courtyard, 
Building, Street and Square. Additions to structures and courtyards lead 
to visually negative effects as well as to deterioration. Although this 
situation is thought to be related to the functional changes in the 
structures, it is seen that examples from foreign countries do not 
implement such practices. It can be thought that this difference is due to 
the balance of using protection in a holistic approach and an approach 
that does not go beyond the traditional character. Moreover, in the 
examples related to the conservation and usage, it is seen that historical 
environments are not isolated from new settlements, but they still have 
the feature of being a centre and integrity for that city.  
The maps created as a result of the study conducted in Gaziantep and 
Antakya are important in terms of reflecting their conservation status. 
In this context, in terms of preserving the identity of the city, it shows 
the positive results that can be experienced depending on the 
preservation of existing historical or cultural values, as well as the effect 
of non-preserved examples. 
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