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ABSTRACT

CONSERVATION OF ARCHAEOLOGICAL SITES IN URBAN AREAS IN TURKEY:
SOLI-POMPEIOPOLIS AS A CASE STUDY

Sarikaya Levent, Yasemin
Ph.D., Department of City and Regional Planning

Supervisor: Prof. Dr. Numan Tuna

October 2008, 267 pages

Urban development has long been the major threat to archaeological sites. Recent theoretical
discussions advocate that archaeological sites in urban areas should be protected not only through
technical solutions and archaeological studies, but also through spatial planning processes, which

define basic mechanisms to direct and control the urban development.

Despite a specific type of spatial plan, the ‘conservation plan’ in Turkish legislation, negative
impacts of urban development on archeological sites could not be successfully eliminated. This is
due to the reason that conservation and planning systems do not concern ‘integration of the
archaeological site with the urban built environment’, which results in either isolation or destruction
of the archaeological remains. Based on this assumption, the objective of this dissertation is to
determine in which points Turkish conservation and planning systems fail to achieve integration and

how this failure could be overcame.

Turkish conservation and planning systems are evaluated on selected case study area, Soli-

Pompeiopolis Archaeological Site, by using three-step qualitative analysis methodology. First,



conservation and planning decisions and the built environment shaped by these decisions are
examined in details through process analysis. Then, based on qualities of spatial planning process
redefined through theoretical discussions, ‘process integration’ and ‘outcome integration’ are
evaluated through context analysis. Lastly, reasons of problematic issues on integration are
discussed through causality analysis. Concluding the study, a discussion is carried on how to
achieve ‘integration of conservation of archaeological sites in urban areas into spatial planning

processes’ by making modifications within the ‘Turkish conservation and planning systems’.

Keywords: Archaeological Site, Spatial Planning, Conservation, Integration, Soli-Pompeiopolis.
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TURKIYE’'DE KENTSEL ALANLARDAKI ARKEOLOJIK SITLERIN KORUNMASI:
SOLI-POMPEIOPOLIS ORNEK GALISMA ALANI

Sarikaya Levent, Yasemin
Doktora, Sehir ve Bolge Planlama B6limd

Tez Yoneticisi: Prof. Dr. Numan Tuna

Ekim 2008, 267 sayfa

Kentsel gelisme arkeolojik sit alanlarinin korunmasinda her zaman bir tehdit unsuru olmustur. Son
dénemlerde teorik tartismalar kentsel bélgeler iginde kalan arkeolojik sit alanlarinin sadece teknik
koruma ¢oziimleri ve arkeolojik calismalarla degil, ayni zamanda kentsel gelismeyi yénlendiren ve
kontrol eden temel mekanizmalari tanimlayan mekansal planlama siregleri ile de korunmasi

gerektigini savunmaktadir.

Tirkiye mevzuatinda ‘koruma imar plani’ olarak adlandirilan 6zel bir plan tipi olmasina kargin,
kentsel gelismenin arkeolojik sit alanlari Uzerindeki olumsuz etkileri tam anlami ile ortadan
kaldirlamamaktadir. Bunun nedeni, koruma ve planlama sistemlerinin, arkeolojik sit alaninin izole
edilmesine ya da tahrip ediimesine neden olacak sekilde ‘arkeolojik sit alanlarinin kentsel yapili
cevre ile butlnlesmesi'ni saglayamamasidir. Bu varsayim dogrultusunda bu tez, Trkiye'deki
koruma ve planlama sistemlerinin btlinlesmeyi saglama konusunda hangi noktalarda problemler

icerdigini tespit etmeyi ve bu problemlerin nasil agilabilecegini tartismayl amaglamaktadir.

vi



Turkiye'deki koruma ve planlama sistemi, Soli-Pompeiopolis Arkeolojik Alani olarak segilen ¢alisma
alaninda (ig asamali nitel analiz yontemi kullanilarak degerlendiriimistir. ilk olarak koruma ve
planlama kararlari ve bu kararlarla olusan yapili cevre siire¢ analizi ile detayl bir bigimde
incelenmistir. Daha sonra kuramsal gerceve kapsaminda yeniden tanimlanan mekansal planlama
streci niteliklerine gore ‘stire¢ bitlinlesmesi’ ve ‘sonug bitlinlesmesi’ konulari baglam analizi ile
degerlendirilmistir. Son olarak biitlinlesmedeki problemli konularin nedenleri nedensellik analizi
yoluyla belirlenmistir. Calismanin sonucunda ‘kentsel alanlardaki arkeolojik sitelerin korunmasinin
mekansal planlama slrecleri ile bitlinlesmesi’ igin ‘TUrkiye’deki koruma ve planlama sistemleri'nde

ne tlr degisiklerin yapilmasi gerektigi tartigiimistir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Arkeolojik Sit, Mekansal Planlama, Koruma, Biitinlesme, Soli-Pompeiopolis.
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

Being settled through ages by successive civilizations, Anatolia has a rich potential of cultural
heritage. According to official records of KVM General Directorate’, there have been 76.421 cultural
heritage structures? registered and 8.039 cultural heritage sites® designated until the year 2008.
Archaeological sites have a considerable share in designated cultural heritage sites that 7.272 of all
these sites have been designated as ‘archaeological conservation area’ (KVM General Directorate

Online: Immovable Cultural and Natural Heritage).

Despite being protected by specific legislative and organizational structures within the context of
Turkish conservation and planning systems, most of the archaeological sites in Turkey are under
the threat of different natural and man-made factors, most remarkable of which is ‘urban
development’ (Ahunbay, 2002; Tuna, 2004; Bademli, 2005). The spatial planning process based on
‘conservation plan’ becomes inadequate in finding sustainable solutions for conservation of
archaeological sites in urban areas. Thus, different dimensions of Turkish conservation and
planning systems have been criticized by different researchers as being inefficient in protecting and
preserving archaeological sites against negative impacts of urban development (Tuna, 1998; Tuna,
2004; Bademli, 2005; Madran and C)zg'dnijl, 2005; Madran and $ahin Guighan, 2005; Belge, 2006;
Parlak, 2007; Tapan, 2007; Ugar, 2007).

T KVM General Directorate: Kiiltir Varliklar ve Muizeler Genel MiidGrligi / General Directorate for Cultural
Heritage and Museum

2 ‘Cultural heritage structures’ include historical residential, religious, cultural, administrative, military and
industrial buildings, historical and war cemeteries, monuments, ruins, and streets. (KVM General
Directorate Online: Immovable Cultural and Natural Heritage, Registered Structures)

3 ‘Cultural heritage sites include’ 7.272 archaeological sites 210 urban sites, 138 historical sites, 38 urban
archaeological sites, and 381 sites in ‘other’ category (mostly including multi-layer settlements). (KVM
General Directorate Online: Inmovable Cultural and Natural Heritage, Conservation Areas)



Within this general context, the aim of this dissertation is to achieve a critical evaluation of Turkish
conservation and planning systems on a selected case study area for exploring the problematic
issues in ‘conservation of archaeological sites in urban areas through spatial planning processes’ in
depth. Aiming this, the introduction chapter of the dissertation is conducted in order to state the
problem of the dissertation in details, to introduce conceptual framework for defining the scope and
theoretical delimitations of the study, and to represent the research methodology and the content of

the study.

1.1. PROBLEM STATEMENT

Most of the archeological sites in Turkey have been given damage or lost during the rapid and
uncontrolled urban development processes observed in many cities after the 1950s (Tuna, 1998;
Madran, 2000:243; Kejanli et al., 2007:185). TAY* Report on “Archaeological Settlements of Turkey
- TAY Project’, which represents results of the survey about the extent of the damage threatening
archaeological sites all over Turkey, determined that most of the archaeological remains of Turkey

were lost during this rapid urban development process (TAY Online: Destruction Report).

Aiming to overcome this problem, Turkey has developed legislative and organizational structures in
order to protect and preserve archaeological sites in urban areas also through spatial planning
processes. Inefficiencies in legislative and organizational structures, changing socio-political and
economic contexts and influences of international documents on the national system have been
effective in changing the scope of Turkish conservation and planning systems within the last sixty

years.

Establishment of GEEAYKS in 1951 as the central governmental authority in charge of protection,
identification and registration of cultural heritage could be taken as the starting point of modern
conservation activities in Turkey (Madran, 2000:231). GEEAYK has taken important decisions about
conservation of cultural heritage during the 1950s and 1960s. However, only important monuments
and historical buildings could be identified and registered because of limited financial sources and

technical staff (Kejanli et al., 2007:185). Due to the reason that there was no specific legislation,

4 TAY: Tiirkiye Arkeoloji Yerlesimleri Projesi / The Archaeological Settlements of Turkey
5 GEEAYK: Gayrimenkul Eski Eserler ve Anitlar Yiksek Kurulu / High Council of Immovable Historical
Assets and Monuments



conservation issues have been undertaken within the context of the planning legislation of the
period (Madran, 2000:233). Yet, conservation issues within the planning legislation were limited to

fix the setback distances of new buildings to monuments and historical buildings.

There emerged important changes within the legislative structure by the enforcement of Law no.
17106 in 1973. Introduction of the ‘site’ concept has expanded the structure-base conservation
understanding of the 1950s and 1960s to conservation of monumental and archaeological
structures together with their surroundings. During the 1970s, conservation activities were fostered
and spread all over the country. GEEAYK has identified and registered 3.442 monuments and 6.815
historical buildings as examples of civil architecture within 417 designated conservation areas
between years 1973 and 1982 (Ahunbay, 1999; Kejanli et al., 2007:188).

Planning legislation of the period, on the other hand, had no considerable influence on conservation
of archaeological sites in urban areas; instead, specific conservation provisions were the major tools
to protect archaeological sites from negative impacts of urban development. Archaeological sites
were identified and designated by GEEAYK. Designation decision halted implementation of
development plans in any scale within the borders of archaeological conservation area, and
designated area was identified as ‘archaeological conservation area’ on development plans.

Development rights for archaeological conservation areas were determined by GEEAYK.

Conservation of archaeological sites in urban areas through spatial planning processes has come
into agenda by the enforcement of Law no. 28637 in 1983. A specific spatial plan type for
conservation areas, ‘conservation plan’ was introduced. The aim of conservation plan was to direct
and control development activities on conservation areas. Introduction of ‘conservation plan’ had a
major role in conservation of archaeological sites within the confines of urban areas in a systematic
way also through spatial planning processes. Inefficiencies of Law no. 2863 was resulted in

changes in certain issues by the enforcement of Law no. 33868 in 1987.

6 Law no. 1710: 06.11.1973 tarih ve 1710 sayili Eski Eserler Kanunu / Historical Assets Law no. 1710 dated
on 06.11.1973

7 Law no. 2863: 21.07.1983 tarih ve 2863 sayili Killtiir ve Tabiat Varliklarini Koruma Kanunu / Conservation
of Cultural and Natural Assets Law no. 2863 dated on 21.07.1983

8 Law no. 3386: 17.06.1987 tarih ve 3386 sayili Kiiltlr ve Tabiat Varliklarini Koruma Kanunu ile Cesitli
Kanunlarda Degisiklik Yapiimasi Hakkinda Kanun / Law no. 3386 making changes in Law on Conservation
of Cultural and Natural Assets and Other Laws dated on 17.06.1987



During the 1980s, there have been changes also within the organizational system. The central
governmental organization, GEEAYK, was replaced first by TKTVYK? in 1983 and then by KTVK
High Council'® in 1987. Moreover, there observed localization in the central governmental structure
by the foundation of KTVK Councils' in different regions as local branches of KTVK High Council.
Local planning authorities were also given responsibilities in conservation of archaeological sites in

urban areas by being assigned the task of preparing conservation plans.

Archaeological sites have continued to be identified and designated in three categories, as defined
by KTVK High Council PD. 3382 For any archaeological site identified and designated in
accordance to Law no. 2639/3386"%, it was compulsory for local planning authority to prepare
conservation plan for the designated archaeological conservation area based on conservation
provisions defined by KTVK Council.

Aiming to overcome inefficiencies in the financial and organizational structures and to rearrange the
legislative structure in accordance to international norms, Law no. 2863/3386 was subjected to
changes by the enforcement of Law no. 5226 in 2004 (Madran and Glchan, 2005:57). Law no.
2863/5226" introduced new concept, such as ‘site management plan’ for archaeological sites and

‘transfer area’ for expropriation, and new organizations including KUDEB'¢ and ‘management team’.

Within the current legislative structure, archaeological sites are defined as,

settlements and areas that accommodate any kind of cultural asset reflecting social,
economical and cultural characteristics of their era and on-ground, underground or

9 TKTVYK: Tasinmaz Kiiltir ve Tabiat Varliklari Yiiksek Kurulu / High Council of Immovable Cultural and
Natural Assets

10 KTVK High Council: Kiiltir ve Tabiat Varliklarini Koruma Ylksek Kurulu / High Council for the
Conservation of Cultural and Natural Assets

1 KTVK Council: Kiltiir ve Tabiat Varliklarini Koruma Kurulu / Council for the Conservation of Cultural and
Natural Assets

12 KTVK High Council PD no. 338: 30.11.1993 tarih ve 338 sayili KTVK Yiiksek Kurulu ilke Karari / KTVK
High Council Principle Decision no. 338 dated on 30.11.1993

13 Law no. 2863/3386: 17.06.1987 tarih ve 3386 sayili Kanun ile degisik 2863 sayili Kiiltir ve Tabiat
Varliklarini Koruma Kanunu / Law no. 2863 on Conservation of Cultural and Natural Assets with changes
introduced by Law no. 3386 dated on 17.06.1987

14 Law no. 5226: 14.7.2004 tarih ve 5226 sayili Kiltir ve Tabiat Varliklarini Koruma Kanunu ile Gesitli
Kanunlarda Degisiklik Yapiimasi Hakkinda Kanun / Law no. 5226 making changes in Law on Conservation
of Cultural and Natural Assets and Other Laws dated on 14.7.2004

15 Law no. 2863/5226: 5226 sayili Kanun ile degisik 2863 sayili Kiiltlir ve Tabiat Varliklarini Koruma Kanunu /
Law no. 2863 on Conservation of Cultural and Natural Assets with changes introduced by Law no. 5226

16 KUDEB: Koruma, uygulama ve denetim birosu / Conservation, implementation and control office



underwater products of past civilizations that have survived from the existence of
humanity until present day. (KTVK High Council PD no. 658'7)

Issues about conservation of archaeological sites through spatial planning processes are regulated
according to Law no. 2863/5528 and its supporting regulations. KTVK High Council PD no. 658 is
also an imperative legislative document, which states specific issues about conservation provisions
and development rights for archaeological conservation areas. KTVK High Council as the central
governmental authority in charge of determining principle decisions about conservation, KTVKB
Councils® as the local branches of the central governmental authority in charge of protecting,
identifying and designating archaeological sites, municipalities as the local planning authority to
prepare conservation plans, local museums in charge of carrying sondages and rescue excavations,
KUDEB in charge of implementing and controlling the implementation of conservation decisions
given by KTVKB Councils are defined as the main decision-makers and implementation and control
authorities on issues about conservation of archaeological sites in urban areas through spatial

planning processes.

Enforced by article no. 57 of Law no. 2863/5528, the responsibility to identify and designate
archaeological sites is given to KTVKB Councils. Archaeological sites are designated as
‘archaeological conservation areas’ in three categories, according to which conservation provisions
and development rights are determined based on KTVK High Council PD no. 658. Designation
decision terminates implementation of development plans in any scale, and the area is defined as
‘archaeological conservation area’ on development plans. For areas without development plan,
archaeological conservation area is defined on cadastral maps based on designation decision.
Enforced by article no. 17 of Law no. 2863/5528, it is compulsory for the local planning authority to
prepare conservation plan for the designated area. The conservation plan becomes valid with the
approval of KTVKB Council. Until the conservation plan for the area is prepared by the local
planning authority and then approved by KTVKB Council, all kind of development processes,
including infrastructure works and agricultural activities, within the conservation area are directed

and controlled according to ‘transition period development rights’ determined by KTVKB Council.

17 KTVK High Council PD no. 658: 05.11.1999 tarih ve 658 sayill KTVK Yiiksek Kurulu ilke Karari / KTVK
High Council Principle Decision no. 658 dated on 05.11.1999

18 KTVKB Council: Kiiltiir ve Tabiat Varliklarini Koruma Bdlge Kurulu / Regional Council for the Conservation
of Cultural and Natural Assets
The name of KTVK Council is changed to KTVKB Council by the enforcement of Law no. 5528 in 2004.



According to the process briefly explained above, it could be argued that archaeological sites in
urban areas are being protected also through spatial planning processes in Turkey. Yet, there are
deficiencies within the conservation and planning processes so that different dimensions of Turkish
conservation and planning systems have been criticized by researchers in the recent years (Tuna,
2004; Bademli, 2005; Madran and Ongnijl, 2005; Tapan, 2007; Ugar, 2007).

Most remarkable and mostly mentioned critique is about the procedural context of producing spatial
plans on and around archaeological conservation areas (Madran and Ozgdniil, 2005:48; Tapan,
2007:29, 53-4). Designated border of archaeological conservation area acts as a barrier between
two different plan types, so that integration between archaeological site and the urban built
environment could not be obtained. Conservation plans, most of the time, are not prepared as a part
of citywide master plans, so that archaeological site could not be assigned a role within the urban
system. Resulting from this, a dual structure in spatial planning processes is observed and this dual
structure creates conflicting relations between two spatial environments, archaeological site and

urban built environment.

The second critique is related with the organizational context of producing spatial plans and
conservation decisions (Bademli, 2005:38-41). On one side, there is KTVKB Council, which defines
conservation provisions for the protection and preservation of archaeological sites. On the other
side, there is local planning authority, which prepares and implements spatial plans to direct
development on and around archaeological sites. Although the relation between these two
authorities is defined by legislations, this dual structure introduces two major problems. One of
these problems is the lack of collaboration between these main decision-makers. The other problem

is the conflict between these decision-makers.

The third critique is about the role of local public in conservation and planning processes (Bademli,
2005:63-66, Ucar, 2007). The critiques about local public have three folds. The first set of critiques
is related with not considering attributed values of local public while taking conservation decisions.
The second set of critiques is related with the lack of public participation in conservation and
planning processes, which is because of either the lack of interest of the local public or lack of
institutional arrangements to integrate the public into conservation and planning processes. The
third set of critiques is about the limited interpretation and education activities, resulting from which

the local public becomes unaware about the significance of archaeological site. Having limited



information about the significance of the archaeological site, the local public shows slight interest in
conservation of archaeological sites. So, it becomes difficult to conserve archaeological sites

properly with only regulatory means and top-down planning decisions without public support.

The forth critique is about inadequacies in financial sources and technical staff (Bademli, 2005:38-
39; Madran and Sahin Giighan, 2005; Parlak, 2007:31-33; Tapan, 2007:39-40). KTVKB Councils
are in charge of a region, including different provinces. Having dealt with a broad territory hinders
KTVKB Council to work actively and efficiently. On the other hand, local museums have the
problems of dealing with conservation issues with limited financial sources and staff. Municipalities
also have the problems in employing trained personnel about conservation and they have financial
problems, especially in expropriation of privately owned lands within conservation areas. Changes
in 2004 in financial and organizational structures could be an answer for some of these problems;
however, details about the operations of these organizational and financial structures are not clearly
defined within the context of Law no. 2863/5528.

The last critique is about methods and techniques about identification and designation of
archaeological sites (Tuna, 1998:40-42; Belge, 2005; Madran and Ozgéniil, 2005:18). The first set
of critiques is related with the methods on the classification of conservation statuses of
archaeological sites. Archaeological sites are classified according to three categories since 1970s,
and the scientific base of this categorization is criticized as being not so strong. Within this
categorization, instead defining criteria about how to make assessment, intervention types and
development rights are determined. Therefore, assessment is reduced to determination of
development rights and conservation provisions for three different conservation statuses. Moreover,
this categorization could not expose differences between archaeological sites in same conservation
status, although every archaeological site has its own problems, significance and potentials. The
second set of critiques, related with the techniques about identification and designation, emphasize
the importance of considering also sub-soil archaeological remains during identification and

designation studies.

These critiques reveal that the spatial planning process based on ‘conservation plan’ approach has
deficiencies in finding sustainable solutions for the problems of archaeological sites in urban areas.
Archaeological sites in urban areas are either isolated from their settings through conservation

decisions or destructed on the way to urban development. Although ‘the need to conserve and



manage cultural heritage in a sustainable way’ has become increasingly apparent in international
agenda in the recent years, this objective remains a mere aspiration for most of the archaeological

sites in Turkey.

Under the light of these discussions, the main problem of this dissertation is that current Turkish
conservation and planning systems could not be capable enough to find solutions to mitigate the
negative impacts of urban development on archaeological sites. It is assumed that the reason of this
problem is the lack of integration between conservation and planning processes, despite the fact
that there is a specific kind of spatial plan, the ‘conservation plan’. Neither conservation nor spatial
planning processes are concerning different contexts of process integration and different
dimensions of outcome integration, which results in either isolation or loss of archaeological sites in
urban areas. Based on this assumption, the main question of the dissertation is:

What exactly are the problematic issues in Turkish conservation and planning

systems in constituting ‘process integration’ between conservation and spatial

planning decisions and ‘outcome integration” between archaeological site and the

surrounding urban built environment?

Before representing the research methodology in order to test the main assumption and to answer
the main question, conceptual framework, scope and delimitations of the dissertation will be

presented in the following two sections.

1.2. CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK OF THE STUDY

Settlements, urban or rural, are the results of a historical process, traces of which could be followed
through physical remains of past communities. There is a variety of terms used in literature to refer
‘physical remains of past communities’. Most commonly used term is ‘cultural heritage’ (Middleton,
1994; World Heritage Convention, 1972). Other terms used in order to refer cultural heritage are
‘cultural resource’ (Lipe, 1984), ‘architectural heritage’ (Amsterdam Declaration, 1975; Granada
Convention, 1985; Orbasli, 2008), ‘cultural property’” and ‘built heritage’. Despite differences in terms

used, these international documents and researchers all refer the very same thing, which is:



[Cultural heritage is composed of]... permanent physical remains including:

1. Monuments: all buildings and structures of conspicuous historical, archaeological,
artistic, scientific, social or technical interest, including their fixtures and fittings;

2. Group of buildings: homogeneous groups of urban or rural building conspicuous
for their historical, archaeological, artistic, scientific, social or technical interest which
are sufficiently coherent to form topographically definable units;

3. Sites: the combined works of man and nature, being areas which are partially built
upon and sufficiently distinctive and homogenous to be topographically definable and
are of conspicuous historical, archaeological, artistic, scientific, social or technical
interest. (Granada Convention, 1985: Article 1)

Cultural heritage is the focus of scientific interest of different disciplines regarding the period they
are constructed. Despite the fact that there are no clear-cut dates to determine these periods, it is
accepted that remains of past communities from prehistoric and classical periods, which are
subjected to archaeological studies, are called as ‘archaeological heritage’; whereas cultural
heritage from historic times are approached as ‘architectural heritage’. In recent years, 20t century
is also accepted as a new period for cultural heritage studies (Recommendation R(91)13, 1991:
Article 1; Orbasli, 2008:31). As the fourth category, there are built environments in which different
periods of settlement patterns are constructed on each other, which are called as ‘multi-layer
settlements’ (Bilgin Altindz, 2002).

Out of these different categories, archaeological heritage constitutes an important component of
cultural heritage. In literature, different researches and documents approach archaeological heritage
differently. There exists little agreement about the term used; yet, this disagreement is not because
of the complexity of the term or the subject, but because of different point of views to the subject
matter of archaeological heritage (Carman, 2002; Skeates, 2000). Although there are other terms
used instead archaeological heritage, such as ‘archaeological record’, ‘archaeological evidence’ and
‘archaeological resource’, they all refer to ‘physical remains’ including artifacts, monuments and
sites, which constitute

... part of the material heritage in respect of which archaeological methods provide
primary information ... [which] compromises all vestiges of human experience and
consists of places relating to all manifestations of human activity, abandoned
structures and remains of all kinds (including subterranean and underwater sites),
together with all the portable cultural material associated with them. (1990 ICOMOS2
Charter, 1990: Article 1)

9 There are also other international documents providing similar definition and categorization, such as
Resolution R (76) 28 (1975).
20 |COMOS: International Council on Monuments and Sites



Archaeological heritage includes ... structures, constructions, groups of buildings, developed sites,
movable objects, monuments of other kinds as well as their context, whether situated on land or
under water’ (Malta Convention, 1992: Articles 1-3). This definition brings two categorizations
alongside, which are categorization according to physical aspects and categorization according to
locational aspects. The first categorization offers three groups of archaeological heritage according
to their physical aspects: artifacts, monuments and sites. The second categorization, on the other
hand, introduces two groups according to locational aspects of archaeological heritage: on-land and
under-water. On-land archaeological heritage could be physical entities either visible on-soil or

invisible sub-soil, or the placement could be a combination of both.

Within these categorizations, ‘archaeological site’ refers to a geographical area representing values
from historical, aesthetic, ethnological or anthropological points of view, within which there are
artifacts and monuments located on or under soil and through which traces of past human

communities are followed by archaeological studies (World Heritage Convention, 1972: Article 1).

An archaeological site, spatially, has horizontal dimension as covering a geographical area borders
of which could be defined by using systematic techniques and methods, and vertical dimension on
the ground surface or under the ground (Henry, 1993:7). According to their relation with the built
environment, archaeological sites could be gathered in three groups. The first group includes
archaeological sites in countryside in their natural settings, located away from settlements. The
second group contains archaeological sites in relation with a rural settlement as being located near
or close to existing rural settlement or being located on and around agricultural lands. The last

group comprises archaeological sites in urban areas, which is the main interest of the dissertation.

Urban Development as the Major Threat against Archaeological Sites:

Similar to any other elements of the built environment, archaeological heritage is also subject to
physical changes over time. These changes, by and large, have negative impacts on archaeological
heritage, which might result in damage or complete loss of the knowledge and values that
archaeological heritage represents. There are different factors that cause negative impacts on
archaeological heritage. These factors could be defined as ‘threats’ against archaeological heritage.
Although these factors are context-dependent, there are different researches (Martin-Bueno, 1984;
Bidrnstad, 1989; Price, 1989; Nickens, 1991; Mabulla, 2000; Skeates, 2000; Burke, 2001) providing

lists of threats against archaeological heritage (Table 1.1).
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Table 1.1: List of threats against archaeological heritage as stated in different researches
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Nearly in all of these researches and many others, factors which have negative impacts on
archaeological heritage are divided into two broad groups, as ‘natural factors’ including landslide,
erosion, earthquake and weathering and ‘man-made factors’ such as development, tourism, looting,

vandalism, improper conservation activities, excavations and lack of adequate sources. Yet, most of

1"



these researches focus on negative impacts of human actions and attitudes on archaeological

heritage.

According to Palumbo (2002:3), most of the man-made threats against archaeological heritage are
linked to the way of modern societies are developing. Tuna (2004:63) also states that human
activities are the main factors threatening archaeological heritage, especially in developing
countries. As reviewed from Table 1.1, mostly mentioned man-made threat against archaeological

heritage is development activities and land-use changes.

In this respect, it could be claimed that ‘urban development’ is undoubtedly one of the main reasons
of damage given to archaeological sites located on and around urban built environment. Increase in
urban population and, consequently, increase in demand for land for urban expansion cause direct
or indirect negative impacts on archaeological sites. Negative impacts of development might be
direct when caused by an action, which occurs at the same time and place, such as opening
archaeological sites to development activities and construction of buildings before any scientific
excavation is conducted or constructing infrastructure systems without carrying any sondage. Apart
from these direct damages given by development, there are indirect damages, which occur later in
time or farther removed in space, such as pollution, tourism, social unrest, visitor load and increase
in traffic load. Improvement in transportation system would result in increase in traffic load, which
might lead to deterioration of archaeological remains through contaminated gas emissions and

vibration could be an example of indirect damage of urban development to archaeological heritage.

Conservation of Archaeological Heritage:

Negative impacts that are caused either by natural or man-made factors could be mitigated through
different conservation techniques and methods. Conservation of archaeological heritage, more or
less, could be observed in every modern society; however, how conservation is defined and
approached varies from culture to culture. Besides, the term ‘conservation’ has different meanings
ascribed by different researchers regarding from which discipline the researcher is and on what the
researcher is focused (Avrami et al., 2000:3). Accordingly, ‘conservation’ could be approached from

two perspectives, which are technical and management perspectives.
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From technical perspective, ‘conservation’ refers to physical interventions on archaeological
heritage, including treatments such as documentation, stabilization, restoration, repair or renovation
(Avrami et al., 2000:3). This technical understanding of conservation is mostly used by art
historians, archaeologists and architects, and it gives priority to the conservation of the intrinsic
values of archaeological heritage. According to this understanding, conservation deals with issues
of maintaining material well-being of archaeological heritage through physical interventions with an

aim to prolong the life and integrity of archaeological characteristics.

This technical understanding was prevailing until the 1960s. Fostered especially by international
meetings following the Venice Conference in 1964, it was commonly accepted that archaeological
heritage could not be protected only through conservation techniques and archaeological studies,
and that conservation of archaeological heritage requires a comprehensive and multi-disciplinary
approach. Consequently, ‘management’ perspective was added to technical conservation
understanding, and the conservation approach broadened to “...entire field or realm of cultural
heritage preservation, from academic inquiry and historical research to policy making to planning to

technical interventions” (Avrami et al., 2000:3).

From management perspective, conservation is more than simply ‘maintaining the material well-
being of the heritage’, but more it is ‘managing the heritage’ in its all dimensions by concerning with
“...what things will be retained from past, and with how they will be used in the present and the
future” (Lipe, 1984:1). Moreover, this broader scope recognizes that the society has mechanisms to
attribute different values to cultural heritage; therefore, it is important to develop policies and
management plans for interpretation, protection and education. There are different terms used in
order to define this conservation understanding, such as ‘archaeological heritage management’
(Cleere, 1989), ‘cultural heritage management’ or ‘cultural resource management’ (McManamon
and Hatton, 2000), all of which refer more or less to,

... performance of the process of inventorization, survey, excavation, documentation,
research, maintenance, conservation, preservation, reconstruction, information,
presentation, public access and use of the heritage ... (ICOMOS Charter, 1990:
Introduction)

On this account, one can say that the overall conservation of archaeological heritage, as a part of
cultural heritage, is like managing any other resource. It represents a balance among competing
forces, it requires a multidisciplinary, collaborative work, and it is subjected to changing social,

political and economic conditions (Schaafsma, 1989:38). Thus, conservation, including studying,
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safeguarding, preservation, presentation and planning of archaeological heritage, is “... a complex,
diverse and even divergent social practice” (Avrami et al., 2000:3) “...that involves determination
about what constitutes heritage; how it is used, cared for, interpreted, and invested in; by whom and
for whom” (Mason and Avrami, 2000:17).

Conservation of archaeological heritage through management perspective could be approached in
different contexts in which management is applied: managing the resource, managing the access or
managing organizations (Middleton, 1994:3). Managing the archaeological heritage as resource is
the primary duty of heritage organizations, which is mostly carried by archaeologists. Staff, skills,
budget for restoration and renovation are all related to resource management. Managing the access
is about the control of public access to and use of archaeological heritage. This is more about
principles and techniques of visitor management. On the other hand, managing the organization is
very different from other two management contexts. According to Middleton (1994:5) it means the
application of professionalism to planning, organizing and controlling the institutions and resources
involved. This last dimension introduces urban planning discipline as an integral part of conservation

of archaeological sites.

The Role of Spatial Planning for Conservation of Archaeological Sites:

Being multi-dimensional and multi-disciplinary, conservation of archaeological sites within the
confines of urban built environment through spatial planning processes is a problematic and
complex issue. This is a problematic issue, because increasing demand for new development on
and around urban areas, such as infrastructure projects, new housing areas or urban service areas,
could be threatening archaeological sites in urban areas. Any kind of interventions on built

environment would have direct or indirect negative impacts on archeological sites in different forms.

On the other hand, this is a complex issue that it is neither possible to stop the development trends
in existing settlements, nor is possible to sacrifice archaeological heritage for the sake of
development. The past is the indispensable part of our built environment, involving various values,
adding identity and diversity to the society and the built environment; yet, development activities
within the existing settlement are inevitable processes in order to ensure the emerging needs of the
societies. Moreover, conservation of archaeological sites, most of the time, depend on limiting the

kinds of activities that could give direct or indirect damage to the significance of the site (Henry,
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1993:15). The situation that is observed in settlements in relation with archaeological sites
represents one of the main dilemmas in spatial planning processes: ‘development versus protection’
(Delaunay, 1987:2; Armitage and Yau, 2006).

In cases where this dilemma is observed, an integrated planning understanding, which respects
conservation of archaeological sites as an integral part of the spatial planning process, could be a
way to mitigate negative impacts of urban development on archaeological sites, so that values of
archaeological sites could be protected for the good of both present and future generations. Such a
planning process also requires a sustainable understanding, within which both archaeological site
and existing settlement are taken into account in equal. Through sustainable solutions, it becomes
possible to obtain a balance between development of the current society and conservation of the

archaeological site while also ensuring the emerging needs of the society.

The major aim of the spatial planning process should be the integration of archaeological sites with

urban built environment in order to constitute the balance between development and protection.

This integration necessitates to be achieved in two dimensions, which are process and outcome

integration. Process integration could offer different policies to integrate different contexts of spatial

planning process, which are regulatory, socio-political and procedural context; whereas, outcome

integration could suggest different solutions for spatial, social and economic integration between

archaeological site and the urban built environment. It is possible to achieve integration on both

process and outcome basis for archaeological sites in urban areas by reformulating the spatial

planning process in accordance with a set of key issues, which are

- constituting legislative and organizational structures for conservation of archaeological sites
also through spatial planning processes,

- developing local solutions for local problems,

- establishing cooperation between different disciplines and different institutions,

- participation of public into conservation and planning processes,

- importance of recognition and assessment of heritage value,

- increasing public awareness and knowledge through presentation of archaeological remains
and effective accessibility, and

- preservation and enhancement of archaeological sites through management plans and

formulating these specific management plans as a part of spatial plans in different scales.
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1.3. SCOPE AND THEORETICAL DELIMITATIONS OF THE STUDY

Approaching conservation not only as a technical issue, but also as a management process, spatial
planning process becomes an integral part of a complex system for managing negative impacts of
urban development on and around archaeological sites and for developing different intervention
types for wisest use and treatment of archaeological sites during decision-making process of
development schemata. Accordingly, the main concern of this dissertation, from an urban planner
point of view, is to inquire ways about ‘conservation of archaeological sites in urban areas through

spatial planning processes’ for creating sustainable settlements.

