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Abstract

This study evaluates publicness and spatial quality along the Çoruh Riverfront in the city
center of Bayburt through the Project for Public Spaces (PPS) framework. The research
is based on a literature review, interpretation of satellite imagery, on-site observation,
production of visual documentation, and surveys conducted with a total of 210 participants,
including 30 users in each of seven public spaces. The findings show that the presence
of parks along the riverfront alone does not produce continuous and inclusive public life.
In the composite PPS index, July 15 Martyrs Park showed the strongest profile (63.4%),
whereas the surroundings of Kıyasi Şentürk Mosque showed the most vulnerable profile
(44.1%). The mean values indicate that Access and Linkages are relatively strong (62.5%),
whereas Comfort and Image constitute the weakest dimension (46.2%). This result suggests
that although the Çoruh Riverfront is physically accessible, it has difficulty producing
continuity in terms of staying, shade, orientation, maintenance, safety, and inclusive social
programming. The study argues that, in small-scale Anatolian cities, riverfronts should
be planned not as fragmented recreational areas but as accessible, socially inclusive, and
ecologically sensitive blue-green public spines. Therefore, this study does not use PPS
merely as a scoring tool. It uses it as a placemaking framework that makes it possible to read
public continuity, place-led management, and social-ecological sustainability together on
small-city riverfronts. The findings are interpreted as exploratory and diagnostic evidence
for planning and design, rather than as inferential statistical proof of site-level differences
or direct ecological performance.

Keywords: urban riverfront; publicness; public space quality; project for public spaces;
Çoruh River; Bayburt; blue-green infrastructure; social sustainability; inclusive design

1. Introduction
Urban sustainability cannot be explained from a narrow perspective solely through

land-use balance, transportation infrastructure, or indicators of economic development.
The everyday life of the city, the extent to which different user groups can come together,
and the spatial qualities that support shared life are fundamental components of sustainable
urbanization. Therefore, public spaces are not physical voids or passive open areas. They
are places where social relations are produced, urban identity becomes visible, and quality
of life is tested at the everyday scale [1–7].
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Waterfronts occupy a particular place in this discussion. River, lake, and sea wa-
terfronts have historically played a decisive role in the development of urban settle-
ments through functions such as transportation, production, defense, agriculture, trade,
and cultural representation. Today, in addition to these historical functions, waterfronts
have gained importance in terms of blue-green infrastructure, climate adaptation, recre-
ation, urban image, social interaction, and ecological continuity [8–22]. However, wa-
terfronts also risk losing their public character because of fragmented management pro-
cesses, rent pressure, motor-vehicle-oriented road systems, and engineering-centered flood-
control approaches.

In this context, waterfront publicness is not merely a local design issue. It is also a
sustainability indicator related to Target 11.7 of the United Nations Sustainable Develop-
ment Goals, under Goal 11, “Sustainable Cities and Communities,” which aims to provide
“universal access to safe, inclusive and accessible, green and public spaces” [23]. Therefore,
quality analysis on riverfronts should go beyond the quantity of green space and read
together indicators of access equity, social encounter, health, maintenance, and climate
adaptation [24–26].

In Türkiye, the public character of waterfronts is emphasized at the legal level. How-
ever, in everyday use, this publicness does not always take part in urban life. In particular,
inner-city riverfronts can become weak public spaces through residential fabric, vehicular
roads, irregular recreational areas, fragmented green spaces, or structures transformed
into concrete channels. This situation requires reassessing the relationship between the
waterfront and the city. Such an assessment should not be based only on physical proximity,
but also on access, diversity of use, spatial quality, and social inclusiveness [15–18].

The focus of this study, the Bayburt Çoruh River, is one of the rivers that divide the
city center and, in other words, directly contact the city. The river is a defining element in
the city’s morphological development, its relationship with the natural environment, and
its urban image. Nevertheless, the river has been transformed into a concrete channel. Its
banks have been shaped in some places by vehicular roads and development pressure, and
in others by disconnected park areas. Accordingly, the main assumption of the study is
that although the Çoruh River physically passes through the city center, it cannot form an
integrated waterfront spine in terms of public space quality.

Based on this assumption, the study seeks answers to four research questions: (i) To
what extent do the spaces along the Bayburt Çoruh Riverfront respond to users’ everyday
needs and expectations for public interaction? (ii) What is the level of public continuity
and accessibility along the waterfront? (iii) What scope do the examined spaces provide in
terms of the four main quality dimensions of the PPS approach? (iv) What kind of design
and management approach is required to transform the Çoruh Riverfront into a sustainable
and inclusive public spine?

The original contribution of the study can be defined at three levels. First, it advances
a discussion that makes riverfront publicness visible in a small-scale Anatolian city. Pro-
viding a scale-complementary example to a literature that mostly focuses on metropolitan
waterfronts strengthens this discussion. Second, it addresses PPS-based indicators through
a hybrid approach. This hybrid approach, which combines user responses, field observa-
tions, and spatial interpretations, discusses the impact of design decisions on everyday
experience. Third, it discusses the need not to treat waterfronts merely as recreation or
landscape-design areas. Instead, it frames the issue as an urban infrastructure matter
related to social sustainability, ecological sensitivity, pedestrian continuity, inclusive access,
and integrated management.

In this revised framing, the riverfront is also understood as a dynamic territorial
interface rather than a fixed linear open-space sequence. This interpretation is consistent
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with the notion of the waterfront as a “fluid territory”, which emphasizes the changing
relationship among publicness, spatial continuity, governance, urban development, and
water systems [27].

In this direction, the main argument of the study is that the primary problem along
the Çoruh Riverfront is not only a lack of access. It is also important that, in accessible
spaces, the quality of socializing, comfort, orientation, maintenance, and safe engagement
with water does not show continuity along the waterfront. This argument moves the article
beyond an assessment of individual parks toward a transferable evaluation framework for
measuring riverfront publicness in small cities.

This contribution is related to an interdisciplinary perspective that treats sustainability
as technical, environmental, cultural, economic, and social. The study evaluates small-city
riverfronts not merely as open-space or recreation issues, but together with access equity,
social inclusiveness, blue-green infrastructure performance, and long-term management
continuity [22,23,28–30].

2. Conceptual Framework: Publicness, Riverfront Quality, and
Sustainability

Public space is a multidimensional concept situated at the intersection of urban plan-
ning, urban design, and landscape architecture. From the perspective of planning and
design, public space refers to physical areas that can be accessed, used, and endowed with
meaning by different segments of society. However, the fact that an area is under public
ownership does not mean that it is experienced as truly public. Publicness is produced
together with the right of access, diversity of use, safety, social encounter, representation,
belonging, and forms of management [3,4].

