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restrictions of the physically built environment in these buildings. This study is prepared from
the PhD. Thesis prepared by the researcher in Gazi University, Institute of Natural and Applied

Keywords Sciences. In this study a method has been proposed to evaluate the implementation of
Accessibility Standards, international accessibility standards for built environment by the researcher and valuable
Shopping Centers, information on the specific problems regarding these standards were collected by observation on
Handicapped, a built shopping center. In conclusion recommendations were listed to make all areas of the
Architectural Design evaluated buildings, accessible by the handicapped.

1. INTRODUCTION

This study is prepared from the PhD. Thesis prepared by the researcher in Gazi University, Institute of
Natural and Applied Sciences [1]. The main purpose of this study is to observe and evaluate the existing
implementations of universal accessibility standards on selected buildings and gather information on
existing problems about accessibility within the built physical environments of the selected buildings. For
this purpose, shopping center in the city of Ankara was selected for evaluation.

Shopping centers are used by all users in the cities for many purposes. Every individual has a right to use
and benefit from the amenities served in these buildings. Therefore, especially people with disabilities
should be able to access and use these building without the restrictions of the physically built environment
in these buildings.

The implementation of international accessibility standards for built environment can be observed and
evaluated by the researcher via the method developed and valuable information on the specific problems
regarding these standards can be collected to make recommendations to make all areas of the evaluated
buildings, accessible by the handicapped.

Using the method introduced in this study by the researcher, many other researchers also made contributions
to the field of architecture by their research on the accessibility standards and the problems encountered
within their relative built physical environments in their Master of Science in architecture thesis studies, all
of them coordinated by the researcher, in the Gazi University, Institute of Natural and Applied Sciences.

Also, other studies are still ongoing as pending M.Sc. thesis studies in the Gazi University, Institute of
Natural and Applied Sciences, with coordination of the researcher.
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Arslantas (2013), Investigated the Municipality Buildings and Surroundings in Ankara in the Context of
Turkish Standards on Accessibility. [2]

Digyapar (2015), Examined a high school building and their surroundings in the Context of Turkish
Standards on Accessibility. [3]

Akatli (2016), Investigated the public library buildings in the city of Ankara in the Context of Turkish
Standards on Accessibility. [4]

Bitigen Saylam (2016), Examined the Municipality buildings in Mersin- Mezitli District in the Context of
Turkish Standards on Accessibility. [5]

Demirtas (2019), Investigated The Nursing Homes and Their Neighborhoods in Eskisehir in the Context of
Turkish Standards on Accessibility. [6]

Kose (2019), Investigated The Bartin University Campus and its Surroundings in the Context of Turkish
Standards on Accessibility. [7]

Karago6z (2019), Investigated the Cankir1 State Hospital Campus and Its Surroundings in the Context of
Turkish Standards on Accessibility. [8]

The researcher also used the proposed method to evaluate the Gazi University Faculty of Architecture
Buildings regarding Turkish Standards Related with Accessibility. [9]

The main Accessibility Standard which this study emphasizes on is the ADA Standards for Accessible
Design. [19] These standards are one of the first widely accepted standards that are also selected as a
guideline to many following standards including the Turkish Standards. [17, 18]

In this Study Firstly the Accessibility Values According to Evaluation Forms are evaluated. Each
Evaluation forms has a scope of its own based on the ADA Accessibility Standards. Each form is applied
to one or more Activity areas as required. All the answers from different areas are collected and gathered
to form the General Accessibility Value (G.Ac.V.) of the building. Every forms contribution to the
(G.Ac.V.) is then calculated as a percentage to understand the level of Accessibility deficiencies of the
building.

Another the of Evaluation would be the evaluation of Accessibility Values According to Activity Areas
and related Activity Areas. All activity areas and related areas are questioned with the Related forms. Then
the Accessibility value (Ac.V.) of each Activity areas over the General Accessibiliy Value (G.Ac.V.) is
calculated as percentages to display the effect of it on the total value.