Having dealt with a subject on the intersection of different disciplines necessitates defining
theoretical delimitations of the dissertation. There are three issues to mention in order to make

separations from other subjects close or related with the scope of this dissertation.

1. This dissertation is not about ‘urban archaeological sites’ or ‘multi-layered settlements’. It
simply deals with archaeological sites located within the confines of urban areas.
Having involved in a study focusing on ‘archaeological sites in urban areas’ necessitates
distinguishing ‘urban archaeological sites’ or ‘multi-layered settlements’ from the scope of the
dissertation for avoiding misconceptualizations. ‘Archaeological sites in urban areas’ phrase does
not necessarily refer to ‘urban archaeological sites’ or ‘multi-layered settlements’. Because, “multi-
layered cities are those being settled since ancient times and continues to be a settlement area in
present time, but more importantly, reflecting the continuity of settlement pattern by cultural heritage
assets from different periods of time either on-soil or sub-soil” (Bilgin Altindz, 2002:1). However, not
every settlement reflects multi-layered features. There could be discontinuities within settlement

patterns, where archaeological site stands as the only strata to be protected.

2. This dissertation does not intend to formulate the whole management process, but it focuses
on a part of the management process, which is spatial planning process on and around
archaeological sites in urban areas.

Although the focus of the dissertation is the management of archaeological sites in urban areas

through spatial planning processes, not the entire scope of the management process is studied

within the context of this dissertation. As mentioned previously, there are different dimensions of
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management process, such as managing the resource, managing the access, and managing the
organization. All these issues are of great importance; yet, each would be a different dissertation
subject. At this point, ‘spatial planning processes’ as an integral part of a complex management
system will be the straightforward task for this dissertation. Although other management issues are
not specifically examined, they are intrinsic parts of the dissertation, as being complementary parts

of the complete management system.

3. This dissertation is not an archaeology or conservation study, but an urban planning study,
which focuses on the qualities of spatial planning processes for conservation of

archaeological sites in urban areas.

The dissertation deals with the spatial planning processes of archaeological sites within the confines
of urban areas. Therefore, urban planning is the main subject matter of the dissertation. However,
the subject has also two other perspectives to be considered: archaeology and conservation.
‘Archaeology’ is the scientific study of past human communities, their way of lives, settlement
patterns, culture and customs through studying archaeological remains (Henry, 1993:6). Although
the focus of the dissertation is on archaeological sites located within the confines of urban areas,
the subject of the dissertation is not about ‘urban archaeology’. Urban archaeology, as a discipline,
is interested in studying ‘the archaeology of the town’ or the strata or the layers, not ‘archaeology in
town’ (Belge, 2005). On the other hand, ‘conservation’ is a management system to protect and
preserve archaeological heritage by using specific conservation techniques and methods (Orbasli,
2008:46). Yet, problems of archaeological sites in urban areas, especially those resulted from urban
development, could not be solved only through conservation techniques and archaeological studies,
but also spatial planning processes, through which development activities on and around
archaeological sites should be directed and control in order to mitigate negative impacts of urban
development (Hague Recommendation, 1967; ICOMOS Charter, 1990; Malta Convention, 1992).
Thus, conservation of archaeological sites in urban areas is also a subject matter of urban planning
discipline. However, it is not achievable for an urban planner to develop efficient solutions for
specific problems of archaeological sites in urban areas without getting involved in conservation and
archaeology discussions. Therefore, specific discussions from archaeology and conservation

disciplines are referred within the scope of this dissertation.
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1.4. RESEARCH METHODOLOGY OF THE STUDY

Despite the fact that archaeological sites in urban areas are being protected by specific legislative
and organizational structures within the context of Turkish conservation and planning systems, there
are problematic issues on conservation of archaeological sites in urban areas through spatial
planning processes. It is assumed in this dissertation that most of the problems regarding
conservation of archaeological sites in urban areas in Turkey are originated from the lack of
integration between conservation and planning processes. Based on this assumption, the main aim
of this dissertation is to achieve a critical evaluation of Turkish conservation and planning processes
for determining where there are problematic issues in process and outcome integrations.
Determining problematic issues in a systematic way could give the opportunity to inquire the ways
about how to conserve archaeological sites in urban areas through spatial planning processes for

creating sustainable settlements.

The general research methodology of the dissertation is selected as ‘Qualitative Research’ in order
to “.. dig deep to get a complete understanding of the phenomenon” (Leedy and Ormrod,
2005:133). Qualitative research methodology embodies different strategies, such as ethnographic
studies, phenomenology and case study; yet, all of them have two common points: focusing on
phenomena that occur in their natural settings and studying these phenomena in their all complexity
(Leedy and Ormrod, 2005:133). Among different strategies, the research strategy of this dissertation
is selected as ‘Case Study’, due to the reason that case study research strategy is quite useful to
examine and evaluate single phenomenon at local level (Leedy and Ormrod, 2005:133). The single
phenomenon at local level is defined as ‘conservation of archaeological sites in urban areas through

spatial planning processes’ within the context of this dissertation.

Based on research methodology of the dissertation, the study is carried in four stages (Figure 1.1):

- Firstly, conservation and sustainability discussions are reviewed in details in order to derive
key issues about conservation of archaeological sites in urban areas through spatial planning
processes for creating sustainable settlements,

- Subsequently, qualities of spatial planning process that integrate conservation of
archaeological sites in urban areas are redefined based on key issues,

- Then, Turkish conservation and planning systems are evaluated on selected case study area

in order to determine in which points there are problems in achieving integration, and
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- Finally, a set of proposals are developed to overcome problematic issues in Turkish
conservation and planning systems in order to conserve archaeological sites in urban areas

through spatial planning processes more efficiently.

The study is started by defining the theoretical framework through reviewing and evaluating a broad
literature on ‘conservation of archaeological sites through spatial planning processes for creating
sustainable settlements’. The literature for defining the theoretical framework is composed of
different ‘international documents’, including conventions, recommendations and resolutions
prepared by international organizations such as ICOMOS and the Council of Europe, ‘concluding
documents of international meetings’ organized as conferences, symposiums or workshops, and
international and national ‘researches’ on conservation, archaeology, sustainability and planning.

The theoretical study is conducted in two parts.

The first part of the theoretical study includes reviews of international documents and concluding
documents of international meetings, which point out ‘conservation of archaeological sites in urban
areas as a spatial planning problem’ and which underline the necessity of ‘conservation of
archaeological sites for sustainable development’. A set of key issues are derived by evaluating
international documents and concluding documents of international meetings on conservation and
sustainability issues. These key issues are then used for redefining the qualities of spatial planning
processes for conservation of archaeological sites in urban areas in the second part of the
theoretical study. Theoretical framework forms the basis for developing indicators to evaluate the

conservation and planning processes on the case study area.

For conducting the case study, firstly, spatial and temporal frameworks of the analytical study are
determined. Soli-Pompeiopolis Archaeological Site in the western coastline of the city of Mersin is
selected as the case study area, due to the reason that recent urban development history, and
conservation and planning experience of Soli-Pompeiopolis Archaeological Site represent a typical
example to examine how conservation and planning processes operate within the context of Turkish
conservation and planning systems. The temporal framework is determined as the period between
years 1978 and 2008, which is started by the year when Soli-Pompeiopolis Archaeological Site was
first identified and designated. Afterwards, different data sets are brought together that are obtained
from archive studies, land-use studies, key informant and public interviews, and public surveys. A

comprehensive database is conducted by using these different data sets during pre-analytical
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studies. Through analysis of these data by using three different methods, which are process,
context and causality analysis, problematic issues in Turkish conservation and planning systems are
defined.

Based on the theoretical framework and the findings of the case study, a concluding discussion is
carried on how to achieve ‘integration of conservation of archaeological sites in urban areas into
spatial planning processes’ by proposing necessary modifications in current “Turkish conservation

and planning systems’.

1.5. CONTENT OF THE STUDY

Following this Introduction Chapter, Chapter 2 represents theoretical discussions about
conservation of archaeological sites in urban areas through spatial planning processes. Chapter 2
aims to answer the specific question: What are the qualities of spatial planning process that
integrates conservation of archaeological sites in urban areas for sustainable development? In order
to answer this question, the first section of Chapter 2 reviews international documents, concluding
documents of international meetings and different researches from conservation and sustainability
literatures in order to drive key issues about how to conserve archaeological sites in urban areas
through spatial planning processes for creating sustainable settlements. The second section of
Chapter 2 focuses on redefining qualities of spatial planning process for archaeological sites in
urban areas based on the key issues derived from conservation and sustainability discussions.
Accepting ‘integration’ as the keyword for redefining the qualities of spatial planning process,
regulatory, socio-political and procedural contexts of ‘process integration’ and spatial, social and
economic dimensions of ‘outcome integration’ are discussed throughout the second section of
Chapter 2.

Due to the reason that conservation of archaeological sites through spatial planning processes is
mainly a legal concern, the legislative and organizational structures on ‘conservation of
archaeological sites in urban areas through spatial planning processes’ is examined within the
context of Turkish conservation and planning systems in Chapter 3. The changing scope of Turkish
conservation and planning systems since the 1950s are examined by focusing on changes in

legislative and organizational structures regarding conservation and planning processes for
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archaeological sites. Concluding the chapter, inefficiencies of Turkish conservation and planning
systems in conservation of archaeological sites in urban areas through spatial planning processes
are discussed. All these discussions provide a legal framework for examining and evaluating the

conservation and planning processes within the case study area.

Chapter 4 represents the methodological framework of the case study. The first section of Chapter 4
explains the reasons why Soli-Pompeiopolis Archaeological Site is selected as a case study. In the
second section, spatial and temporal frameworks and assumptions of the case study are clarified.
The third section introduces the data sets and methods for data collection and processing. In the
last section of Chapter 4, different methods used for data analysis are presented; as well as, a set of

indicators for evaluating the qualities of spatial planning process is developed.

The aim of Chapter 5 is to evaluate process and outcome integration in Turkish conservation and
planning systems on the selected case study area, Soli-Pompeiopolis Archaeological Site, in
accordance with the methodological framework presented in Chapter 4. Submitting the results of the
analytical study, this chapter is structured in five sections. In the first section, the main problem of
the dissertation is redefined by discussing how urban development process has evolved on and
around Soli-Pompeiopolis Archaeological Site. Afterwards, in the second section, conservation and
planning processes and outcomes of these decisions on urban built environment are examined. In
the third section, the process and its spatial, social and economic outcomes are evaluated by using
indicators developed in Chapter 4. In the fourth section, a causality analysis is conducted for

discussing the reasons of problematic issues in integration.

The Conclusion chapter is designed in order to derive inferences from theoretical discussions with
the intention to propose changes in Turkish conservation and planning systems in order to obtain
integration between conservation and planning processes for creating sustainable settlements.
Moreover, a set of proposals about how urban built environment and archaeological site could be
integrated spatially, socially and economically on Soli-Pompeiopolis Archaeological Site case study
is represented. Dissertation is concluded by stating the significance of the study and the

suggestions for further studies.
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CHAPTER 2

CONSERVATION OF ARCHAEOLOGICAL SITES IN URBAN AREAS THROUGH
SPATIAL PLANNING PROCESS FOR SUSTAINABLE DEVELOPMENT

Settlements, urban or rural, are the results of a historical process, traces of which could be followed
through physical remains of past communities. Archaeological sites constitute an important part of
these physical remains, through which archaeological studies provide information about settlement
patterns of societies and their way of life prehistoric and classical periods (ICOMOS Charter, 1990:
Article 1). Archaeological sites are well-worth keeping and caring appropriately to ensure their
protection and preservation; because, they enrich our lives by helping us to understand the past and
they add an identity to the urban built environment by creating livability and vitality. Furthermore,
archaeological sites represent various values, from scientific to symbolic, economic to social for
present and future generations (Lipe, 1984; Cooper et al., 1995; Firth, 1995; Pearson and Sullivan,
1995; Feilden and Jokilehto, 1998; Mason and Avrami, 2000; Howard, 2003; Asatekin; 2004;
Carman, 2005). On this account, archaeological sites are regarded as significant and integral

elements of the built environment.

Nevertheless, archaeological sites are under the threat of various natural and man-made factors,
out of which ‘urban development’ is mostly underlined by different researches (Martin-Bueno, 1984;
Biornstad, 1989; Price, 1989; Nickens, 1991; Skeates, 2000; Burke, 2001; Palumbo, 2002; Tuna,
2004). Being vulnerable in its nature, any damage would result in irreversible loss of knowledge and
values that archaeological sites represent. On the other hand, due to being non-renewable and
finite in its nature, it would not be possible to reverse or repair the damage given to archaeological
sites (ICOMOS Charter, 1990: Article 2; Carman, 2002). Thus, like many other elements of cultural
heritage, archaeological sites should be protected and preserved for the benefit of both present and

future generation through conservation activities.
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As emphasized in different international documents (Hague Recommendation, 1967,
Recommendation no. R(89)5, 1989; ICOMOS Charter, 1990; Malta Convention, 1992; European
Code of Good Practice, 2000) and researches (Delaunay, 1984; Pearson and Sullivan, 1995;
Feilden and Jokilehto, 1998; Demas, 2002; Mason and Avrami, 2002), negative impacts of urban
development could not be mitigated only through technical solutions and archaeological studies, but
also through management processes. Approaching conservation not only as a technical issue, but
also as a management process, spatial planning processes become integral part a complex
conservation system, which direct and control urban development on and around archaeological

sites.

Within this general framework, the aim of this chapter is to represent the theoretical framework of
the dissertation. In the first section, international documents and concluding documents of
international meetings are reviewed for deriving key issues on conservation of archaeological sites
in urban areas through spatial planning processes for creating sustainable settiements for
conducting the theoretical basis of the dissertation. In the second section, qualities of spatial
planning process for conservation of archaeological sites in urban areas are redefined based on key
issues derived from conservation and sustainability discussions for developing the theoretical

framework of the dissertation.

2.1. CONSERVATION OF ARCHAEOLOGICAL SITES IN URBAN AREAS, SUSTAINABLE
DEVELOPMENT AND SPATIAL PLANNING PROCESSES

Societies have been assigning values to historic buildings and monuments for preserving and
protecting them through ages. Erder (1975) indicates that historically, the origin of the idea of
‘conservation’ dates back to the Roman times. Yet, the 20t century could be regarded as an
important turning point in changing and expanding scope of cultural heritage conservation
understanding in Europe (Cleere, 1989:2; Orbasli, 2008:20-21). Destruction of so many historic
buildings resulting from two World Wars have shown the need for common agreements for
preserving and protecting cultural heritage not only with national solutions, but also with
international collaboration, as well as the need for the interchange of experience and cooperation

for the protection of cultural heritage among Europe (Cleere, 1989:1-2; Staniforth, 2000:2).
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After the World War |, with inception of the League of Nations?! in 1919, the International Museums
Office? has suggested two international meetings. The first meeting, “International Conference for
the Study of Scientific Methods for the Examination and Preservation of Works of Art” was held in
Rome in 1930, with the aim to study scientific methods for the examination and preservation of
works of arts. The second meeting, “First International Congress of Architects and Technicians of
Historic Monuments” was held in Athens in 1931 intending to discuss the problems related to the
conservation of monuments. Main issues of the Congress in Athens have been declared as ‘Athens
Charter’ for the Restoration of Historic Monuments, which was “... the first international document

outlining modern conservation policy” (Orbagli, 2008:21).

These initial international efforts were primarily based on conservation of significant or monumental
historical structures in urban areas through technical conservation processes. It was the post World
War |l years during which the technical conservation understanding has started to change into
management and the scope of ‘cultural heritage’ has been expanded from single monuments to site
(Cleere, 1989:1).

After the devastation of World War II, most of the European cities have gone through a period of
redevelopment. War devastation has seen as an opportunity to explore archaeological remains
located in destroyed historical centers, which resulted in archaeological researches and excavations
being incorporated into spatial, social and economic planning processes (Cleere, 1989:2). Yet,
conservation of archaeological sites within the confines of urban areas is not approached as an
integral part of spatial planning processes, but as an initial step to be completed before the
development has been taken place. Therefore, the core of archaeological studies of this period was
limited to define the scope of rescue excavations for archaeological sites in urban areas. On this

account, ‘New Delhi Recommendation’ on International Principles Applicable to Archaeological

21 “An organization for international cooperation established at the initiative of the victorious Allied Powers at
the end of World War I... [created] as a means of preventing another destructive world conflict... The
League ceased its activities during World War II. In 1946 it was replaced by the United Nations, which
inherited many of its purposes and methods and much of its structure.” (Britannica Online: Nations, League
of)

22 “The first organized cooperation among museums at the international level arose through the League of
Nations' Committee of Intellectual Cooperation. In 1922 the Committee established an International
Museums Office, which initiated a number of studies and publications until it went out of existence in 1946.
In that year the International Council of Museums (ICOM) was created, and today this nongovernmental
organization provides a world forum for museum professionals. “(Britannica Online: museum, operation of,

pp.8)

25



Excavations, adopted by UNESCOZ in 1956, has focused on methods and techniques related with

archaeological excavations (New Delhi Recommendation, 1956).

The reconstruction period of the 1950s has been followed by a worldwide economic boom and rapid
industrialization in the 1960s negative impacts of which has been observed as destruction of
historical city centers and archaeological sites. The development pressure of the 1960s has
reinforced conservation and planning disciplines to work in collaboration for conservation of cultural
heritage in urban areas. Both the planning and conservation disciplines have started to search for

ways to overcome ‘the dilemma between protection and development’ by the end of 1960s.

This search of conservation and planning disciplines has been fostered mainly by international
documents and concluding documents of international meetings. The first impulse was directed from
international efforts emphasizing the necessity of integration of archaeological sites into spatial
planning processes in all levels (Hague Recommendation, 1967; Recommendation no. R(89)5,
1989; ICOMOS Charter, 1990; Malta Convention, 1992). The second impulse was directed from
sustainability discussions stressing the inevitability of conservation and maintenance of
archaeological sites in urban areas for creating sustainable settlements (Agenda 21, 1992; Habitat
Agenda, 1996; Recommendation Rec(2002)1, 2002). These international documents and
concluding documents of international meetings on conservation of archaeological sites in urban

areas for sustainable development are reviewed in this section.

2.1.1. Conservation of Archaeological Sites in Urban Areas

The main turning point in conservation of cultural heritage understanding could be taken as the
international meeting “Second International Congress of Architects and Technicians of Historic
Monuments” organized in Venice in 1964 and its concluding document, “International Charter for the
Conservation and Restoration of Monuments and Sites, usually referred to as the ‘Venice Charter’.
By Venice Charter, the historical buildings and monuments, as well as the cultural landscape are
being considered as the ‘cultural heritage’, and conservation of single monument understanding has
shifted to conservation of monuments within their contexts and together with their environments
(Venice Charter, 1965: Article 1).

23 UNESCO: United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization
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The Venice Charter introduced conservation of cultural heritage also as a governance problem.
Accordingly, cultural heritage should be protected and preserved by specific guidelines, laws and
international agreements, and each nation state and its government, as well as every person,

should have responsibility in conservation of cultural heritage (Venice Charter, 1965: Articles 4-8).

Venice Charter has long been recognized as the most significant document dealing with general
principles of conservation. In 1965, ICOMOS was established as an international non-governmental
organization, on foundation of which the Venice Charter was used as the doctrinal document
(Orbagli, 2008:23). Following the Venice Charter, international meetings and their concluding
documents within the last forty years developed general frameworks about conservation of

archaeological sites in urban areas also through spatial planning processes.

The first international document underlying the importance of active maintenance of cultural heritage
within the context of regional planning was ‘Hague Recommendation’, which was declared by the
Council of Europe on May 1967. Considering that “monuments, groups or areas of buildings of
historical and artistic interest not only form an irreplaceable cultural asset, but are also part of the
human environment” (Hague Recommendation, 1967: Article A) and also considering that “physical
planning is the most appropriate implement to solve the problems of built environment in a
harmonious manner” (Hague Recommendation, 1967: Article B), planning at all levels was accepted
as the most adequate means of attaining the integration of cultural heritage into urban and rural life
“... in order to ensure protection and rehabilitation of cultural heritage effectively, to form part of a

social process and to enrich human environment” (Hague Recommendation, 1967: Article C).

‘European Convention’ on the Protection of Archaeological Heritage was enacted by the Council of
Europe in 19692, European Convention was mainly concerned with methods and techniques about
archaeological excavations. The main aim was to set a common attitude towards the management
of archaeological excavations and distribution of information based on excavations for scientific,
cultural and educational purposes. European Convention recommended delimitation and protection
of sites and areas of archaeological interest through designations, and creation of reserve zones for

the preservation of material evidence to be excavated by later generations “... with the object of

2 The Convention was reviewed in the late 1970s, in order to concern with also under water archaeological
heritage and illegal trade in movable archaeological heritage.
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ensuring the protection of deposits and sites where archaeological objects lie hidden” (European
Convention, 1969: Article 2).

Recognized the need to identify and permanently protect the world's special areas, ‘World Heritage
Convention” Concerning the Protection of the World Cultural and Natural Heritage was adopted in
1972, through which UNESCO invited member states to nominate places of outstanding universal
value as ‘world heritage sites’ to be included in the world heritage list. The significance of
conservation of archaeological heritage as a planning problem continued to be emphasized by the
World Heritage Convention. According to World Heritage Convention, a world heritage site should
have effective and active measures for the protection, conservation and presentation. Accordingly,
World Heritage Convention stated that each State Party was committed

(a) to adopt a general policy which aims to give the cultural and natural heritage a
function in the life of the community and to integrate the protection of that heritage
into comprehensive planning programmes;

(b) to set up within its territories, where such services do not exist, one or more
services for the protection, conservation and presentation of the cultural and natural
heritage with an appropriate staff and possessing the means to discharge their
functions;

(c) to develop scientific and technical studies and research and to work out such
operating methods as will make the State capable of counteracting the dangers that
threaten its cultural or natural heritage;

(d) to take the appropriate legal, scientific, technical, administrative and financial
measures necessary for the identification, protection, conservation, presentation and
rehabilitation of this heritage; and

(e) to foster the establishment or development of national or regional centres for
training in the protection, conservation and presentation of the cultural and natural
heritage and to encourage scientific research in this field. (World Heritage
Convention, 1972: Article 5)

World Heritage Convention strengthened the protection of designated sites by giving responsibility
on nations to co-operate for the protection and preservation of the world heritage sites. The
necessity for the presentation of the cultural heritage to the public by assigning function in urban life
and to integrate conservation activities into planning programs were central emphasizes of World

Heritage Convention.

As another turning point in conservation understanding, the Congress of Amsterdam as crowing
event of European Architectural Heritage Year 1975 was organized in Amsterdam in October 1975,
concluding remarks of which was published as ‘Amsterdam Declaration’. Amsterdam Declaration

could be seen as the first detailed international document leading technical conservation
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understanding to more a management approach by introducing the concept of ‘integrated
conservation’, by stressing the importance of local authority and participation of citizens in

conservation activities, and by encouraging collaboration between conservation and planning.

Following Amsterdam Declaration, the Council of Europe adopted ‘Resolution R(76)28’ concerning
the Adaptation of Laws and Regulations to the Requirements of Integrated Conservation of the
Architectural Heritage. Integrated conservation of cultural heritage of monuments and sites was
defined as

... the whole range of measure aimed at ensuring the perpetuation of that heritage, its
maintenance as part of an appropriate environment, whether manmade or natural, its
utilisation and its adaptation to the needs of society. (Resolution R(76)28, 1975:
Article I-2)

The objectives of integrated conservation of cultural heritage of monuments and sites were listed as,

1. The conservation of monuments, group of buildings and sites through:

- measures to safeguard them;

- steps to ensure a physical preservation of their constituent parts;

- operations aimed at their restoration and enhancement.

2. The integration of monuments, group of buildings and sites into physical
environment of present day society through programmes designed to:

- give new life to monuments and old buildings belonging to groups by assigning them
a social purpose, possibly differing from their original function but compatible with
their dignity, and as far as possible in keeping with the character of their setting;

- rehabilitate buildings, particularly those intended for habitation, by renovating their
internal structure and adapting it to the needs of modern life, while carefully
preserving features of cultural interest. (Resolution R(76)28, 1975: Article |-2/1-2)

Stated as a principle of integrated conservation, the Resolution adopted these objectives of
integrated conservation should be a part of spatial planning processes in all scales (Resolution
R(76)28, 1975: Article 1I-1). The Resolution also developed a series of national integrated
conservation policies about financial, administrative, social and educational measures to be guide
for member states in reviewing their legislative and organizational structures (Resolution R(76)28,
1975: Section IlI).

One of the most significant steps on international basis about integrating conservation into spatial
planning processes was the Colloquy on Archaeology and Planning, organized in Florence by the
Council of Europe in 1984. The Colloquy on Archaeology and Planning was important in pointing out
the dilemma between archaeology and planning disciplines, which could be summarizes as “... on

one side are the planners, concerned with construction and development and on the other side are
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the archaeologists, concerned with surveys, inventories, classification and conservation” (Delaunay,
1984:2). By the Colloquy, basic principles of conservation of archaeological sites through spatial
planning process were defined basically, as:

5.2.1 Ways should be pursued to integrate archaeological considerations into the
planning process at all stages, through such means as:

(a) developing a more mutually understandable language

(b) involving archaeologists in the administrative procedures of planning so that an
archaeological opinion has to be taken into account (on a formal or legal basis) in the
planning procedures.

5.2.2 Once the archaeological potential of a site is known, negotiation should proceed
on a tripartite basis (between the archaeologist, the planner and the developer) with a
view to the following options:

(a) change in the development plan in order to avoid disturbing the archaeological
deposit

(b) provision of sufficient time and means for proper scientific investigation of the site
(including publication).

5.2.3 Planning advice should be taken on minimising wherever possible the intrusion
of a lengthy excavation in its setting.

5.2.4 If the archaeological remains are to be considered worthy of preservation,
special attention should be paid to their interpretation and presentation with regard to
the local community and environment; in most cases the archaeological, architectural
and environmental elements will comprise a single unit. (Council of Europe, 1987:97-
98)

One of the significant concluding remarks of the Colloquy was that establishing archaeological
databanks or other forms of information were the preliminary obligations for better understanding of

archaeological resources by planners (Council of Europe, 1987:97).

The international emphasis on the integration of archaeological heritage into spatial planning
process was continued to be stressed by ‘Recommendation no. R(89)5 concerning the Protection
and Enhancement of the Archaeological Heritage in the Context of Town and Country Planning
Operations, which was introduced by the Council of Europe in 1989%. Recommendation no. R(89)5
concentrated on development projects, which has been posing a particular threat to the discovery
and protection of the archaeological heritage, with an aim to state “... principles, and particularly
with methods, without going into detail on the provisions to be enacted which are the responsibility

of each state” (Recommendation no. R(89)5, 1989: Introduction).

25 This Recommendation is one of the initiators of the revision of the European Convention on the Protection
of the Archaeological Heritage of 1969.
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In 1990, ‘Charter for the Protection and Management of the Archaeological Heritage’ was prepared
by ICOMOS. The Charter underlined the necessity of integrated protection policies of archaeology
and urban planning, stating that,

The archaeological heritage is a fragile and non-renewable cultural resource. Land
use must therefore be controlled and developed in order to minimize the destruction
of the archaeological heritage.

Policies for the protection of the archaeological heritage should constitute an integral
component of policies relating to land use, development, and planning as well as of
cultural, environmental and educational policies. The policies for the protection of the
archaeological heritage should be kept under continual review, so that they stay up to
date. The creation of archaeological reserves should form part of such policies.

The protection of the archaeological heritage should be integrated into planning
policies at international, national, regional and local levels.

Active participation by the general public must form part of policies for the protection
of the archaeological heritage. This is essential where the heritage of indigenous
peoples is involved. Participation must be based upon access to the knowledge
necessary for decision-making. The provision of information to the general public is
therefore an important element in integrated protection. (ICOMOS Charter, 1990:
Article 2)

Soon after the ICOMOS Charter, the Council of Europe noticed the necessity to rearrange the
legislation for the conservation of archaeological heritage in order to be handled together with
planning legislation. So, the Council of Europe revised the European Convention on the Protection
of Archaeological Heritage “... on the lessons learnt from the last twenty-two years of experience
with the initial convention and incorporates provisions designed to overcome defects and strengthen
European co-operation” (Explanatory Report, 1992); thereafter, the ‘Malta Convention'® was signed

in Valetta, Malta, on January 1992.

Acknowledging that archaeological heritage has been under the threat of “... increasing number of
major planning schemes, natural risks, clandestine or unscientific excavations and insufficient public
awareness” (Malta Convention, 1992: Preamble) and accepting archaeological heritage “... as a
source of the European collective memory and as an instrument for historical and scientific study*
(Malta Convention, 1992: Article 1), Malta Convention suggested key issues for integrating
archaeological heritage into spatial planning processes. By adopting integrated conservation
understanding, Malta Convention affirmed that each nation state should undertake the

responsibility,

26 Malta Convention is also known as ‘Valetta Convention’.
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i. to seek to reconcile and combine the respective requirements of archaeology and
development plans by ensuring that archaeologists participate:

- in planning policies designed to ensure well-balanced strategies for the protection,
conservation and enhancement of sites of archaeological interest;

- in the various stages of development schemes;

ii. to ensure that archaeologists, town and regional planners systematically consult
one another in order to permit:

- the modification of development plans likely to have adverse effects on the
archaeological heritage;

- the allocation of sufficient time and resources for an appropriate scientific study to
be made of the site and for its findings to be published;

iii. to ensure that environmental impact assessments and the resulting decisions
involve full consideration of archaeological sites and their settings;

iv. to make provision, when elements of the archaeological heritage have been found
during development work, for their conservation in situ when feasible;

v. to ensure that the opening of archaeological sites to the public, especially any
structural arrangements necessary for the reception of large numbers of visitors, does
not adversely affect the archaeological and scientific character of such sites and their
surroundings. (Malta Convention, 1992: Article 5)

Malta Convention suggested that archaeological remains should be conserved in situ, as
circumstances demand (Malta Convention, 1992: Article 4/i). Besides, Malta Convention stressed
the importance of increasing public awareness by conducting educational activities with the aim of
explaining the public and the developers why archaeological heritage should be preserved, and by

promoting public access especially to archaeological sites (Malta Convention, 1992: Article 9).

Asking for adequate measures for conservation of world heritage sites in World Heritage Convention
resulted in introduction of the ‘Management Guidelines for World Cultural Heritage Sites’ by
ICOMOS in 1992. The aim of Management Guideline was to set the main principles on how to
conserve and manage world heritage sites?’ (Feilden and Jokilehto, 1998). The Management
Guideline could be considered as one of the most comprehensive guidelines defining conservation
planning process and a regular maintenance program for protection and preservation of cultural

heritage sites.

In 1995, ICOMOS issued ‘Nara Document’, with an aim to point out the importance of authenticity in
valuing the common and diverse heritage of humanity (Nara Document, 1995: Article 4). Nara
Document underlined that the main reason of conservation of cultural heritage is values attributed to

the heritage (Nara Document, 1995: Article 9). Emphasizing that all judgments related to values

21 “Guidelines for the Management of World Cultural Heritage Sites” was revised first in 1993 and then in
1998.
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differ from culture to culture, as well as within the same culture, Nara Document stated that it is not
possible to make judgments of value and authenticity based on fixed criteria (Nara Document, 1995:
Article 11). Therefore, Nara Document pointed out the importance of assessment of values and
authenticity within the cultural contexts heritage belong to, by giving specific consideration to the
original characteristics of heritage and to the recognition of local public (Nara Document, 1995:
Articles 11-13).

As one of the projects developed within the context of the European Plan for Archaeology?,
‘European Code of Good Practice’ entitled as “Archaeology and the Urban Project” was issued in
2000 by the Council of Europe. The aim of the European Code of Good Practice was “... to enhance
the protection of the European urban archaeological heritage through facilitating co-operation
between planners, archaeologists and developers” (European Code of Good Practice, 2000:

Objectives).

In 2002, ‘Ename Charter' for the Interpretation of Cultural Heritage Sites was published by
ICOMOS2. Acknowledging that interpretation and presentation of cultural heritage sites is an
integral part of the conservation process, main aim of Ename Charter was “... to define the basic
principles of Interpretation and Presentation as essential components of heritage conservation
efforts and as a means of enhancing public appreciation and understanding of cultural heritage sites
(Ename Charter, 2007: Preamble). Ename Charter searched for ways to encourage “... a wide
public appreciation of cultural heritage sites as places and sources of learning and reflection about
the past, as well as valuable resources for sustainable community development and intercultural
and intergenerational dialogue” (Ename Charter Online: The Initiative). Basic objectives and
principles of cultural heritage site interpretation and presentation were defined as followed,

- Principle 1: Access and Understanding

Interpretation and presentation programmes, in whatever form deemed appropriate
and sustainable, should facilitate physical and intellectual access by the public to
cultural heritage sites.

- Principle 2: Soundness of Information Sources

Interpretation and presentation should be based on evidence gathered through
accepted scientific and scholarly methods as well as from living cultural traditions.

28 The ‘European Plan for Archaeology’, which consisted of a series of pilot projects, was accepted in the
meetings held in Valletta, Malta in 1992.

29 The ENAME Charter was revised six times under the auspices of the ICOMOS since it has been enacted.
The latest revision was applied on 10.04.2007 (Ename Charter Online).
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- Principle 3: Attention to Setting and Context

The Interpretation and Presentation of cultural heritage sites should relate to their
wider social, cultural, historical, and natural contexts and settings.

- Principle 4: Preservation of Authenticity

The Interpretation and presentation of cultural heritage sites must respect the basic
tenets of authenticity in the spirit of the Nara Document (1994).

- Principle 5: Planning for Sustainability

The interpretive plan for a cultural heritage site must be sensitive to its natural and
cultural environment, with social, financial, and environmental sustainability among its
central goals.