Public space quality cannot be read only through physical arrangement or public
ownership. Quality should be evaluated together with user needs, everyday activities,
and the willingness to stay in a place. Carmona et al. associated public space with social
interaction, economic vitality, environmental improvement, and the production of urban
identity. Carr et al. emphasized relaxation, passive/active engagement, discovery, belong-
ing, and democratic access. Like both approaches, Gehl’s distinction among necessary,
optional, and social activities provides a theoretical basis for the PPS-based evaluation in
this study [2,3,6,7].

Within this framework, the Çoruh Riverfront should not be evaluated only through
the presence of open space. It should be read through indicators of everyday public life,
such as encounters among different user groups, length of stay, visual/physical contact
with water, pedestrian continuity, comfort, maintenance, and perceived safety.

The Project for Public Spaces (PPS) approach offers a practical framework for evaluat-
ing successful public spaces through four core dimensions. These are Access and Linkages,
Comfort and Image, Uses and Activities, and Sociability [20,21]. In summary, Access
and Linkages include visibility, walkability, physical continuity, and connection to the
surrounding urban fabric. Comfort and Image are related to perceived safety, cleanliness,
seating opportunities, shade, maintenance, attractiveness, and identity. Uses and Activi-
ties indicate whether the space is used repeatedly and in diverse ways by different user
groups at different times. Sociability is the capacity of the space to generate encounters,
co-presence, belonging, and shared public life. Here, the PPS framework is not used as
a normative “scoring race.” It is used as a comparative design tool that helps diagnose
repeated spatial thresholds, comfort gaps, and differences in social use along the waterfront.
Thus, it becomes possible to understand that high access values do not always produce
high publicness. Conversely, it can be tested whether accessible but uncomfortable or
unprogrammed areas become merely passage corridors.
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Although PPS is useful for translating public-space quality into observable and user-
oriented criteria, it also has limitations. It can underrepresent ownership regimes, formal
and informal control mechanisms, public–private thresholds, network configuration, and
actual behavioral patterns when it is used alone. For this reason, publicness assessment is
increasingly discussed through multiple and sometimes competing frameworks. Varna and
Tiesdell’s Star Model of Publicness, for example, evaluates publicness through ownership,
control, civility, physical configuration, and animation [31]. Space Syntax approaches, by
contrast, focus on spatial integration, route choice, and the configurational accessibility
of urban networks [32]. Behavioral mapping and direct observation traditions emphasize
what users actually do in space, where they stay, how they move, and how social encounters
emerge over time [6,20].

This study, therefore, positions PPS as a practical diagnostic framework rather than as
a complete theory of publicness. Its strength lies in connecting user perception, field obser-
vation, and design-oriented interpretation; its weakness is that it does not fully measure
institutional control, spatial network centrality, or observed behavior over extended time
periods. The Çoruh Riverfront is evaluated within this limitation, and the PPS results are
interpreted together with spatial observations on continuity, barriers, maintenance, and the
relationship between parks and the river.

In this study, the PPS approach is not treated only as a four-dimensional indicator
matrix. It is treated as a placemaking approach that centers the continuity of mainte-
nance, programming, and management, as well as the everyday experience of the place’s
users [33–37]. Therefore, the PPS indicators were not intended to produce a final “success
ranking” in the research. Rather, they were used as diagnostic tools that made visible which
spatial thresholds, comfort gaps, and deficiencies in social use along the waterfront should
be prioritized for intervention.

PPS’s “successful place” approach establishes a mutual relationship among accessi-
bility, diversity of use, comfort/image, and sociability. This relationship should be read
together with the SDG 11.7 target of safe, inclusive, accessible, green, and public spaces.
Such a combined reading requires the riverfront to be addressed not merely as a recre-
ational area but as a social-ecological infrastructure that produces social encounter, climatic
comfort, public belonging, and ecological awareness.

This socio-ecological reading also requires a territorial interpretation of waterfronts.
Costa, Andrade, and Dal Cin conceptualize the waterfront as a “fluid territory”, stressing
that waterfront transformation should be understood through mutable relations between
land and water, public use, planning decisions, governance arrangements, and changing
urban economies [27]. From this perspective, the riverfront is not simply a recreational cor-
ridor or a sequence of parks; it is an evolving interface where ecological processes, mobility
networks, public-space practices, and development pressures continuously interact.

Urban riverfronts add ecological and spatial dimensions to public space evaluation.
Riverfronts form a threshold between land and water. They therefore carry, simultaneously,
the functions of recreation, ecology, flood management, cultural representation, and move-
ment continuity. When well designed, a waterfront provides opportunities for everyday
contact with water, continuous movement, participation in social activities, and experi-
ence of urban nature. When poorly designed, it turns into residual areas between concrete
channels, vehicular roads, barriers, or fragmented development, or into disconnected parks.

Accordingly, the Çoruh Riverfront is approached in this study as both a public-space
system and a fluid territorial structure. This addition strengthens the theoretical link
between the PPS-based assessment of public-space quality and the broader waterfront
literature that addresses continuity, adaptability, and socio-ecological integration [27].
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Recent literature does not consider it sufficient to evaluate blue-green infrastructure
only in terms of ecological performance or flood management. It emphasizes that such
infrastructure should also be evaluated in terms of health, user perception, social inclusive-
ness, safety, maintenance continuity, and participatory governance [12–14,19,22,26,28–30].
Therefore, the Çoruh Riverfront should be addressed not through the quantity of individ-
ual parks, but through contact with water, pedestrian-bicycle continuity, universal access,
microclimatic comfort, and maintenance management. Equal participation of different user
groups in public life is also an issue that requires particular attention.

The waterfront literature also contains different emphases that should be read critically.
Some studies foreground waterfront regeneration as a catalyst for public life, tourism, urban
image, and economic revitalization, whereas others warn that regeneration projects may
produce privatization, over-commercialization, ecological simplification, displacement,
or fragmented access. Similarly, blue-green infrastructure is sometimes framed primarily
as an ecological and climate-adaptation system, while public-space studies emphasize
everyday use, safety, comfort, inclusiveness, and maintenance. The present study is
located between these positions: it does not assume that riverfront renewal automatically
produces publicness, but examines whether existing waterfront spaces actually support
access, staying, sociability, and continuity.

The public space quality of a riverfront is critical for sustainability-oriented urban
design because it bridges social sustainability and environmental sustainability. Social
sustainability can be read through equal access, inclusive use, perceived safety, user satis-
faction, and attachment to place. Environmental sustainability is associated with riparian
ecology, blue-green infrastructure, flood sensitivity, microclimatic comfort, permeable sur-
faces, and biodiversity. Therefore, the Çoruh Riverfront is not only a local design problem.
It is an example that discusses how small-city riverfronts can contribute to sustainable
urban life.