With this kind of evaluation, a proposal for reconstruction and altering the built physical environment in
favor of Disabled people would be possible. Also, the prioritization of the renovations would be easily
scheduled. This way the unfavorable Accessibility Value (Ac.V.) of the most effected Activity area (or the
Form) would be decreased and the building would have become a more Accessible and usable place for
people with disabilities and mobility restraints.

This method proposed by the researcher in the Ph.D. thesis in the Gazi University, Institute of Natural and
Applied Sciences, can be applied to all buildings and surrounding environments in order to achieve a more
accessible and usable city not only for the handicapped user but also the elderly, fragile and less mobile
individuals.
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2. METHOD

A group of evaluation forms were prepared and applied on the selected buildings in order to observe the
physically built environment and list the problems about accessibility of handicapped people. International
accessibility standards were chosen as a basis for these forms and activity area specific forms was evaluated
on existing areasof selected buildings.

Every Question in every form had three types of answers. An existing situation questioned in the survey
can either be compatible (COMP) / not-compatible (N/COMP) or the question can be not applicable
(N/APPL.). If a question is not relatable to any of these it is also answered as Invalid (INV). To make the
evaluation of the activity areas in selected buildings comparatively evaluable, points were assigned to each
type of answers. If an answer is compatible to the accessibility standards questioned, it is valued as 0 (zero)
points. If an answer is not compatible to the accessibility standards questioned, it is valued as 3 (three)
points. If the question could not be answered due to a previous not-compatible answer this answer is
considered not-applicable and given 1 (one) point. (As it is also pointing out a deficiency in accessibility).
An Invalid answer also gets 0 (zero) points.

With this method every activity area in the selected buildings can be observed and evaluated regarding
accessibility standards and each activity area will have a Accessibilty value (Ac.V.) for itself. These values
will be added to a total General Accessibility value (G.Ac.V.) of a building. Each activity area also can be
evaluated regarding each other and within the building with this method. As a conclusion the percentages
of each (Ac.V) of each activity are over the (G.Ac.V.) of a building has been calculated to describe and
determine the priority of problems and practical solutions to these problems could be proposed to increase
the accessibility of these public buildings.

Another type of evaluation was made about the types of Questions that are answered in these forms. Each
question can be classified such as: 1. The Sufficiency of the Quantity of each requirement questioned
(QUA) 2. Existence of a requirement (EXI). 3. Measurement compatibility with the standards (MEA). 4.
Material compatibility with the standards (MAT). 5. The compatibility of the signage requirements in the
building environment with the standards (SIG). These types of classifications can be used to determine
which types of deficiencies are encountered within an existing building and can be used to propose solutions
to these specific types of problems.

The evaluation Forms were applied in main and sub activity areas of the selected building in order to
determine the deficiencies regarding accessibility standards. The activities of the selected building was
classified and listed as follows: 1 Big Market Area (B.M.), 2 Retail Shops floors (R.S.), 3. Dining Area
(D.A)), 4. Restaurant areas (R.A.), 5. Cinema Floor (C.F.) , 6. WC and Service (W.C.), 7. Closed Parking
Area (P.A.), 8. Main entrance (M.E.), ,9. Vertical circulation areas (V.C.), 10. Horizontal Circulation Areas
(H.C)).

As the Deficiencies or problems of accessibility are the main contributor to the (Ac.V) of activity areas,
The higher the (Ac.V.) of a section the more problematic it is regarding Accessibility Standards. Therefore,
the General Accessibility Value (G.Ac.V.) of a building will create a value that rises in proportion to the
number of actions it contains and the increase in their internal accessibility problems. Higher (G.Ac.V.)
will mean more problematic building.