- Principle 6: Concern for Inclusiveness

The Interpretation and Presentation of cultural heritage sites must be the result of
meaningful collaboration between heritage professionals, associated communities,
and other stakeholders.

- Principle 7: Importance of Research, Evaluation, and Training

Continuing research, training, and evaluation are essential components of the
interpretation of a cultural heritage site. (Ename Charter Online: Principles)

The APPEAR® Guide, which was being worked on by the European Commission, was foreseen to
be a practical guide for enhancing the values of urban archaeological sites and for managing
archaeological remains in towns and cities. The APPEAR Guide was designed in order to “... help
all those involved in projects for enhancing urban archaeological sites” (APPEAR Online). The
method provided by the APPEAR Guide was based on a systematic management program
prepared by an inter-disciplinary group. The APPEAR Guide was prepared for “... enhancement of
urban archaeological remains of any period which are to be made available to the public whilst
ensuring their conservation within a new or existing architectural envelope” (APPEAR Guide,
2006:11). Yet, APPEAR Guide did not advocate systematic enhancement of discovered remains
that, in many cases, “... alternative methods such as total excavation or the establishment of

protected archaeological areas may be a better solution” (APPEAR Guide, 2006:11).

2.1.2. Conservation of Archaeological Sites in Urban Areas for Sustainable Development

As a reaction to global increase in industrial development and capitalist type of production, as well
as the excessive consumption of the world’s natural resources during the 1960s and the 1970s,
there has been a growing interest for conservation and management of natural resource towards

rapid and uncontrolled development trends and diffusion policies (Keene, 2003:11-13). By the end

30 APPEAR: Accessibility Projects for the Sustainable Preservation and Enhancement of Urban Sub-soil
Archaeological Remains
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of the 1980s, environmental issues became the starting point of sustainability discussions,

especially fostered by Brundtland Report?' in 1987.

Brundtland Report approached environmental and development issues to be solved by collective
international action rather than through national solution. Main concerns of Brundtland Report were
conservation of biodiversity and ecological integrity, ensuring appropriate valuation of environmental
assets, integration of environmental and economic goals, securing the social equity and providing
community participation (Rodwell, 2007:56). Apart from these concerns, the most significant
contribution of Brundtland Report could be regarded as the introduction of the concept of ‘equity’ for
both intra-generational and inter-generational context. ‘Sustainability’ was introduced as an umbrella
term for environmental protection, economic growth and social equity. Within this context,
sustainable development is defined as "development which meets the needs of the present without
compromising the ability of future generations to meet their own needs" in Brundtland Report
(1987:54)%2.

According to Diesendorf (1999:3), the definition of sustainable development in Brundtland Report
emphasizes the long-term aspect of the concept of sustainability while introducing the ethical
principle of equity between present and future generations. The ‘needs’ term used within the
definition refers to “...a sound environment, a just society and a healthy economy” (Diesendorf,
1999:3). The ‘development’ in the context of sustainability is not only a development in the
economic sense. Sustainable development is about increasing quality of life, covering the social and
economic improvement in a broad sense, while considering environmental criteria at the same time.
The environmental concern does not mean freezing the ecosystem, but using resources in optimum

level and keeping changes at non-destructive rates (Diesendorf, 1999:3; Gallopin, 2003:25).

31 The Brundtland Report, or Our Common Future, is prepared by the World Commission on Environment
and Development in 1987 by an international group of politicians, civil servants and experts on the
environment and development. (The Encyclopedia of the Atmospheric Environment: Sustainability Online:
Brundtland Report)

82 The Brundtland Report highlighted three fundamental components to sustainable development:
environmental protection, economic growth and social equity. The report also suggested that equity,
growth and environmental maintenance are simultaneously possible and that each country is capable of
achieving its full economic potential whilst at the same time enhancing its resource base. The report
recognized that achieving this equity and sustainable growth would require technological and social
change. (The Encyclopedia of the Atmospheric Environment: Sustainability Online: Brundtland Report)
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Following the Brundtland Report, international efforts towards defining, promoting and implementing
sustainability at international, national and local levels have shown significant progress. Enforced
mainly by the “Rio Earth Summit Conference on Environment and Development” held in Rio de
Janeiro in 1992 and “Habitat Il - United Nations Conference on Human Settlements” held in Istanbul

in 1996, sustainability has been accepted as an international principle.

The need for strategies for sustainable development was first recognized at the Rio Earth Summit in
1992. Heads of Government from all around the world have adopted the Rio Declaration on
Environment and Development, the Statement of Principles for the Sustainable Management of

Forests, and ‘Agenda 21

Agenda 21 was accepted as the blueprint on sustainable development detailing how to make
development socially, economically and environmentally sustainable. Agenda 21 suggested
individual cities to

improve the urban environment by promoting social organization and
environmental awareness through the participation of local communities in the
identification of public services needs, the provision of urban infrastructure, the
enhancement of public amenities and the protection and/or rehabilitation of older
buildings, historic precincts and other cultural artifacts. (Agenda 21, 1992: Article
7.20/b)

Different than Rio Earth Summit Conference, which has focused mostly on environmental issues,
the purpose of Habitat || Conference was to address two specific themes related with development
issues: ‘adequate shelter for all' and ‘sustainable human settlements development in an urbanizing

world’. At the end of the Conference, istanbul Declaration and ‘Habitat Agenda’ were issued.

Through Habitat Il Conference, sustainability and sustainable development discussions were carried
forward from environmental issues also to cultural environment and cultural heritage. It was
emphasized in Habitat Agenda that sustainable development could be achieved not only through
sustainable natural environments, but also through sustainable cultural environments by stating that,

The sustainability of the global environment and human life will not be achieved
unless, among other things, human settlements in both urban and rural areas are
made economically buoyant, socially vibrant and environmentally sound, with full
respect for cultural, religious and natural heritage and diversity. (Habitat Agenda,
1996: Article 101)
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Accordingly, in Habitat Agenda, objectives of sustainable settlements were defined as,

protecting public health, providing for safety and security, education and social
integration, promoting equality and respect for diversity and cultural identities,
increased accessibility for persons with disabilities, and preservation of historic,
spiritual, religious and culturally significant buildings and districts, respecting local
landscapes and treating the local environment with respect and care.

The preservation of the natural heritage and historical human settlements, including
sites, monuments and buildings, particularly those protected under the UNESCO
Convention on World Heritage Sites, should be assisted, including through
international cooperation. It is also of crucial importance that spatial diversification
and mixed use of housing and services be promoted at the local level in order to meet
the diversity of needs and expectations. (Habitat Agenda, 1996: Article 30)

‘Conservation and rehabilitation of the historical and cultural heritage’ was considered as one of the

key issues of sustainable human settlements (Habitat Agenda, 1996: Article 152) and different

actions were defined, including:

153. To promote historical and cultural continuity and to encourage broad civic
participation in all kinds of cultural activities, Governments at the appropriate levels,
including local authorities, should:

(a) Identify and document, whenever possible, the historical and cultural significance
of areas, sites, landscapes, ecosystems, buildings and other objects and
manifestations and establish conservation goals relevant to the cultural and spiritual
development of society;

(b) Promote the awareness of such heritage in order to highlight its value and the
need for its conservation and the financial viability of rehabilitation;

(c) Encourage and support local heritage and cultural institutions, associations and
communities in their conservation and rehabilitation efforts and inculcate in children
and youth an adequate sense of their heritage;

(d) Promote adequate financial and legal support for the effective protection of the
cultural heritage;

(e) Promote education and training in traditional skills in all disciplines appropriate to
the conservation and promotion of heritage;

(f) Promote the active role of older persons as custodians of cultural heritage,
knowledge, trades and skills.

154. To integrate development with conservation and rehabilitation goals,
Governments at the appropriate levels, including local authorities, should:

(a) Recognize that the historical and cultural heritage is an important asset, and strive
to maintain the social, cultural and economic viability of historically and culturally
important sites and communities;

(b) Preserve the inherited historical settlement and landscape forms, while protecting
the integrity of the historical urban fabric and guiding new construction in historical
areas;

(c) Provide adequate legal and financial support for the implementation of
conservation and rehabilitation activities, in particular through adequate training of
specialized human resources;
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(d) Promote incentives for such conservation and rehabilitation to public, private and
nonprofit developers;

(e) Promote community based action for the conservation, rehabilitation, regeneration
and maintenance of neighbourhoods;

(f) Support public and private sector and community partnerships for the rehabilitation
of inner cities and neighbourhoods;

(9) Ensure the incorporation of environmental concerns in conservation and
rehabilitation projects;

(h) Take measures to reduce acid rain and other types of environmental pollution that
damage buildings and other items of cultural and historical value;

() Adopt human settlements planning policies, including transport and other
infrastructure policies, that avoid environmental degradation of historical and cultural
areas;

(i) Ensure that the accessibility concerns of people with disabilities are incorporated in
conservation and rehabilitation projects. (Habitat Agenda, 1996: Articles 153-154)

In 2001, the 4" Annual US/ICOMOS International Symposium under the theme of “Managing
Change: Sustainable Approaches to the Conservation of the Built Environment” was organized. The
Symposium explored “...issues of sustainability through conservation as a new model for
stewardship as it relates to design, technology, economics, development, and social viability”
(Teutonico and Matero, 2003:viii). As concluding remarks of the Symposium, the importance of
approaching conservation as a part of larger processes of development and concerns of social
equity and the quality of life, public participation in conservation processes, and working in a multi-
disciplinary way to look outside the confines of conservation issues were underlined as crucial items

for sustainability in conservation of cultural heritage (Teutonico and Matero, 2003:209).

In 2002, the European Council enacted ‘Recommendation Rec(2002)1’ on the Guiding Principles for
Sustainable Spatial Development of the European Continent with an aim to establish a methodology
concerning also heritage management in the framework of sustainable development discussions.
Recommendation Rec(2002)1 stated three main principles for sustainable development: economic
development, social balance and protection of the environment including the cultural and natural
heritage. Yet, it was recommended that very strict protection measures could not have significant
impacts of the protection of cultural and natural heritage. In this respect, conservation of cultural and
natural heritage could no longer be considered on its own as an objective; instead, it should be

approached as an essential tool for sustainable development.
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In 2002, the Conservation of Cultural Heritage for Sustainable Development Workshop was
organized as a part of the 5" European Commission Conference “Cultural Heritage Research: A
Pan-European Challenge” on May 2002 in Cracow, Poland. The concluding remarks of the

Workshop stressed the need for a holistic approach in conservation of archaeological heritage,

...with the aim of encompassing both natural resources and the cultural environment,
the improvement of living standards, the evaluation of a sustainable balance between
historic and economic benefits, the underpinning of awareness, as well as the
appropriation of identity, which improves integration. (Sabbioni, 2002)

Concluding remarks of the Workshop also underlined the need for the involvement of local
community into conservation activities by adopting a bottom-up approach, which would improve the
integration between the archaeological heritage and the public. The Workshop pointed out that the
concepts of sustainability should underpin archaeological heritage conservation and management
methods (Sabbioni, 2002).

2.1.3. Conservation of Archaeological Sites in Urban Areas through Spatial Planning

Processes for Sustainable Development

The core of these international documents and concluding documents of international meetings is
that archaeological sites could not be protected and preserved by only technical conservation
activities and archaeological studies, but also through comprehensive management and planning
processes. The subject of ‘conservation of archaeological sites in urban areas’ has been
conceptualized also as an urban planning problem and considered within the context of sustainable
development discussions. However, conservation of archaeological sites in urban areas through
spatial planning processes requires a different approach than any other urban area or than any
other cultural heritage structure, which could continue to be economically productive while being
protected (Henry, 1993:15). In this respect, spatial planning process necessitates to be reformulated

by considering the specific nature of archaeological sites.

International documents and concluding documents of international meetings provide a set of key
issues to be an input for redefining the qualities of spatial planning process in urban areas in

relation with archaeological sites, including:
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- constituting legislative and organizational structures for conservation of archaeological sites
also through spatial planning processes,

- developing local solutions for local problems,

- establishing cooperation between different disciplines and different institutions,

- participation of public into conservation and planning processes,

- importance of recognition and assessment of heritage value,

- increasing public awareness and knowledge through presentation of archaeological remains
and effective accessibility, and

- preservation and enhancement of archaeological sites through management plans and

formulating these specific management plans as a part of spatial plans in different scales.

Key Issue 1 - Legislative and Organizational Structures:

Being the heritage of all, international documents assign the responsibility of protecting and
preserving cultural heritage to all people. Yet, preparing legislative and organizational structures
about conservation of cultural heritage is appointed under the responsibility of governments
(ICOMOS Charter, 1990: Article 3; Malta Convention, 1992: Articles 2-12). Governments are asked
to undertake the tasks of developing national strategies including protective legislative
arrangements and national management programs, establishing organizational structures and

obtaining financial sources and technical staff for conservation activities.

Governments protect cultural heritage actively, by establishing museums, reserves, registers or

listing, and they protect cultural heritage passively by safeguarding the heritage from destructive

activities and actions (Bademli, 2005:22-23). Active or passive, the aptitude of governments to

protect cultural heritage depends on existence and effectiveness of,

1. Certain social and governmental institutions, and the collaboration between these institutions
(Lipe, 1984:2), and

2. Combination of complex factors defined by legislations, including definition, registering,
listing, maintenance and planning of archaeological heritage, and incentives and penalties

about archaeological heritage conservation and management (Johnston, 2006).

International documents set general principles about conservation and management of cultural

heritage through recommendations, set of guidelines and standards to be as a guide for countries in
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process of establishing or revising their national conservation and planning systems. Yet, these
guidelines and general principles could not be applied directly within the national systems, due to
the reason that problems of conservation of archaeological heritage vary between one region of the

world and another.

Most of the countries develop systematic measures in order to mitigate damage given to
archaeological heritage. However, these conservation systems vary form one country to another
because of changing natures of social, political and economic considerations. The fundamental
differences between these countries are reflected generally in the differences of legislative and
organizational structures. No matter what kind of conservation system is developed, in most of the
conservation systems of developed countries, legislative structures broadly consist wholly or in part,
- Protection and preservation of monuments and sites,

- Integrating conservation into spatial planning processes,

- Use of monuments and sites to promote education of the public,

- Inclusion of monuments and sites in national and international tourist programs,

- Archaeological excavations and further scientific investigation of monuments, and

- Developing and obtaining solutions for staff and financial sources (Herrmann, 1989:31).

Key Issue 2 - Local Level:

International documents underline the fact that conservation of archaeological sites should be
integrated into all levels of planning processes, from policies through plans at the national and
regional levels to management programs at the local and site level (Hague Recommendation, 1967;
Amsterdam Declaration, 1975; Recommendation no. R(89)5, 1989; ICOMOS Charter, 1990; Malta
Convention, 1992). However, for achieving sustainable settlements, the most efficient level is
accepted as the ‘local level’ due to three specific reasons (Helmy and Cooper, 2002; Johnston,
2006; Price, 2006).

The first reason is that the local level is especially important, because of being the level in which
top-down governmental policies are implemented (Price, 2006:111-112). Official, top-down policies
could be different from community-led, bottom-up needs and requirements. Most of the problems in
implementation of conservation or planning decisions become apparent at the local level, and

policies developed at the local level get more political support, or to the contrary, more rejections.
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The second reason is that local level is the level where ‘space’ turns into ‘place’ through spatial
plans (Helmy and Cooper, 2002:515-516). Through conservation legislations in national level,
archaeological sites are primarily defined as ‘designated areas’. Designation area is a legal concept
appointing the conservation status of the area in general. However, at local level, archaeological site
should be more than being a designated area, but a part of the dynamic urban system. This could
be achieved by recognizing archaeological sites as a resource in spatial planning processes in local
level. Therefore, local level is significant as being the most appropriate level to judge conservation
and planning decisions to be sustainable or not, because impacts of decisions and implementations

are most clearly observed within this level.

The third reason is that local level is where conflicts between values determined by experts and
ascribed by the local people could have significant impacts on archaeological heritage (Johnston,
2006:26). Managing all ‘other’ values, besides intrinsic values determined by experts, could give the
opportunity finding ways to recognize and understand how local people approach the archaeological
site. Carrying assessment studies in the local level, by also considering the ascribed values of the
local people, could be practical to define conflicts between values, and better solutions could be

developed to reduce or manage the conflict between values.

Each settlement and archaeological site has its own specific conditions, problems and judgments.
Thus, developing local solutions for local problems is crucial for the conservation of archaeological
sites in urban areas (Johnston, 2006; Price, 2006). These specific conditions assign local
governments an important role in the recognition and protection of archaeological sites in urban
areas and in developing ‘local conservation strategies’ including statutory controls, advices and
incentives, direct land and property management, community development, heritage education and
spatial planning (Johnston, 2006:16). Especially spatial planning decisions and implementations at

the local level are effective tools for safeguarding the archaeological heritage.

Key Issue 3 — Collaboration between Institutions:

Conservation of archaeological sites in urban areas is a multi-dimensional and multi-disciplinary
task, which necessitates especially the cooperation between archaeologists and those involved in
planning processes (Delaunay, 1987; Malta Convention, 1992). Development decisions on and

around archaeological sites, which might have direct or indirect impact on the significance of the
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archaeological site, should be achieved by collaboration between all related stakeholders, especially
between those who are in charge of preparing, implementing and controlling conservation and

planning decisions (Stone, 1997:24).

There should be a professional association established between related organizations and
governmental authorities to make information flow easy and effective while taking decisions about
the archaeological site (European Code of Good Practice, 2000). The relations between different
organizations and governmental authorities need to be ‘collaborated’ during both decision-making
and implementation stages. For establishing collaboration between different institutions and
stakeholders, the ‘knowledge’ is important. The second important issue in collaboration is ‘training’
(Johnston, 2006). For stakeholders who are responsible from decision-making processes on and

around archaeological sites, multidisciplinary skills and approaches should be required.

Key Issue 4 — Participation of Public:

There are two specific meanings of ‘public’ central to discussions about conservation of
archaeological heritage (Merriman, 2004:1). The first meaning of public has a legal scope, as public
offices, public authorities, and public interest. The other meaning refers to a group of individuals
whose reactions inform public opinion. These two definitions refer to two bodies, the state and the
people in simple, which have always been potentially in tension (Merriman, 2004). This tension
could be observed also in conservation of archeological sites. On one side there is the archaeology
as state apparatus “...which does not reflect the diversity of views and interests held by the
public...”, on the other side there is the “...public which his disenchanted with the archaeology
provided by the state, feeling that it does not reflect their interests, and preferring to explore other
ways of understanding the past’ (Merriman, 2004:2). This tension could be overcome if
governmental authorities recognize, respect and work with the public by involving them into the

decision-making processes.

The main argument for advocating participation of public into conservation and planning processes
is that the best protectors of the heritage resources are often people who live near the resources
(Mabulla, 2000:224). Therefore, forming partnerships between governmental authorities and the

local public is fundamental for the success of any heritage management program (Mabulla,
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2000:213). Besides, participation of the public into conservation process could be a way to increase

the interest of the local public in conservation of archaeological sites.

Participation of the public into conservation and planning processes mostly carried through indirect
ways. ‘Indirect participation’ accepts that decisions are given with experts, preferably by considering
different dimensions of urban built environment and the society. Experts are given decisions in the
name of public concern, for optimizing public benefit. Public has the right to object decisions given;
yet it is a long process, and in most cases, they prefer to find solutions by themselves. Spatial
planning processes and conservation action should recognize other ways in which local people
could take active role in conservation of archaeological heritage, and they are directly involved into
decision-making processes for sharing the responsibility of controlling and contributing into
conservation and planning processes. This could be achieved by promoting ‘direct participation’ and

by accepting the public as an integral part of decision-making and implementation processes.

For conservation of archaeological sites, direct and active participation of local public into
conservation and planning processes is essential. Direct participation of the public into conservation
and planning processes could serve for different benefits, the most important of which is the
responsibility given to the public for the conservation of archaeological sites, to be aware of the site
and its benefits (Ename Charter, 2007). In cases the public are not brought into focus, sustainability
could not be achieved; because they are unlikely to take responsibility for something, they do not
feel themselves (McGimsey, 1972; Cleere, 1984; Davis, 1997; Carman, 2005).

Key Issue 5 — Value Assessment:

Either an artifact or a monument located on-land or under-water; all elements of archaeological
heritage, as a part of cultural heritage in general, are significant parts of the built environment. Their
significance is judged by the ... capacity or potential of the place to demonstrate or symbolize, or
contribute to our understanding of, or appreciation of, the human story” (Pearson and Sullivan,
1995:7). The statement of significance indicates simply why the place is important and why it should
be preserved, and this significance comes from the fact that archaeological heritage has ‘values’
(Nara Document, 1995: Article 9; de la Torre and Mason, 2002:3).
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Values refer to the positive characteristics attributed to heritage objects and places (Mason and
Avrami, 2000:15). These characteristics could be rooted from the object itself or from meanings
attributed to these objects, and they are what make a heritage site significant (de la Torre, 2005:5).
Attributed values are as important as intrinsic values. Within this context, values related to a cultural
heritage could be defined as “... the relative social attribution of qualities to things” (Feilden and
Jokilehto, 1998:14) or as “... the meanings of the built environment to a whole variety of people”
(Howard, 2003:74). As stated by Lipe (1984) and by Carman (2005:26), values embodied in cultural
heritage are not only derived from its material being and setting, but also drawn from various social,
cultural, political and economic contexts. Therefore, valuation is not only a technical issue, but also
a socio-cultural process. Certain values could be related to the physical being of the heritage,
whereas other values could be associated with non-physical aspects of both heritage and its
context. Cooper et al. (1995:235) name this differentiation as tangible — intangible values terms,

whereas Firth (1995:56-7) characterizes values as being archaeological and non-archaeological.

There are different value typologies examined in various researches and documents (Lipe, 1984;
Cooper et al., 1995; Firth, 1995; Mason and Avrami, 2000; Asatekin, 2004; Ugar, 2007; Orbasli,
2008). As stated by Mason and Avrami (2000), several of value types identified within these
typology studies overlap, and it is not easy to separate values from each other. According to
different typology studies on both archaeological heritage and cultural heritage, values could be

examined in two major groups; as intrinsic values and attributed values (Demas, 2003:35).

‘Intrinsic values’ of archaeological heritage, which are achieved by scientific studies and defined
mostly by experts, could be categorized in three groups: scientific, aesthetic and natural values.
Archaeological heritage “... offers among other things, a window to the distant past that enhances
our understanding of human, social, and technological development” (Mason and Avrami, 2000:13).
Therefore, the main importance of archaeological heritage for most of the researchers comes from
the fact that archaeological heritage creates an important scientific source of information by simply
providing a physical connection to the past (Henry, 1993; Mason and Avrami, 2000:16). This
importance adds archaeological heritage a ‘scientific value’, or as used in different researches in
similar or close meanings, research value (Mason and Avrami, 2000), informational value (Lipe,
1984), educational and interpretive value (Henry, 1993) or documentary value (Asatekin, 2004).
Scientific value “... concentrates on the information which can be derived from material about the

past’ (Firth, 1995:56), and it represents the real and potential value for research, education,
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interpretation and generation of knowledge. While the scientific value is related with the information
that archaeological remains involve; the ‘aesthetic value,’ on the other hand, is closely related with
the visual and physical qualities of the heritage. Rarity, style, material and form are some of those
issues considered for the evaluation of aesthetic value (Firth, 1995:57). As the third category,
archaeological heritage could represent ‘natural values’ functioning also as “... a natural resource at

the same time as open, green space or as part of a watershed” (Mason and Avrami, 2000:17).

Besides intrinsic values, there are also ‘attributed values’ of archaeological heritage, which are
assigned to archaeological heritage by the public; therefore, which are subjected to change over
according to social, cultural and political circumstances (Lipe, 1984; Cooper et al., 1995; Firth, 1995;
Mason and Avrami, 2000; Orbasli, 2008). These values could be studied in four groups: socio-
cultural, economic, symbolic and spiritual values. Archaeological heritage has a socio-cultural value
in terms of giving personal and collective identity of a society and sense of place to local community.
Besides social and cultural contributions of archaeological heritage, it cannot be ignored that
archaeological heritage create a vital source of economy by generating income and job
opportunities for the local people (Throsby, 2003). According to Mason and Avrami (2000:17)
“economic values constitute a distinct, powerful perspective on heritage values”. In this respect,
archaeological heritage is considered as a very important category by researchers on cultural
tourism (Richards, 2005:23). The third category of attributed values is the ‘symbolic value’ or the
identity value (Mason and Avrami, 2000), which could be defined as “... the capacity of a heritage
site to stimulate or maintain group identity and other social relations built through associated with a
heritage site” (Mason and Avrami, 2000:17). Symbolic value is mostly rooted from comprehensive
features of nationality, territoriality or mainstream belief systems (Firth, 1995:57). The last category
of attributed values is the ‘spiritual value’, or the religious value. Archaeological heritage is attributed
spiritual values “... when it is integral to the beliefs or practices of a religious group” (Mason and
Avrami, 2000:17). Thus, spiritual value is derived from faith and religious of past or present

communities.

Archaeological heritage is worth keeping and caring appropriately to ensure the protection of
intrinsic and associated values. However, this does not mean that everything should be protected or
restored, which would be impossible considering that most of the cities have been settled through
several generations (Fairclough, 2003:24-25). It is imperative to decide on what to protect, for whom

and why. This decision-making process is operated by assessing the significance of the heritage.
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‘Value assessment’ could be defined simply as to determine the significance of the archaeological
heritage (Darvill, 1998:48-9; Mason and Avrami, 2000:25). The assessment of scientific values has
long been based on the choice of historians, architects and archaeologists, and while aesthetic
value has been assessed by architects and art historians. Yet, the assessment of other values,
especially those ascribed values, has received a cursory interest (Ucar, 2007). However,
“conservation shapes society in which it is situated; in turn, it is shaped by the needs and dynamics
of that society” and “... we conserve heritage because of the values imputed to it, not for the sake of
the material itself” (Mason and Avrami, 2000:25). With only managing archaeological heritage based
on expert values could not obtain sustainability. Because, within a dynamic built environment,
archaeological heritage justify its existence when there is a socially accepted value system assigned
on it (de la Torre, 2005:8; Ugar, 2007).

On this account, there are certain principles and assumptions should be taken into consideration
into value assessment process (Darvill, 1995:41; Firth, 1995:56-7; Feilden and Jokilehto, 1998:14;
Mason and Avrami, 2000:15-6; Carman, 2005:20):

1. Heritage place or object could have different kind of values all at once. Although attributed
values of different stakeholders might be far from each other, each value system has to co-
exist, and together they should be considered.

2. Excluding objective qualities such as age, size, and similar factors, heritage values are
subjective, context-dependent, changeable and political (Nara Document, 1995). As Lipe
(1984:2) states “value is not inherited ... [but] is learnt about or discovered in these
phenomena by humans, and thus depends on the particular cultural, intellectual, historical,
and psychological frames of reference held by the particular individuals or groups involved”.
Staniforth (2000:5) also underlines the fact that “significance [thus, values] of an object may
change with time, depending on historical events and cultural attitudes”. This perception
emphasizes the relativity of value systems (Darvill, 1995:41).

3. None of those values embedded in archaeological heritage is measured in the same sense
and none is exclusive (Carman, 2005:20). Values differ depending on who is carrying the

assessment studies, and heritage values depend mainly on one’s perspective.

Key Issue 6 — Public Awareness:
The ‘public’ has been perceived as an aggregate, non-organized community of people; hence, it is

used as a collective noun for a long time in conservation and archaeology studies (Merriman, 2004).
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Conservation and archaeological studies have been carried on behalf of public by experts.
However, in the last decades, it is highly recognized that legislative solutions are not enough to
protect the archaeological heritage, and archaeologists are not “...sufficiently involved in the
development and implementation of programs which would transmit exactly the messages which the
discipline wanted ordinary people to hear’ (Smardz Frost, 2004:61). Therefore, it is highly
recognized that the public has also important role in conservation of archaeological heritage,
especially in urban areas, because “no matter how hard archaeologists try, non-archaeologists will
re-appropriate, re-interpret and re-negotiate meanings of archaeological resources to their own
personal agenda” (Merriman, 2004:7). In fact, local people could preserve archaeological heritage
and prevent the damage given by various factors by acknowledging and acting upon their
responsibility to protect it (Kearns and Kirkorian, 1991:247). Therefore, it is important to make
conservation a matter of ‘public’ concern (McGimsey, 1972; Carman 2005:45; Ename Charter;
2007).

Yet, as argued by Carman (2005:46), not every person has an interest in the preservation of
archaeological heritage, despite the conventional agreement stating that “the past belongs to all’
(Merriman 1991:1). Accordingly, there is a need to create such an interest and increase awareness
of the public through ‘interpretation’ studies. Increase in interpretation could result in increase in
awareness of the public, which in return, could increase the interest and the effort of the public to
protect and preserve archaeological sites (McGimsey, 1972; Cleere, 1984:61-2; Davis, 1997:85;
Burke, 2001; Carman, 2005:46).

Davis (1997) lists three reasons why ‘public interpretation’ is important in archaeological researches.
First, given the current economic situations, it is not possible to fund archaeological researches,
including survey, excavation, conservation and exhibition activities, through taxes and governmental
support. Monitory support from public through sponsorships or donations is important to carry
archaeological researches. However, people tend not to support something they do not understand,
or things do not add a meaning to their lives. Hence, it is important for archaeological heritage to
engage with the public. Second, and far more important, archaeology is not socially responsible only
to preserve the past, but also to make the past accessible. This accessibility is not solely the
physical accessibility, but also an intellectual and social accessibility of the past. The last reason is
that opening archaeological researches to public view and critique would bring multiple voices and

different sights and opinions to conservation and archaeology studies.
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Key Issue 7 - Management Plans:

As having different features and vulnerable nature, turning archaeological sites into dynamic
elements of urban built environment requires a ‘management plan’ (Feilden and Jokilehto, 1998;
Pearson and Sullivan, 1998), or in other name, ‘conservation plan’ (Demas, 2002). Management
plans include decisions and actions on both short-term and long-term maintenance of
archaeological sites (Feilden and Jokilehto, 1998). Management plans are significant also as being
effective tools for increasing accessibility by providing interpretation programs (Pearson and
Sullivan, 1998).

Management plans, aiming to resolve issues related with maintenance of archaeological sites, are
different from spatial plans prepared in order to determine and control development rights on and
around archaeological sites. Although both are prepared in a similar fashion, they are different from
each other both in scale and in scope (Pearson and Sullivan, 1998). Spatial plans focus on a
broader geographical area, approaching the archaeological site from citywide perspective; whereas,
management plans are prepared in order to maintain archaeological remains within the site.
Management plans for archaeological sites have different components, such as organizing the
visitor access, management of the budget and technical staff, and maintenance of archaeological
remains (Feilden and Jokilehto, 1998). On the other hand, spatial plans are prepared in order to
manage development on and around the site. Despite differences in scale and scope, they are
supplementary tools for conservation of archaeological sites in urban areas; and, management

plans could be considered as an integral part of development plans in different scales.

There are different management plan models developed by different researchers, such as
management plan for heritage sites by Pearson and Sullivan (1995:191) management plan for
World Heritage Sites by Feilden and Jokilehto (1998:38-39), management plan of Burra Charter3?
(Australian ICOMOS, 1999), and value-based conservation planning process by Demas (2000:30)
(Figure 2.1). Yet, in essence, different management models have common points in setting general

principles and objectives.

3 In 1979, “the Australia ICOMOS charter for the conservation of places of cultural significance”, Burra
Charter, was adopted at a meeting in Burra, South Australia, aiming to define the basic principles and
procedures to be followed in the conservation of Australian heritage places. The Charter was revised first
in 1981 and then in 1999. With the adoption of the 1999 revisions, the previous versions of the Charter
were superseded (Australian ICOMOS Online)
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Figure 2.1: Different management plan models

Management planning process includes three main steps, as description, assessment, and
decision-making as plan and project. The product of this process is usually a written document
including statements about legal status of the site, its significance, management objectives and
visions for the future, and rules and principles to follow for realizing management objectives (de la
Torre, 2005:217-218). The most crucial step in management planning is ‘assessment’ of heritage
values, which is conducted in order to prepare an archaeological database for planning studies
(Australian ICOMOS, 1999; Demas, 2000). Collaborative work of different disciplines and
participation of the public into planning process is also an essential principle of management

planning (Pearson and Sullivan, 1998).
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2.2. QUALITIES OF SPATIAL PLANNING PROCESS FOR CONSERVATION OF
ARCHAEOLOGICAL SITES IN URBAN AREAS FOR SUSTAINABLE DEVELOPMENT

Being an integral part of the built environment, it is essential for archaeological sites to be articulate
into the built environment, to participate to the urban life, to contribute to the urban vitality and
livability, and to be appropriated and acquired by the citizens (Tankut, 1992). Integration of
archaeological sites into urban life could make a distinction in the quality and identity of the urban
built environment (Alpan, 2005). Moreover, integration of archaeological sites into the urban built
environment could be an opportunity for citizens to encounter their urban past and for promoting a
city’s identity (Tuna, 1999:227). Spatial plans, which are prepared for directing and controlling urban
development on and around archaeological sites, are effective tools for integrating archaeological

sites into urban built environment.

Spatial plans for urban areas in relation with archaeological sites could be formulated based on an
‘integrated approach’. Integrated planning process could be defined neither as a planning process
nor as a conservation process only; instead, as the process aiming to construct a balance between
conservation and spatial planning processes for protecting archaeological sites against negative
impacts of urban development while ensuring the emerging needs of the society. If archaeological
sites are not correctly integrated into urban built environment, the entire planning process could fail,
and “... the past [would] simply become both a cultural stumbling block and burdensome to the
public” (Cohen, 2001:8). Yet, different contexts of spatial planning process necessitate to be

redefined.

Contexts of Spatial Planning Process:

Spatial planning process, also named as master planning, land-use planning or physical planning in
different researches, is the process of preparing a guideline, either as cartographic plans or as
policy guides or as a combination of both, to be the major tool to control and direct any development
activity in regional, city-wide or inner-city scales. Ranges from control of urban development by
enforcement of planning and development regulations to preparation and implementation of spatial
plans in different scale, spatial planning process manifest itself in different ways. Morphologically, it
is the arrangement of the area of land horizontally, and the volume of the space vertically.