3. Materials and Methods
3.1. Study Area and Case-Selection

The main material of the research consists of the Çoruh Riverfront passing through the
city center of Bayburt and the public spaces directly related to this waterfront. Bayburt is
located in the Çoruh Valley, south of the Eastern Black Sea mountain ranges. Historically as-
sociated with regional trade routes, the city has a population of 82,836, of whom 47,648 live
in the city center. The open public spaces examined are Kaleardı City Park, Şehit Nusret
Park, Turkic World Park, Muhsin Yazıcıoğlu Park, Rabia Kadıoğlu Park, the surroundings
of Kıyasi Şentürk Mosque, and July 15 Martyrs Park [38].

In the selection of the study area, the city-center characteristic that could provide
sound research data for evaluating the relationship between the waterfront and public
space was emphasized. Bayburt stood out because it offers one of the limited relevant
examples in Türkiye where a riverfront directly contacts the city center. Examples such as
the Seyhan River in Adana, the Yeşilırmak River in Amasya, the Çoruh River in Artvin, the
Bartın River, the Çoruh River in Bayburt, the Meriç River in Edirne, the Porsuk Stream in
Eskişehir, and the Asi River in Hatay can be considered contexts in which the river divides
the urban fabric or forms an important part of urban life. Among these examples, however,
Bayburt offers a meaningful case area for public space quality because of its small-city
scale, the location of the Çoruh River in the city center, and the simultaneous presence of
fragmented parks, vehicular roads, and development relationships along the waterfront.

The study area was limited to the approximately 6 km section of the Çoruh River that
passes through the entire city center of Bayburt. Open public spaces located on both sides
of the river and directly related to the waterfront were included in the scope of the research.
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The study area and urban context, urban macroform, selected public spaces, and historical
spatial change are presented in Figures 1–4, respectively.

 

Figure 1. Study area and urban context: (a) location of Bayburt province within Türkiye; (b) map
of the city of Bayburt; (c) general view of the city of Bayburt, the Çoruh River, and Bayburt Castle;
(d) satellite image of the study area. The figure was compiled by the authors. Sources: (a) adapted
from the General Directorate of Mapping [39]; (b) adapted from the Bayburt Municipality Urban
Information System [40]; (c) adapted from Bayburt.net [41]; (d) prepared using the Google Earth Pro
2025 satellite image [42].

3.2. Data Collection

The research was conducted in five stages. In the first stage, the literature on public
space, riverfronts, urban design quality, publicness, and sustainability was reviewed. In the
second stage, riverfront examples from Türkiye and different contexts were comparatively
evaluated, and Bayburt was selected as the study area. In the third stage, Bayburt’s urban
macroform and waterfront transformation were interpreted through existing maps, visual
sources, and satellite images from 2011, 2016, 2020, and 2025 accessed through Google Earth.
In the fourth stage, the selected public spaces were observed on site, photographed, and
analysis sheets were prepared. In the fifth stage, user evaluations were collected through a
questionnaire structured according to PPS dimensions, and place-based quality profiles
were produced.

The original fieldwork was conducted between 15 April and 28 April 2022. Thirty
users were interviewed in each selected public space unit; thus, data were obtained from a
total of 210 participants across seven spaces. Users were randomly selected among people
encountered in the area, while attention was paid to achieving a balanced distribution
in terms of age, gender, education level, and disadvantaged status. Interviews were
distributed across weekdays/weekends and working/nonworking hours. All interviews
began with user information, and survey questions were administered after verbal consent
was obtained. This data set is not a statistically representative sample of the population of
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Bayburt. Based on these data, the study is an exploratory, design-oriented, and comparative
public space evaluation conducted with an equal number of participants in each space.
Updated observation visits and satellite image checks conducted in 2025 were used to
contextually verify and update the 2022 field findings.

Figure 2. Urban macroform of Bayburt. Source: Söyler [38].

The questionnaire was designed as a place-based survey instrument derived from
the four PPS dimensions. It included user-information questions and evaluation items
related to Sociability, Uses and Activities, Access and Linkages, and Comfort and Image.
The user-information part recorded basic demographic variables such as gender, age
group, education level, frequency of use, and disadvantaged status where voluntarily
declared. The evaluation part combined 1–5 scale questions with yes/no items so that
both perception-based scores and observable spatial conditions could be converted into
comparable dimension values. The complete blank survey form and analysis sheets are
provided as Supplementary Materials.
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Figure 3. Selected public spaces and urban reference points along the Çoruh Riverfront. Source:
Söyler [38].

The sampling procedure should be understood as on-site intercept sampling based on
random encounters rather than probabilistic sampling from the entire population of Bayburt.
Users present in each public space during the fieldwork period were approached, informed
about the study, and included after verbal consent. An equal number of participants in
each space was preferred to enable comparative place-based interpretation. Therefore, the
sample supports exploratory and diagnostic comparison among the seven spaces, but it is
not intended to represent the population-level distribution of riverfront users.
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Figure 4. Historical change along the Çoruh Riverfront according to satellite images from 2011, 2016,
2020, and 2025. The images were compiled by the authors using the historical imagery tool in Google
Earth Pro. Source: Google Earth Pro [43].

The strength of the method is that it addresses user experience and spatial observation
together. A purely physical inventory may be insufficient to explain how an area is publicly
experienced. Similarly, user satisfaction alone may render physical problems or long-term
planning deficiencies invisible. Therefore, through a hybrid approach, user evaluations,
on-site observation, visual documentation, and interpretation of satellite imagery were
assessed together. The results were interpreted not as individual park scores but in terms
of continuity, comfort, and inclusive-use capacity at the scale of the waterfront corridor.

The updated observation and satellite image check conducted in 2025 were not under-
taken to resample the 2022 survey data. They were used to contextually examine whether
the area’s physical continuity, connections between parks, waterfront barriers, maintenance
condition, and general spatial pattern had changed. Therefore, the 2025 check does not add
a new-period score to the quantitative values. It is treated as a complementary verification
layer that supports the currency and interpretability of the findings.

This temporal structure is a methodological limitation. The 2022 surveys record user
perceptions during the original fieldwork period, whereas the 2025 observations provide
only a contextual check of the spatial situation. If physical improvements, maintenance
changes, or new uses occurred between 2022 and 2025, they may affect the interpretation of
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the earlier user perceptions. For this reason, the 2025 layer is not used to recalculate PPS
scores, and the findings are interpreted as a time-bounded diagnosis supported by later
spatial verification rather than as a continuous longitudinal measurement.

3.3. PPS-Based Evaluation Framework and Scoring Protocol

The evaluation framework was adapted from the four main dimensions of PPS. This
adaptation was organized to read field observation and user responses together. Table 1
summarizes the evaluation criteria, sub-indicators, and interpretive purpose of each cri-
terion used in the study. This structure strengthened methodological comparability by
ensuring that the same questions were applied in each place.

Table 1. PPS-based evaluation criteria and indicators used in the study.