In this article the existing situation of the selected building was evaluated in the Evaluations section and
proposals for practical solutions to the problems encountered are listed in the Conclusions section.
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3. EVALUATIONS
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Table 1 Accessibility Values According to Evaluation Forms

Form 1 SCD0PE | CLOGED PAREING AREAS
Apolisd Activity Arszs I 1 NUM of QUESTIONS 2 4 7 1 .
Activite Agsa {Ac V) Total 0.1 TYPE of QUESTIONS | curasmimy | EXETENCE | seascemest | MATERLAL |SK3AGE
Form {53 AWV % ANEW ER [comrarmm | socspamae | Povalm | searr foomes i Ay % A7
Yal.2 16 T ] 1 2 VA3 R s Va3 a5
Form 1 BC0PE |PASREMNGER LOADING UNLOADING AREAS
Apolisd Activity Arszs I 1 NUMofQUESTIONS 1] . 5 1 1
Activity Agsa (A0 V) Total 103 TYPE of QUESTIONS | crasmimy | EXETENCE | seascmmest | MATERLAL |[SKAGE
Form (G AV %% ANEW ER | commarmm | sooseammie | BIVALID | sARRL Jovmirarimin | s i AL % A
LG g 3 3 2 1 Y333 Y333 Yalll Tall.l
Form 3 SC20PE | OUTEOER ACCESSIELE ROUTE ARFRANGEMENTE
Apolisd Activity Arszs 3 NUM of QUESTIONS 0 g 36 3 15
Activity Agsa {Ac V) Total 63.5 TYPE of QUESTIONS | curasimimy | EXETENCE | seascmmest | MATERLAL |SKE3AGE
Form (G AV %% ANEW ER | comrarmmn | sooseamme | BOvAL | sarrl Joomr S AL %
Yed B &3 30 132 31 0 AT S el 20 Yad3 3 Salh
Form 4 BC0PE |PAVERENT RAMPE
Agpolisd Activity Arszs 1 NUMof QUESTIONS 1] 16 14 . 2
Activite Agsa (Ac V) Total 36.0 T‘r’PEanU'E‘S.TIGH‘S CHLANTITY | EXETENCE | seassmist | MATERLAL |SKRAGE
Form (G AV %% AHEW ER | commarmm | sooseammie | BIVALID | saPR Joosirarimo | st AL o
Yl l 40 16 0 0 14 YD Sl aD a0
Form 7 B20PE |RAMDS
Applisd Activity Arszs T NUM of QUESTIONS 1] 42 112 7 0
Agtivity Arsa (AcV) Totzl 3380 T‘r’PEnf?U'EE.TIGHi QUANTITY | EXETENCE | senscmmist | MATERLAL [SiAGE
Form (G AV %% ANEW ER | comrarmmn | sooseamme | BOvAL | sarrl Joomr S AL %
Ye100 1568 L i) 0 151 a0 .2 YaLD T8
Form B SCOPE | STAIRS
Agpolisd Activity Arszs I 5 NUMof QUESTIONS 1] 45 50 0 0
Activite Agsa AoV ) Total 2070 T‘r’PEnf?U‘E‘S.TIGHS CHLANTITY | EXETENCE | seassmist | MATERLAL |SKRAGE
Form (G AV % ANEW ER | comparmm | sooseamie | mvalm | svarrl Boosiramimin | s e AL % A
Yall3 95 45 25 0 25 TATA Yalf3 aD a3
Form 10 B20PE |ENTEFANCE AWND EXITE
Applisd Activity Arszs I 4 NUMofQUESTIONS 28 44 12 0 28
Apgtivity Arsa {Ac V) Totzl 573 T‘r'PEnf?U'EETIGH’S QUANTITY | EXIETENCE | sesscmnest | MATERLAL [ShAGE
Form (G AV %% ANEW ER | commarmm | sooseammie | PIvALD | sarrl Joosrarimo | s o AL % A
Y34 112 &0 g 13 32 Ya33.6 ar.l Yal7 Ya1E6
Form 11 SCO0PE |DHOFRS AND PASEAGES
Apolisd Activity Arszs 5 NUM of QUESTIONS 10 55 35 5 0
Activite Agsa {Ac V) Total 4.0 TYPE of QUESTIONS | curasmimy | EXETENCE | seascmmst | MATERLAL |SKAGE
Form (G AV % ANEW ER | comparmm | sooseamie | mvalm | svarrl Boosiramimin | s e AL % A
a2 105 G5 0 40 0 Ya8ln Al Yadkl Al
Form 12 BO0PE | INDOOR ACCESEIBLE ROUTE
Applisd Activity Arszs 13 NUMofQUESTIONS 1] G5 130 39 39
Activity Agsa (A0 V) Total 70 TYPE of QUESTIONS | crasmimy | EXETENCE | seascmmest | MATERLAL |[SKAGE
Form (G AV %% ANEW ER | commarmm | sooseammie | BIVALID | sARRL Jovmirarimin | s A TTHL AL % A
1.8% 73 156 0 117 0 5T.1% s 41.9% olts
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Table 1. Accessibility Values According to Evaluation Forms (Continued)