Functionally, it is the organization of the quantity of human activities in the form of land-use
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characteristics including recreation, education, industry, commerce or health areas. Socially and
economically, it is the arrangement of the quality of life of people living in. Organizationally, it is
directing and controlling the extension of borders of urban built environment through legislative and
organizational arrangements (Hall, 2002). Thus, there are different contexts of spatial planning

process.

According to Unlii (2006), spatial planning process has three distinct but interrelated contexts, which
are regulatory, socio-political, and procedural contexts. These contexts effect and begin effected by
each other, and “the intertwined structure of these contexts produces the spatial context as a living
place for the individuals” (Unlii, 2006:5). Considering the contexts of spatial planning process
defined by Unlii (2006:4-6), conservation of archaeological sites in urban areas through spatial

planning processes could be realized in two dimensions (Figure 2.2).
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Figure 2.2: Different contexts of spatial planning process for conservation of archaeological sites in
urban areas
Reproduced based on contexts defined by Unlii (2006:6)

52



The first dimension is related with the integration of conservation and planning processes on
regulatory, socio-political and procedural contexts. This dimension is called as ‘process integration’.
This process formulates the urban built environment and its relations with the archaeological site,
namely the spatial context. Therefore, the second dimension is defined as ‘outcome integration’.
Spatial context has spatial, social and economic dimensions. For conservation of archaeological

sites in urban areas, constituting integration in these dimensions is also essential.

These two dimensions of spatial planning process are redefined throughout this section based on

key issues derived from conservation and sustainability discussions.

2.2.1. Process Integration

Urban built environment is constituted through interaction between three specific contexts, which
are regulatory, socio-political and procedural contexts (Unlii, 2005). These contexts affect and being
affected from each other, and they altogether play role in shaping and controlling the spatial, social

and economic dimensions of the urban built environment.

Regulatory context is composed of written rules, which are formulated and established through
actions of different stakeholders in socio-political context. Written rules defined in regulatory context
in turn control actions of these stakeholders. Furthermore, determination of conservation provisions
and conservation plan preparation and implementation processes in procedural context are
controlled according to these rules defined in regulatory context. Therefore, regulatory context puts
limitations on the operation of socio-political and procedural contexts; and among other contexts,
regulatory context has a central position within the spatial planning process (Unli, 2005).
Procedural context is placed at the intersection of regulatory and socio-political contexts due to
being highly related with the operation of other contexts; as, procedural context is defined by
conservation and planning legislations that are defined in regulatory context and it is operated by

the stakeholders whose actions take form in socio-political context (Unlii, 2005:33-4).

In spatial planning process for conservation of archaeological sites in urban areas, these contexts
also play important role not only in shaping and in controlling the urban built environment on and

around archaeological site, but also in protection and maintenance of archaeological site through
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constructing spatial, social and economic integration with urban built environment. In this regard,
‘process integration’ proposes incorporation of planning and conservation processes, which are
operated by different, even sometimes conflicting, regulatory, socio-political and procedural

contexts.

Regulatory Context of Process Integration:

As Hristina (2005) states “... an appropriate cultural policy and a relevant conservation system are
productive factors for preserving the organic link between the monuments, sites and their settings
while reflecting the dynamics of modern development”. Hence, it is crucial for governments to
develop conservation systems for taking necessary precautions and protection measures and for

integrating these measures into spatial planning processes.

Regulatory context is composed of written rules defined in national texts such as laws, regulations
and bylaws, or local texts such as plan notes or planning regulation of local authorities. Either
national or local, the main aim of these written rules should be to direct and control the production of
urban built environment and to ensure protection and maintenance of archaeological site by defining

forms of development and control with an aim of integration.

There are two levels of regulatory context. The first level is ‘national or central level’, establishing
national policies and integrating conservation issues into spatial planning regulations. This
dimension is very much related with Key Issue 1, which proposes constituting national conservation
systems. The second level is ‘local level’, putting emphasis on solving local problems through local
solutions, and this dimension is highly associated with Key Issue 2, which argues that a part of
problems of archaeological sites in urban areas could be solved in local level most efficiently

through bottom-up policies.

Despite the importance of national policies in order to provide general frameworks for conservation
and planning processes, it is as much as important to develop local policies shaped and directed in
accordance to local conditions. Because every settlement has its own features, so do
archaeological sites. It is not possible to select national over local or vice versa, nor is it possible to
operate the selected as the only tool for the conservation of archaeological sites in urban areas.
Both levels should be operated together through giving feedbacks each other. This necessitate a

flexible regulatory context, within which national regulatory arrangements put general principles and
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guidelines; whereas, local arrangements define local problems and solutions based on general

principles set by national regulations.

Socio-Political Context of Process Integration:

Built environment is not only shaped by decisions and implementations adopted by planning
authorities, but also by social-political relations between different stakeholders. Socio-political
context involves different stakeholders, their actions, responsibilities and roles, and relations
between them throughout the spatial planning process (Unlii, 2005). These stakeholders could have
active and passive roles throughout the planning process. Stakeholders could have different
priorities, interests and values; thus, they may interact with each other in conflicting or collaborative
ways. The success of conservation of archaeological sites in urban areas depends highly on how
actively these different priorities, interests and values of the stakeholders involved within spatial
planning process and how conflicting priorities, interests and values are collaboratively handled
(Demas, 2002:31-33).

Integration on socio-political context is crucial for forming partnership between all related
stakeholders for sharing roles, responsibilities and benefits from conservation of archaeological
sites (Australian Heritage Commission, 2000:15). Introduction of a broad group of stakeholders
within the planning process provide legitimacy of the planning process and planning decisions (de la
Torre, 2005:220). For efficient integration of archaeological sites into urban built environment, it is
important first to define stakeholders and their contribution to the planning process, and then define
relations between these stakeholders. Stakeholders are those people, groups or institutions who
have a direct role in conservation and planning of archaeological sites, or simply who have an
interest in the archaeological site. Stakeholders of spatial planning process for conservation of
archaeological sites in urban areas could be classified in five main groups with reference to their

role in regulatory and procedural contexts (Unlii, 2006:38-39).

Stakeholders within the first group are those who determine conservation provisions and
development rights. They are the main decision-makers, whose tasks and responsibilities are
defined by regulatory context. These stakeholders put the framework for conservation provisions
about archaeological remains and determine development rights on and around archaeological
sites. They have a considerable influence on conservation of archaeological site, as their decisions

shape the nature of the conservation and spatial planning processes. Central governmental
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authorities have the predominant role by defining laws and regulations. Local branches of central
authority also have a crucial role in determining specific decisions about conservation and
development. Local administrative authorities have also role in determination of planning decisions
via plan notes and local planning regulations. These stakeholders have active role during pre-

planning stage.

The second group includes stakeholders who prepare and approve spatial plans and its related
documents, such as plan notes and plan report. These stakeholders are expected to produce
documents to direct and control urban development on and around archaeological sites, and to
manage archaeological sites; thus, have active role in planning stage. They might be governmental
officers in central or local planning authorities or free-lance planners and architects who are hired by

central or local authorities.

Stakeholders in the third group, vary from developers to constructors, are those who implement
conservation provisions and planning decisions determined by those stakeholders in the first and
second groups. They are expected to act in accordance to conservation provisions and
development rights determined through spatial plans; while, liability of their acts are controlled
through central or local authorities. These stakeholders, implementing and controlling conservation

and planning decisions have role in post-planning stage.

The fourth group of stakeholders comprises local people who are directly influenced by conservation
and planning decisions. These stakeholders directly or indirectly ‘consume’ the ‘produced’ urban
built environment. Therefore, they are the main users of the built environment, and they should be
informed about what have been proposed by conservation and planning decisions. While they are
consuming the urban built environment, they change it internationally or unintentionally. These
changes might give damage to archaeological site or the integration of urban built environment with
archaeological site. Thus, they should be perceived as active stakeholders of all stages of planning

process.

Stakeholders who are concerned with conservation and planning decisions could be stated as the
last group of stakeholders. They are neither responsible from implementation of plans nor directly
influenced by the built environment produced in accordance to plans. They are simply those

stakeholders who have indirect benefit from conservation of archaeological site; such as non-
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governmental organizations and universities. They could take active role in all stages of planning

process by providing technical assistance to central or local authorities in the first three groups.

Between these stakeholders, there are two kinds of relations. The first relation is the ‘horizontal
relation’ among related governmental institutions, which is highly related with Key Issue 3. The
second relation is the ‘vertical relation’ among the local public and governmental institutions, which
is associated with Key Issue 4. These relations, either vertical or horizontal, are also particularly
related with Key Issue 1, which defines roles and responsibilities of stakeholders through national

regulatory and organizational structures, and Key Issue 2, which is about localization.

Procedural Context of Process Integration:

Procedural context is related with preparing and implementing spatial plans on and around
archaeological sites in a systematic way. Dealing with issues on how spatial plans are prepared,
implemented and evaluated, procedural context is composed of pre-planning, planning and post-
planning stages (Turkoglu, 1987:147). Even though these three stages are operated sequentially,
the spatial planning process is operated in feedbacks in order to be evaluated and revised in cases

when or if problems are observed in the following stage (Figure 2.3).

Pre-planning stage is a process design, during which decisions about how planning process would
be operated and which stakeholders would participate into the planning process are given.
Informing the general public and other related institutions about upcoming planning preparations is
another aspect of pre-planning stage. Among all, determination of heritage values and preparation
of archaeological database could also be considered as the most important step of pre-planning
(Council of Europe, 1987). Archaeological database and value assessment would be the guide for
determining how archaeological remains are going to be protected and how development rights on
and around the archaeological site are going to be distributed. Planning stage, on the other hand,
deals with how the plan is prepared. This stage is composed of three steps: analysis, setting
objectives, and decision-making. Planning stage refers to creation of a medium for the operation of
decision-making mechanisms, at the end of which implementation plans are produced based on
city-wide master plans. Implementation, control and monitoring steps are carried during post-
planning stage, which refers to controlling both conservation and development activities in
accordance to planning decisions and to evaluation of validity of conservation and planning

decisions periodically by considering changing social, economic and political circumstances.
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Figure 2.3: Operation of procedural context

The success of spatial planning process of archaeological sites in urban areas depends on how
successfully these stages are operated and how successfully protection and development issues
are integrated each other spatially, socially and economically. Because procedural context is highly
related with the operation of other contexts, the success is highly related with also how other two

contexts of planning process are operated.

2.2.2. Outcome Integration

Seeing that archaeological site is an integral part of urban built environment, one of the aims of the
spatial planning process for conservation of archaeological sites in urban areas should be achieving
integration also between urban built environment and archaeological site based on spatial, social
and economic dimensions. Rather than isolating the archaeological site from the spatial, social and
economic contexts it belongs, it is important to manage the change on and around the
archaeological site and to integrate the archaeological site with the urban built environment and
urban life spatially, socially and economically, while safeguarding the material well-being of the
heritage (Teutonico, and Matero, 2003:209). All key issues are related with each dimension of
outcome integration, because this is the product of a process affected by different key issues until

now. Yet, outcome integration is highly related with Key Issues 6 and 7.
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Spatial Dimension of Outcome Integration:

One of the major expected results of spatial planning process for conservation of archaeological
sites in urban areas is to integrate urban built environment and archaeological remains spatially.
Integration of urban built environment and archaeological sites in spatial dimension could be
achieved based on morphological and functional characteristics of the urban built environment and
the archaeological site. Hence, spatial dimension of outcome integration has two different
parameters: Integration with reference to morphological characteristics and integration with

reference to functional characteristics.

Spatial integration with reference to morphological characteristics could be achieved by integrating
urban built environment and archaeological sites with each other ‘visually’. Design of buildings
(material, construction style, bulk, scale, and building height), block patterns (building arrangement,
density, plot dimensions, and building lines) and street patterns (hierarchy of roads, geometry of
roads, and capacity of roads) could be stated as the main issues related with the morphological
characteristics. Morphological characteristics proposed by spatial plans should be determined with
reference to the physical characteristics of archaeological site in order not to have negative impacts,
on integrity of archaeological remains with contemporary buildings and material-well being of on-soil

and sub-soil archaeological remains.

Spatial integration with reference to functional characteristics, on the other hand, could be achieved
‘functionally’ by assigning a role to the archaeological site within the urban built environment. Design
and allocation of land use patterns is the main issue concerning functional characteristics.
Functional characteristics proposed by spatial plans are determined mainly with reference to the
built environment and needs of the society, but this decision should be given also in respect to
significance of archaeological site by assigning an active or passive function to archaeological
remains within the urban system and urban life and by avoiding to assign disturbing functions on

and around archaeological site.

One of the primary aims of conservation through spatial planning process should be to integrate the
archaeological site into urban built environment by preserving its ‘authenticity’, which is,

... ascribed to a heritage resource that is materially original or genuine as it was
constructed and as it has aged and weathered in time. (Feilden and Jokilehto,
1998:16-7)
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Any development decision given on and around archaeological site should respect to authenticity of
archaeological site. Hence, spatial integration with reference to either morphological or functional
characteristics necessitate to consider preserving archaeological remains in situ (Malta Convention,
1992: Article 5) when feasible, since archaeological remains could not be moved without losing

some of their identity and authenticity (Carman, 2002:35).

Spatial integration of archaeological sites with urban built environment, by considering
morphological and functional characteristics, would contribute to urban vitality, viability and local
economy; maintain authenticity and identity to the city by creating a sense of place; and contribute
to enhancement of social and cultural life (Alpan, 2006). Thus, spatial integration of archaeological
sites could also be a means for integration in different dimensions of outcome integration, as spatial
integration could increase social integration of archaeological remains with the local public by

maintaining accessibility.

Social Dimension of Outcome Integration:

Social integration, in broad terms, could be defined as integration of archaeological sites with the
local public. Social integration is imperative due to the reason that archaeological sites are valuable
resources for sustainable community development (Ename Charter, 2007). Moreover, social
integration is essential also for increasing public awareness, resulting from which archaeological
sites could be protected through also societal control, as well as legal control mechanisms
(McGimsey; Cleere, 1984; Davis, 1997; Burke, 2001; Carman, 2005). Social dimension of outcome
integration is mainly associated with Key Issues 4 and 6, both of which promotes increase in public

awareness through interpretation, accessibility and participation.

Specific planning and design solutions aiming to increase ‘accessibility’ into the archaeological site
could be a means for integrating local public with archaeological site, which could increase
awareness of local public (Malta Convention, 1992: Article 9). Moreover, ‘participation’ of the local
public into decision-making and implementation processes could increase the chance local public
internalize decisions and implementations, which could be a means to reduce conflicts (ICOMOS
Charter, 1990: Article 2). ‘Interpretation’, on the other hand, could be considered the carefully
planned public explanation or discussion of a cultural heritage site, encompassing its full

significance, multiple meanings and values (Ename Charter, 2004). Interpretation could be regarded
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simply as carefully placed information signs, or more complex as designing pedestrian roads and

recreational facilities to interact local public directly or indirectly with the archaeological site.

Economic Dimension of Outcome Integration:

Conservation of archaeological sites in urban areas increases urban vitality, adds a sense of place
to the urban built environment, which means it generates ‘non-material benefits’. In addition,
conservation of archaeological sites could generate material benefit for the urban built environment
and urban life (Throsby, 2003:7). According to Throsby (2003), the production of material benefits in

the form of direct or indirect utility to the local public is crucial for creating sustainable settlements.

Economic integration of an archaeological site with urban built environment could be based on
direct or indirect mutual relation. ‘Direct economic integration’ is assigning a function to
archaeological site in urban built environment in order to gain material benefits from archaeological
site. ‘Indirect economic integration’, on the other hand, means using archaeological remains as a
point of attraction to increase economic activity around the site. Assigning direct or indirect role in
economic direction, however, necessitates a strong legal protection, careful planning process and
commitment of local people, because realization of potential economic benefits could bring about

the damage on archaeological site (de la Torre, 2005:8).

2.3. GENERAL EVALUATION OF THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK

Reviewing international documents and concluding documents of international meetings on
conservation of archaeological heritage discloses that ‘conservation’ does not mean only the
preservation of material well-being, but also management and wisest use of archaeological sites for
public benefit together with the recognition of and provision for the needs of future generations
(Mayer-Oakes, 1989:53-4). Besides, the subject of ‘conservation of archaeological sites in urban
areas’ has been highly recognized also as a spatial planning problem. Concerns related with this
broader conservation understanding are introduced under the concept of ‘integrated conservation’
(Amsterdam Declaration, 1975; Malta Convention, 1992).

61



On the other side, discussions on sustainable development have shown that sustainability provides
a holistic framework for interpreting how economic, social, cultural and ecological systems work
together in balance (Throsby, 2003:3). It is a process about sustaining ‘something’ which is non-
renewable, finite and which should be transferred to future generations in proper conditions
(Diesendorf, 1999:3). This process could be any use, planning and management process of a
natural or cultural resource, which is defined as ‘sustainable development’. Thus, sustainability
discussions have been expanded also to cultural environment that sustainable development has
been accepted not only as responsible development against natural environment, but also against
cultural heritage (Habitat Agenda, 1996; Recommendation Rec(2002)1, 2002). Resulting from the
expansion of the scope of sustainability discussions also to cultural environment, ‘conservation of

archaeological sites in urban areas for sustainable development’ has been highly advocated.

Considering the changing scopes of conservation and sustainability approaches, ‘conservation’
could be defined as a ‘sustainable process’ itself, with an aim of wisest use and management of
cultural heritage for the benefit of both present and future generations. In this respect, it could be
argued that sustainability has always been a core issue for conservation activities or it could be
asserted that conservation could be approached as maintenance and preservation of cultural assets
in much same way that sustainability seeks preserve and enhance the environmental assets
(Keene, 2003:13; Low, 2003:48). Yet, there are researchers (Zancheti and Jokilehto, 1997; Throsby,
2003; Fairclough, 2003; Tekeli, 2004; Rodwell, 2007) who argue that sustainability has added new

insights to conservation discussions that:

“... conservation centered discourse is replaced by a sustainability centered one”
(Tekeli, 2004:65-66)

“in part because of sustainable development, [conservation] is becoming socially
embedded” (Fairclough, 2003:23), and

“

. implementing a sustainable approach has led to an immediate thought —
conservation is a process that involves the entire city” (Zancheti and Jokilehto,
1997:47).

Although there are different points of views about the relation between conservation and
sustainability discussions, the common point of these discussions is that the spatial planning
processes have significant role in conservation of archaeological sites, especially in urban areas,

both for mitigating negative impacts of urban development and for creating sustainable settlements.
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In fact, there are explicit reasons behind the advocacy of ‘conservation of archaeological sites in

urban areas though spatial planning processes for sustainable development'.

The most central reason is related with the loss of knowledge. Damage given to or destruction of an
archaeological asset might be a case of irreversible loss of the knowledge (Carman, 2002; Tekeli,
2004). This argument does not affirm that irrevocable decisions are never to be taken, but rather
approached with extreme caution and higher level of care in cases where irreversibility is involved
(Throsby, 2001; Throsby, 2003). According to Throsby (2001), ‘precautionary principle of
sustainability’ necessitates the salvage of the knowledge in every case. The precautionary principle
does not denote only measures against urban development, but also against archaeological
excavations, because the methods and techniques of excavations may also have role in the loss of
knowledge (Henry, 1993:14; Tuna, 2004). Because the amount of information gained from
excavations increases as the technology improves, it is important to specify ‘reserve areas’ for next
generations, which could gain knowledge with lesser loss by the improved technology (European
Convention, 1969; ICOMOS Charter, 1990; Malta Convention, 1992).

The second reason is related with human rights and the equity concept. Every human has the right
to access cultural heritage (Tekeli, 2004). ‘Intragenerational equity principle of sustainability’ asserts
the rights of the present generation to faimess in access to cultural heritage and to the benefits
flowing from cultural capital (Throsby, 2003:8). On the other hand, ‘intergenerational equity principle
of sustainability’ requires the interests and needs of future generations to be acknowledged;
therefore, it is ‘ethical responsibility’ of present generations to lean toward long-term maintenance

and care of archaeological heritage rather than misusing the heritage (Throsby, 2003:7).

The third reason is related with irreversible damage given through cultural tourism (Tekeli, 2004).
Although it is advocated that every human being has the right to access cultural heritage and
tourism is a way to realize this intension, it is underlined that tourism could give damage to cultural
heritage sites unless it is carefully planned and organized. Especially two specific styles of cultural
tourism give damage to heritage: 'mass tourism and spectacle places (Tekeli, 2004:67-8). ‘Mass
tourism’ could erode values of archaeological sites and cheapen its image. On the other hand, trying
to turn places into tourism attraction points could result in creation of ‘spectacle places’ that gives

damage to authenticity and identity of archaeological sites.
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The last reason is related with the isolation of archaeological sites from their environmental context.
According to ‘interdependence principle of sustainability’, no part of any system exists independently
of other parts (Throsby, 2003). Neglect or isolation of archaeological sites by allowing heritage to
isolate and deteriorate, by failing to sustain the cultural values that provides people with a sense of
identity and by not undertaking the investment needed to maintain and increase the stock of both
tangible and intangible cultural heritage, will likewise place cultural systems in jeopardy and may

cause them to break down, with consequent loss of welfare and economic output.

All these reasons central to conservation of archaeological sites in urban areas for sustainable
development reveal the inevitability of responsible and sound development decisions should be
made in urban areas. Therefore, spatial planning processes became a significant tool for

conservation of archaeological sites in urban areas for creating sustainable settlements.

Within the context of this chapter, spatial planning process for conservation of archaeological sites
in urban areas were redefined in respect to specific nature of archaeological sites based on key
issues derived from conservation and sustainability discussions. Considering that spatial planning
process has different contexts and urban built environment has different dimensions, integration
issue was discussed on two mainstreams, as process integration and outcome integration. This
effort to redefine qualities of spatial planning process for conservation of archaeological sites
provided a theoretical framework for determining a set of indicators for evaluating the Turkish

conservation and planning processes on selected case study area (Figure 2.4).
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Key Issue 1 Legislative and Organizational
Structures
constituting legislative and organizational
structures for conservation of archaeological
sites also through spatial planning processes

(ICOMOS Charter, 1990; Malta Convention,
1992; Bademli, 2005; Lipe, 1984; Johnston, G\}‘"
2006; Herrmann, 1989) .

Key Issue 5 — Value Assessment
importance of recognition and assessment of
heritage value

Having local
development
policies

Balanced
relations
between policies

(Nara Document, 1995; de la Torre and Mason,
2002; Pearson and-Sullivan, 1995; Lipe, 1984;
Cooper et al.,.1995; Firth, 1995; Mason and
Avrami, 2000; Asatekin, 2004; Ugar, 2007;
Orbaslh; 2008; Demas, 2003; Darvill, 1995;
Feilden and Jokilehto, 1998; Carman, 2005

Allocated
financial sources

Having local
conservation
policies

)

Key Issue 2 — Local Level
developing local solutions for local problems
(Hague Recommendation, 1967;-Amsterdam
Declaration, 1975; Recommendation no.
R(89)5, 1989; ICOMOS Charter, 1990; Malta
Convention, 1992; Helmy and Cooper, 2002;
Johnston, 2006; Price, 2006)

Having national
policies

Identification
and designation

Precautionary
measures in
transition period

Key Issue 7 — Management Plans
preservation and enhancement of

...... “El.... archaeological sites through management plans
- I and formulating these specific management
o plans as a part of spatial plans in different
Key Issue 3 — Collaboration between ! scales
Institutions of all related Semng common Vo £
establishing cooperation between different stakeholders /" e . objectives . (Pearson and Sulivan, 1998; Feilden and
disciplines and different institutions IEPRRRR T ELTCU Ll ] - o Jokilehto, 1998; Australian ICOMOS, 1999;
023 \’ e Demas, 2000; de la Torre, 2005)
(Delaunay, 1987; Malta Convention, 1992; Collaboration e P
Stone, 1997; European Code of Goad-Practice, e Responsive »
AL decision-makers development

collaboratiol decisions

Active
participation of
the local public

Control in every
stage of
implementation

Commissioned
technical staff

Monitoring and
evaluation Key Issue 6 — Public Awareness
poedcaly _ABNESS....... increasing public awareness and knowledge

through presentation of archaeological remains
and effective accessibility

Key Issue 4 — Participation of Public
participation of public into conservation and
planning processes

(Smardz Frost, 2004; Merriman, 2004;
McGimsey, 1972; Carman 2005:45; Ename
Charter; 2007)

(ICOMOS Charter, 1990;-Malta Convention,
1992; Merriman, 2004; Mabulla, 2000; Ename
Charter, 2007; McGimsey, 1972; Cleere, 1984;
Davis, 1997; Carman, 2005)

Figure 2.4: Relation between key issues and qualities of spatial planning process for conservation of archaeological sites in urban areas

65



CHAPTER 3

CONSERVATION OF ARCHAEOLOGICAL SITES IN URBAN AREAS WITHIN THE
CONTEXT OF TURKISH CONSERVATION AND PLANNING SYSTEMS

Cultural heritage, including archaeological sites, are under the protection of 1982 Turkish Republic
Constitution, as stated in article no. 63 that,

State secures suitable conditions in which historical, cultural and natural values and
assets are protected and takes supportive and incentive precautions for this purpose.
It also legislate the limitations where these values and assets are subjected to private
interests, the contributions to the entitled parties due to those limitations and the
exemption provisions.

Turkey has taken considerable steps for protecting archaeological heritage by establishing
legislative and organizational structures since the beginning of the Republican Period. Especially, it
was after the second half of the 20t century that Turkish conservation system has evolved under
the influence of the methodological and conceptual changes within the conservation understanding
mainly in Europe. This progression of conservation understanding and the attitude of planning
legislation towards conservation activities could be examined in four different periods considering

changes in legislative and organizational structures within the last six decades.

This chapter aims to represent changing scope of Turkish conservation and planning legislative and
organizational structures, given special consideration to ‘conservation of archaeological sites in
urban areas as a spatial planning problem’, in order to mainly discuss regulatory and socio-political
contexts of process integration in general, but also to form a basis for analytical studies in the case
study area, which has been conserved and planned mostly in accordance to national conservation

and planning systems between years 1978 and 2008.
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3.1. ‘CONSERVATION ON STRUCTURE BASE’ BETWEEN YEARS 1951 - 1972

Establishment of GEEAYK* in 1951 enforced by Law no. 5805% could be taken as the starting
point of modern conservation activities in Turkey (Madran, 2000:231). GEEAYK was introduced as
the central governmental authority in charge of protection, identification and registration of cultural
heritage under the organizational scheme of Ministry of Education. GEEAYK was assigned as a
scientific committee responsible for determining general principles and policies on conservation of
‘monuments and buildings of architectural and historical interests’ and controlling the

implementation of conservation principles and policies (Law no. 5805: Article 1).

Right after the establishment, GEEAYK has started to take important decisions about conservation
of monuments and buildings of architectural and historical interests, such as assigning new uses to
historical buildings for their maintenance through PD no. 155 dated on 10.08.1953, restoration of old
historical buildings instead being demolished through PD no. 466 dated on 19.03.1956,
documenting measured drawing of the historical buildings which are not necessarily to be
conserved through PD no. 506 dated on 06.06.1956, conservation of historical city walls of istanbul
through PD no. 607 dated on 06.01.1957 and PD no. 707 dated on 06.08.1957 (Kejanh et al.,
2007:185).

As it is understood from these initial conservation decisions given by GEEAYK during the 1950s,
conservation understanding of this period was mostly focused on conservation of monumental and
historical buildings. Moreover, limited financial sources and insufficient number of technical staff
were major problems in spreading conservation activities all over the country (Kejanli et al., 2007).
Still, the establishment of GEEAYK could be marked as a turning point in conservation of

archaeological heritage in a systematic way in Turkey.

3 GEEAYK: Gayrimenkul Eski Eserler ve Anitlar Yiksek Kurulu / High Council of Immovable Historical
Assets and Monuments

35 Law no. 5805: 02.07.1951 tarih ve 5805 sayili Gayrimenkul Eski Eserler ve Anitlar Yiiksek Kurulu Teskiline
ve Vaziyetlerine Dair Kanun / Law no. 5805 on Establishment and Responsibilities of High Council of
Immovable Monuments and Antiquities dated on 02.07.1951
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Attitude of Planning Legislation:

Although most of the legislations of Ottoman Period have changed during the early Republican
Period, 1906 Antigue Monuments Regulation3® has remained in force until the release of Law no.
1710 in 1973. Due to the reason that there was no specific legislation, conservation issues have

been undertaken within the context of the planning legislation of the period (Madran, 2000:233).

The main emphasis of planning legislation of this period was to propose solutions for emerging
needs of the growing cities by creating development plans with the aim of organizing housing areas,
urban service areas, open spaces, transportation systems and infrastructure (Tekeli, 1998). Due to
the reason that there was no specific legislative arrangement for conservation of cultural heritage,
conservation issues have taken place in planning legislations of the period (Madran, 2000:233). The
conservation attitude of Law no. 6785%, which was enacted in 1956, could be marked as the first
regulation about conservation of monuments and single historical buildings within the context of
spatial planning processes, stating that ... setback distances of new buildings to historical buildings
and archaeological areas should be defined in regulations and bylaws” (Law no. 6785: Article 25/c).
Accordingly, 1957 Planning Regulation3 defined the setback distance as minimum 10 meters, and it
is stated that this setback distance could be changed only by taking GEEAYK opinion (1957
Planning Regulation: Article no. 39).

1969 Planning Regulation®, which was enacted for defining principles and policies about
development plan preparation and implementation, introduced new concepts for conservation of
cultural heritage through spatial planning processes, such as ‘protocol area’ and ‘housing patterns

to be conserved’, given the definition as,

3% The first legislative arrangement in Ottoman Empire about conservation of cultural heritage was Antique
Monuments Regulation (Asar-I Atika Nizamnamesi), which was released in 1869 and then subjected to
changes in 1874, 1884 and 1906. Antique Monuments Regulation and its following revisions has mostly
intended to conserve movable cultural heritage by arranging and controlling archaeological excavations in
order to prevent illegal transfer of archaeological remains to foreign countries (Mumcu, 1970:72; Madran,
2002:28; Kejanl et al., 2007:179; Tapan, 2007:32).

37 Law no. 6785: 16.07.1956 tarih ve 6758 sayili imar Kanunu / Law no. 6785 on Development and Planning
dated on 16.07.1956

38 1957 Planning Regulation: 17.07.1957 tarh ve 9657 saylll Resmi Gazete'’de yayinlanan imar
Nizamnamesi / Planning Regulation issues in Official Journal no. 9657 dated on 17.07.1957

39 1969 Planning Regulation: 15.05.1969 tarih ve 13199 sayili Resmi Gazete'de yayimlanan imar ve Yol
istikamet Planlarinin Tanzim Tarzlari ile Teknik Sartlarina Dair Yénetmelik / Planning Regulation on
Preparation and Technical Specifications of Development and Transportation Plans issued in Official
Journal no. 13199 dated on 15.05.1969
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Protocol Area: The area comprises a part of existing settlement of a district or city
reflects essential characteristics of the settlement regarding the historical importance,
artistic value, or typical settlement pattern, context of which is determined on protocol
by participation of related institutions. It is not necessary to select and identify
protocol area in every settlement.

Housing pattern to be conserved: Residential areas to be conserved regarding their
architectural characteristics, their role in the silhouette, compatibility with topography,
balanced relation with built and natural environment in which new land readjustment
is not necessary to be brought. (1969 Planning Regulation: Article 2).

These specific definitions could be considered as the starting point of integration of conservation
concepts within the planning legislation and also as initial steps for the introduction of the ‘site’
concept in Turkish legislative structure by Law no. 17104 later in 1973 (Madran, 2000:233; Kejanli
et al.,, 2007:186). Yet, as revealed by these definitions, the emphasis of planning legislation of the
period was limited to conservation of historical residential buildings and important monuments,
without giving actual emphasis on how to conserve archaeological sites within the context of spatial

planning practices.

3.2. ‘CONSERVATION ON SITE BASE’ BETWEEN YEARS 1973 - 1982

Conservation legislation from Ottoman Period was replaced by the first conservation legislation of
Republican Period, Law no. 1710 in 1973, which was formulated in order to conserve monuments
and historical buildings together with their environments in a systematic way. Thereafter, Law no.
1710 together with Law no. 5805 became the major legislative documents on conservation of
cultural heritage. Within the context of Law no. 1710, ‘historical assets’ term is used in order to refer
cultural heritage and is defined as

.... all immovable and movable assets from prehistoric and historic eras which are
founded on soil, under soil or under water and which are related to science, culture,
religion and fine arts. (Law no. 1710: Article 1)

Law no. 1710 categorized immovable historical assets in three main groups, as monuments,

killiye*' and sites. Introduction of the ‘site’ concept could be accepted as an important shift, which

40 Law no. 1710: 06.11.1973 tarih ve 1710 sayili Eski Eserler Kanunu / Law no. 1710 on Historical Assets
dated on 06.11.1973
41 Kiilliye: Group of buildings adjacent to a mosque.
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has expanded conservation understanding in Turkish legislative system from single building or
monument conservation to conservation of cultural heritage structures together with their contexts
and surrounding environment (Kejanli et al., 2007:187). ‘Site’ is defined as

... topographical areas formed by nature or by nature together with societies, which
are important to protect and preserve due to their homogeneity and historical,
aesthetic, artistic, scientific, ecologic, ethnographic, literary or legendary features.
(Law no. 1710: Article 1)

Three different groups of sites were determined within the context of Law no. 1710; historical site,
archaeological site and natural site, out of which archaeological site is defined as,

... known or extracted areas where an antique settlement or remains of an ancient
civilization located on land or under water; in other words, ruins of ancient city. (Law
no. 1710: Article 1)

GEEAYK continued to be the major central governmental authority, responsible from protecting and
maintaining cultural heritage, in the name of the Ministry of Culture (Law no. 1710: Article 8);

whereas, operation of GEEAYK was still subjected to Law no. 5805.