PPS Dimension Indicators Used in the Study Evaluation Purpose

Sociability Diversity, interaction, friendliness, belonging,
inclusiveness

To evaluate the capacity of the place to
support encounters and social bonding

Uses and Activities Activity, functional diversity, distinctiveness,
sustainable use, staying in place

To evaluate the capacity of the place to
respond to different user groups and times

Access and Linkages Walkability, continuity, accessibility,
orientation, linkage quality

To evaluate access to the waterfront and
movement continuity along the waterfront

Comfort and Image
Safety, cleanliness, quality of green space,
sittability, attractiveness, maintenance,
historical/identity value

To evaluate the perceptual, physical, and
aesthetic quality of the place

The survey instrument was developed through content alignment with the PPS place
diagram and adapted to the riverfront context through field observation. In this sense,
content validity was addressed by matching each item with a PPS dimension and with an
observable aspect of waterfront public-space quality, such as continuity, staying, shade,
safety, activity diversity, or social encounter. However, the study does not claim a full
psychometric validation of the instrument. Reliability testing, including Cronbach’s alpha
for the PPS dimensions, could not be completed within the present data structure and is
therefore treated as a limitation and a task for future analysis. The scoring and reporting
protocol is presented in Table 2.

Table 2. Scoring and reporting protocol used for the reproducibility of the PPS evaluation.

Step Procedure Added for Methodological Transparency

Yes/No questions
Positively oriented questions were coded as Yes = 1 and No = 0. Negatively oriented
questions, such as “Do activities negatively affect one another?”, “Are there negative
environmental factors?”, and “Is there vehicle occupation?” were reverse-coded.

1–5 scale questions Each item was converted to a 0–100 scale. Item score = ((weighted mean response −
1)/4) × 100

Dimension score Each PPS dimension was calculated as the arithmetic mean of all coded item scores
assigned to that dimension.

Comparative reporting Dimension-level percentages were provided for each place; the total index was used
only with reference to the calculation and weighting rationale.

Missing/inconsistent data Items and calculation steps that could not be verified were not included in the
quantitative comparison.

In addition to the scoring protocol, a three-level reading was used in interpreting the
results: (i) the strong and weak dimension profile of each place in itself, (ii) comparative
quality differences among places, and (iii) the balance of continuity, comfort, and social
programming at the scale of the waterfront corridor. The composite PPS index derived from
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Table 3 was used as an equally weighted and diagnostic indicator. It was not interpreted
as a normative ranking tool or a statistical significance test determining the final value
of places.

Table 3. Comparative quality values of public spaces along the Çoruh Riverfront.

Public Space Unit Sociability (%) Uses and
Activities (%)

Access and
Linkages (%)

Comfort and
Image (%)

July 15 Martyrs Park 72.2 62.8 64.4 54.1
Kaleardı City Park 71.6 68.5 22.3 54.1
Şehit Nusret Park 36.1 39.1 71.1 39.9
Turkic World Park 36.1 41.9 71.1 39.9
Muhsin Yazıcıoğlu Park 53.3 57.1 70.0 49.1
Rabia Kadıoğlu Park 53.3 49.6 69.5 56.4
Surroundings of Kıyasi Şentürk Mosque 39.4 38.2 68.8 30.1

Equal weighting was used in the composite PPS index because the study does not
theoretically regard any PPS dimension as superior to the others. The main aim is to
diagnose design problems among places comparatively. Therefore, the index does not claim
statistical representation or causal explanation. It was evaluated as a diagnostic summary
indicator that makes visible the imbalances among Access, Comfort, Uses, and Sociability.

The equal-weighting procedure is therefore a transparent and theory-led choice, not
an empirically optimized weighting model. Different weighting schemes could produce
different composite values, especially where one dimension contains a larger number
of indicators or where a particular dimension is considered more important by users or
decision makers. No sensitivity analysis was conducted in this study. Consequently, the
composite PPS index should be read together with the four separate dimension scores and
the profile-imbalance values, rather than as a stand-alone measure of overall success.

The scope of statistical analysis was limited to descriptive comparison. The purpose of
the study is not to generalize at the population level. The aim is to diagnose design problems
in places through PPS indicators. Therefore, the results were reported through percentage
distributions, dimension averages, the composite index, and profile imbalance. No p-value
or claim of causal significance was made in the results. When the raw individual response
data become available for final submission, scale internal consistency and differences
among places can be tested further with additional statistics.

For this reason, numerical differences between sites are described as relative and
diagnostic differences. For example, the gap between July 15 Martyrs Park and the sur-
roundings of Kıyasi Şentürk Mosque indicates a difference in the observed and reported
quality profile, but it is not presented as a statistically significant difference. The percent-
ages are used to identify design and management priorities, not to test hypotheses about
population-level differences among public spaces.

3.4. Ethics, Data Management, and Limitations

All interviews conducted within the scope of the study were carried out after user
information and verbal consent. The data obtained were used only for academic analy-
sis, and no personal identifying information was reported. The research was approved
by the relevant board of Erciyes University with the decision dated 17 May 2022, and
numbered 2022/24.

The method has five main limitations. First, although the number of users in each place
is balanced for comparative reading, it is limited for producing statistical generalizations.
Second, the fieldwork was conducted in a single seasonal period. However, riverfront use
may vary by season, time of day, and special events. Third, the study is descriptive and
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design-oriented. Therefore, the findings were supported by percentage values, dimension
averages, profile imbalance, and spatial observation rather than p-value-oriented inferen-
tial tests. Fourth, the spatial analysis is largely qualitative and observational. It can be
strengthened in future studies through network analysis, pedestrian catchment analysis,
GPS traces, or Space Syntax studies. Fifth, ecological indicators such as water quality,
vegetation structure, permeability, and biodiversity were not measured directly.

In addition to these limitations, three methodological issues should be emphasized.
First, the internal consistency of the PPS dimensions has not yet been tested through
Cronbach’s alpha or similar reliability measures. Second, the equal-weighted PPS index
was not tested through sensitivity analysis. Third, the 2022 survey data and 2025 spatial
verification do not constitute a longitudinal data set; they should be interpreted as two
complementary but temporally different layers of evidence.

The ecological scope of the research is also limited. Although the study discusses
blue-green infrastructure and ecological sensitivity as planning principles, it does not
directly measure water quality, riparian vegetation structure, biodiversity, soil permeability,
flood risk, or microclimatic performance. Therefore, statements on ecological sustainability
and climate adaptation are framed as design-oriented implications derived from spatial
observation and literature, not as direct ecological performance results.

4. Results
4.1. Waterfront Continuity and Spatial Fragmentation

Spatial analyses show that although the Çoruh River passes through the urban fabric,
the public spaces along the riverfront do not form a continuous, pedestrian-oriented public
spine. Although park areas exist along the waterfront, these areas are interrupted by
vehicular roads, residential edges, parking uses, barriers, and differences in maintenance
and design language. Therefore, the river is experienced not as a legible urban corridor but
as a concrete channel and a sequence of disconnected recreational fragments.