Form 13 SC0PE |ELEVATORS
Applisd Activity Arszz I 1 NUM of QUESTIONS 0 7 20 1 10
HActivity Arsz (Ac V) Total 1.1 TYPEof QUESTIONS | guiaxmimy | EXETENCE | weasommnast | MATERLAL [SKaaGE
Fom (G AcV) % ANEWER |comrammnn | soocspamee | povalm | sarrl Booumarimin ] s o VAL AP
0.1% 58 44 0 14 0 T5.5% 0% 14.1% 0.0%
Form 14 SCOPE |ROOMS AND RELATED SPACES
Applisd Activity Arszz I 5 NUM of QUESTIONS 0 15 130 10 10
HActivity Arsz (Ac V) Total 516 TYPEof QUESTIONS | guiaxmimy | EXETENCE | weasommnast | MATERLAL [SKaaGE
Fom (G Ac V) % ANSWER |comrammnn | soospamee | Bovaim | osarr Booumarimin ] s o VLI A
3,1% 165 05 5 65 0 57.6% 30% 30.4% 0.0%
Form 13 SCOPE | GATHERING AREAS
Applisd Activity Arszz I 5 NUM of QUESTIONS 20 35 30 10 15
HActivity Arsz (Ac V) Total 3624 TYPE of QUESTIONS | caiaxmimy | EXETENCE | sesrmmst | MaTERLAL [SaaGE
Fom (G Ac V) % ANSWER |comrammnn | soospamee | Bovaim | osarr Booumarimin ] s o VLI A
11.5% 110 10 el 10 &0 8.1% 173% 2.1% 54.5%
Form 16 SCOPE |TOILETS (Wil
Applisd Activity Arszz I 4 NUM of QUESTIONS 0 124 131 B 4
HActivity Arsz (Ac V) Total 1004 TYPE of QUESTIONS | caiaxmimy | EXETENCE | sesrmmst | MaTERLAL [SaaGE
Fom (G Ac V) % ANSWER |comrammnn | soospamee | Bovaim | osarr Booumarimin ] s o VLI A
5.5% 3568 248 iy 24 i §74% T.6% 118% 1%
Form 18 SCOPE | THANGING ROOMS (SHOPS)

Applisd Activity Arszz | 1 NUM of QUESTIONS 1 4 B 1 L
HActivity Arsz (Ac V) Total 270 TYPE of QUESTIONS | caiaxmimy | EXETENCE | sesrmmst | MaTERLAL [SaaGE
Fomm {'G' AcWVi%e ANSWER |oomrammn | sooseamiie | RVALITD BVAFFL. gocrararin S TR PEVRLIT %