Enforced by the Circular no. 196 of General Directorate of Ancient Monuments and Museums dated
on 26.01.1977, conservation activities such as identification, documentation and registration of
cultural heritage were fostered and spread all over the country (Kejanl et al., 2007:188). Due to the
reason that these conservation activities were carried with limited financial sources and insufficient
number of technical staff, only important monuments, historical buildings and sites could be
identified, registered and designated during this period. Despite insufficiencies, GEEAYK has
registered 3.442 monuments and 6.815 historical buildings as examples of civil architecture in 417
designated conservation areas over 30 provinces between years 1973 and 1982 (Ahunbay, 1999;
Kejanli et al., 2007:188).

Conservation Process for Archaeological Sites:

Identification and designation of archaeological sites were carried by experts committee of Ministry
of Culture, and the decision about designation was given by the approval of GEEAYK (Law no.
1710: Article 8). Due to the reason that designation decision suppresses development activities
within the conservation area (Law no. 1710: Articles 5-6), any development activity within

archaeological conservation areas was under the control and approval of GEEAYK (Law no. 1710:
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Article 9). In order to classify archaeological conservation areas and to determine a standardized set
of rules defining conservation provisions and development rights for archaeological sites in different
conservation statuses, GEEAYK prepared a regulatory document2. Accordingly, designated
archaeological sites were classified in three groups, as 1%t degree, 2" degree and 3 degree
archaeological conservation areas. Conservation provisions and development rights were
determined in general, applicable to all archaeological sites, without considering local and specific
conditions. Centralized structure of conservation activities was also observable in approval of
construction projects, which were going to be applied on archaeological conservation areas.
Accordingly, construction projects were implemented under the control of municipalities following

the approval of the construction permit given by the Ministry of Education (Law no. 1710: Article 6).

Attitude of Planning Legislation:

Despite being limited and still not efficient, introduction of the ‘site’ concept by Law no. 1710 had its
reflections on the planning legislation. The planning legislation, which was revised by the
enforcement of Law no. 1605 on 11.07.1972, has considered conservation of ‘monumental and civic
architectural structures’ together with their ‘urban patterns’ including fountains, streets and public
squares (Law no. 6785/1605%: Additional article 6). Other issues on the conservation of cultural
heritage were about expropriation of historical buildings in case it is obligatory and responsibilities of
municipalities in helping private owners for maintenance and repair of historical buildings (Law no.
6785/1605: Article 6).

42 |t is not for sure if GEEAYK has taken a principle decision stating the categorization in conservation
statuses of archaeological site in the beginning of 1980s. Such a principle decision could not be found
during archives study in KVM General Directorate. Instead, KTVK High Council PD no.6 about
categorization of archaeological site in three groups, which was enacted in 1988, is determined as the first
principle decision on categorization of archaeological conservation areas. Besides, experts in KVM
General Directorate state that GEEAYK has been using the conservation decree about identification and
designation of archaeological sites along Silitke-Mersin Coastline. Additionally, 1979 GEEAYK Decree
setting principles about scientific excavations on archaeological sites has been used as one of the major
legislative document about conservation of archaeological sites. Therefore, it is thought that GEEAYK did
not enact a principle decision. Instead, categorization within the archaeological conservation area and
related conservation provisions were provided at the end of each GEEAYK Decree on designation decision
about an archaeological site.

4 Law no. 6785/1605: 20.07.1972 giin ve 1605 sayili kanunla degisik 6758 sayili imar Kanunu / Law no.
2863 on Planning and Development with changes introduced by Law no. 5226 dated on 20.07.1972
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These additions to the planning legislation strengthened the ‘protocol area’ concept of 1969
Planning Regulation, although conservation of cultural heritage within the context of planning
legislation was still limited to single buildings and monuments or historical building patterns; yet, not

specifically about archaeological sites.

3.3. ‘CONSERVATION PLANS’ BETWEEN YEARS 1983 - 2003

Resulting from the changing socio-political and political conditions in Turkey by the early 1980s,
conservation and planning legislations became inadequate to propose solutions for the problems of
cultural heritage and urban areas. Therefore, both legislations and organizational structures were
subjected to changes by the second half of the 1980s. Inefficiency of Law no. 1710 has resulted in
replacement with Law no. 2863* dated on 21.07.1983. Later in 1987, Law no. 3386 was enacted

for making modifications on some articles of Law no. 2863.

Law no. 2863/3386 introduced new concepts in article 3/a, alongside the concepts and definitions of
previous legislation. ‘Historical artifacts’ term was changed with ‘cultural heritage’ term, given the
same definition with Law no. 1710. The ‘conservation’ term was defined for the first time within the
legislation, as “...preservation, maintenance, repair, restoration and re-functioning” for immovable
cultural and natural assets, and as “...preservation, maintenance, repair and restoration” for
movable cultural and natural assets. ‘Site’ concept was defined as,

... areas to be conserved including settlements or ruins of settlements of the product
of societies from prehistoric and historic times reflecting the social, economic,
architectural and other characteristics of the era they belonged to, areas where
important events have taken place, and areas with identified outstanding natural
features (Law no. 2863/3386: Article 3/a)

1987 Conservation Regulation*® has provided a similar categorization of sites with Law no. 1710
with the addition of urban site into the definitions section. Out of these categories stated as urban

sites, historical sites, archaeological sites and natural sites, ‘archaeological site’ is defined as

44 Law no. 2863: 21.07.1983 tarih ve 2863 sayili Kultir ve Tabiat Varliklarini Koruma Kanunu / Law no. 2863
on Conservation of Cultural and Natural Assets dated on 21.07.1983

45 Law no. 3386: 17.06.1987 tarih ve 3386 sayil Kiiltlir ve Tabiat Varliklarini Koruma Kanunu ile Cesitli
Kanunlarda Degisiklik Yapiimasi Hakkinda Kanun / Law no. 3386 making changes in Law on Conservation
of Cultural and Natural Assets and Other Laws dated on 17.06.1987

461987 Conservation Regulation: 10.12.1987 tarih ve 19660 sayili Resmi Gazete’de yayimlanan Korunmasi
Gerekli Tasinmaz Kiiltir ve Tabiat Varliklarinin Tespit ve Tescili Hakkinda Yénetmelik / Conservation
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... known or extracted areas where an antique settlement or remains of an ancient
civilization located on land or under water; in other words, ruins of ancient city. (1987
Conservation Regulation: Article 3)

Comprehensive definition of archaeological site was later provided by the KTVK High Council PD
no. 658, as

.. settlements and areas that accommodate any kind of cultural asset reflecting
social, economical and cultural characteristics of their era and on-ground,
underground or underwater products of past civilizations that have survived from the
existence of humanity until present day. (KTVK High Council PD no. 658)

Ministry of Culture and Tourism was assigned the responsibility of conservation of cultural heritage,
including archaeological sites by

... taking necessary precautions of providing the conservation of immovable cultural
and natural assets, whoever owns or governs them, making take precautions and
conveying all inspection thereof or making civil bodies, municipalities and governor's
offices convey inspection. (Law no. 2863/3386: Article 10)

Under the organization scheme of Ministry of Culture and Tourism*”, KTVK General Directorate*
was specified as the central execution authority responsible from ensuring identification of movable
and immovable cultural and natural heritage, assessment of significance and determination of
conservation status of identified movable and immovable cultural and natural heritage, ensuring the
protection and preservation and publicity of movable and immovable cultural and natural heritage.
The scientific committee in charge of determining, implementing and controlling conservation
activities about cultural and natural heritage in the name of KTVK General Directorate was
redefined. GEEAYK was replaced first by TKTVYK by the enforcement of Law no. 2863 in 1983.
Alongside TKTVYK, regional councils were established. In 1987, enforced by the Law no. 3386
making changes in Law no. 2863, TKTVYK was replaced by KTVK High Council, and regional

councils were reformulated, given the name KTVK Councils (Law no. 2863/3386: Additional Article

Regulation on Identification and Registration of Cultural and Natural Assets to be Protected issues in
Official Journal no. 19660 dated on 10.12.1987

47 There have been changes in the organizational structure of the Ministry of Culture and Tourism between
years 1982 and 2003. For a period, between years 1989 and 2003, Ministries of Culture and Tourism were
operated as independent governmental bodies. In 1982, Ministry of Culture and Ministry of Tourism were
unified. Later in 1989, they were divided into two independent ministries. In 2003, they were once again
unified under the name of Ministry of Culture and Tourism. Due to difficulties to reflect these changes
within the text and for avoiding confusions, Ministry of Culture and Tourism name is used even for the
periods these two ministries were operated independently from each other.

48 KTVK General Directorate: Kiiltlir ve Tabiat Varliklarini Koruma Genel Midrliga / General Directorate for
the Conservation of Cultural and Natural Assets
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1). Establishment and operation of KTVK High Council and KTVK Councils were determined by

1989 Conservation Regulation®.

The organizational structure of this period offered a binary and localized mechanism by transferring
the responsibility of conservation of cultural heritage to KTVK Councils in local scale (Madran and
Ozgdnill, 2005:5). KTVK High Council was given the responsibilities in issuing principle decisions
and establishing criteria for ensuring the conservation of cultural heritage, establishing coordination
between regional conservation councils, and appointing opinion about disputes (1989 Conservation
Regulation: Article 6). KTVK Councils, including also local administrative authority representatives in
meetings of concerned subjects (Law no. 2863/3386: Article 58/c), became active in determining

and solving problems of local more efficient than central mechanism.

Stated in article no. 9 of 1989 Conservation Regulation, KTVK Councils were assigned key

responsibilities on conservation of cultural heritage within their respective control areas in regards to

principle decisions determined by KTVK High Council, including,

- Registration or designation of cultural and natural heritage identified and documented by
Ministry of Culture and Tourism or General Directorate of Foundation,

- Categorization of cultural heritage identified and registered or designated,

- Defining transition period development rights for conservation areas after the designation
decision,

- Evaluating and approving conservation plans and any kind of conservation plan alterations,

- Determination of conservation areas of immovable cultural and natural heritage, and

- Dropping the registration entry of cultural heritage, which has lost its identity and

significance.

Local governmental authorities in charge of conservation of archaeological sites were assigned as
Local Museum Directorates under the organizational scheme of General Directorate of Monuments
and Museums® of the Ministry of Culture and Tourism. Local Museum Directorate was given the

duty to provide representatives for sondage and excavations, to supervise staff and expert report for

491989 Conservation Regulation: 30.01.1989 tarih ve 20065 sayili Resmi Gazete'de yayimlanan Kiltir ve
Tabiat Varliklarini Koruma Yiiksek Kurulu ile Koruma Kurullari Yénetmeligi / Conservation Regulation on
KTVK High Council and KTVK Councils issues in Official Journal no. 20065 dated on 30.01.1989

50 By the unification of Ministry of Culture and Ministry of Tourism in 2003, General Directorate of Monuments
and Museums and KTVK General Directorate were also unified under the name of KVM General
Directorate.
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archaeological remains revealed, to execute rescue excavations and to provide delivery of movable

cultural heritage to museums.

In addition to above mentioned the local and central governmental authorities, local administrative
authorities were also assigned responsibilities in conservation of archaeological sites within the new
organizational structure introduced by Law no. 2863/3386 (Law no. 2863/3386: Articles 17-18). The
main responsibility of local administrative authority was defined as preparing, implementing and
controlling ‘conservation plan’, a specific planning tool introduced by Law no. 2863/3383, which is
prepared for designated conservation areas in order to determine conservation provisions and

development rights based on local conditions (Law no. 2863/3386: Article no. 17).

Introduction of the ‘conservation plan’ concept into the legislative structure brought the
understanding about ‘conservation of archaeological sites in urban areas also through spatial

planning processes’ alongside.

Conservation and Planning Processes for Archaeological Sites in Urban Areas:

KTVK High Council PD no. 6585 presented three different ‘conservation area’ statuses for

archaeological sites®2. It is enforced to specify these areas within the development plans as

‘conservation area’. Conservation provisions and development rights for each category were

determined within the same principle decision. Accordingly,

1. 1st degree archaeological conservation area is specified to be protected intact. Any
construction activity and excavation activity, except those for scientific purposes, are
prohibited within the designated borders. Tree plantation and any modern agricultural activity
are also prohibited, except seasonal agricultural activities. Any infrastructure development

activity should be undertaken under the supervision of KTVK Council and local museums.

5 KTVK Council PD no. 658 is the recent principle decision on categorization of archaeological sites.
Previous versions of this principle decision were KTVK High Council PD no. 6 dated in 1988 and KTVK
High Council PD no. 338 dated on 30.11.1993.

52 |n addition to these three groups defined according to their importance degrees and conservation statuses,
there is also a fourth group, ‘urban archaeological sites’ defined within PD no. 658, which has been revised
by the KTVK High Council Principle Decision no. 702 about Conservation Provisions and Development
Rights Regarding Urban Archaeological Sites dated on 15.04.2005. Accordingly, urban archaeological
sites are defined as “... areas in which archaeological sites and historical sites exist together which require
specific conservation and planning conditions”.
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2. 2n degree archaeological conservation area is also specified to be protected intact, but it is
allowed to carry out simple repair on unregistered buildings within these conservation areas.
Development activities are restricted to infrastructure, limited agriculture, environmental

arrangement and burial.

3. 314 degree archaeological conservation area is allowed for new development conditioned on
‘conservation plans’ and the ‘transition period development rights’ until conservation plan is

prepared and approved.

Enforced by article no. 6 of 1987 Conservation Regulation, the responsibility of identification and
evaluation and, if required, designation of archaeological sites was appointed under the
responsibility of KTVK Councils. Following the designation decision, an annotation about
designation was placed on title deeds of cadastral parcels or plots within the designated borders of

archaeological conservation area (1987 Conservation Regulation: Article 7).

The designation decision of KTVK Council about ‘archaeological conservation area’ suppresses the
implementation of development plans in every scale within the designated borders of the
conservation area (Law no. 2863/3386: Article 17). The next step for these sites is the preparation
of conservation plan. Until the conservation plan for the area is prepared and approved, transition
period development rights, which were defined by KTVK Council based on KTVK High Council
principle decisions, were used for determining conservation provisions and development rights

within the archaeological conservation area.

KTVK High Council PD no. 658 states the need for planning activities, named as ‘conservation
plan’, that base on a comprehensive archaeological inventory in the usage of scientific methods for
bringing the archaeological remains out, for their restoration and presentation. Without the approval
of these plans, no interventions in the plot scale could be carried out. It is further stated in the KTVK
High Council PD no. 658 that the type of the new functions should be harmonious with the site,
infrastructure projects should respect to on-soil and sub-soil archaeological remains, and
development schemata should consider the protection and interpretation of the existing and

potential archaeological remains.
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Attitude of Planning Legislation:
While there have been essential changes in conservation legislation, planning legislation has also
been subjected to changes during this period. Law no. 3194 is enacted in 1985 in order to,

... organize the settlements and the physical developments in those settlements in
concordance with the planning decisions and technical, hygienic and environmental
conditions. (Law no. 3194, Article 1)

Definitions and general contexts of spatial plans in different scales are introduced within the
definition section of Law no. 3194 (Law no. 3194: Articles 5-6). However, conservation plan concept
is not mention within the context of this Law. Instead, it is stated that,

... for those areas, which are already determined or will be determined later... articles
of this Law are being applied in concordance with specific laws and regulations ...
including Law no. 2863 on Conservation of Cultural and Natural Assets (Law no.
3194, Article 2)

Planning legislation most probably did not mention any conservation issue, because the subject was
coordinated by conservation legislations, with a defined new type of spatial planning tool named as

‘conservation plan’.

3.4. ‘MANAGEMENT PLANS ALONGSIDE CONSERVATION PLANS’ AFTER 2004

Aiming to make changes in Law no. 2836/3386 in order to solve problems about implementation
and to modify conservation legislation according to international documents, Law no. 52265 is
enacted dated on 14.07.2004. Cultural heritage definition was revised by taking into consideration
also the intangible elements of cultural heritage, with an additional expression of,

...or pertaining authentic value from scientific and cultural point of view, which has
been the subject matter of social life in prehistoric and historic eras. (Law no.
2863/5226: Article 3/a)

Although the procedural context of the conservation plan has been resolved by the article no. 17 of

Law no 2863/3386, the ‘definition of conservation plan’ was provided by Law no. 2863/5226%, as,

5 Law no. 5226: 14.7.2004 tarih ve 5226 sayili Kiltlir ve Tabiat Varliklarini Koruma Kanunu ile Cesitli
Kanunlarda Degisiklik Yapiimasi Hakkinda Kanun / Law no. 5226 making changes in Law on Conservation
of Cultural and Natural Assets and Other Laws dated on 14.7.2004

5 Law no. 2863/5226: 5226 sayili Kanun ile degisik 2863 sayili Kultir ve Tabiat Varliklarini Koruma Kanunu /
Law no. 2863 on Conservation of Cultural and Natural Assets with changes introduced by Law no. 5226
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... the plans at the scale of Master and Implementation Plans for conserving sites and
their interaction-transition fields through sustainability principle with take into account
the studies that include archaeological, historical, natural, architectural, demographic,
cultural, socio-economic, priority and structural data; present maps that include aims,
tools, strategies and planning decisions, attitudes, plan notes and explanation report
for household and employee socio-economic structures; strategies that create
employment and value added; conservation principles, usage provisions and building
limits; rehabilitation, revision projects; implementation steps and programs; open
space strategies; transformation system of pedestrian and vehicle; design principles
for infrastructure establishments; designs for density and parcels; local ownership;
management models with participation. (Law no. 2863/5226: Article 3/a-8)

The new conservation planning system introduced new concepts for conservation of archaeological

sites, such as ‘management area’, ‘management plan’ and ‘landscape project’.

Management area: the area, borders of which is decided by Ministry by taking
opinions from related governmental authorities defined by considering conservation
area and its interaction area for establishing coordination between central and local
governmental and administrative authorities in charge of planning and conservation
and non-governmental organizations, with the aim of for effective protection, use,
development according to a vision and theme, social and cultural interact of the
society with the site. (Law no. 2863/5226: Article 3/a-10)

Management plan: The operation plan, showing annual and lustrum implementation
stages and budget and being monitored in every five years, prepared for
management areas by considering management project, excavation plan, landscape
project or conservation plan, with the aim of protection, use and rehabilitation of the
management area. (Law no. 2863/5226: Article 3/a-11)

Landscape project: Projects in 1/500, 1/2000 and 1/100 scales prepared for
archaeological conservation areas by considering specific characteristics of each site
with the aim of opening the site to visitor access, interpreting the site, solving
problems originated from existing land-uses and ensuring the needs of the site. (Law
no. 2863/5226: Article 3/a-9)

Although the general operation of identification and designation of archaeological sites remained
same with the previous period, as expanded definitions in Article no. 3/a of Law no. 2863/5226
reveals, the organizational structure and the operation of planning process for archaeological sites

were subjected to changes by the introduced of Law no. 2863/5226.

The significant change is observed in the organizational structure that Law no. 2863/5226 allowed
local administrative authorities, means municipalities and governorships, to establish a department,
named as KUDEB, specialized in conservation issues (Law no. 2863/5226: Article 10). KUDEB was

suggested to be a local branch of KTVKB Council under the organizational scheme of local
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administrative unit in charge of carrying and controlling implementation of conservation decisions
and conservation plans approved by KTVKB Councils, which means that responsibility of some
issues in conservation is transferred to the specialized local administrative unit, KUDEB, from local

governmental authority, KTVKB Council.

The supporting regulation of Law no. 28363/5226 on preparation of conservation plans,
management plans and landscape projects was enacted in 2005. 2005 Conservation Regulation®
drew definite guidelines about how conservation and management plans in archaeological

conservation areas are going to be prepared, approved, implemented and supervised.

2005 Conservation Regulation assigned the responsibility of preparation of conservation and
management plans for archaeological sites to local planning authorities. The conservation planning
process was defined as a multi-disciplinary study of a group composed of experts from urban
planning, architecture, restoration, art history and archaeology disciplines. Urban planner was
assigned as the coordinator of the study group, and a mediator for establishing collaboration
between the other stakeholders like developers, archaeologists and architects (Law no. 2863/5226:
Article 17/a).

Within the context of 2005 Conservation Regulation, organizational structure for preparing
management plans was redefined and expanded outlining the need for providing “...cooperation of
governmental institutions, public organizations, owners, volunteer individuals and corporations, and
local community in conservation and valuation of management zones” (2005 Conservation
Regulation: Article 5). Moreover, multi-disciplinary study is obligated for the preparation of

management plans (2005 Conservation Regulation: Article 10).

Another significant change regarding the conservation and planning processes of archaeological
sites was on the financial arrangements (Law no. 28363/5226: Article 12). A new financial source for
conservation activities was created by arrangements in property taxation system that %10 of

property taxes were obligated to be cut as ‘financial cut for conservation of immovable cultural

5 2005 Conservation Regulation: 26.07.2005 tarih ve 26887 sayili Resmi Gazetede yayimlanan Koruma
Amagli imar Planlari ve Gevre Diizenleme Projelerinin Hazirlanmasi, Gosterimi, Uygulamasi, Denetimi ve
Mielliflerine lliskin Usul ve Esaslara Ait Yénetmelik / Conservation Regulation on Procedure and Methods
of Preparation, Representation, Implementation, Control and Author of Conservation Plans and Landscape
Plans issued in Official Journal no. 26887 dated on 26.07.2005
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heritage’ and to be accrued in an independent bank account of provincial administration.
Municipalities within the borders of the province were given right to use this financial source for
expropriation of privately owned immovable cultural heritage or privately owned land within the
borders of conservation area, and preparation and implementation of plans and projects prepared

for protection and use of cultural heritage.

Law no. 2863/5226 also introduced a new concept for expropriation issues, which is ‘transfer area’.
Article no. 17/c obligated municipalities to define ‘transfer area’ within the context of development
plans for transferring property rights of private owners located within the borders of conservation
areas. Although a new legend item for implementation plans was introduced by this article, there
has not been any change in Law no. 3194, which is the main legislative text defining the procedure

of preparing and implementing development plans outside the conservation areas.

3.5. GENERAL EVALUATION OF CHANGING SCOPE OF TURKISH CONSERVATION AND
PLANNING SYSTEMS

From 1951 to 2008, the conservation approach of Turkish system has expanded from structure-
base to site-base given consideration to conservation of monuments and historical buildings also
together with their surroundings. Besides, the scope of ‘cultural heritage’ is expanded from
monuments and historical buildings to include also intangible cultural heritage. Central
governmental organization is localized by the establishment of regional conservation councils, and
local administrative authorities are given responsibility in conservation of cultural heritage through

preparation of conservation plans.

The introduction of ‘site’ concept by Law no. 1710 could be considered as an important step for
enabling conservation in larger scales leading to new regulations about spatial planning processes
for sites. The introduction of ‘conservation plan’ concept, on the other hand, could be considered as
one of the major contributions of Law no. 2863/3386. By the introduction of conservation plan
concept, conservation of archaeological sites in urban areas became a spatial planning problem.
This understanding has shifted technical conservation understanding to conservation through

spatial planning implementations. Conservation plan, within the context of Law no. 2863, could be
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defined as spatial planning practice applied on the 3 degree conservation areas, where

development is allowed to a certain extent.

Although the introduction of ‘conservation plan’ concept was important in approaching conservation
issues also as a spatial planning problem, this has created a dual structure in spatial planning
application in Turkish system, especially for archaeological sites located on and around urban
areas. Instead considering archaeological sites as a part of urban built environment, legislative and
organizational changes proposed archaeological sites as separate units within the urban built
environment, and designation decisions and conservation plans could not go beyond segregation of
archaeological sites, both spatially and socially, from the urban built environment. ‘Conservation
area’ and ‘outside the conservation area’ are separated from each by designation decision.
Resulting from this segregation, two different planning processes are applied, considering
designated area borders as a clear-cut between spatial environments. This situation introduced
problems together, the most important of which was isolation of archaeological sites from
surrounding urban built environment and urban life. So that a dual structure in urban built
environment created, within which urban built environment and archaeological site could not

integrate with each other spatially, socially and economically.

As the implementations of conservation plans became widespread, the conservation plan system
introduced by Law no. 2863/3386 has been criticized by different researchers (Bademli, 2005;
Madran and Ozgénijl, 2005; Madran and $ahin Giighan, 2005; Parlak, 2007; Tapan, 2007). Aiming
to make changes in Law no. 2836/3386 in order to solve problems about implementation and to
modify conservation legislation according to international documents, Law no. 5226 is enacted
dated on 14.07.2004. By the introduction of Law no. 2863/5226, conservation of archaeological
sites is approached as a management process and new organizations, responsibilities and concepts
are introduced. Although changes introduced by Law no. 5226 could be answer especially to
financial and organizational problems, it was alo criticized by different researchers (Madran and
Sahin Giighan, 2005; Madran and Ozgdnill, 2005). Moreover, these changes in conservation
legislation system did not cause any changes within the planning legislation. Urban areas outside
the designated borders of conservation areas were continued to be developed according to
implementation plans; whereas, designation decision stops all kind of planning activities within the

borders of designated area.
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CHAPTER 4

METHODOLOGICAL FRAMEWORK

Aiming to examine whether ‘conservation of archaeological sites in urban areas’ are integrated into
spatial planning processes or not and to determine in which points there are problematic issues in
different contexts of process integration and different dimensions of outcome integration within the
‘Turkish conservation and planning systems’, the research methodology of the dissertation is
selected as ‘case study research’ as being useful to examine and evaluate single phenomenon at
local level. Case study research strategy involves a number of methods to describe and diagnose
internally complex process, through which

.... a particular individual, program or event is studied in depth for a defined period of
time... Sometimes researchers focus on a single case, perhaps because its unique or
exceptional qualities can promote understanding or inform practice for similar
situations. In other instances, researcher study two or more cases — often cases that
are different in certain key ways — to make comparisons, built theory, or propose
generalizations; such an approach is called a multiple or collective case study... A
case study may be especially suitable for learning more about a little known or poorly
understood situations. It may also be useful for investigating how an individual or
program changes over time, or perhaps as the result of certain circumstances or
interventions. (Leedy and Ormrod, 2005:135)

Within the context of the case study, firstly, frameworks and assumptions of the analysis are
determined. Then, pre-analytical studies are conducted in order to collect and sort different data
sets, and to process these data sets into one comprehensive database going to be used during
analytical studies. Finally, methods going to be used during analytical studies are determined. The
aim of this section is to give in depth information about these stages constituting the methodological

framework of the case study.
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4.1. SOLI-POMPEIOPOLIS ARCHAEOLOGICAL SITE AS A CASE STUDY

Mersin region, historically named first as Kizzuwatna during Hittite Imperial period and then Cilicia
during Roman times, has been settled down by different civilizations whose settlement patterns are
still visible throughout the region. Aiming to conserve the rich and diverse cultural heritage of
Mersin, several conservation projects and archaeological excavations have been or still being
carried by different governmental and non-governmental organizations, departments and units of
universities, and researchers. However, cultural heritage of the region is under the threat of urban
development, negative impacts of which is observable especially on archaeological sites located

along the western coastline.

Starting by the beginning of 1980s, the city of Mersin has gone through a rapid and mostly
uncontrolled urban development process, accelerated mainly by the migration from Southeastern
and Eastern Turkey and by the increase in construction of second-house compounds along the
western coastline (Erginkaya, 2002; Turel, 2002). This rapid urban development process, which
reflects mostly a linear development pattern stretching along the coastline, has been the major
threat not only for the agricultural lands and environmental assets of the region, but also against
archaeological sites. TAY Report states that,

The archaeological destruction in [Central Mediterranean] district (including the
provinces of Silifke, Icel and Adana) are caused mainly by agricultural activities and
construction of modern settlements due to the process of urbanization. Specifically,
almost all mounds in Igel are about to be destroyed due to new settlement
construction. This is a direct result of the prevailing wisdom that equates urbanization
with building. This type of destruction has occurred especially during the last two
decades, and became most intense in the last ten years. (TAY Online: Destruction
Report, Mediterranean File)

Within the last thirty years, the urban development dynamics on the western coastline of the city of
Mersin have been mainly motivated by market forces (Tirel, 2002), which have resulted in
conservation authorities to set strict conservation provisions for prohibiting development activities on
conservation areas to reduce the possible damage to archaeological remains on soil and under soil.

Consequently, archaeological sites began to experience direct or indirect damages (Tuna, 2004).
Despite the loss of many archaeological assets in the region, there are still spots of the

archaeological sites along the western coastline that are visible and monumental (Figure 4.1).

Located in Mezitli District, Soli-Pompeiopolis is one of these archaeological sites.
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Figure 4.1: Archaeological sites located in the western coastline of Mersin province




According to annual campaign reports, Soli-Pompeiopolis ancient city has been settled down first
during Hittite Imperial period (Yagci, 2003). However, ancient geographer Strabo (XV1.5.8) states
that the foundation of the ancient city of Soli-Pompeiopolis, given the name as Soloi, is dated back
to colonization period. Soloi was under the control of Egyptians between years 261 - 246 BC, and
then invaded by Seleucids in 197 BC. After being destroyed in 90 BC during the Mithradatic Wars,
the city has left deserted until 67 BC and the region has been under the control of Cilician Pirates
(Barker, 1853:25). Following the successful campaign of Pompey the Great against Cilician pirates,
some of the survivors have been settled down in the city, which has been rebuilt in the name of the
triumph commander. The city has been then named as Pompeiopolis (Strabo, XIV.3.3; Barker,
1853: 26; Vann, 1993:1; Ergln, 2004:6). Under the regime of Roman Empire, Pompeiopolis has
became an important harbor town in the eastern Mediterranean, including aqueducts, city walls
surrounding the city with towers, necropolis surrounding the western and northern parts of the city
wallls, theater, harbor, monumental buildings, and the colonnaded street leading from the harbor to
the main city gate on the northern section of the city walls (Borgia, 2003). During Byzantine Period,
the city has been given episcopacy (Unal and Girginer, 2007:516). The city has been destroyed by a
wave of earthquakes between years 525 and 527 BC (Erglin, 2004:7). Although there have been
efforts to rebuilt the city, citizens have left this location due to continuous attacks of Sassanians and
Arabians (Unal and Girginer, 2007:516). The area has not been settled until the modern times of the

city of Mersin®.

The vicinity of Soli-Pompeiopolis ancient city has started to be settled down by the end of the 1960s
after Mezitli Village was assigned as one of the main district of icel5” province. Thereafter, the
agricultural nature of the area has started to change, especially by the construction of second-house
compounds in the early 1980s. Later in the 1990s, accelerated by the increase in population and
urban expansion of the city of Mersin towards western direction, the area was articulated into the
main urban system. In 2004, Mezitli District is included within the borders of the Greater Municipality

of Mersin as by the enforcement of temporary article no. 2 of Law no. 5216%. Recently in 2008,

% For detailed history of Soli-Pompeiopolis ancient city, see Appendix A.

57 [cel is the previous name of Mersin province. The change in the province name is applied on 28.06.2002
by the enforcement of Law no. 4764.

5% |aw no. 5216: 10.07.2004 giin ve 5216 sayili Buyuksehir Belediyesi Kanunu / Law no. 5216 on Greater
Municipalities dated on 10.07.2004.
Temporary article no. 2 of Law no. 5216 enforced greater municipalities to re-define their borders
according to a circle drawn by taking the Governor's office as the centre, except istanbul and Kocaeli
provinces. The diameter of the circle is defined as 10 kilometers for greater municipalities less than one
million population, 20 kilometers for greater municipalities with one to two million population and 50
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Mezitli District was attained the status of ‘administrative district’ of the Greater Municipality of Mersin
by the enforcement of article no. 1/34 of Law no. 5747%, and the geographical borders of Mezitli

District was extended by the inclusion of three other districts that were recalled.

Resulting from the rapid increase in constructions and population within the last thirty years, the
ancient city is surrounded by high-rise apartment blocks. Yet, agricultural activities are continued
only within the borders of Soli-Pompeiopolis Archaeological Site, even during the 2000s (Figure
4.2). This part of the city of Mersin, historically named first as Soloi and then Pompeiopolis, is
currently known as ‘Virangehir’ due to archaeological remains located within its borders. The area is
also known as ‘Soli’, reflecting the ancient name of the area.
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Figure 4.2: General view of Soli-Pompeiopolis Archaeological Site

Source: Personal Archive, 2007

Soli-Pompeiopolis Archaeological Site was first identified and designated by GEEAYK in 1978.
Later, there have been alterations in the designated borders and conservation status of the area, at
the end of which, in 1989, conservation status of Soli-Pompeiopolis Archaeological Site was

determined as ‘1t and 3 degree archaeological conservation area’ by Antalya KTVK Council®.

kilometers diameter for greater municipalities more than two million population. According to this temporary
article, the border of Greater Municipality of Mersin was extended 50 kilometers by also including Mezitli
District within.

59 Law no. 5747: 06.03.2008 giin ve 5747 sayili Biiyiksehir Belediyesi Sinirlari icerisinde ilge Kurulmasi ve
Bazi Kanunlarda Degisiklik Yapilmasi HakkindaKanun/ Law no. 5457 on Establishment of Administrative
Districts within the Borders of Greater Municipalities and Changes in Certain Laws dated on 06.03.2008
According to article 1/34 of Law no. 5747, Mezitli District attained the status of ‘administrative district’, and
Davultepe, Tece and Kuyuluk District were recalled and included in the administrative borders of Mezitli
District.

60 Antalya KTVK Council: Antalya Kultir ve Tabiat Varliklari Koruma Kurulu / Antalya Council for the
Conservation of Cultural and Natural Assets
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While the identification and designation studies were being carried on, the area surrounding the
conservation area entered into a rapid urban development process. Aiming to direct and control
urban development, 1/1.000 scale Implementation Plan of Mezitli District was introduced in 1986.
However, this implementation plan, as it was enforced by Law no. 2863/3386, did not suggest
anything for the conservation area; instead, the site is notified as ‘conservation area’ on base maps.
The conservation area was subjected to ‘transition period development rights’ until 1/1.000 scale
Conservation Plan of Soli-Pompeiopolis Archaeological Site was approved in 1992. Right after the
introduction of 1992 Conservation Plan, different plan alterations were prepared, some of which
were approved, and some others were denied by Adana KTVK Councils'. In 2004, designated
border of archaeological site was extended by the identification of the necropolis, and 1/1.000 scale

Additional Conservation Plan for the necropolis section was approved in 2006.