This finding constitutes the key interpretive basis for the reported PPS values. Along
the Çoruh Riverfront, there is a presence of public space and partial accessibility. However,
this presence does not produce an integrated public system that encourages users to
move continuously along the waterfront, stay, socialize, and establish a safe/comfortable
relationship with the water.

4.2. Comparative Quality Profile of the Selected Public Spaces

According to the findings, the strongest Sociability values are observed in July 15
Martyrs Park (72.2%) and Kaleardı City Park (71.6%). This result indicates that these
areas relatively better support group use, meetings, and social interaction capacity. Rabia
Kadıoğlu Park remains at a moderate level in terms of Sociability (53.3%), whereas the
surroundings of Kıyasi Şentürk Mosque remain at a low-to-moderate level (39.4%). Thus,
social encounter capacity along the waterfront varies substantially from place to place.

In the Access and Linkages dimension, Şehit Nusret Park and Turkic World Park
have the highest value (71.1%) in the comparative table. Muhsin Yazıcıoğlu Park (70.0%),
Rabia Kadıoğlu Park (69.5%), and the surroundings of Kıyasi Şentürk Mosque (68.8%)
also reach medium-high values that indicate potential for movement continuity along the
waterfront. By contrast, Kaleardı City Park receives the lowest access value (22.3%) because
its everyday pedestrian relationship with the city center is weak.

When Comfort and Image values are examined, all places generally remain at a
medium level. The values obtained show that Rabia Kadıoğlu Park is relatively stronger in
this dimension (56.4%), while the surroundings of Kıyasi Şentürk Mosque are the weakest

https://doi.org/10.3390/su18136504

https://doi.org/10.3390/su18136504


Sustainability 2026, 18, 6504 13 of 24

area (30.1%). The complete comparative values are presented in Table 3, visualized in
Figure 5, and synthesized in Table 4.

July 15
Martyrs Park

Kaleardı City
Park
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Nusret Park

Turkic World
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Muhsin
Yazıcıoğlu

Park
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Surroundings
of Kıyasi
Şentürk
Mosque

Sociability (%) 72.2 71.6 36.1 36.1 53.3 53.3 39.1

Uses and Activities (%) 62.8 68.5 39.1 41.9 57.1 49.1 38.1

Access and Linkages (%) 64.4 22.3 71.1 71.1 70.0 69.4 68.3

Comfort and Image  (%) 54.1 54.1 39.9 39.9 49.1 56.3 30.0
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Figure 5. Comparative PPS quality profile of waterfront public spaces, completed with values from
the detailed survey tables.

Table 4. Composite PPS quality index, profile imbalance, and intervention priorities for public spaces
along the Çoruh Riverfront.

Public Space Unit Composite PPS
İndex (%)

Profile İmbalance
(Point Range) Profile İnterpretation Priority İntervention

July 15 Martyrs Park 63.4 18.1
Strongest: Sociability;
weakest: Comfort and
Image

Wayfinding, edge lighting,
waterside safety, and
seating-shade quality

Kaleardı City Park 54.1 49.3
Strongest: Sociability;
weakest: Access and
Linkages

Continuous
pedestrian-bicycle
connection with the city
center and public transport
integration

Şehit Nusret Park 46.6 35.0
Strongest: Access and
Linkages; weakest:
Sociability

Programming that
transforms the passage
area into a place for
staying, meeting, and a
waterfront experience

Turkic World Park 47.3 35.0
Strongest: Access and
Linkages; weakest:
Sociability

Standards for shade,
seating, waste
management, and
universal access

Muhsin Yazıcıoğlu Park 57.4 20.9
Strongest: Access and
Linkages; weakest:
Comfort and Image

Standardization of shade,
tactile paving, and
pedestrian continuity
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Table 4. Cont.

Public Space Unit Composite PPS
İndex (%)

Profile İmbalance
(Point Range) Profile İnterpretation Priority İntervention

Rabia Kadıoğlu Park 57.2 19.9
Strongest: Access and
Linkages; weakest: Uses
and Activities

A legible segment together
with Muhsin Yazıcıoğlu
Park and a low-intensity
event program

Surroundings of Kıyasi
Şentürk Mosque 44.1 38.7

Strongest: Access and
Linkages; weakest:
Comfort and Image

Lighting, shade, seating
comfort, accessible ramps,
and legible
waterfront-node design

The derived index showed that the main quality problem along the waterfront is
not only “low-scoring parks.” It also revealed a serious imbalance among the criteria. In
the Kaleardı case, high Sociability is limited by low Access, while in Şehit Nusret Park,
Turkic World Park, and the surroundings of Kıyasi Şentürk Mosque, high Access values
do not translate into strong Sociability and Comfort. Therefore, the priority should be
less about producing new public spaces and more about equalizing existing spaces in
terms of comfort, maintenance, shade, seating, wayfinding, universal access, and inclusive
programming standards. This interpretation is based on reading the descriptive index and
field observations together.

These values should be interpreted descriptively. The composite index and dimension
percentages make it possible to compare the relative profiles of the selected spaces, but they
do not demonstrate statistically significant differences among sites. The main analytical
value of the index is to show where access, comfort, activity, and sociability are unbalanced
and where planning or design intervention should be prioritized.

4.3. Place-Based Findings

Kaleardı City Park has a strong recreational program within itself because of its
children’s play areas, picnic areas, walking paths, basic service units, and connections with
the water element. Weekend intensity supports Sociability and activity capacity. However,
its location away from the city center weakens everyday pedestrian access and its continuity
role within the waterfront system.

Şehit Nusret Park is advantageous in terms of accessibility and passage function be-
cause of its central location. The cafeteria, seating units, walking paths, and basic amenities
support everyday use. However, insufficient seating capacity, low-quality amenities, and a
relationship with the waterfront that is mostly passage-oriented limit the area’s potential.

Turkic World Park is also centrally located and includes uses such as seating, a cafe-
teria, and a street library. Nevertheless, central location alone does not produce quality.
Insufficient seating, irregular waste units, accessibility problems at bridge/crossing points,
and a weak river-oriented design reduce comfort and inclusiveness.

Muhsin Yazıcıoğlu and Rabia Kadıoğlu parks form a sequential segment with con-
tinuity potential along the waterfront. Seating and resting points, lighting, and safety
barriers are positive elements. However, lack of shade, arrangements that interrupt pedes-
trian continuity, and differences in barrier placement weaken universal access and the
overall experience.

The values obtained for Rabia Kadıoğlu Park indicate that the area should not be
neglected within the waterfront system in terms of Access and Comfort. Because the park
is physically located as a continuation of the central waterfront sequence, it should be
addressed not as an individual small green space but as a legible waterfront segment
together with Muhsin Yazıcıoğlu Park. In this segment, consistent standards for shade,
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seating, wayfinding, tactile paving, ramps, and waterfront barriers are priorities for pub-
lic continuity.