5.2% 15 P i 0 5 133% 53.3% e 333%
Form 12 SCOPE | EIGHAGE
Applisd Activity Arszz I 2 NUM of QUESTIONS 0 o 54 L] L
HActivity Arsz (Ac V) Total 1400 TYPE of QUESTIONS | gaiaxmimy | EXETENCE | sesrmmest | MaTERLAL [SiaacE
Fomm {'G' AcWVi%e ANSWER |oomrammn | sooseamiie | RVALITD BVAFFL. gocrararin S TR PEVRLIT AT
14.2% 153 54 18 0 21 353% 11.8% e 51.0%
Form 11 SCOPE |DETECTAELE WARMINGE
Applisd Activity Arszz I 2 NUM of QUESTIONS 0 ] 2 ] L
HActivity Arsz (Ac V) Totzl 355 TYPE of QUESTIONS | guiaxmmy | EXETENCE | wesamst | MaTERLAL [SkaacE
Fomm {'G' AcWVi%e ANSWER |oomrammn | sooseamiie | RVALITD BVAFFL. gocrararin S TR PEVRLIT AT
1% 14 P P P g 14.5% 14.5% 14.3% 57.1%
Form 13 SCOPE |EESTAUFANTE AND DINING AREAS
Applisd Activite Arszs I 2 NUM of QUESTIONS ] 10 20 0 0
HActivity Arsz (Ac V) Totzl 488 TYPE of QUESTIONS | guiaxmmy | EXETENCE | wesamst | MaTERLAL [SkaacE
Fomm {'G' AcVi%e ANEWER |oomramm | socseamiie | BWALITD BUAFFL . gocraraTin e VLT s
1.8% EL] 4 p 16 14 11.1% 3.6% 444% | 3B
|
Applisd Activity Arezs Totzl r [ NUM of QUESTIONS b7 5lg BEE o4 132
GFL ACCESS VALUE iGac vy ToTaL  16ET.R TYPE of QUESTIONS | guiaxmmy | EXETENCE | wesamst | MaTERLAL [SkaacE
Form (G AcV) % AMEWER |comrammn | socseamas | POvALn | sparrl Boovearimin ] s oo AL A
100000 1B 241 154 384 411 45.7% B.6% 113% 134%
QUANTITY (QTTAY 3.72% 15 18 4 15 £l [ 0,225 e
EXISTENCE (EXT) 34.35%% 339 47 24 145 2.31% 161% 1575 3.33%
MEASTUREMENT (MEA) 4833% 356 Bl 250 202 1.7a% 4440 1395 12%
MATERIAT (MAT) 533% 52 0 13 12 1 304, LN, 3%, 06,
SIGMAGE (515} T33% 65 Bl 13 35 1615 0,50 3% 4%,
AMEW ER Joomararemny | socsesmiie | BWALID MUAFFRL CRARATIN W i TR PRI XY
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The Combined Table 1 shows the total number of answers gathered from all forms applied to all activity
areas and the answers gathered (both numerical values and percentages over the G.Ac.V)

Form 15 About the Gathering Areas, provide 21,5% of the (G.Ac.V) and is the most problematic type of
form in this study.

Form 7 about the Ramps of the Building provide the 20% of the (G.Ac.V.) and is the second most
problematic type of form in this stuidy.

Form 19 about the Signages in the building provide the 14,2% of the (G.Ac.V.) and is the third most
problematic type of form in this study

<N 20,00%
Q= 18,00%
.S 16,00%
B 14,00%
= 12,00%
S 4 10,00%
B 2 8,00%
23 6,00%
QUANTITY (QUA) = 4,00%
EXISTENCE (EXI) \ 2,00%
MEASUREMENT (MEA) 0,00%
MATERIAL (MAT) 1
SIGNAGE (SIG) 4, 4%(
OO OO </O ..
N %
‘7)) 4);
e %

Figure 1. Question Types and Answers and their percentages over the General Accessibility Value
(G.Ac.V.) of the building

The Figure 1 shows that most of the Compatible answers to the existence (EXI) and measurement (MEA)
requirements of the Accessibility Standards. As observed from the Figure there are very few Not
Compatible Answers as of 8.6%.
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Table 2. Accessibility Values According to Activity Areas and related Activity Areas