Soli-Pompeiopolis Archaeological Site is a significant Roman harbor town of the region with its still-
standing colonnaded street and remarkable ancient harbor (Peshlow-Bindokat, 1975; Vann, 1993).
Besides, Soli Mound is one of the most important sources to fill gaps in knowledge about the Hittite
Imperial period of the region (Yagci, 2003). Yet, Soli-Pompeiopolis was one of the first

archaeological sites negatively affected by the rapid urbanization process of the 1980s and 1990s.

Within thirty years period, Soli-Pompeiopolis Archaeological Site, being away from settlements and
comprising a larger geographical area in the 1970s (Figure 4.3), has turned into one of the densest
urban parts within the city of Mersin in the beginning of the 2000s (Figure 4.4). Conservation
activities were active to act as a barrier against urban development to spread out within the
designated borders of the archaeological conservation area; however, conservation and planning

decisions were resulted in isolation of Soli-Pompeiopolis Archaeological Site from its surrounding.

61 Adana KTVK Council: Adana Kiiltir ve Tabiat Varliklari Koruma Kurulu / Adana Council for the
Conservation of Cultural and Natural Assets

87



Figure 4.3: 1/25.000 scale base map of Mezitli District dated in the 1970s.

Although this map is prepared in 1990 for determining borders of the district, it is understood from land-use characteristics that 1/25.000 scale base map has been prepared during the 1970s.
However, the exact date for 1/25.000 scale base map could not be determined.
Source: MM.GA.
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The geographical area of archaeological site in the 1970s Is determined by superimposition of 1/25.000 scale base map of Mezitli District dated in the 1970s with 1/25.000 scale Master Plan proposal for the city of Mersin dated in 1995.

1/25.000 scale Master Plan proposal for the city of Mersin has been prepared by free-lance planner Remzi Sénmez in 1995. Due to the reason that master plan has not been approved by the Ministry of Public Works and Settlement; the plan could not be applied.
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Recent conservation and planning history of Soli-Pompeiopolis Archaeological Site and its vicinity is
a typical case to demonstrate how and why Turkish conservation and planning systems falls short to
conserve archaeological sites in urban areas through spatial planning processes against negative
impacts of urban development. In this respect, Soli-Pompeiopolis Archaeological Heritage Site is
determined as the case study area to examine and evaluate conservation and planning processes
in depth, due to the reasons that:

- Soli-Pompeiopolis is a unique and significant archaeological heritage within this region.

- Soli-Pompeiopolis is one of the initial archaeological sites identified and designated by
GEEAYK in 1978.

- The urban development in Mezitli District has grown especially after the 1980s, and this
development trend, which has become a major treat against archaeological site, is typical for
most of the cities in Turkey.

- Having subjected to different conservation and planning decisions between years 1978 and
2008, Soli-Pompeiopolis Archaeological Heritage Site is a typical example to examine how
conservation and planning processes are implemented in Turkey.

- Having both implementation and conservation plans, examining integration issues on Soli-
Pompeiopolis Archaeological Site case is beneficial to determine problems of Turkish

conservation and planning systems.

4.2. FRAMEWORKS AND ASSUMPTIONS OF THE ANALYTICAL STUDY

Soli-Pompeiopolis Archaeological Site lies immediately 11 km. southwest of the city of Mersin,
situated 2 km. south to the center of Mezitli District, within the borders of mostly Viransehir and
partially Menderes Quarters (Figure 4.5). Including Soli-Pompeiopolis Archaeological Site in the
centre, the geographical area, which is defined by Mezitli River on the northern side, GMK®2
Boulevard on the northwestern side, Bakanlik Street on the western side and Mediterranean Sea on
the eastern side, is determined as ‘the spatial framework’ for the analytical study (Figure 4.6). The
year 1978, when Soli-Pompeiopolis Archaeological Site was first identified and designated by
GEEAYK, is selected as the starting point for analytical study. Analytical study is prolonged since
May 2008, in which researches about the case study are completed. Therefore, the period between

years 1978 and 2008 is defined as ‘the temporal framework’ of the analytical study.

62 GMK Boulevard: Gazi Mustafa Kemal Bulvari
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Based on spatial and temporal frameworks, there are six assumptions set before conducting the

analytical study, as followed:

1. The case study research will be a ‘qualitative analysis’.

2. The case study research will be carried on Soli-Pompeiopolis Archaeological Site and its
vicinity, located in Mezitli District in the city of Mersin between years 1978 and 2008.

3. Archaeological heritage assessment is a specific study area, which requires an in depth
knowledge in archaeology and a collaborative work of different disciplines. Being an urban
planning study in its essence, archaeological records about Soli-Pompeiopolis
Archaeological Site will be accepted as ‘given’ within the limits of information acquired from
the Mersin Museum, the excavation team, and the specific archaeological and historical
researches about Soli-Pompeiopolis Archaeological Site.

4, Only development plans that produce planning decisions for urban macroform, including
master plans, implementation and conservation plans and alterations in conservation plans,
will be considered during the analysis; whereas, regional plans will not be taken into
consideration during analysis due to the limited effect of regional plans in directing and
controlling development activities in the quarter or district scale.

5. Although Soli-Pompeiopolis Archaeological Site includes also under-water archaeological
remains, only on-soil and sub-soil archaeological remains and related data will be considered
during analysis, due to the reason that under-water archaeological heritage necessitates

different management methods and techniques.

4.3. PRE-ANALYTICAL STUDY: METHODS FOR DATA COLLECTION AND PROCESSING

The purpose of pre-analytical studies is to collect relevant data sets from different sources and to
process these data sets in order to provide a basis for testing the main hypothesis and for
answering the main question of the dissertation. Different methods and techniques are employed
during pre-analytical study, including archive studies, on-site observation and land-use studies,

interviews and surveys.

There was no clearly set sequence in data collection and processing. Yet, archives study was the
first stage of the pre-analytical study. In cases where documentary data sets, acquired through

archives study, were incompetent or deficient to examine conservation and planning processes,
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interviews with key informants were used to fill the gap in knowledge. On-site observations and
land-use studies were carried alongside the archives study and interviews. Lastly, public surveys
were employed to local people living on and around Soli-Pompeiopolis Archaeological Site. Besides,
interviews with local people, who have been living in this area for a long period, were applied. These
data collection methods and techniques were built on each other, and they provided the opportunity
to achieve and conduct a plentiful data set from different sources, including different types of
information for examining and evaluating the conservation and planning experience of Soli-

Pompeiopolis Archaeological Site in details.

4.2.1. Archives Study

The aim of the archives study is to obtain documentary data related with urban development and

conservation processes of Soli-Pompeiopolis Archaeological Site and its vicinity. Primary sources

for documentary data are:

1. Mezitli Municipality as the major local authority, which is responsible from spatial planning
decisions, implementations and control,

2. Adana KTVKB Council as the local branch of KTVK High Council, which is responsible from
conservation decisions, implementations and control in Soli-Pompeiopolis Archaeological
Site,

3. Mersin Museum as the local branch of KVM General Directorate, which is responsible from
sondages and rescue excavations in Soli-Pompeiopolis Archaeological Site, and

4. Soli-Pompeiopolis Excavation Team as the responsible body from scientific excavations.

Besides these primary data sources, KVM General Directorate and Greater Municipality of Mersin
are also consulted for obtaining documentary data, which could not be found through the primary

data sources.

Archives study is carried during the field trips on 2006 and 2007 summer months, and completed on
May 2008. Despite certain difficulties in obtaining data due to inefficient archive systems, lack of
interest of officials and security problems regarding the nature of certain official documents, a

comprehensive documentary database could be developed for examining and evaluating the
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conservation and planning processes within the case study area. The documentary database is

composed of cartographic resources, official decisions and letters and official construction permits.

‘Cartographic resources’ include 1/1.000 scale Cadastral Map of Mezitli District dated in 1965,
1/1.000 scale Base Map of Mezitli District dated in 2002, and maps of 1/25.000 scale Master Plan
proposal dated in 1995 and 1/25.000 scale Master Plan dated in 2008, 1/1.000 scale
Implementation Plan of Mezitli District dated in 1986, 1/1.000 scale Conservation Plan of Soli-
Pompeiopolis Archaeological Site dated in 1992 and conservation plan alterations in different
scales, 1/1.000 scale Additional Conservation Plan of Soli-Pompeiopolis Archaeological Site. Due to
differences in scale and coordinate systems, a four-step process is conducted in order to
superimpose different cartographic resources. First, all cartographic resources are scanned. As
each cartographic resource is composed of several parts, these parts are unified and merged in one
digital file by using graphic editing software. Different cartographic resources in different scales are
transferred into projected coordinate system, UTM WGS 1984 - Zone 36N, by using GIS® software.

In the final step, these cartographic resources are digitized by using GIS software.

‘Official decisions and letters’ include mainly GEEAYK, TKTVYK, KTVK High Council, Antalya KTVK
Council and Adana KTVKB Council Decrees, Mezitli Municipal Council Decisions, Mersin Museum
Expert Reports, Annual Campaign Reports, and official letters of different governmental authorities
on conservation and planning processes of Soli-Pompeiopolis Archaeological Site. Official decisions
and letters are categorized by using spreadsheet software. Accordingly, a database is prepared
showing from which source they are acquired, in which subject they are pointing out, and to which

other documents they are referring:

‘Official construction permits’ include paper files on construction process of most of the buildings
within the case study area, archived in Mezitli Municipality Building Authorization Office. Official
construction permits are digitized by using spreadsheet software. The database about official
construction permits include different columns indicating a unique building code, building name,
building lot and plot no or cadastral parcel no, quarter code, date of construction permit, the name to

which construction permit was given, and the date of occupancy permit (Figure 4.7).

63 GIS: Geographical Information System

95



A B c D E F G H | J K L
- ; Building Cadastral . Construction | Construction " Occupancy | Occupancy
: Code Building name ot Plot parcel Quarter permit Permit date Cons. Permit given to permit permit date
2 1 55K Doktarlar Sitesi C Blak 1784 1 2 1
3 2 55K Doktatlar Sitesi B Blok 1784 1 2 1
4 3 S5k Doktorlar Sitesi A Blok 1784 1 2 1
[} 4 3622 1 2 2
4} A Warlikli Apt. 1745 1 2 2
7 4] Duru Apt 1765 1 2 2
8 7 Sungurogly 2 Apt. 17498 1 2 1
a 8 Ege Sitesi A Blok 2038 1 2 2
10 20 [Ulas Sitesi B Blok 1877 1 4 1
1 21 1994 1 2 1
12 22  [Has Sahil Sitesi B Blok 3072 1 2 2
13 23 [Bahil Apt 3338 1 2 2
14 24 1743 1 1 1
14 25 |vali Apt 1733 1 2 2
16 26 [Deniz Apt. 2035 1 2 2
17 27 [Korkmaz Apt. 1729 1 2 2
18 28 [Kaymakli Apt. 1699 1 2 1
19 29  [Istek Sitesi D Blok 2169 1 2 1
20 30 [Istek Sitesi C Blok 2168 1 2 1
2 )l Istek Sitesi B Blok 2169 1 2 1
22 it ‘vahya Birlik Sitesi B Blok 308 1 1667 1 2 2
23 B9 [vahya Birlik Sitesi A Blok 308 1 1667 1 2 2
24 70 [Atakent Sitesi B Blok 308 2 2028 1 2 2
25 71 Atakent Sitesi A Blok 308 2 2028 1 2 2
28 73 [GulApt 307 5 2159 1 2 2
7 74 [Kulac Apt. 307 7 1 2 2
28 75 |May Sitesi G Blok 306 1 1 2 2
29 7E__ [May Sitesi B Blok 306 1 1 2 2
a0 77 [May Sitesi A Blok 306 1 1 2 2
il 78 [Sahin Apt. 307 1 1 2 2
a2 79 [Hukukcular Sitesi kK Blok 2795 1 2 2
a3 80 [Hukukcular Sitesi J Blok 2795 1 2 2
24 il Hukukeular Sitesi & Blok 2795 1 2 2

Figure 4.7: Screen capture from the construction permit database

4.2.2. Land-Use Study

Land-use studies are carried during field trips on 2006 and 2007 summer months, and 2008 spring
months. The aim of the land-use studies is to understand the current situation of the case study
area and to picture the current morphological and functional characteristics of the urban built
environment and conservation area in order to compare current situation with decisions of
implementation and conservation plans. During land-use studies, on-site observations are also

carried, and different parts of the case study area are documented by taking photographs.

In order to produce the base map of the case study area, first, 1/1.000 scale Base Map of Mezitli
District dated in 2002 is digitized by using GIS software. Changes in transportation system and new
buildings constructed are determined and digitized on 1/1.000 scale Base Map. Each cadastral
parcel and plot is digitized on 1/1.000 scale map by indicating building lot, plot and/or cadastral
parcel numbers, quarter code, whether the plot or cadastral parcel is built up or not, conservation
area status of the plot or cadastral parcel, current use of the plot or cadastral parcel. Furthermore,
each building is coded on 1/1.000 scale base map according to their morphological and functional
characteristics, including quarter name, building lot and plot or cadastral parcel numbers on which

building is constructed, building name, building height, and building usage. Database about official
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construction permits is exported into digitized map and merged with building database in order to
create a comprehensive database for examining urban development process (Figure 4.8). Resulting

from land-use studies, 1/1.000 scale base map of the case study area, dated on May 2008, is

produced.
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Figure 4.8: Screen capture from base map database

4.2.3. Interview

‘Interview’ could be defined simply as a conversation with an informant “... for the purpose of
obtaining research-relevant information” (Cohen and Manion, 1994:307). As a method, interviews
offer the advantage “... to fill the gaps in the researcher's knowledge, to investigate complex
behaviors and motivations and to explore a diversity of options and experiences” (Cohen and
Manion, 1994:307). For conducting an interview, there are different techniques used, as
unstructured, semi-structured or structured (Leedy and Ormrod, 2005). Within the context of this
study, unstructured interview technique is used. Interviews are applied during face-to-face meetings

by asking pre-determined set of guiding questions, answers of which are recorded by taking notes.

Two different kinds of interviews are applied: Key informant interviews with experts and technical
staff and public interviews with the local people. Key informants are contacted for the purpose of
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guidance on and clarification of the issues researcher felt being lack of adequate information and
knowledge about issues, which could not be defined through archives and land-use studies. Due to
the reason that key informants are selected from experts and technical staff, information obtained
from key informants is presumed to be factually correct. A purposeful sampling technique is used to
determine key informants. On the other hand, local people are contacted for getting their opinions
on, experiences about and interactions with Soli-Pompeiopolis Archaeological Site. Local people for

public interviews are selected by using random sampling technique.

Within the context of key informant interviews, 11 key informants are interviewed. First set of key
informants are 2 officials working in Adana KTVKB Council, 3 officials working in Mersin Museum
and 2 officials from Soli-Pompeiopolis Excavation Team. Their value as key informant is to offer
information on the conservation process of Soli-Pompeiopolis Archaeological Heritage Site. Second
set of informants are 3 officials working in Mezitli Municipality. Their value as key informant is to
offer information for understanding the spatial planning process on and around Soli-Pompeiopolis
Archaeological Heritage Site. In addition to governmental officials, 1 medium-capital developer, who
is constructing a building on the 3 degree archaeological conservation area, is interviewed. The
value of medium-scale developer as key informant is to offer information about how the construction
process is operated and about what kind of problems developers are faced with while constructing
buildings on archaeological conservation areas. On the other hand, 5 local people living around
Soli-Pompeiopolis Archaeological Site are interviewed within the context of public interviews. Their
value as key informant is to offer information on their relations with planning and conservation
agencies, and their opinions about and relations with Soli-Pompeiopolis Archaeological Site.
Besides, the value of long-time settlers as interviewee is to provide information about urban

development history of the case study area.

4.2.4, Survey

‘Survey' is an effective way of collecting data in a structured and manageable form in order to obtain
information from individuals regarding their views on particular topics or issues by asking them
questions (Wilkinson and Birmingham, 2003; Leedy and Ormrod, 2005). Within the context of this

study, survey method is used in order to collect data about:
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1. the level of knowledge of the local people about the archaeological site (questions 11-14)

2. the level of awareness of local people about significance and problems of the archaeological
site (questions 15-21, 37, 43)

the values local people attributed to the archaeological site (questions 22-29)

the information flow on conservation and planning activities (questions 30-33)

the level of responsibility about conservation of the archaeological site (questions 33-36)

o gk~ ow

the vision of local people for the future use of the archaeological site (questions 38-44)

Aiming to understand these issues, a survey form including 41 questions is prepared in Turkish for
the ease of conducting®. First, an initial form is developed with different question types, such as
closed questions, closed questions followed by open-ended questions, multiple-choice questions,
open-ended questions, and rating scales. Then, pilot studies are carried in the case study area and
in academic circles in order to select most appropriate items and question types for the final survey
form. Using reliability analysis and comments of pilot study respondents, close questions and
multiple-choice questions are mostly preferred in the final survey form in order to make survey
application more manageable and reliable. Open-ended questions are preferred for items, answers

of which are dependent on person’s judgment or knowledge.

Sampling is one of the most critical steps in conducting a public survey. According to Park (2006), it
is important first to clearly define the sampling group and then to develop a sampling frame. The
sampling group for public survey is set as households, who are living within the geographical
borders of the case study area. For developing sampling frame, there are different techniques used
for different situations, which fall into two major categories as probability sampling and non-
probability sampling (Leedy and Ormrod, 2005). Within the context of this study, probability
sampling is preferred with the aim to represent each segment of the population.

Two different probability sampling techniques are used in this research in complementing each
other. Firstly, ‘adaptive sampling technique’ is applied for determining ‘neighborhoods’ within the
case study area. Taking Soli-Pompeiopolis Archaeological Site in the center, 200 meters buffer
zones are drawn on 1/1.000 scale base map. These buffer zones are adjusted and divided into
smaller spatial units by using streets as separation units. Thus, the sampling group is divided into 12
smaller spatial units, called as ‘neighborhood’ (Figure 4.9). Then, ‘simple random sampling

technique’ is applied independently on each neighborhood.

64 See Appendix B for public survey form.
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Figure 4.9: 1/1.000 scale base map showing neighborhoods and buildings for public survey application

100



Another important step in developing sampling frame is to decide on the sample size (Park, 2006).
Because the sampling group is defined as households, it is required first to determine total number
of households within the case study area. Accepting that total household number is equal to total
number of independent housing units occupied, a series of calculations are conducted to determine
total number of independent units within the case study area. Out of 746 buildings, 150 buildings
are excluded from the database as not being used for residential purposes. In order to conduct
calculations for only apartment blocks, out of 596 residential buildings, 133 housing units in 1-3
storey height are excluded from the database. Aiming to determine the number of independent units
within 463 apartment blocks, firstly, total floor area of each apartment blocks is calculated on

1/1.000 scale base map by using GIS software.

Accepting 150 m? as average floor area for individual housing units in Mezitli District, number of
independent housing units per floor for each apartment block is calculated, as:

Number of independent housing units per floor = Total floor area of the apartment block / 150

Number of independent housing units per floor is multiplied with height of the apartment block, so
that total number of independent housing units for each apartment block is calculated, as:

Total number of independent housing units in apartment block = Number of
independent housing units per floor x height of apartment building

Resulting from these calculations, total number of independent housing units in apartment blocks is
determined as 7.026. After adding 133 duplex or triplex housing units, total number of independent
housing units within the case study area is determined as 7.159. Considering the vacant houses
within the case study area, five percentages of independent housing units is excluded from the total
number, as:

Number of occupied independent housing units = Total number of independent
housing units — (Total number of independent housing units x 0,05)

Based on these calculations, it is determined that 6.801 households are living within the case study
area during survey studies are completed on May 2008. Then, number of individual units located

within each neighborhood is determined. One percentage random sampling is applied on each

8 For apartment units, first floor of which is used for other usages than residential, height is taken one storey
less.
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neighborhood for determining the number of surveys to be distributed. Sampling is applied

independently for each neighborhood for proportional representation based on density. Resulting

from sampling studies, 76 survey forms are distributed within the case study area.

There are different techniques for employing surveys, such as face-to-face surveys, telephone

surveys, household drop-off surveys or mailed questionnaires (Wilkinson and Birmingham, 2003;

Leedy and Ormrod, 2005). Out of these techniques, face-to-face survey technique is used within the

context of this study. Completing one survey form takes approximately 20-25 minutes. After the

application of survey, which has taken a week to complete during field trip on 2008 spring, the

survey database is formulated by using statistical data analysis software (Figure 4.10).
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Figure 4.10: Screen capture from public survey database

4.4. ANALYTICAL STUDY: METHODS FOR DATA ANALYSIS

“There is usually no single right way to analyze the data in a qualitative study” (Leedy and Ormrod,

2005:150); therefore, a series of methods that are most appropriate with research methodology are

employed for examining and evaluating the conservation and planning processes on and around

Soli-Pompeiopolis Archaeological Site. The method of the analytical study comprises three steps:
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process analysis, context analysis and causality analysis. These steps are organized in a way to
complement each other while answering a set of questions closely related with the main question of

the dissertation.

The first step, process analysis, is structured as the ‘descriptive’ part of the study aiming to
understand the urban development process directed and controlled through conservation and
planning processes in its natural setting and context. Two specific questions comprise the focus of
the process analysis; thus, descriptive part of the study is conducted in two parts. The first part
focuses on the question: How did the urban built environment developed? The second part, on the
other hand, answers another question: How did the conservation and planning processes operated
in Soli-Pompeiopolis within the last thirty years? Primary data sources for answering these
questions are official decisions and letters, official construction permits, cartographic resources, and
1/1.000 scale base map prepared during land-use studies. In cases when there are gaps in reading
the process through documentary database, key informants, who have taken or still taking
professional role within conservation and planning processes, as well as local people, who have
been living within the case study area for a long time, are consulted through interviews. Alongside
these primary data sources, various researches on the historical development of the city of Mersin
and notes, Annual Campaign Reports, and visual materials provided by the 19t century European
travellers are also used as secondary data sources. A narrative technique is used to present results
of the process analysis. As a result, urban development history of the case study area based on

conservation and planning processes is examined.

The second step, context analysis, is designed as an ‘exploratory’ study aiming to understand in
which points there are problematic issues in conservation and planning processes. This step is
organized in order to answer the question: What is the level of process integration between
conservation and planning processes and outcome integration between urban built environment and
archaeological site? In order to evaluate level of integration in different contexts of the process and
the level of integration in different dimensions of the outcome, specific indicators are developed

based on theoretical framework of the dissertation (Table 4.1)
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Table 4.1: Indicators for evaluating different contexts of spatial planning process

Reproduced based on Figure 2.4 in which theoretical discussions are reviewed.

QUALITIES

INDICATORS

PROCESS INTEGRATION

REGULATORY CONTEXT

National

Having national policies about conservation of archaeological sites in urban areas

Having national policies about planning processes for archaeological sites in urban areas

Relation between national conservation and planning legislations

Local

Having local conservation policies developed for specific characteristics of the archaeological site

Having local planning policies developed for specific characteristics of the urban built environment
and the archaeological site

Constructing balance between local conservation and planning policies

Level of allocated financial sources for implementing conservation and planning decisions

SOCIO-POLITICAL

CONTEXT

Representation of all related stakeholders within the conservation and planning processes

Collaboration between conservation and planning authorities

Participation of local public within the conservation and planning processes

Information flow between all related stakeholders

Level of commissioned technical staff for implementing and controlling conservation and planning
decisions

PROCEDURAL CONTEXT

Pre-planning

Identification and designation of the archaeological site

Assessment of intrinsic and ascribed values

Determining specific zones within the archaeological conservation area base don value
assessment studies

Plan-making

Setting precautionary measures to conserve the archaeological site until the planning process is
completed

Setting objectives and goals clearly

Taking planning decisions by considering the significance of the archaeological site

Taking conservation decisions by considering also the emerging needs of the local people living on
and around the archaeological site

Post-planning

Implementation of conservation and planning decisions

Proper control in every stage of implementation of conservation and planning decisions

Monitoring and evaluation of conservation and planning decisions periodically

OUTCOME INTEGRATION

SPATIAL
DIMENSION

Compatible morphological characteristics between urban built environment and the archaeological
site

Attentive functional characteristics on and around the archaeological site

Site arrangement and accessibility

SOCIAL

DIMENSION

Level of interpretation and educational programs for informing the local public about the
significance of the archaeological site

Level of knowledge of local public about the archaeological site

Level of awareness of the local public about the significance of the archaeological site

ECONOMIC

DIMENSION

Promoting compatible economic activities on and around the archaeological site

Using potentials of the archaeological site to attract economic activities to urban built environment

Developing vocational skills for the local public through training and education programs
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For measuring these indicators, different data sources are used. In addition to documentary data
used also within the first step of the analytical study, interviews and surveys constitute an important
part of the data sources for evaluating indicators about process and outcome integration. On-site
observations carried during land-use studies are also referred to discuss specific indicators. Due to
having no quantitative measures for most of the indicators, a qualitative scaling in three levels, as
strong, moderate and weak, is used. As the result of the context analysis, it is determined in which

points there are problematic issues in conservation and planning processes.

The third step, causality analysis, is formulated as an ‘explanatory’ study aiming to understand
reasons behind problematic issues defined by exploratory analysis. The aim of causality analysis is
to understand the impeding factors that triggering poor integration on different contexts of process
integration and different dimensions of outcome integration. Thus, the question of this step is: Why
do problematic issues in conservation and planning processes occur? Determining these impeding
factors give the opportunity to carry out a concluding discussion about how Turkish conservation

and planning systems could be reformulated for achieving integration.
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CHAPTER §

EVALUATION OF CONSERVATION AND PLANNING PROCESSES IN SOLI-
POMPEIOPOLIS CASE STUDY

Aiming to examine whether ‘conservation of archaeological sites in urban areas’ are integrated into
spatial planning processes or not, and to determine in which points ‘Turkish conservation and
planning systems’ have problems in achieving integration, this chapter focuses on critical evaluation
of conservation and planning processes in Turkey by examining the conservation and planning

processes Soli-Pompeiopolis Archaeological Site has gone through between years 1978 and 2008.

The case study is conducted in four sections with reference to the theoretical and methodological
frameworks developed in previous chapters. In the first section, the main problem of the dissertation
is redefined through a discussion about the negative impacts of urban development on Soli-
Pompeiopolis Archaeological Site by examining urban development process on and around Soli-
Pompeiopolis Archaeological Site since the 19" century. In the second section, conservation and
spatial planning processes between years 1978 and 2008 and outcomes of these decisions on
urban built environment are examined in details. In the third section, the process and its spatial,
social and economic outcomes are evaluated in terms of integration issues. In the fourth section, an
explanatory analysis is conducted for discussing the reasons of problematic issues in different

contexts of process integration and different dimensions of outcome integration.

Results of the analytical study will conduct the basis for developing proposals about integration of
urban built environment and archaeological site spatially, socially and economically in general and
on the basis of selected case study area, Soli-Pompeiopolis Archaeological Site, while concluding

the dissertation.
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5.1. RESTATING THE PROBLEM: IMPACT OF URBAN DEVELOPMENT ON SOLI-
POMPEIOPOLIS

With its side effects such as rapid urbanization, increase in population and changes in land-use
systems, ‘urban development’ is one of the underlying factors that could have negative impacts on
archaeological sites (Price, 1989; Palumbo, 2002:3; Tuna, 2004:63). Being located on and around
urban built environment increases the risk for archaeological sites to be affected by negative
impacts of urban development, which could be demonstrated through examination of urban

development process on and around Soli-Pompeiopolis Archaeological Site.

Negative impacts of urban development on Soli-Pompeiopolis could be examined in two phases.
The first phase constitutes the period from the midst of the 19t century until the beginning of the
20t century, during which archaeological remains of Soli-Pompeiopolis have been given damage
via ‘spoliation’, which could be defined as relocating stones of archaeological remains and using
them for constructing contemporary buildings by erasing visible traces of the ancient settlement
(Greenhalgh, 1998). In this sense, damage given to Soli-Pompeiopolis was a direct one, and most
of the archaeological remains have disappeared during the first phase. The second phase
constitutes the period starting by the end of the 1970s and continuing present day, during which
archaeological remains of Soli-Pompeiopolis have been given damage under ‘the pressure of urban
expansion’. The severity and the form of negative impacts of urban development in the second
phase were different from the effects observed during the first phase. Rapid increase in population
and consequently rapid urban development process experienced in the city of Mersin at the end of
the 20t century has caused an increase in the pressure of urban expansion on Soli-Pompeiopolis.
Urban expansion of the city of Mersin has reached to Mezitli District, at the end of which Mezitli
District is articulated into the main urban system. From then on, Soli-Pompeiopolis has started to be
surrounded by contemporary buildings and be threatened by the pressure of urban expansion,
which has given damage to archaeological remains directly by replacing them with contemporary

buildings or indirectly by affecting physical, visual, architectural features and relations negatively.

As being the first part of the process analysis, these two phases are explained in this section in a
descriptive way by considering also the urban development process of the city of Mersin, which has
had a considerable role in changing land-use systems on and around Soli-Pompeiopolis

Archaeological Site.
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5.1.1. The First Period - Damage as Spoliation

The city of Mersin has gone through a rapid urbanization process after having occupied by ibrahim
Pasha in 1832. ibrahim Pasha have populated people from Egypt and Syria who were good at
farming in order to provide logistic support for the army and to maintain the security within the region
(Toledano, 2002:21). Besides, he has had remarkable improvements within the region by
encouraging agriculture and accelerating the improvement in the transportation system (Toksoz,
2002). Thereafter, Mersin, including “nothing but a few huts on the shore” (Beaufort, 1818: 265-6) in
1812, has started to gain importance as the new port of Gukurova' once the natural port of Kazanli

has extended to Mersin by the second half of the 19" century?.

Appearing officially as such in the 1870 Adana Vilayeti Salnamesié, Mersin has attained to the
status of village in 18524 (Oguz, 2006:20). Yet, the real turning point for Mersin has come by the
end of the 19t century. Due to the reason of the American Civil War, America has lost its efficiency
as being the main cotton supplier of Europe (Toks6z, 2002:16). Thus, European countries have
started to search for new markets. This has given a tremendous boost to cotton production in
Cukurova, much of the production of which was exported to European ports from Mersin. By the
1870s, Mersin has turned into a major regional port and started to transform into an urban center
(Davis, 1875: 28; Toksdz, 2002:16).

The port, different kinds of agricultural products, rapid increase in trade and commerce, construction

of Mersin — Tarsus road in 1873, railroad connection of Mersin to Adana and so to inner parts of

T Cukurova is the modern name for Plain Cilicia located in the southern Turkey. The region forms parts of
the modern provinces of Adana, Osmaniye and Mersin.

2 When Tarsus port was filled with alluvium, natural port in Kazanli, a settlement in the eastern part of
Mersin, has started to be used in the beginning of 1800s. Yet, Kazanli port has had also problems.
Therefore, Mersin has replaced Kazanli as being the new port of the region (Adiyeke, 2002: 85; Unl,
2006:97).

3 Adana Vilayeti Salnamesi: Adana Province Chronicle
Salname refers to official records about provinces taken yearly during Ottoman Empire Period.

4 There are different opinions about the year in which Mersin has attained to the status of village. For
example, Toledano (2002:22) argues that Mersin had its village status under the regime of ibrahim Pasha
based on the 1841 Adana Vilayet Salnamesi. However, in his more detailed study about establishment of
the city of Mersin, Oguz (2006) underlines the difficulties in determining the year Mersin has became a
village. Within the context of this dissertation, based on the research conducted by Oguz (2006:20), the
year 1852 is accepted as the year Mersin has attained to the status of village during Ottoman Empire
Period.
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Anatolia in 1886 altogether had considerable impact on changing the settlement pattern of Mersin®.
During the 1890s, Mersin became the gate of Cukurova to Mediterranean Sea, having connections
to Egypt, Syria and Cyprus. Increase in trade in parallel to port activities has attracted immigrants
from different parts of the country. International trade companies, branches of international banks
and consulates have located around the port of Mersin (Kara, 2005:130, Oguz, 2006). From the
1870s to 1890s, population of Mersin has increased from 900 to 9.000 people (Yorulmaz, 2002:7;
Unlii, 2006:97). By the beginning of 20t century, population of the city of Mersin has reached to
23.443 people (Yorulmaz, 2002:7).

During this period, the vicinity of Soli-Pompeiopolis was not settled. Captain Beaufort, who was one
of the first travellers provided in depth information about Soli-Pompeiopolis, alludes that he had
difficulty even in ascertaining the modern name as there were no inhabitants within the walls of Soli-
Pompeiopolis in 1812 (Beaufort, 1818:264). Similar to Beaufort, Barker (1853:130-1) also states that
Soli-Pompeiopolis, “... which was in delightful situation once, was deserted ...” when he visited the
area during the 1840s. Yet, there have been archaeological remains all over the area, as it is learnt
from European travellers’ notes®. Ancient city walls and towers, ancient theater, ancient harbor and

ruins of ancient buildings were traceable archaeological remains of interest (Figure 5.1).

Although the area has not been settled during this period, archaeological remains of Soli-
Pompeiopolis have not been well preserved. Erten (2002) and Borgia (2003) state the reason of
poor preservation as ‘spoliation’ by removing stones of the ancient town to be used in the
construction of contemporary buildings in the city of Mersin. European travellers’ notes are given as
a source to verify this statement. During her visit to Soli-Pompeiopolis, Emily Beaufort notes that
she has seen a boat loaded with the stones removed from the ancient harbor to be carried to the
city of Mersin (Beaufort, 1862: 319). According to Davis (1879:25), the whole city of Mersin has
been built up by stones carried from Soli-Pompeiopolis during those times. Davis notes that
“[ancient theater's] materials have been entirely removed, not one of its rows of seats remain ... and
so great is the destruction of the place owing to the proximity of Mersine that in a few years the

whole city will have disappeared” (Davis, 1879:25).

5 For in depth studies about urban development in the city of Mersin at the beginning of the 20t century, see
Toksdz, 2002; Toledano, 2002; Adiyeke, 2002; Oduz, 2006.