The surroundings of Kıyasi Şentürk Mosque show that open areas around reli-
gious/public buildings should not be treated as residual landscape voids, but as qualified
public nodes that support waterfront publicness. The children’s play area, seating areas,
and nearby sports areas are positive. However, lighting, shade, seating comfort, continuity
of waste units, and equitable accessibility are weak.

July 15 Martyrs Park has the most intensive program among the examined areas,
with picnic areas, commercial units, children’s play areas, outdoor fitness equipment, uses
related to the swimming pool, go-kart/ATV activities, and an amphitheater. However,
wayfinding, distribution of amenities, edge lighting, irregular parking, material integrity,
and waterside safety should be improved.

When the place-based reading is evaluated together, it becomes clear that the main
problem along the Çoruh Riverfront is not the absence of individual parks, but the lack
of public continuity and the inequality of quality between parks. While activity diversity
increases in some places, access, shade, seating comfort, wayfinding, safety, and oppor-
tunities for contact with the river do not show the same degree of continuity along the
waterfront. Therefore, users experience the waterfront not as a continuous public route but
as separate recreational islands with different levels of quality. This fragmented structure
also disrupts the city’s overall continuity in a destructive way. The place-based findings
and design implications are summarized in Table 5.

Table 5. Place-based main findings and design implications.

Area Strengths Main Problems Planning/Design İmplication

Kaleardı City Park Recreational program,
play/picnic use, river contact

Weak connection with the city
center

It should be connected to a
continuous pedestrian-bicycle

waterfront corridor.

Şehit Nusret Park Central location, passage
function, everyday use

Limited activity diversity and
seating capacity

It should evolve from
passage-oriented use to

waterfront-oriented
staying/encounter use.

Turkic World Park
Central location,

cafeteria/street-library
elements

Accessibility and comfort
gaps

Universal design, seating, shade,
and maintenance rhythm should

be strengthened.

Muhsin Yazıcıoğlu Park Resting points, lighting, and
some accessible surfaces

Pedestrian interruptions, lack
of shade, and tactile paving

It should be addressed with
consistent standards as a single

waterfront segment.

Rabia Kadıoğlu Park

Resting points along the
waterfront, lighting, safety

barriers, and some accessible
surfaces

Interruptions that weaken
pedestrian continuity, lack of

shade, tactile paving, and
inclusiveness problems

Together with Muhsin Yazıcıoğlu
Park, it should be addressed as a
single waterfront segment with

consistent amenity, shade,
wayfinding, and universal-access

standards.

Surroundings of Kıyasi
Şentürk Mosque

Play area, seating, and nearby
sports areas

Weak comfort, lighting, and
accessibility

It should be transformed from a
residual open space into an
inclusive waterfront node.

July 15 Martyrs Park The broadest program and
attraction capacity

Wayfinding, safety, parking,
and maintenance problems

Program intensity should be
balanced with safety, legibility,

and ecological sensitivity.

4.4. Integrated Evaluation Across Quality Dimensions

When the four quality dimensions are evaluated together, each place along the river-
front appears to produce a different profile of strengths and weaknesses. This indicates
that the quality problem cannot be solved with a single type of intervention. Although
accessibility is relatively strong in centrally located public spaces, seating capacity, shade,
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maintenance, and activity diversity that respond to user intensity may remain limited. In
peripheral public spaces, program diversity increases, but the connection with the city
center and everyday pedestrian access weakens.

The mean values of the quality dimensions show that the Access and Linkages dimen-
sion (62.5%) is stronger than the other dimensions along the Çoruh Riverfront. By contrast,
Comfort and Image (46.2%) were identified as the most evident vulnerability of the water-
front system. This finding reveals that the riverfront is not sufficiently integrated in terms
of the microclimatic comfort, seating quality, perceived safety, maintenance continuity,
wayfinding, and identity production that keep users in place.

From the perspective of the Sociability dimension, the most important problem of
the waterfront spaces is the lack of continuity among places of encounter. Users can come
together in certain parks, but the social flow between these parks remains weak. A user
walking along the waterfront has limited opportunities to walk continuously, encounter
different social atmospheres, rest, watch the water, participate in small events, or interact
with other user groups. This causes the riverfront to operate not as a public stage but as
loosely connected and fragmented islands of use.

The Uses and Activities dimension shows that programs in the waterfront area need
to be continuous, diversified, and complementary. The presence of sports and entertain-
ment opportunities in large areas such as July 15 Martyrs Park is an important advantage.
However, the fact that these activities are not connected with other parks along the water-
front, and thus present a fragmented pattern of use, limits the effect of the spatial system.
Balanced distribution of small- and medium-scale programs along the waterfront can
encourage users not only to visit a single park but also to move along the entire waterfront.

The findings in the Access and Linkages dimension reveal that the waterfront’s physi-
cal location in the city center is not sufficient for accessibility. Access encompasses a much
broader framework. It includes approaching the waterfront from different parts of the city,
moving continuously along the waterfront, crossings to the opposite bank, relationships
with vehicular roads, and users’ ability to find their way easily. Even if reaching the wa-
terfront is easy, if walking along it is not safe and pleasant, public space quality remains
limited and does not offer genuine publicness.

The Comfort and Image dimension is directly related to users’ length of stay in a place.
Insufficient lighting, lack of shade, uncomfortable seating units, poorly maintained water
elements, and low-quality materials can cause a space to become an area that is merely
passed through or used for a short time. By contrast, well-placed shaded seating areas,
clean and safe pedestrian paths, arrangements that allow viewing and contact with water,
and landscape elements that support local identity encourage users to stay in the place.

These comparative evaluations show that the priority intervention along the Çoruh
Riverfront is not only physical renewal, but the establishment of an integrated system
together with the urban macroform. To increase public quality along the waterfront,
addressing the deficiencies of each park in itself may not be sufficient. In addition, the need
to establish thematic, physical, and functional links among parks comes to the fore. These
links can integrate the waterfront more strongly into Bayburt’s everyday life. They can
transform the perception of the river in the city from a passive natural boundary into an
active, legible, and inclusive public space spine. The river passing through the city center
has strong potential for a qualified public life.

5. Discussion
5.1. Publicness and Social Sustainability on Small-City Riverfronts

The discussion reads the findings through three main axes: fragmented public con-
tinuity along the waterfront, the imbalance between access and the quality of staying in
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place, and the insufficient support of design decisions by maintenance, programming, and
governance processes. When these three axes are evaluated together, it becomes clear that
although the Çoruh Riverfront is located within the city, it does not yet function fully as a
spine that carries public life.