TUzed Forms 1.24.10.11,12.21.7.8
Activity Arszz & Ralated Arszz (BAY NUMofQUESTIONY 11 73 78 g 14
Activiby Assas (Ac V) Totzl 1114 TYPE of QUESTION] ouasmimy | BOBTENCE |seasimest | MaTERLAL |EiaGE
Astivity Aress (Ac V)% AMEWER [OMPATIRUHACOMPATIRY POvalmm | seare fowrarmn | s ooaear ML N Arm
5% 185 61 12 15 g7 33.0% 11.5% 8.1% 47.0%
TUzed Forms 347E81011.12.18.21
Activity Arszz & Ralated Arszsz I {ME) NUMfQUESTIONY 16 147 1582 12 3g
Activiby Asszz (Ac V) Totzl 30217 TYPE of QUESTION] ouuaxTimy | ECETRNCE |seaarmses | MaTERLAL |EiaGE
Activity Aress (AcV ) % AMEWER [OMPATIRUECOMPATIY POCALID | SapRl foouranin COARATIH MALED N AT
35.1% 406 142 44 54 166 35.0% 10.8% 1353% | 40.5%
Tz=d Forms 72101215
Activite Arszz & Ralated Arzzz | (V2D WUM of QUESTIONS 7 B4 131 it 25
Activiby Arszz (Ac V) Totzl 1885 TYPE of QUESTION] cirasmimy | EXETENCE | wesscmuest | MATERLAL |ISKRLAGE
Activity Arezs (AcV) % AMEWER [OMPATIRUECOMPATIY Povalm | siarpl foouranis MALED N AT
11,.3% 253 105 128 57 73 41.5% T.1% 135% 185%
Tiz=d Forms 712158,
Activite Arszs & Ralated Arsss I HT) NUM of QUESTIONS 0 53 a2 1 21
Activiby Arsss (Ac V) Totzl 214 TYPE of QUESTION] oy | ECUSTENCE | seascsest | MATERLAL |SKGALAGE
Ativity Arsss (AcV) % ANEWER [OMPATIRUECOMPATIM povalm | searpl foowranis MALED N APT
4.8% 173 TR 3 60 32 45.1% 1.7% 34.7% 18.5%
Tzed Forms 12151612
Activite Arszs & Related Arsss I {BAL) NUM of QUESTIONS 4 g o0 10 10
Activiby Assas (Ac V) Totzl 166.1 TYPE of QUESTION] oy | EOSTENCE | seassmst | MATERLAL |EIGAAGE
Ativity Aress (AcV) % ANEWER [OMPATIRUECOMPATIM povalm | searpl foowranis MALED !
2.8% 173 o3 15 42 13 53.8% 2. T% 143% 133%
TUszed Forms 12.15.16.18.335
Activite Arszz & Related Arsss | DAy NUM of QUESTIONS 7T &4 100 10 10
Activiby Assas (Ac V) Totzl 1415 TYPE of QUESTION] ouasmimy | BOBTENCE |seasimest | MaTERLAL |EiaGE
Artivity Aress (Ao V)% ANMSWER [OMPATIRUEACOMPATIRY Povalmm | searFl fosrarmn | s ooaeari v
4% 120 04 16 42 31 40.5% 4% 15 8% 53%
TUzed Forms 11.12.15.16
Activity Arszz & Ralated Arszz I {FLE) NUM of QUESTIONS 1 52 5 g 7T
Activiby Assas (Ac V) Totzl 313 TYPE of QUESTION] oiasTimy | BOBTENGCE |seasrmsest | MaTERLAL |EiAGE
Astivity Aress (Ac V)% AMEWER [OMPATIRUECOMPATIRY BOvalm | stk foowrans ML N Arm
1.5% 153 oF i) 48 2 61.7% 4.5% 314% 3%
TUzed Forms 11.1215.16
Activity Arszz & Ralated Arszsz I {CF) NUM of QUESTIONS . 52 B85 g 7
Activiby Asszz (Ac V) Totzl 203 TYPE of QUESTION] ouuaxTimy | ECETRNCE |seaarmses | MaTERLAL |EiaGE
Activity Aress (AcV ) % AMEWER [OMPATIRUECOMPATIY POCALID | SapRl foouranin MALED N AT
1.7% 152 of T 47 2 63.2% 4.5% 30.5% 3%
Tz=d Forms T12.16,
Activity Arszz & Ralated Arszz I W) WUM of QUESTIONS [ 145 178 18 13
Activity Arezs (Ac V) Totzl 1578 TYPE.of QUESTION] Clasmimy | EXIETENCE | seascrmest | MATERLAL |EKSAGE
Activity Arezs (AcV) % AMEWER [OMPATIRUECOMPATIY Povalm | siarpl foouranis MALED N
2.3% 454 1E1 19 113 3l 61.5% 54% 14.5% 5.8%
Tzed Form: 7211
Activite Arszs & Ralated Arsss I Ay NUM of QUESTIONS 5 £ 43 1 0
Activiby Arsss (Ac V) Totzl 1333 TYPE of QUESTION] oy | ECUSTENCE | seascsest | MATERLAL |SKGALAGE
Ativity Arsss (AcV) % ANEWER [OMPATIRUECOMPATIM povalm | searpl foowranis AT MALED N APT
T1% g2 13 2 15 36 1E0% 2.8% 183% | 435%
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The Table 2 Shows the Accessibility Values According to Activity Areas and related Activity Areas and
their percentages over the General Accessibility Value (G.Ac.V.) of the building.