6 See Appendix A for archaeological remains of Soli-Pompeiopolis ancient city, which are mentioned in the
19t century European travellers’ notes.
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Figure 5.1: Remains of Soli-Pompeiopolis ancient city during the 19t century

Archaeological remains mentioned by Beaufort and Trémaux

Archaeologicl remains mentioned by Trémaux

s Archaeological remains still observable

Superimposition of maps of Beaufort and Tréemaux in comparison with current archaeological remains within
the conservation area. Beaufort’s map dated in 1812 is used as the base map.
Sources: Beaufort: 1818:249; Trémaux, 1863: Plate | cited in Borgia, 2003:79, Plate 5, Figure 8

Until the year 1905, most of the remains of Soli-Pompeiopolis ancient city have been destroyed via
spoliation that Gertrude Bell could only report “the great columns of the colonnaded street
remained” (The Gertrude Bell Project Online: Dairy Notes dated on 26.04.1905). Having seen the
situation in Soli-Pompeiopolis in 1905, Bell has also thought that “nearly all stones have been taken
away to build Mersina” (The Gertrude Bell Project Online: Dairy Notes dated on 26.04.1905).

The official letter sent by Adana Governor Ziya Pasha in 1854 also states the same fact (O§uz,

2006:46). Although the main subject of this letter was about the increase in foreign population and
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landownership in Mersin, it has also pointed out that new buildings of Mersin are being constructed
by stones carried from two hours distant ancient city, Soli-Pompeiopolis. The letter has underlined
that undoubtedly being the property of State, carrying stones from ancient city has been strictly
prohibited (Oguz, 2006:46). However, Ofuz (2006:46-7) argues that this prohibition did not intend
to protect the ancient remains, but aimed to have ancient remains into State Property in order to be
used by State, not by people. Oguz (2006:47) grounds his argument on another official letter, sent
by Ziya Pasha nine months later, which was allowing the stones of ancient city to be used for the

construction works of both a wharf in the port and Mersin — Tarsus road.

At the beginning of the 20t century, the rate of spoliation has decreased, presumably because
nothing has left to carry. Another reason of the decrease in spoliation could be guards located on
the “castle mound ... to protect what remains of the ruins” (The Gertrude Bell Project Online: Dairy
Notes dated on 26.04.1905). Most probably, after the first letter of Ziya Pasha, the guardhouse
mentioned in Gertrude Bell’s dairy notes has been constructed on top of the hill in order to prevent

removing stones from Soli-Pompeiopolis’.

According to Greenhalgh (1998), destruction of ancient buildings in Turkey via spoliation during the
19t and 20" centuries has appeared as a necessity for constructing new buildings “... as growing
cities needed immense quantities of building stone”. Within this context, it was not surprising that
immense amount of stone from Soli-Pompeiopolis has been carried to Mersin both by people and by
the State. However, this situation has given direct damage to archeological remains of Soli-

Pompeiopolis.

Within approximately 100 years period, from 1812 when Captain Beaufort has visited Soli-
Pompeiopolis until Gertrude Bell's visit in 1905, most of the archaeological remains in Soli-
Pompeiopolis have almost disappeared. Except the Colonnaded Street and a part of the ancient
harbor, other monuments mentioned in European travellers’ notes and represented in Beaufort's
and Trémaux’s maps (Figure 5.1), “... such as the theatre, the harbour, the so-called Aratus’ tomb,
the huge remains of the city walls and the necropolis ... were continuously robbed and pillaged”
(Borgia, 2003:54).

7 Most probably, the hill mentioned by Gertrude Bell is the Soli Mound, on which the Gendarme house is still
present with contemporary additional buildings being currently used as excavation office and depots.
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5.1.2. The Second Period — Pressure of Urban Expansion

In the early Republican period, the city of Mersin has continued its importance with a considerable
increase especially in international commerce and trade. Consequently, there has been also an
increase in population and urbanization. The population of the city of Mersin has reached to 35.463
people according to 1950 Census, which was once 11.730 people according to the first Census of
Turkish Republic in 1927 (DIE, 2002). Eraydin (2002:15) defines this period as the ‘development
phase’ of the city of Mersin, which has started by the midst of the 19" century and continued since
the 1950s.

Having strengthened its importance within the region by the construction of the modern port in 1961,
the ‘prosperity period’ for the city of Mersin has started (Eraydin, 2002:15-6). “The new agricultural
products to be exported, the external dynamics, such as the destruction of [Beirut] and the Iran —
Iraq War, made Mersin a focus of trade activities in the Middle East” (Eraydin, 2002:16). Besides,
the newly established modern port and related commercial activities located around, and
establishment of big scale industries, such as Akdeniz Giibre Fabrikasi in 1972, CIMSA Cimento
Sanayi in 1972, Anadolu Cam Sanayi in 1973 and Soda Sanayi in 1975 have generated new job
opportunities. Moreover, establishment of the Free Trade Zone has fostered the commercial
activities during the 1980s. Main sources of wealth of the prosperity period were ‘trade’, ‘agriculture’
and ‘construction’ (Eraydin, 2002:16). Increase in economic activities has attracted people from
different regions to migrate the city of Mersin, especially from Eastern and Southeastern Anatolia
Regions. Population of the city of Mersin has increased from 68.485 people to 422.357 people
between years 1960 and 1990 by almost doubling in every ten years (DIE, 2002; YereINET Online:

Municipalities, Greater Municipality of Mersin).

Mezitli was an agricultural village at the beginning of this prosperity period. Being away from urban
development, it had connection to Mersin city centre only through Mersin-Silitke Asfalti (known as
GMK Boulevard today). The centre of Mezitli Village (today known as Eski Mezitli area) was on the
northern side of Mersin-Silifke Asfalti; whereas, the remains of Soli-Pompeiopolis ancient city was
located on the southern side of Mersin-Silifke Asfalti, being mainly used for agricultural purposes
(Figure 5.2).
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Figure 5.2: The view of the Colonnaded Street from Soli Mound in 1954

A photograph of Michael and Mary Gough in Soli-Pompeiopolis in 1954
Source: Gough, 1954: 1990 cited in Basagag, 2002

After attaining the status of ‘District’ in 1968, the centre of Mezitli started to shift towards the
southern direction to Mersin-Silitke Asfalti, while the city of Mersin started to extend towards the
western direction by the beginning of the 1970s. Along Mersin-Silitke Asfalti, there were 1-2 storey
buildings, first floor of which is used for commercial purposes such as service depots, groceries and
bakeries, and the second floor for residential purposes. Yet, the case study area has been
displaying ‘low dense rural development pattern’. Main streets, connecting the case study area to
Mersin city centre, were Virangehir Plaj Yolu (known as Viransehir Street today) and Kemer Yolu
(known as Milli Egemenlik Street today). Virangehir Plaj Yolu was passing along with the
Colonnaded Street. There were also pathways, such as Karakol Yolu, Mezarlik Yolu and Sahil Yolu
providing access to inner cadastral parcels. Extensive cadastral parcels, both on and around the
ancient city, were used for agricultural purposes, consisting mainly citrus plantation. Along cadastral
roads, there were 1-2 storey residential buildings within agricultural lands or citrus gardens, which
could be categorized as ‘cottage-type residential buildings’. The building provision system was
mainly ‘self-construction’ in this period?. Beaches located on both side of the ancient harbor were
used actively by day-trippers. On the coastline, at the end of Viransehir Plaj Yolu, there were cafes,
restaurants and a motel giving service to day-trippers during summer months, some of which were

located on the ancient harbor of Soli-Pompeiopolis (Figure 5.3).

8 ‘Self- construction’ is a form of housing production that is organized by the owner of the parcel by hiring
architects and engineers to prepare architectural and engineering projects, getting construction permit from
the municipality, providing necessary construction materials and constructing the building by himself or by
hiring craftsmen (Turel, 2002:2).
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Figure 5.3: The case study area during the 1970s
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Soli-Pompeiopolis Archaeological Site was first identified and designated in 1978 by GEEAYK and
initial identification and designation activities continued during 1980s, as a result of which Soli-
Pompeiopolis was designated as ‘1st degree archaeological conservation area’ (Figure 5.4). The
1980s was also important for the case study area in transforming into an urban settlement. The
effects of rapid urban development in the city of Mersin became clearly apparent once the urban
development expanded through Mezitli District at the end of 1970s. Conservation decisions acted as
a barrier against construction activities spread into the conservation area. However, the settlement
pattern outside the conservation area started to transform by the beginning of the 1980s. Although
agricultural activity was still the dominant land-use characteristics of the case study area, specific
sections, mostly on the northern side and partly on the southwestern side of the conservation area,

started to change into second-house residential areas®.

From both eastern and western sides of Soli-Pompeiopolis Archaeological Site, individual parcels
created by allotment applications started to be built up by the beginning of the 1980s (Figure 5.4).
According to MM.BAO' official construction permit records, housing compound constructions within
the case study area were started by the construction of Doktorlar Sitesi'' in 1976 on the eastern
side of the case study area. Subsequently, Glines Sahil Sitesi'2 on the southwestern border of the
1st degree archaeological conservation area, Akgam 1 Sitesi'® and Capa Sitesi™ on the eastern
border of the 1st degree archaeological conservation area, and Giines Evleri Sitesi'® on the northern
side of the conservation area were constructed. Following these initial second-house compounds,
15 second-house compounds with 60 apartment blocks in total, and 23 single apartments were
constructed. During this period, main building provision systems were ‘cooperatives® for the
construction of housing compounds and ‘self-construction’ and ‘small-capital developers"’ for the

construction of single buildings (Ttirel, 2002:6).

9 Second-houses were mainly used for vocational purposes, or they were purchased for family investment
(Tarel, 2002).

10 MM.BAO: Mezitli Belediyesi Yap! Igleri ve Ruhsat Dairesi / Mezitli Municipality Building Authorization Office

" Construction permit: 31.03.1976 - Construction finished: N/A

12 Construction permit; 18.06.1979 - Construction finished: 04.11.1982

13 Construction permit; 04.05.1984 - Construction finished: 24.04.1989

14 Construction permit; 24.12.1980 - Construction finished: 07.05.1984

15 Construction permit: 25.12.1982 - Construction finished: 25.12.1982

16 Cooperatives are an active housing provision system in Turkey, although it takes much longer time to build
houses compared to other type of housing provision systems (Turel, 2002:3).

7 Small-capital developers, Yap-Satci, generally “... produce and sell housing for the market, which is
characterized by the absence of affordable housing finance for house buyers” (Tiirel, 2002:2). Thus, they
dominate speculative housing construction. Land is purchased based on a deal made between developer
and the owner of the parcel (Turel, 2002:2).
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In addition to residential buildings, Anadolu Cam Sanayi personnel motel'® and Ministry of Internal
Affairs personnel motel'® were constructed, which could be considered as supportive of second-
house residential development. igel Anadolu High School?° was constructed in 1983, which could be
considered as a sign of tendency in increasing spatial associations of the southern side of the case
study area with Mersin city centre. The northern side of the case study area has already had strong
relations with the city centre due to the GMK Boulevard. This relation was strengthened by the
construction of Mezitli Municipality building on GMK Boulevard. Mezitli Municipality public houses
and additional building of Taskiran Tesisleri in the southern side of the conservation area, and
Gendarmerie guardhouse and public houses on the Soli Mound were constructed also during this
period (Figure 5.4). By the end of 1985, northeastern side of the case study area was by and large
built up; whereas, population of Mezitli District slightly increased from 4.377 to 6.681 between years
1980 and1985 (YereINET Online: Municipalities, Mezitli Municipality).

Increase in population and constructions resulted in Mezitli Municipality to prepare development
plan by the midst of the 1980s. 1/1.000 scale Implementation Plan of Mezitli District, prepared by
free-lance planner Zekeriya Ozgir, was approved in 1986. Following the approval of 1986
Implementation Plan, construction activities increased rapidly. The main land-use characteristics of
the case study area changed into residential area from agricultural and second-house residential
area (Figure 5.5). According to MM.BAO official construction permit records, between years 1986
and 1990, 126 apartment blocks were constructed, and the population of Mezitli District reached to
17.735 people in 1990 (YereINET Online: Municipalities, Mezitli Municipality).

Changes in political and economic structures in the Middle East arisen by the Gulf War in 1991 and
the loss of European citrus fruit markets due to decrease in quality of products in Cukurova had
adverse effects on the city of Mersin (Eraydin, 2002:19). Consequently, agricultural production
within Cukurova and commercial activities within the city of Mersin decreased. The main source for
wealth creation was left to construction activities. There started a rapid and speculative increase in
construction activities (Turel, 2002:6-7). The period, started by the early 1990s, could be defined as
the ‘stagnation period’ for the city of Mersin (Eraydin, 2002). Although there observed increase in
population from 422.357 in 1990 to 537.842 in 2000, rate of population increase started to decrease
during this period (TUIK Online: Population Statistics Data).

18 Construction permit; 21.08.1984 - Construction finished: N/A
19 Construction permit: 31.07.1986 - Construction finished: N/A
20 Construction permit: 27.10.1983 - Construction finished: N/A
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Despite the decrease in population rate, housing provision and extension of the urban area of the
city of Mersin continued. The main reasons of increase in housing provision could be stated as
supplying housing in order to dispel the housing shortage of 1980s (Ttrel, 2001:4-5) and providing
houses for middle and high income groups, who have moved towards the west to new settlement
areas in Mezitli District?!. This movement of middle and high-income groups redefined the
settlement pattern of Mezitli District and increased the urban rant within the case study area (Byrne,
2002:110-1). Thereafter, Mezitli District, being used particularly during summer months in the

1980s, has articulated into the main urban system by the beginning of the 1990s.

While there has been a rapid increase in construction activities outside the conservation area, the
conservation status of Soli-Pompeiopolis Archaeological Site was changed in 1989. Approximately
one-third of the conservation area was changed to ‘3« degree archaeological conservation area’,
which has given the right to construct buildings also on the archaeological conservation area (Figure
5.5). In 1992, 1/1.000 scale Conservation Plan of Soli-Pompeiopolis Archaeological Site, prepared
by Prof. Dr. ibrahim Boynukalin, was approved by Adana KTVK Council?2.

‘Medium-capital developers® became one of the major housing providers together with the small-
capital developers and cooperatives. Since 1990s to present day, 374 new buildings were
constructed outside the conservation area, in addition to which 58 constructions were being carried;
whereas, 53 buildings in 2 and 3 storey height were constructed within the 3 degree archaeological
conservation area since 1992 to present day, in addition to which 13 constructions were continuing
when the study is in progress on May, 2008 (Figure 5.6). Population of Mezitli District increased to
34.155 people from 17.735 between years 1990 and 1997, and then to 49.328 people in 2000
(YereINET Online: Municipalities, Mezitli Municipality). According to 2007 address-based census,
the population of Mezitli District reached to 72.904 people (TUIK Online: Address-Based Census

Results).

21 Middle and higher income groups have moved towards western sides of the city most probably due to the
reason that most of the immigrants have settled around the city centre during 1980s, as well as due to the
increase in urban quality in the western side of the city.

2 Adana KTVK Council: Adana Kiiltlir ve Tabiat Varliklari Koruma Kurulu / Adana Council for the
Conservation of Cultural and Natural Assets

23 Medium-capital developers in Mersin produce luxurious compound type high-rise residential buildings,
especially along the western coastline, which have various amenities such as pools, green areas and
parks, parking areas and sport facilities (Ttrel, 2002:3).
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Within three decades, from 1978 to 2008, the village of 1960s has turned into one of the densest
districts within the borders of the Greater Municipality of Mersin. Entire case study area outside the
1st degree archaeological conservation area has been completely built up by the beginning of the
21st century. Rapid urban development has created a pressure on Soli-Pompeiopolis Archaeological
Site in such a way that high-rise apartment blocks have surrounded the archaeological conservation
area (Figure 5.7/A). On the other side, the conservation area has not gone through this rapid
urbanization process due to the conservation provisions enacted especially between years 1978
and 1989. The 1st degree archaeological conservation area has continued to be used for agricultural
purposes even in the 2000s, as it has been during the 1970s (Figure 5.7/B). The 3 degree
archaeological conservation area, on the other hand, has partially developed first according to
transition period development rights, and then according to 1992 Conservation Plan.

Figure 5.7: Aerial photographs of the case study area

Photograph A shows the case study area in general. Photograph B shows the conservation area in details.
Source: Soli.GA.
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This second phase comprises years between 1978 and 2008, during which direct and indirect
negative impacts of urban development on Soli-Pompeiopolis Archaeological Site has been

observed as ‘pressure of urban expansion’, will be examined in details in the following section.

5.2. EXAMINING THE URBAN DEVELOPMENT PROCESS THROUGH CONSERVATION AND
PLANNING DECISIONS

The urban development process within the case study is directed and controlled by different
conservation and planning decisions between years 1978 and 2008. Through conservation
decisions, Soli-Pompeiopolis Archaeological Site could be protected to a certain extent from the
adverse effects of urban development, which might result in damage on or loss of archaeological
remains. On the other hand, different planning decisions were developed to direct and control urban
development on and around the archaeological conservation area. Despite conservation and
planning decisions, urban development activities, partly on and mostly around Soli-Pompeiopolis
Archaeological Site, caused detrimental effects on preservation of heritage values, entirety and

visual perception of the conservation area.

In order to define the reasons of these detrimental effects, it is important first to understand the
process itself in details, which, in turn, would necessitate understanding the conservation and
planning decisions and implementations. Being a descriptive study, the second part of the process
analysis aims to understand the urban development process through in depth examination of
conservation and planning decisions between years 1978 and 2008. Aiming this, this section

concentrates on examining,

1. Conservation decisions including identification, registration and designation decisions, and

conservation provisions,

2. Planning decisions developed through master, implementation and conservation plans,

related plan alterations, and plan notes, and

3. Development zones created, directed and controlled through conservation and planning

decisions given between years 1978 and 2008

for evaluating ‘process and outcome integration’ in the following section.
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5.2.1. The Process — Conservation and Planning Decisions

Conservation decisions about Soli-Pompeiopolis Archaeological Site include broadly decisions
about (1) identification and registration of archaeological remains, (2) identification and designation
of the conservation area, (3) determination of conservation provisions for registered archaeological
remains and designated area, and (4) scientific excavations. Major conservation decisions about
Soli-Pompeiopolis Archaeological Site are constituted between years 1978 and 1989, and these
decisions could be examined in two groups, as initial and final decisions about identification and
designation of the conservation area of Soli-Pompeiopolis Archaeological Site. Following these
major decisions, there are four other decisions, including alteration in designated area in 1999,
determination of scuba diving prohibited area in 2001, and extension of the designated area in 2004
and in 2005. As well, scientific excavations, which were started in 1999 under the supervision of

Assoc. Prof. Dr. Remzi Yagci, could be considered as another input for conservation decisions.

On the other side, planning decisions include (1) development rights given during unplanned period,
(2) implementation plan decisions, (3) conservation plan decisions and related plan modifications,
revisions and additions, and (4) development rights determined through conservation provisions as
transition period development rights. The case study area is subjected to different development
regulations and applications within thirty years period directed by different planning decisions. In
general, the planning process of the case study area could be examined as unplanned period and
planned period. Unplanned period refers to the period in which urban development is directed by
development regulations applied for areas without development plans. Planned period, on the other
hand, refers to the period urban development is directed by development plans prepared both for
conservation area and outside the conservation area. Accordingly, major planning decisions could
be examined in four groups: Subdivision plans directing development activities during unplanned
period, 1986 Implementation Plan directing development activities outside the conservation area,
1992 Conservation Plan and related plan alterations directing development activities within the

borders of archaeological conservation area and 2006 Additional Conservation Plan.

All these decisions had major role in shaping the current built environment and conservation status
of Soli-Pompeiopolis Archaeological Site. These decisions are examined in details in this section by

considering specifically development rights, conservation provisions and their rationale.
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Planning Decisions of Law no. 6785/1605:

Before the year 1978, urban development was directed and controlled in accordance to Law no.
6785/1605 on cadastral parcel* base. Development rights were determined based on ‘standard
regulation’, which “... is a plot-based approach that tries to control dimensional parameters of future
developments” (Unlii, 2005:71). Enforced by article no. 25 of Law no. 6785/1605, development
rights were formulated in order to adjust setback distances for front, back and sides, define the
maximum height of the building, and set building arrangement as attached, detached or semi-
detached.

Due to the reason that there was no development plan for the case study area in this period, in case
when there was a need for land readjustment, ‘subdivision plans’ were used in order to create
planned environment. Enforced by articles no. 37 — 46 of Law no. 6785/1605, big cadastral parcels
could be divided into smaller parcels? through allotment applications, subdivision plans of which are
prepared by cartographers. These subdivision plans were put into force by the approval of Municipal
Council, and accordingly, new title deeds were given to landowners. Land readjustment share, not
being higher than %25 of the total area, were cut off during the allotment application for public uses,

such as roads and green areas.

Subdivision plans could be considered as the initial planning activities within the case study area.
Urban development directed by subdivision plans® within the case study area has been started by
the allotment application within cadastral parcels no. 637 in 1973. Having another allotment
application also in the following years, approximately 2,8 hectares total area of cadastral parcel no.
637 was divided into 58 smaller parcels and one big parcel in total area of approximately 9000 m?
(Figure 5.8). Other subdivision plans, which were prepared for cadastral parcels no. 642, 703, and

762, followed this first allotment application.

24 Cadastral parcel, kadastral parsel, refers to privately or publicly owned land, which has not been
readjusted according to any development plan or subdivision plan.

%5 Parcel, parsel, refers to privately or publicly owned land, which has not been readjusted according to any
development plan, but according to a subdivision plan prepared by allotment application.

26 Subdivision plan, parselasyon plani, is a kind of planning tool prepared after the approval of development
plan. However, during 1970s and 1980s, subdivision plans were also used as a tool to create planned
environment in settlements where there is no development plan. Accordingly, cadastral parcels were
subjected to allotment application and the subdivision plan was put into force after the approval of
municipal council. Within the context of this dissertation, the letter definition of subdivision plan is used.

124



Allotment Appllcatlon Border of cadastral parcel no. 637 Buildings
within Cadastral Parcel
no. 637 I:| Cadastral parcels Traces of buidings ) &
in 1965 Cadastral Map 3 /
a Parcels after allotment application 3 % b ’
NORTH

0 25 50
meters

Figure 5.8: Allotment application on cadastral parcel no. 637

Reproduced by superimposing and comparing cadastral parcels on 1/1.000 scale Cadastral Map of Mezitli
District dated in 1965 with 1/1.000 scale Implementation Plan of Mezitli District dated in 1986.

Enforced by Law no. 6785/1605, the construction process of new buildings was realized through a
legislative procedure followed by Mezitli Municipality Building Authorization Office. According to this
procedure, ‘owner’, who wants to construct building on his land, applies to Mezitli Municipality
asking for approval of the construction by submitting title deed, construction plan in 1/100 and 1/50
scales, site plan, and, if there is any, subdivision plan. After the construction plan is examined by
Municipality officers, construction permit is given. When the construction is completed, the owner
applies to Mezitli Municipality; in return, occupancy permit is given in order to complete the

legislative procedure about construction?’ (Figure 5.9).

27 However, this system has not been applied in this sequence always. There are many buildings within the
case study area without occupancy permit, which are officially considered as ‘unfinished constructions’
(Turel, 2002). Yet, these buildings are occupied, and they have access to urban services. In order to put a
force in completing legislative procedure, there had been changes within system in the recent years, such
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Figure 5.9: Construction permit procedure (since 1986)

Schematized based on key informant interview notes.

The general land-use characteristic of the case study area was ‘low dense rural settlement pattern’.
Most of the cadastral parcels were used for agricultural purposes. Buildings constructed during this
period were ‘cottage-type residential buildings’ in 1-2 storey height, which were mostly placed within

citrus gardens or agricultural fields.

Initial Identification and Designation of Soli-Pompeiopolis Archaeological Site:

After the ‘site’ concept was first defined on Law no. 1710, Soli-Pompeiopolis Archaeological Site
was first identified and designated as ‘15t degree and 3 degree archaeological conservation area’
in 1978 by GEEAYKZ, In 1982, GEEAYK? changed ‘1st degree and 3 degree archaeological
conservation area’ status of Soli-Pompeiopolis Archaeological Site to “1st degree archaeological
conservation area’. The 1982 GEEAYK Decree represented borders of the 1st degree
archaeological conservation area on 1/5.000 scale Cadastral Map (Figure 5.10), and identified and
registered archaeological remains of Soli-Pompeiopolis Archaeological Site as listed below:

- The Soli Mound, located on cadastral parcel no. 43030

- The Ancient Harbor, located on cadastral parcels 750 and 3675

- The Colonnaded Street, located on cadastral parcel no. 641

- Ruins of Ancient Bathhouse, located on cadastral parcel no. 627

- Ruins of Ancient Aqueduct, located on cadastral parcel no. 6393

as requirement to submit occupancy permit for applying water and electricity, and punitive sanction for
previously constructed buildings without occupancy permit.

28 The 1978 GEEAYK Decree: GEEAYK decision no. A-1358 dated on 14.10.1978

29 The 1982 GEEAYK Decree: GEEAYK decision no. A-3757 dated on 10.07.1982

30 Based on 1965 Cadastral Map, this should be cadastral parcel no. 754.

31 Based on 1965 cadastral map, it is determined that ‘397’ number is a false entry by mistaking the
measurement pole no. 367 on 1965 Cadastral Map as cadastral parcel. The ancient harbor is located on
cadastral parcel no. 750.

32 Based on 1965 Cadastral Map, this entry is false. Correct cadastral parcel could not be determined during
on-site observation or by key informant interviews that the aqua duct has been destroyed.
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Figure 5.10: Designated area of Soli-Pompeiopolis Archaeological Site in 1982

Reproduced based on 1/5.000 scale map submitted as the attachment of the 1982 GEEAYK Decree. List of
registered archaeological remains, cadastral parcels and buildings subjected to specific conservation
provisions are based on the 1982 GEEAYK Decree.
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The 1982 GEEAYK Decree also stated general and specific conservation provisions for Soli-
Pompeiopolis Archaeological Site. Based on general conservation provisions determined by
GEEAYK, the 1982 GEEAYK Decree prohibited all kinds of construction activities, opening new
agricultural areas, tree plantation, all kinds of excavation activities, except scientific excavations
under official permission, within the borders of the 15t degree archaeological conservation area. Only
seasonal agricultural activities and greenhouses without base constructions were allowed, except
on the Soli Mound. The 1982 GEEAYK Decree adjudicated buildings within the conservation area to
be demolished and cadastral parcels to be expropriated in time. In cases where expropriation could
not be applied, it was suggested to transfer those cadastral parcels into publicly owned lands or

other expropriated lands outside the conservation area.

In addition to these general conservation provisions, there were also specific conservation

provisions for Soli-Pompeiopolis Archaeological Site, defined in the 1982 GEEAYK Decree, as

1. demolition of the building located in cadastral parcel no. 641 (which has been demolished
later during 2000s - Location A on Figure 5.10)

2. demolition of buildings located on the ancient harbor (which is still in use at present as
Taskiran Tesisleri - Location B on Figure 5.10), and

3. asking for judicial proceedings about people who have allowed and constructed
Gendarmerie guardhouse and public house® on the Soli Mound (which are still present —

Location C on Figure 5.10).

Under the influence of political regime after 1982 Military Coup, previous GEEAYK decisions about
identification and designation of conservation areas all over the Turkey were asked to be
reconsidered by the enforcement of article no. 6 of Law no. 29813, stating “All conservation
decisions previously taken should be reconsidered by the Ministry of Culture and Tourism within two
years after the Law is published in Official Journal”. Accordingly, all archaeological conservation

areas within the borders of igel Province, including Soli-Pompeiopolis Archaeological Site, were re-

33 Based on unofficial interviews by Mezitli Municipality officers and Mersin Museum experts, it is learnt that
so-called Gendarmerie Guardhouse and Gendarmerie Public House have been constructed there during
the unstable political environment in Turkey right before the 1982 Military Coup.

% Law no. 2981: 08.03.1984 tarih ve 2981 sayili Imar ve Gecekondu Mevzuatina Aykiri Yapilara
Uygulanacak Baz islemler ve 6785 Sayili imar Kanununun Bir Maddesinin Degistirilmesi Hakkinda Kanun
/ Law no. 2981 on Issues about Buildings constructed against Planning and Squatter Housing Regulations
and on changing an article in Planning Law no. 6785 dated on 08.03.1984
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evaluated by TKTVYK in 1985%. The 1985 TKTVYK Decree adopted the 1982 GEEAYK Decree
decisions about registration of archaeological remains, designated 1st degree archaeological

conservation area, and general and specific conservation provisions defined previously (Table 5.1).

Table 5.1: Designated area of Soli-Pompeiopolis Archaeological Site in 1985

m2of the 1st degree | m2of the 3 degree | m2of total

archaeological archaeological archaeological

conservation area | conservation area | conservation area
The 1985 TKTVYK Decree 672.355,07 0,00 672.355,07

According to these initial identification and designation decisions, all development activities and land
readjustment applications for cadastral parcels within the borders of the 1st degree archaeological
conservation area were prohibited. Despite, there was a specific section on the western side of the
archaeological area, which was subjected to allotment application at the end of 1970s and then
developed between years 1982 and 1985 given the construction permit from Mezitli Municipality
(Figure 5.11).

Having no development plan, land readjustment for development activities outside the conservation
area were continued to be carried through subdivision plans prepared based on articles no. 4.03
and 4.04 of 1978 Planning Regulation. Land readjustment share, not being higher than % 25 of the
total area of the parcel, were cut off during the allotment application for public uses, such as roads
and green areas. Similarly, construction process of new buildings was still carried through the same

legislative procedure followed by Mezitli Municipality.

Especially the northern section of the case study area is developed in accordance to development
rights determined through 1978 Planning Regulation. Subdivision plans were active tools to create
planned environment. Subdivision plans applied on cadastral parcels no. 821, 823, 825, 852, 851
and 824, located in the northeast side of the case study area near Mezitli River, could be considered
as initial urban development activity within the case study area regarding to their scales, density and

distribution (Figure 5.12). Buildings constructed were mostly in compound type, in 5-6 storey height.

35 The 1985 TKTVYK Decree: TKTVYK decision no. 15.11.1985 dated on 1560
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Figure 5.11: Allotment applications on the western side of the conservation area

Reproduced by superimposing and comparing cadastral parcels on 1/1.000 scale Cadastral Map of Mezitli
District dated in 1965 with cadastral parcels shown on 1/1.000 scale Implementation Plan of Mezitli District
dated in 1986.
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Figure 5.12: Allotment applications on the northern side of the case study area

Reproduced by superimposing and comparing cadastral parcels on 1/1.000 scale Cadastral Map of Mezitli
District dated in 1965 with cadastral parcels shown on 1/1.000 scale Implementation Plan of Mezitli District

dated in 1986.
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Finalization of Identification and Designation of Soli-Pompeiopolis:

Right after the establishment of KTVK Councils enforced by Law no. 2863/3386, Soli-Pompeiopolis
Archaeological Site was assigned within the administrative zone of Antalya KTVK Council®. Aiming
to re-evaluate and re-determine the borders of Soli-Pompeiopolis Archaeological Site, Antalya
KTVK Council carried on-site observations and surveys, as a result of which designated area of
Soli-Pompeiopolis Archeological Site was given the final situation in 1989%. Enforced by the 1989
Antalya KTVK Council Decree, Soli-Pompeiopolis Archaeological Site was divided again into two
parts, as the 1st degree and 3 degree archaeological conservation areas, as it was first defined by
the 1978 GEEAYK Decree (Table 5.2, Figure 5.13).

Table 5.2: Designated area of Soli-Pompeiopolis Archaeological Site in 1989

m2of 1st degree m2of 3 degree m?2 of total
archaeological archaeological archaeological
conservation area | conservation area | conservation area
The 1985 TKTV High Council Decree 672.355,07 0,00 672.355,07
The 1989 Antalya KTVKB Council Decree | 432.064,86 240.290,21 672.355,07

Changes in conservation status have given way for development activities within the 3 degree
archaeological conservation area whereas any development activity was still prohibited for 1st
degree archaeological conservation site. As it is defined in article no. 17 of Law no. 2863/3386, until
the conservation plan is prepared and approved, transition period development rights, listed below,
are applied for the 3rd degree archaeological conservation area:

- Having construction base excavation under the control of museum experts, the Council has
the right to decide about the approval of constructing new buildings after the submission of
museum expert report, 1/100 or 1/50 scale construction plan, and site plan;

- If archaeological remain is determined during construction base excavation, the construction
activity should be stopped and the Council should be informed;

- Existing subdivisions shall be preserved;

- Achieving new parcels by allotment application is prohibited, and

- Existing agricultural activities could continue.

% Antalya KTVK Council: Antalya Kiltir ve Tabiat Varliklari Koruma Kurulu / Antalya Council for the
Conservation of Cultural and Natural Assets
87 The 1989 Antalya KTVK Council Decree: Antalya KTVK Council decision no. 440 dated on 02.08.1989
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Figure 5.13: Designated area of Soli-Pompeiopolis Archaeological Site in 1989
Reproduced based on 1/1.000 scale map submitted as the attachment of the 1989 Antalya KTVK Council Decree.
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Accordingly, construction permit system for cadastral parcels located on the 3 degree conservation
area was changed. For these cadastral parcels, the construction permit process is controlled and
decided by Council and Municipality. Owner who wants to construct a building on his cadastral
parcel first applies to Antalya KTVK Council by submitting construction and site plans. Antalya
KTVK Council asks Mersin Museum to carry sondage on cadastral parcel in order to determine if
there are any archaeological remains under soil. Based on Museum report, the Council approves or
denies the project. In case of approval, the owner should apply Municipality and obtain construction
permit following the same procedure applied for parcels outside the conservation area (Figure 5.14).
Yet, there have been no construction activities taken place within the designated area of Soli-

Pompeiopolis Archaeological Site between years 1989 and 1992.

. e@— Submitting sondage report
KTVK Council @
F-- -Approval == === === ==- !
1
1
v

Municioali < @ - Application= = = = = = 4 F-- -@— Application = = = > M
ey — : )= Construction Permit => Constructer <—( : )— Approval useum
A v
! Construction
! |
1 1
Lemmm == @ = Reporting construction finish = = =
Occupancy Permit

Figure 5.14: Construction permit procedure for cadastral parcels within the 39 degree
archaeological conservation area (since 1998)

Schematized based on key informant interview notes.