The findings show that, in small cities, the mere physical passage of a river through
the city center is not sufficient to produce publicness. The Çoruh River is a strong natural
element in Bayburt’s morphology. Despite this potential, public continuity and everyday
accessibility along the waterfront are fragmented and problematic in terms of quality.
This situation is another indication that social sustainability is not achieved only through
the amount of green space. It has become evident that social sustainability should be
evaluated together with access, equity, user diversity, comfort, safety, and opportunities for
public encounter.

On the other hand, the differentiation among PPS quality dimensions shows that
investments in individual public spaces are not sufficient in waterfront planning. Central
parks may be advantageous in terms of access. However, when shade, seating, maintenance,
inclusiveness, and activity diversity are inadequate, social sustainability may remain
limited. Larger parks with richer programs appear strong in terms of Sociability and
Activities. However, when these parks are weakly connected to the city center, they lose
their capacity to become part of the waterfront spine.

From this perspective, it becomes necessary to consider the Çoruh Riverfront not as a
sum of parks, but as public infrastructure with standards of continuity, accessibility, ecology,
and management. Such an approach offers an implication beyond the Bayburt case. In this
implication, riverfront transformation in small and medium-sized cities is not merely a
landscape design or recreational investment; it is an urban design and management issue
that jointly produces social and environmental sustainability.

The findings also support the interpretation of the Çoruh Riverfront as a fluid terri-
tory. The observed fragmentation among parks, the uneven relationship between access
and staying quality, and the weak integration between the river, the urban fabric, and
management practices show that waterfront publicness is produced through changing
territorial relations rather than through isolated landscape elements. Therefore, the Bayburt
case should be read not only as a set of recreational public spaces, but as an adaptive
socio-ecological interface whose public value depends on continuous spatial, institutional,
and environmental coordination [27].

This result emphasizes that blue-green infrastructure should not be treated only as
flood control or landscape improvement. Recent studies also emphasize that blue-green
infrastructure should be designed as a multifunctional urban system that produces health,
social equity, and quality of public life [24–26,44,45]. The spine approach proposed for the
Çoruh Riverfront should be evaluated within this scope. A sustainable framework and
argument can be developed to the extent that the goal of accessible green public space
is combined with social programming, a maintenance protocol, ecological buffers, and
water-sensitive design principles.

At the same time, this study does not empirically measure the ecological performance
of the Çoruh Riverfront. The discussion of ecological continuity, resilience, and climate
adaptation is therefore limited to spatial and planning implications. Direct ecological
assessment would require additional indicators such as water quality, riparian habitat
condition, permeability, biodiversity, flood sensitivity, and thermal comfort measurements.

The findings clearly show the difference between the presence of public space and the
quality of public space. The existence of many parks or open areas along the Bayburt Çoruh
Riverfront does not mean that the waterfront is integrated with public life. Accordingly,
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public integration is understood to be related to the willingness to stay in place, encounters
among different users, perceived safety, comfort, diversity of activities, and continuity.

This result points to a fundamental problem that applies to many riverfronts in Türkiye.
Riverfronts in Türkiye are often addressed through flood control, road crossings, housing
development, or fragmented recreational arrangements. However, sustainable waterfront
planning and design should bring together public access, ecological sensitivity, and social
use without ignoring flood risk.

Strengthening the Sociability dimension should not mean filling the Çoruh River-
front with more amenities. Children’s play areas, sports and meeting points for young
people, shaded seating areas for older adults, continuous and safe routes for users with
disabilities, terraces that allow viewing and contact with water, small-scale cultural event
areas, and pedestrian nodes that support everyday encounters should be designed in an
integrated manner.

One of the important problems is that water-related distinctive programs remain lim-
ited in terms of Uses and Activities. Viewing terraces, nature education routes, temporary
open-air exhibitions, local producer stands, cultural heritage routes, and low-impact recre-
ational activities can make the waterfront area more distinctive. However, these programs
should not overlook flood safety and ecological sensitivity.

Another important issue is the management dimension. The quality of public water-
front spaces is not limited to initial construction quality. Maintenance, safety, programming,
participatory feedback, data monitoring, and inter-institutional coordination processes are
also decisive. For the Çoruh Riverfront, a shared and integrated waterfront management
framework can be proposed among the municipality, relevant public institutions, local user
groups, professional chambers, universities, and civic actors.

5.2. Planning and Design Principles

The “Power of 10+” and “lighter, quicker, cheaper” approaches emphasized in the
PPS literature suggest a waterfront management model for the Çoruh Riverfront that is
strengthened through small interventions, monitored with user feedback, and updated over
time. Therefore, wayfinding, shade, seating, lighting, ramps, waste units, safe waterside
arrangements, and small-scale event programs should be considered low-cost but high-
impact first areas of intervention.

The planning and design principles emphasized below are directly related to the weak
quality dimensions identified in the findings section. Low access values were matched
with the principles of pedestrian-bicycle continuity and public-transport integration. Low
Comfort and Image values were matched with standards for shade, seating, maintenance,
lighting, and wayfinding. Low Sociability and Use values were matched with inclusive
programming, local identity, and participatory management principles.

The first principle is to plan the Çoruh Riverfront as a continuous pedestrian and bicy-
cle spine. This spine should define park entrances, bridges, urban nodes, public-transport
stops, ecological buffers, flood-sensitive areas, and maintenance responsibilities together.

In terms of implementation, this spine can be addressed in three phases. In the
short term, deficiencies in wayfinding, lighting, seating, shade, and accessibility can be
addressed. In the medium term, bridges, park entrances, and public-transport stops should
be connected through a continuous pedestrian-bicycle route. In the long term, ecological
continuity should be strengthened through riparian buffers, permeable surfaces, and water-
sensitive landscape components.

The second principle is to accept universal design not as an additional improvement
but as an indispensable basic standard. Continuous tactile paving, barrier-free crossings,
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accessible ramps, safe bridge connections, legible wayfinding, and regular resting points
should be provided along the waterfront.

The third principle is to establish a maintenance standard and integrated design for
Comfort and Image. Seating units, shade, lighting, waste units, surface materials, edge
protections, and wayfinding elements should be distributed consistently from one park to
another, without abrupt changes.

The fourth principle is to avoid excessive commercialization of the waterfront and
to diversify the activity program. Small-scale cultural events, local markets, educational
river/ecology walks, children’s activities, and quiet resting areas can be supported while
preserving public accessibility.

The fifth principle is to address ecological design together with public use. This
includes local planting, permeable surfaces, riparian buffers, stormwater-sensitive design,
and the creation of seasonal flood awareness. This structure should be considered together
with walking, seating, and social interaction areas.

The sixth principle is to sustain monitoring and participatory management after design
and implementation. User counts, satisfaction surveys, maintenance audits, accessibil-
ity checks, and ecological indicators are important data. These data can help monitor
whether the waterfront becomes more inclusive and sustainable over time and support
necessary interventions.