It can be Observed form the table that, the Main Entrance of the Building (M.E.) has contributed mostly to
the general Accessibility Value (G.Ac.V.) of the building with 35.1. The second most problematic activity
areas were the Closed Parking Areas (P.A.) of the building with 12.5%. The third most problematic activity
areas of the building were the Vertical Circulation (V.C.) of the building with 11,2%.

The table also shows that there are a vast number of “COMPATIBLE” answers to Most of the questions.
Nevertheless, this result would be important to acton the most problematic activity area and improve the
Accessibility situation to improve more easily.
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ACTIVITY AREAS AND RELATED ACTIVITY AREAS

m(P.A) @(M.E) 0O(.C) o(H.C) ©(B.M)
@m(D.A.) B (R.S.) o (C.F.) m(W.C.) B(R.A)
Figure 2. Activity Areas and related activity areas values that contribute to the general accessibility
Value (G.Ac.V.) of the building [P.A:Closed Parking Area, M.E: Main entrance, V.C: Vertical
Circulation, H.C: Horizontal Circulation, B.M. Big Market Area, D.A: Dining Area, R.S. Retail Shops,
C.F: Cinema Floor, W.C: WC and service areas, R.A: restaurant Areas)

Figure 2 shows that, the majority of the Accessibility Value (Ac.V.) was collected from the Main Entrance
(M:E) of the building. If an implementation of the Accessibility standards were to be apllied firstly to this
activity area, the improvement of the Accessibility value would be very important.
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4. CONCLUSION

The existing situation on the shopping center chosen for this study was observed to be positive and mostly
compatible with the ADA accessibility standards for the handicapped people. The problems observed would
be easily solved by small renovations and improve the quality of the shopping center not only for the
disabled but also all other users.

The main entrance areas should be altered in a way that would ease the access of wheelchair users and
visually impaired people by adding ramps and detectable warning on doors and wall. Also, Signage all
around the building should be improved for way finding and orientation as well as emergency escape in
cases of emergency.

This method proposed by the researcher in the Ph.D. thesis in the Gazi University, Institute of Natural and
Applied Sciences, has been applied in many other M.Sc. thesis by man researchers and has been a concrete
and effective way of determining the Accessibility problems in many kinds of buildings. Municipality
buildings, High schools, Libraries, Elderly Care Facilities, University campuses, and city Hospitals are
among many completed studies by other researchers.

Ongoing research are also conducted by the researcher with M.Sc. students about the Accessibility of
historical environments and Emergency evacuation of handicapped people in cases of fire from buildings.
Those studies are about to be concluded within the following years and valuable contribution to
architectural education would be achieved.
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