The seventh principle is to relate public space to local identity. The waterfront area
has strong cultural landscape potential. When the Çoruh River, Bayburt Castle, the Clock
Tower, and historical trade routes are considered together, this potential provides a strong
basis. From this perspective, urban identity should be made visible along the waterfront
route through local historical narratives, wayfinding panels, cultural heritage connections,
the use of local materials, and public art practices.

The eighth principle is to design ecological continuity as an area for learning and
awareness. Planning principles such as using local and resilient species, increasing perme-
able surfaces, and supporting habitat continuity can support this perspective. At the same
time, information panels on flood and water-cycle themes, nature observation points, and
outdoor learning stops for school groups can be considered within this scope.

The ninth principle is to sustain participatory processes throughout the entire life cycle.
Neighborhood residents, children, young people, older adults, people with disabilities,
shopkeepers, local government, academic institutions, and civil society representatives
should be included in the process. This participation approach should not occur only at
the beginning or end of the process; rather, a participatory understanding should prevail
throughout the entire process. Tools such as walking audits, user mapping studies, tempo-
rary intervention trials, and post-implementation satisfaction measurements can contribute
to this process.

The tenth principle is to balance the economic use of the waterfront with public benefit
without surrendering it to commercial dominance. Cafeterias, small-scale commercial units,
and event uses can create vitality as long as they remain balanced. However, they should
not cause privatization of the waterfront, closure of passages, or the formation of a user
profile focused only on consumption. The basic character of the public waterfront spine
should be free, open, inclusive, and belong to everyone.

5.3. Limitations and Future Research

This research is exploratory and design-oriented. The equal subsample of 30 users
in each open public space allows comparative interpretation among places, but does not
provide statistical generalization. Therefore, the research results should be read not as
judgments about “which place is more valuable,” but as diagnostic findings indicating
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which quality dimension should be strengthened in which place. In future studies, the
sample should be enlarged, users should be stratified according to demographic profiles,
and seasonal use patterns should be compared.

Spatial analysis can be strengthened through GIS-based access modeling, network
analysis, land-cover change calculation, pedestrian catchment mapping, and visibility
analysis. The ecological dimension can be developed through vegetation structure, per-
meability, thermal comfort, and water-related risk indicators. Such measurements can
support the public quality problems descriptively identified in this study with stronger
quantitative evidence.

Within this framework, measurable indicators are proposed for future research. These
can be defined as the 400–800 m pedestrian catchment area, density of shaded seating units,
continuity of accessible ramps, nighttime lighting level, proportion of permeable surface,
continuity of riparian planting, user counts, seasonal satisfaction scores, and frequency of
maintenance intervention. These indicators can transform the exploratory findings of the
study into a waterfront performance system that can be monitored throughout the entire
life cycle [24–26,44–49].

In the future, Bayburt can be compared with other Turkish cities such as Amasya,
Eskişehir, Edirne, Bartın, Hatay, or Artvin to develop transferable design principles for
small- and medium-sized urban waterfronts.

Raw item-level user responses can be organized into a regular data set. Thus, internal
consistency analyses can be conducted for the PPS dimensions. Such an additional analysis
would strengthen the reliability and comparability of the method without changing the
study’s exploratory design approach.

Future studies should also test alternative weighting scenarios for the PPS index
and compare PPS results with other publicness-assessment methods. Combining PPS
with the Star Model of Publicness, Space Syntax analysis, behavioral mapping, and GIS-
based accessibility modeling would make it possible to compare perceived public-space
quality with ownership/control conditions, network integration, observed use patterns,
and spatial accessibility.

6. Conclusions
This study evaluated the Bayburt Çoruh Riverfront within the framework of public

space quality and sustainability. The findings showed that multiple active public spaces
exist along the waterfront. However, these spaces do not yet function as a continuous,
inclusive, and ecologically sensitive public corridor. In areas such as July 15 Martyrs
Park and Kaleardı City Park, Sociability and Uses/Activities values are relatively strong.
However, access, comfort, image, and program continuity are not balanced along the
entire waterfront.

The conclusions should be read within the measured scope of the study. The evidence
directly supports claims about perceived public-space quality, access, comfort, activity
diversity, sociability, continuity, and observed spatial fragmentation. Broader statements on
social sustainability, governance, ecological resilience, and climate adaptation are presented
as planning implications that follow from these findings, not as direct measurements of
those wider processes.

The main conclusion is that riverfront publicness does not emerge automatically
through the presence of water or green space. This publicness is produced through inte-
grated design, maintenance, and management. For Bayburt, this means transforming the
Çoruh Riverfront from disconnected recreational fragments into an inclusive, pedestrian-
oriented, blue-green public spine that supports social interaction. Such a transformation
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would strengthen everyday social encounters, urban identity, ecological awareness, and
social sustainability.

In line with these results, the main recommendation is a transition toward an integrated
public waterfront spine. Accordingly, it has been revealed that a waterfront consisting of
a sequence of fragmented parks does not offer high-quality public use. The integrated
spine should be related to historical and cultural focal points, neighborhood entrances,
squares, parks, and the pedestrian transportation system. It should be supported by
pedestrian-bicycle continuity, universal access, comfortable seating and shaded areas, safe
lighting, water-viewing terraces, nature-based learning areas, local culture routes, and
flood-sensitive ecological landscape decisions.

The PPS profile obtained shows that the most urgent area of intervention for Bayburt
is not access itself, but the “quality of staying in accessible areas.” Therefore, shade, seating,
wayfinding, lighting, maintenance, universal access, and opportunities for safe contact with
water are initially low-cost. However, these approaches should be treated as high-impact
strategic interventions. These interventions will enable high access values to turn into
Sociability and Comfort.

In the context of sustainability, it is emphasized that small-city riverfronts should be
treated as strategic public infrastructures. Ecological continuity, access equity, public space
quality, cultural identity, and long-term governance must be designed together. These areas
are not merely recreational spaces; they can become social-ecological spines that support
sustainable urban life.

In this sense, the revised study positions the Çoruh Riverfront as a fluid territorial
interface. This perspective clarifies that the proposed public waterfront spine should not be
understood as a fixed linear design object, but as a flexible socio-ecological structure shaped
by publicness, spatial continuity, governance, ecological sensitivity, and the changing
interaction between Bayburt’s urban development and the Çoruh River [27].

As a result, the priority strategy for the Bayburt Çoruh Riverfront is to establish an
integrated waterfront spine that connects existing public spaces through continuous univer-
sal access, shaded and comfortable staying areas, legible wayfinding, regular maintenance,
local identity narratives, and water-sensitive landscape decisions. This strategy offers a
framework for reconsidering riverfronts in small cities in terms of sustainability, quality of
public life, and blue–green infrastructure performance.
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