1986 Implementation Plan:

1/1.000 scale Implementation Plan of Mezitli District, prepared by free-lance planner Zekeriya
Ozgiir, was approved by Mezitli Municipal Council In 1986 (Figure 5.15). 1986 Implementation Plan
is prepared in accordance to 1985(a) Planning Regulation® of Law no. 3194% based on

development schemata proposed by 1/5.000 scale Master Plan of Mezitli District.

38 1985(a) Planning Regulation: 02.11.1985 tarih ve 18916 sayili Resmi Gazetede yaymlanan Plan
Yapimina Ait Esaslara Dair Yonetmelik / Planning Regulation on Principles on Issues about Preparation of
Development Plan in Resmi Gazete no. 18916 dated on 02.11.1985

39 Law no. 3194: 03.05.1985 tarih ve 3194 sayili imar Kanunu / Law no. 3194 on Development and Planning
dated on 03.05.1985
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Figure 5.15: 1/1.000 scale Implementation Plan of Mezitli District dated in 1986

Prepared by free-lance planner Zekeriya Ozgir and approved in 1986 by Mezitli Municipal Council.
Because 1/1.000 scale Conservation Plan has already been inserted in the original plan, the designated area, on which no planning decision has been developed by 1986 Implementation Plan, is blocked in order to show only the planning area of 1986 Implementation Plan.
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Enforced by Article no. 17 of Law no. 2863, Soli-Pompeiopolis Archaeological Site was defined as
“1st degree and 3¢ degree conservation area’ on 1986 Implementation Plan without any
development and land readjustment proposals within the designated area; instead, conservation
provisions determined first by the 1985 TKTVYK Decree and then by the 1989 Antalya KTVK
Council Decree, were used for determining development rights within the designated area.
However, 1986 Implementation Plan became the major tool to direct and control urban development

outside the archaeological conservation area.

Different than unplanned period during which development rights determined via standard
regulations, the 1986 Implementation Plan introduced ‘ratio regulation’, which prefers to control
development rights within building blocks according to floor area ratio instead of controlling all
dimensional parameters on individual plots (Unlii, 2005:72). Without suggesting any height limitation
for new constructions, the main purpose of 1986 Implementation Plan was to control development

activities according to floor area ratio, which was decided as E=1,50,

While producing buildings blocks, 1986 Implementation Plan considered the cadastral order and
previous allotment applications in order to make land readjustment application easier. Applying
article no. 18 of Law no. 3194, which gives right to Municipality to cut off land readjustment share
not being more than %35 of the total area from private cadastral parcels during land readjustment
applications, has given the opportunity to gain public land in order to be used for urban services

such as green areas, roads, municipality service areas, health facilities and educational areas.

Introducing ratio regulation without any height limitation has given way for high-rise apartment block
to be constructed within the case study area. Although plots are determined in smaller size on 1986
Implementation Plan; due to cadastral parcels being large in size, owner of one cadastral parcel
gained more than one plot, most of which were located on the same building block or adjacent
blocks. This created a situation most or all of the plots within one building block belong to one
owner. Thus, plots in larger size could be created easily through unification applications.
Constructing high-rise apartment blocks on bigger plots was advantageous for the constructer to
have more open space for extra facilities, such as pool, large garden or parking lots, which, in

return, increase the price of houses constructed.

40 E=1,50 stands for total floor area of the construction cannot be higher than 1,5 times of total plot area.
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The construction process stayed mainly same as previous periods; however, additional permit
system is introduced within the system by the increase in number of apartment blocks constructed.
For each individual housing unit within apartments, acquisition of occupancy permit became
obligatory (Figure 5.16). Occupancy permit for individual housing units could be obtained by
constructer himself before selling the unit to a third party, or by the owner of the separate unit

directly in cases constructer did not get occupancy permit for separate units.

e@— Occupancy permit

Owner of unit | ~ _@ - Application ====-=====~

|

Construction <<~|  Constructer
]

- - - @- Application = = = >

Construction Permit —

- N
----------------- @ = Reporting construction finish = = = =
Occupancy Permit ————

Figure 5.16: Construction permit procedure for plots outside the conservation area (after 1986)

Municipality ||

Schematized based on key informant interview notes.

During the planned period, the land-use characteristics of the case study area have changed
drastically through the decisions of 1986 Implementation Plan transforming agricultural land into
urban land. 1986 Implementation Plan proposed high-density residential area outside the
conservation area. Cadastral roads were enlarged and used as main collecting roads of Virangehir
Quarter. Bakanlk, Milli Egemenlik and Virangehir Streets in 20 and 25 meters width were
determined as main roads extending from sea to GMK Boulevard, and Barbaros Hayrettin and
Cengiz Topel Streets in 20 meters width were determined as parallel roads to GMK Boulevard

connecting Viransehir Quarter to neighbor quarters.

Most of the case study area outside the conservation area has been developed in according to 1986
Implementation Plan, which is still in force as the main planning tool directing and controlling urban

development outside the conservation area.
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1992 Conservation Plan:

While the vicinity of Soli-Pompeiopolis Archaeological Site is being transformed into an urban land
via 1986 Implementation Plan, Mezitli Municipality started to prepare conservation plan for the 1st
degree and 3¢ degree archaeological conservation area in 1990. Right after Adana KTVK Council
started its operations in 1988, responsibility of Soli-Pompeiopolis Archaeological Site was
transferred to Adana KTVK Council from Antalya KTVK Council. The first decision of Adana KTVK
Council about Soli-Pompeiopolis was to determine urban development and planning provisions
within Soli-Pompeiopolis Archaeological Heritage Site*!, which has given way to Mezitli Municipality

to prepare conservation plan for the 1st degree and 3" degree archaeological conservation areas.

1/1.000 scale Conservation Plan of Soli-Pompeiopolis Archaeological Site and two related 1/500
scale Action Area Plans were prepared by Prof. Dr. ibrahim Boynukalin from Gazi University. After
being approved by Mezitli Municipal Council in 1991, 1/1.000 scale Conservation Plan, 1/500 scale
action area plans and plan regulation were sent to Adana KTVK Council in order to be evaluated
and then approved*2. Adana KTVK Council has investigated the plan and asked for some changes
on plan and plan regulations. Adana KTVK Council also asked the Municipality to add registered
archaeological remains into the original maps*. Once these changes were reviewed and applied by
the Municipality, Adana KTVK Council approved the 1/1.000 scale Conservation Plan, 1/500 scale
Action Area Plans, and plan regulation in 19924 (Figure 5.17).

1992 Conservation Plan defined two action areas within the plan regulation. The first action area
was “Afatlirk Kiiltir Parki” which comprised the western and eastern sides of the ancient harbor.
Two 1/500 scale action area plans were prepared for clarifying the design and details of the park.
The second action area was ‘new residential area’ suggested for the 3 degree archaeological
conservation area. In order to separate 15t and 3 degree archaeological conservation areas, a

green buffer zone was proposed.

~

T The 1990 Adana KTVK Council Decree: Adana KTVK Council decision no. 772 dated on 21.12.1990
2 Mezitli Municipality Official Letter no. 05.02.1991/266

3 The 1991 Adana KTVK Council Decree: Adana KTVK Council decision no. 784 dated on 07.02.1991
4 The 1992 Adana KTVK Council Decree: Adana KTVK Council decision no. 253 dated on 02.07.1992
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Figure 5.17: 1/1.000 scale conservation plan of Soli-Pompeiopolis Archaeological Site

Prepared by Prof. Dr. ibrahim Boynukalin in 1991. Approved first by Mezitli Municipal Council in 1991 and then by Adana KTVK Council in 1992.
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Having no development rights for the 1st degree archaeological conservation area, planning
decisions were mainly given about the 3 degree archaeological conservation area, on which urban
development has been allowed to some extent. 1992 Conservation Plan continued to use standard
regulation for determining development rights for new buildings going to be constructed on the 3r
degree conservation area. The relation of building to be constructed with adjacent plot was
determined by setback distances. Development rights for buildings to be constructed on the 34
degree conservation area were determined as: Buildings should be constructed in detached order,
with maximum height 6,50 meters with 0,30 lot coverage ratio*> and 0,60 floor area ratio*. Attic
flats, terraces and basements were not allowed. It was also stated in plan regulation that lot

coverage of the construction could not exceed 120 m2 regardless the size of the plot.

The construction permit system, according to which permits were given after the approval of Adana
KTVK Council, was changed in 200247. The rationale of this change was that the owner who has
obtained construction approval from the Council might not get construction permit from the

Municipality. In order to solve this problem, the owner was forced to apply first to the Municipality,

(Figure 5.18).
vk couni [~ es ?i”‘iaﬁe:ei"’f-_T\
|
\4
------- Application- @ > L - - @- Application = = = >

Constructer < Construction Permit C Municipality 2 C Approval Museum

Coniuction 0 A |
T h @ Consultation

Lo Reporting construction finish = (8 )= = = = = = = -:
Occupancy Permit @ Excavation Chairman||

Figure 5.18: Construction permit procedure for cadastral parcels within the 34 degree
archaeological conservation area (after 1998)

Schematized based on key informant interview notes.

45 ‘Lot Coverage Ratio’ determines maximum area within individual parcel to be used for construction. 0,30
lot coverage ratio stands for 30 m2 to be used for construction within the plot of 100 m2 total area.

4 ‘Floor Area Ratio’ determines maximum total area of construction allowed within individual parcel. 0,60
floor area ratio stands for 60 m? to be used for total construction within the plot of 100 m? total area.

47 The 1998 Adana KTVK Council Decree: Adana KTVK Council decision no. 3248 dated on 21.12.1998
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After being approved in 1992, different plan alterations were proposed, some of which were
approved, and some others were denied by Adana KTVK Council (Figure 5.19). These plan

alterations, including modifications and revisions, changed the general characteristics of the 1992

Conservation Plan, especially along the coastline.
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Archaeological Site A: 1993 /1995 Conservation Plan Modification Proposals 4 l/u
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Figure 5.19: Spots of plan alterations on 1/1.000 scale Conservation Plan of Soli-Pompeiopolis

Archaeological Site between years 1992 — 2006
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1993 /1995 Conservation Plan Modification Proposals:

Right after the approval of 1992 Conservation Plan, Mezitli Municipality prepared plan modification
in order to change a green area into housing area within the 3 degree archaeological conservation
area. The green area subjected to plan modification is acting like a barrier between the 1t degree
and 3 degree Archaeological Sites (Figure 5.20, also marked as A in Figure 5.19). The rationale of
the plan modification according to plan report prepared by free-lance planner Zekeriya Ozgiir is that;

Existing buildings located on the area planned as green area on Conservation Plan
has been eluded observation during physical planning studies; therefore, people living
in these building were unjustly threatened. In order to redress grievances, the plan
modification aiming to change green area into housing area is proposed.
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Figure 5.20: 1993 Conservation Plan modification proposal

Prepared by Zekeriya Ozgiir in 1992. Approved by Mezitli Municipal Council in 1992, but denied by Adana
KTVK Council in 1992.
Reproduced based on information in official documents.
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Mezitli Municipality accepted the plan modification in 19924 and sent the plan modification to Adana
KTVK Council to be reviewed and approved*. Based on Adana KTVK Council Experts’ report, plan
modification proposal of Mezitli Municipality was denied by Adana KTVK Council in 1993, given the

reason that the modification would give damage to the entirety of 1992 Plan0,

In 1994, Mezitli Municipality proposed another plan modification in order to change the same green
area into housing area. This second plan modification proposal was also denied by Adana KTVK

Council in 1995, given same reasons for denial®".

The area subjected to plan modification comprises parcels no. 256452, 2565, 2572%, 2573, 25805
and 1929, on half of which there are buildings construct in accordance to construction permits given
by Mezitli Municipality between years 1984 and 1985. Although these plots were located within the
borders of the 3 degree conservation area once plan modification proposal was prepared, the area
subjected to plan modification was within the borders of the 1st degree conservation area according
to the 1982 GEEAYK Decree and the 1985 TKTVYK Decree when buildings have taken
construction permits from Mezitli Municipality. So, it is understood that these buildings are
constructed despite the conservation provisions defined by the 1982 GEEAYK Decree and the 1985
TKTVYK Decree. So, giving construction permit to these buildings was, on the first step, against the
decisions given by main conservation authority within those years®. Moreover, there is another
problem with these buildings that some of the buildings on these parcels are in 3-4 storey height,

which is against the development rights determined by 1992 Conservation Plan.

1996 Conservation Plan Modification:
In 1993, Mezitli Municipality prepared another plan modification in 1992 Conservation Plan in order

to change an education area into housing area located on the northwestern side of the 34 degree

48 Mezitli Municipal Council decision no. 45 dated on 27.07.1992

49 Mezitli Municipality official petition no. 559 dated on 17.03.1993

50 Adana KTVK Council decision no. 1504 dated on 13.09.1993

51 Adana KTVK Council decision no. 2087 dated on 17.03.1995

52 Construction permit: 08.11.1984 — Occupancy permit: N/A

53 Construction permit; 14.03.1984 — Occupancy permit: N/A

5% Construction permit; 19.03.1985 — Occupancy permit: N/A

% During this study was in progress in 2008, these buildings were still there in-use, and the area subjected to
plan modification was still defined as green area on 1/1.000 scale Conservation Plan of Soli-Pompeiopolis
in force.
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archaeological conservation area (Figure 5.21, also marked as B in Figure 5.19). The plan
modification was prepared by Prof. Dr. ibrahim Boynukalin. The rationale of the plan modification
according to Mezitli Municipal Council Decision® was that;

Existing buildings located on parcels no. 2558 and 2559, which were designated as
education area on 1/1.000 scale Conservation Plan, has been eluded observation
during physical planning studies; therefore, people living in these building were
unjustly threatened. In order to redress grievances, the plan modification aiming to
change education area into housing area is proposed.
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Figure 5.21: 1996 Conservation Plan modification

Prepared by Prof. Dr. ibrahim Boynukalin in 1993. Approved first by Mezitli Municipal Council in 1993and then
by Adana KTVK Council in 1996.
Reproduced based on information in official documents.

% Mezitli Municipal Council decision no. 29 dated on 16.06.1993
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Following the approval by Mezitli Municipal Councils’, plan modification was sent to Adana KTVK
Council to be reviewed and approved®. Based on Adana KTVK Council Experts’ report, the plan

modification was approved by Adana KTVK Council.

Plots subjected to plan modification are parcels no. 2558% and 25598, which are located within the
borders of 3 degree archaeological conservation area. However, they were within the borders of
the 1st degree archaeological conservation area, and buildings on these parcels have been built
before conservation status of the area was changed to 3 degree. Therefore, similar to parcels
subjected to 1993/1995 Plan Modification Proposal, these parcels should not be given building

authorization at the first step.

1992 - 1998 Plan Modification and Discussions about Wastewater Treatment Plant:

The process about construction of wastewater treatment plant was started in 1992 resulting from the
first draft sewerage system project prepared by the Bank of Provinces. Following the first draft
sewerage system project of the Bank of Provinces, Mezitli Municipality appointed cadastral parcel
no. 648 located within the 3 degree archaeological conservation area for the construction of the
wastewater treatment plant. For this purpose, a plan modification was prepared, and this plan
modification was approved by the Mezitli Municipal Council in 19926'. However, this plan
modification proposal was rejected by Adana KTVK Council, given the reason that construction
would give damage to archaeological remains. Thereafter, Mezitli Municipality searched for another
area for the construction of the wastewater treatment plant in collaboration with experts from Mersin
Museum and Adana KTVK Council.

After a series of discussions on different alternatives, cadastral parcels no. 1833 and 1834 were
decided as the location on which wastewater treatment plant going to be constructed. Accordingly,
the 1992 Conservation Plan was modified, and cadastral parcels no. 1833 and 1834, designated as
‘green area’ in original plan, changed into ‘technical infrastructure area’ in 1998 (Figure 5.22, also

marked as C in Figure 5.19).

57 Mezitli Municipal Council decision no. 29 dated on 16.06.1993
% Mezitli Municipality official petition no. 599 dated on 13.03.1996
5% Construction permit; 22.08.1984 — Occupancy permit: N/A

60 Construction permit: 01.05.1984 — Occupancy permit: N/A

1 Mezitli Municipal Council decision no. 39 dated on 15.06.1992
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Figure 5.22: 1992 — 1998 Conservation Plan modification

Reproduced based on information in official documents.

According to Adana KTVK decision, Mezitli Municipality had to consult on the Council about
construction works. Yet, during construction of wastewater drainage stations, illegal construction
activities of Mezitli Municipality were being reported to Mersin Museum. These two wastewater

drainage stations are currently in use.

1999 Conservation Plan Modification and Alteration in Designated Area:
In 1992, Mezitli Municipal Council has decided to change the conservation status of parcel no.
3716, which has been allotted from cadastral parcel no. 75362, Mezitli Municipal Council has

proposed 1st degree archaeological conservation status of parcel no. 3716 to be changed to 3r

62 Mezitli Municipal Council decision no. 12 dated on 24.03.1992
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degree through a minor plan modification within 1992 Conservation Plan. This plan modification,

proposing alteration in designated area, is approved by Adana KTVK Council in 199963, Accordingly,

borders of Soli-Pompeiopolis Archaeological Site was changed partially (Table 5.3, Figure 5.23, also

marked as D in Figure 5.19).
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Figure 5.23: 1999 Conservation Plan modification and alteration in designated area

Reproduced based on 1/500 scale Conservation Plan Modification prepared by Prof Dr. [brahim Boynukalin

Source: Ad.KTVKBKM.GA.

Table 5.3: Designated areas of Soli-Pompeiopolis Archaeological Site in 1999

m?2of 1st degree mZ of 3 degree m? of total
archaeological archaeological archaeological
conservation area | conservation area | conservation area

The 1985 TKTV High Council Decree 672.355,07 0,00 672.355,07

The 1989 Antalya KTVKB Council Decree | 432.064,86 240.290,21 672.355,07

The 1999 Adana KTVK Council Decree | 428.600,81 243.754,26 672.355,07

63 The 1999 Adana KTVK Council Decree: Adana KTVK Council decision no. 3338 dated on 19.03.1999
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The rationale of this decision is stated by municipality officers that the owners of cadastral parcel no.
3716 had plans to start construction on this parcel; however, the area subjected to alteration is still

empty and there is no construction permit given for this parcel.

Scientific Excavations:

In 1999, scientific excavations were started in Soli-Pompeiopolis Archaeological Site. The
excavation team has been chaired by Remzi Yagci from Dokuz Eylil University® since 1999.
Excavations are focused on two significant sections of the 1st degree archaeological conservation
area, the Soli-Pompeiopolis Mound and the Colonnaded Street (Figure 5.24). There were also
rescue excavations carried by excavation team during 2001 and 2002 campaigns. In 2008, surface

surveys are carried on the Ancient Harbor section (Yagci, 2008).
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Figure 5.24: Gridsquare map of Soli-Pompeiopolis Scientific Excavations
Source: Soli.GA.

64 When the excavations were started in 1999, Remzi Yagci was an assistant professor in Department of
Archaeology in Mersin University.
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Determination of Scuba Diving Prohibited Area in 2001:

In 2001, archaeological remains on and around the ancient harbor section of Soli-Pompeiopolis
Archaeological Site are examined by the enforcement of article no. 35 of Law no. 2863/3383. Based
on surveys carried by Mersin Museum experts, the ancient harbor section is determined as ‘scuba
diving prohibitted area’ by Adana KTVK Council® (Figure 5.25).
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Figure 5.25: Scuba diving prohibited area in ancient harbor section

Council of Ministers Decision no. 2001/2952. Published Official Journal no. 24533 dated on 24.09.2001.
Source: Turkish Coast Guard Command Online: Scuba Diving Prohibited Areas, Mediterranean, Mezitli

2003 Conservation Plan Modification:

In 2003, in order to obtain continuity in transportation system, Mezitli Municipality prepared a plan
modification for parking area located in the southern side of parcels no. 1961 and 1962 in the 3r
degree archaeological conservation area. The street in 10 meters width is widened to 15 meters by
eliminating the parking area proposed on the original plan (Figure 5.26, also marked as E in Figure
5.19). Plan modification proposal of Mezitli Municipality is approved by Adana KTVK Council in
200368,

65 The 2001 Adana KTVK Council Decree: Adana KTVK Council decision no. 4052 dated on 29.01.2001
66 Adana KTVK Council decision no. 5198 dated on 14.07.2003
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Figure 5.26: 2003 Conservation Plan modification

Reproduced based on information in official documents.

Extension of Designated Area in 2004 and 2006 Additional Conservation Plan:

On 25.07.2002, during the construction works of Milli Egemenlik Street by Mezitli Municipality,
numerous ancient graves are discovered outside the conservation area. Adana KTVK Council is
being informed about these archaeological remains, and excavation works of 2002 campaign were
transferred to this location on 26.07.2002.

“The [excavation] work ... was limited by the width of the road construction (25 m) and in one trench
of 10x10 m, a total of 50 graves were found” (Yagci, 2003:36). Archaeological remains, including
different types of sarcophaguses and graves and gifts for the dead from those graves were
documented in details, registered, and some of them are transferred to Mersin Museum to be
displayed. Thereafter, Mersin Museum asked Adana KTVK Council to take necessary precautions

within the western section of pre-determined archaeological conservation area as being the
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necropolis of Soli-Pompeiopolis Archaeological Site. Based on on-site observation and surveys of
Adana KTVKB® Council officers and also based on rescue excavation reports, borders for 1st
degree and 3 degree additional archaeological conservation area are determined on 1/1.000 scale
map and approved by Adana KTVKB Council in 2004%; whereupon, designated area of Soli-
Pompeiopolis Archaeological Site is extended in 8,70 percentage to 730.846 m2 in total (Table 5.4,

Figure 5.27, also marked as F in Figure 5.19).
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Figure 5.27: Additional archaeological conservation area of Soli-Pompeiopolis Archaeological Site

Additional archaeological conservation area of Soli-Pompeiopolis Archaeological Site was identified in 2002,
and the area was designated in 2004 by Adana KTVK Council.

67 By the enforcement of additional article no. 1 of Law no. 5226, ‘Conservation Council’ term is replaced by
‘Regional Conservation Council’. Accordingly, the name of Adana KTVK Council is replaced by Adana
Kiiltir ve Tabiat Varliklarini Koruma Bolge Kurulu (Adana KTVKB Council). Therefore, Adana KTVKB
Council abbreviation is used while reviewing and discussing decisions given after 2004.

6 The 2004 Adana KTVKB Council Decree: Adana KTVKB Council decision no. 254 dated on 27.11.2004
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Table 5.4: Designated area of Soli-Pompeiopolis Archaeological Site in 2004

m2of 1st degree m2of 31 degree m?2of total
archaeological archaeological archaeological
conservation area | conservation area | conservation area

The 1985 TKTV High Council Decree 672.355,07 0,00 672.355,07

The 1989 Antalya KTVKB Council Decree | 432.064,86 240.290,21 672.355,07

The 1999 Adana KTVK Council Decree | 428.600,81 243.754,26 672.355,07

The 2004 Adana KTVK Council Decree | 435.752,86 295.093,24 730.846,10

After the designated area of Soli-Pompeiopolis Archaeological Site was revised and extended by

the 2004 Adana KTVKB Council Decree, development rights given by the 1986 Implementation Plan

became invalid according to article no. 17 of Law no. 2863/5226. In 2005, transition period

development rights for the additional conservation area are determined by Adana KTVKB Council®.

Accordingly;

- It is prohibited to allot or unify parcels within the additional conservation area until 1/1.000
scale additional conservation plan for this area is approved.

- Constructions which have acquired legal permission before the designation decision and
which have already constructed sub-basement level could be completed.

- Any application requiring excavation, such as opening well or septic tank, are asked to get
permit from Adana KTVKB Council following the sondage studies carried by Mersin Museum

experts.

1/1.000 scale Additional Conservation Plan of Soli-Pompeiopolis Archaeological Site, prepared by
free-lance planner Zekeriya Ozgiir in 2005, is approved by Adana KTVKB Council in 2006 (Figure
5.28). By introduction of the conservation plan, transition period development rights were
determined by the 2005 Adana KTVKB Council Decree lost their validity.

69 The 2005 Adana KTVK Council Decree: Adana KTVK Council decision no. 714 dated on 24.05.2005
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Figure 5.28: 1/1.000 scale additional conservation plan of Soli-Pompeiopolis Archaeological Site

Prepared by free-lance planner Zekeriya Ozgiir in 2005. Approved by Adana KTVK Council in 2006.
Source: Ad.KTVKBKM.GA.

2006 Additional Conservation Plan introduced changes in land-use system. Most important change
was on the route of Milli Egemenlik Street. In order to protect archaeological remains of necropolis
within the 1st degree additional conservation area, Milli Egemenlik Street is given a curve-shape,
whereas the starting and end points of the proposed street is still located in the 15t degree additional

conservation area.

2006 Additional Conservation Plan introduced changes also in development rights determined
previously by the 1986 Implementation Plan. For the 3 degree archaeological conservation area,
additional plan offered ratio regulation for determining development rights. E=1,50 ratio proposed by
1986 Implementation Plan is decreased to E=1,25 for 3 degree additional archaeological
conservation area. Despite the fact that 1986 Implementation Plan has no height limitation,
maximum height for buildings is determined as 15,50 meters, which means that maximum 5 storey

building are allowed within 3 degree additional archaeological conservation area.
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Extension of Designated Area in 2006 and 2007 Conservation Plan Revision

Discovery of archaeological remains, which were once a part of the Tomb of Aratus according to the

coordinator of excavation team, Remzi Yagci, located on the northeastern section of the 3 degree

archaeological conservation area, resulted in registration of cadastral parcels no. 766 and 770 by

Adana KTVKB Council™. Accordingly, designated area of Soli-Pompeiopolis Archaeological Site is
extended 3.632 m2 and reached to 734.478,86 mZ in total (Table 5.5).

Table 5.5: Designated area of Soli-Pompeiopolis Archaeological Site in 2006

m?2of 1st degree
archaeological
conservation area

mZ of 3 degree
archaeological
conservation area

m? of total
archaeological
conservation area

The 1985 TKTV High Council Decree 672.355,07 0,00 672.355,07
The 1989 Antalya KTVKB Council Decree | 432.064,86 240.290,21 672.355,07
The 1999 Adana KTVK Council Decree | 428.600,81 243.754,26 672.355,07
The 2004 Adana KTVK Council Decree | 435.752,86 295.093,24 730.846,10
The 2006 Adana KTVK Council Decree | 436.448,36 298.030,50 734.478,86

Because of the extension of borders of archaeological conservation area in the northeastern

section, Mezitli Municipality had plan revision prepared to free-lance planner Zekeriya Ozgiir for the

northern section of the 3 degree archaeological conservation area (Figure 5.29, also marked as G

in Figure 5.19). 2007 Conservation Plan Revision re-ordered the land readjustment in the

northeastern section of the 3 degree archaeological conservation area aiming to constitute a

conservation zone around the archaeological remain without changing development rights

determined by 1992 Conservation Plan.

70 The 2006 Adana KTVK Council Decree: Adana KTVK Council decision no. 1984 dated on 28.09.2006
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Figure 5.29: 1/1.000 scale Conservation Plan Revision of Soli-Pompeiopolis Archaeological Site

Prepared by free-lance planner Zekeriya Ozgiir in 2006. Approved by Adana KTVK Council in 2007.
Source: Ad. KTVKBKM.GA.

5.2.2. The Outcome — Development Zones and Archaeological Remains

Examining urban development process of Soli-Pompeiopolis Archaeological Site and its vicinity
directed and controlled by different conservation and planning decisions within thirty years period
reveals that the case study area could not be considered homogenous with reference to
conservational and developmental characteristics. While conservation decisions have played role in
dividing the case study area into specific areas as ‘the conservation area’ and ‘outside the
conservation area’, different planning decisions have created different urban parts, namely
‘development zones’ (Figure 5.30). General characteristics of these development zones with

reference to conservation and planning decisions are examined in this section.
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Figure 5.30: Schematic representation of development zones
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Development Zones outside the Conservation Area

Zone A refers to the main built-up area, which comprises all other parts of the case study area
outside the conservation and additional conservation areas. It is in horseshoe shape, surrounding
the 1t degree and 39 degree conservation and additional conservation areas. Based on

examination of planning decisions, three different sections could be identified (Figure 5.31).

Figure 5.31: Aerial photograph of Zone A, outside the conservation area
Source: Soli. GA.

The first development zone outside the conservation area refers to area, which has developed
according to 1986 Implementation Plan (includes areas within Zone A not indicated on Figure 5.30).
This development zone constitutes not only the majority of Zone A, but also the case study area.
There are 254 plots built-up, on which there are 386 single apartment blocks are constructed with
an average height of 9,13 storey. Buildings constructed since the end of the 1990s are mostly in
housing compound type, composed of 2 to 5 apartment blocks in 5 to 12 storey height with extra
facilities in gardens, such as polls and parking lots; whereas, buildings constructed after the 2000s,
are in apartment type with single or double blocks (Figure 5.32). The housing provision system of
this development zone was based on cooperatives and small-capital developers during the 1980s,

but later in the 1990s and 2000s, medium-capital developers became dominant.
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Figure 5.32: Buildings constructed according to development rights defined by 1986 Implementation

Plan

Source: Personal archive, 2008

The second development zone outside the conservation area is located on the northeastern side of
the case study area, near Mezitli River, which was developed by subdivision plans during unplanned
period between years 1978 and 1985 (indicated as A2 on Figure 5.30). The settlement pattern of
this zone could be titled as ‘housing compound type’, as 21 cadastral parcels out of 50, which were
built-up between years 1978 and 1985, developed in housing compound type. There was also
development in apartment type, as 32 out of 114 buildings constructed between years 1978 and
19985 were in apartment type. Housing compounds are commonly composed of 3 to 5 apartment
blocks in 2-10 storey height within gardens. Yet, different from development Zone A1, housing
compounds within this development zone were constructed more densely (Figure 5.33). These
buildings have been used for vacation purposes during the 1980s, but then transformed into
residential area in the 1990s. Buildings of this section are mostly constructed through cooperative

and small-capital developer provision system.

Figure 5.33: General view from buildings constructed between years 1978 and 1985

Source: Personal archive, 2008
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Despite comprising a little share outside the conservation area, the third development zone refers to
the area developed during the 1970s, but not yet transformed (indicated as A3 on Figure 5.30). This
section is composed of mainly single buildings in 1-2 storey height, which are located mostly on
Virangehir Street and partly on the northern side of the case study area on GMK Boulevard. These
buildings are currently surrounded by high-rise apartment blocks (Figure 5.34). Considering the rate

of urbanization within the case study area, it is expected that these buildings would be replaced by

contemporary buildings in a short period.

Figure 5.34: A view from a building constructed outside the conservation area during the 1970s

Source: Personal Archive, 2008

Besides these development zones, there are still empty buildings blocks outside the conservation
area, though being few in number. The main empty section is located in the northern side of the
case study area, around a proposed educational facility (indicated as A4 on Figure 5.30). These
plots are currently not in use; but considering the urbanization rate within the last decades, it is

expected that they would be subjected to construction activities in the near future.

Development Zones within the Conservation Area

Following the first initial identification and designation decisions in 1978, the conservation area,
Zone B, is subjected to different planning decisions than Zone A. The conservation area is located
in the middle of the case study area, surrounded by contemporary buildings of Zone A. Considering
both conservation and planning decisions, the conservation area could be divided into four

development zones (Figure 5.35).
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Figure 5.35: Aerial photograph of Zone B, the conservation area

Source: Soli.GA.

The first development zone within the conservation area refers to the area built-up before the first
designation decision about Soli-Pompeiopolis Archaeological Site was given in 1978 (indicated as
B1 on Figure 5.30). Buildings of this section are in 1-2 storey height, some of which are located on
cadastral parcels allocated by subdivision plans (Figure 5.36). Most of these buildings do not have
official construction or occupancy permits. For these buildings located on the 1st degree
conservation area, there is demolishment decision, and for cadastral parcels, there is expropriation

or transfer decision given by the 1982 GEEAYK Decree. Yet, neither of these decisions is applied.

Figure 5.36: Buildings constructed within the conservation area during the 1970s

Source: Personal archive, 2008
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The second development zone of the conservation area comprises buildings constructed between
years 1982 and 1985, against prohibitions in development activities during that period due to the 1¢t
degree archaeological conservation area status of the area (indicated as B2 on Figure 5.30). This
area includes cadastral parcels no. 624, 625 and 515 located in the southwest, subjected to
allotment application by the end of the 1970s. Especially development activities on cadastral parcel
no. 624 is remarkable that buildings in 2-4 story height are constructed by official permission from
Mezitli Municipality between years 1983 and 1985 once the area was under the conservation status
of 1t degree (Figure 5.37). These parcels are also subjected to plan modification proposals in 1992
and 1994, which were denied by Adana KTVK Council in 1993 and 1995. Total number of buildings
constructed within this development zone is 22, out of which there is one housing compound with 3
single blocks and Anadolu Cam Sanayi personnel motel with 2 single blocks. 7 out of 22 buildings in
total were constructed without official construction permit. Average height of total buildings

constructed within this development zone is 2,69 storey with maximum height of 6 storey.

Figure 5.37: Buildings constructed within the conservation area between years 1978 and 2008

Left: Buildings on cadastral parcel no. 624. Right: Anadolu Cam Sanayi personnel motel and the housing
compound.
Source: Personal archive, 2008

The third development zone of the conservation area includes buildings illegally constructed,
especially those, which are located within the borders of the 1st degree archaeological conservation
area (indicated as Zone B3 on Figure 5.30). This development zone includes Gendarme public
house on top of the Soli Mound, and 3 squatter houses, Mezitli Municipality public house and
Taskiran Tesisleri on the ancient harbor, most of which are constructed before the 1990s. Within the
last years, there is only one illegal development reported, which is located on the western side of
the Colonnaded Street (Figure 5.38). Despite demolishment decisions for these buildings, they are

still in use.
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Figure 5.38: Buildings constructed illegally within the conservation area

Top: Gendarme public house. Middle left: Squatter houses on ancient harbor. Middle right: Mezitli Municipality

public house.
Bottom left: Taskiran Tesisleri. Bottom right: Squatter house recently constructed near the Colonnaded Street.

Source: Personal Archive, 2008

The last development zone of the conservation area includes buildings constructed according to
development rights defined by 1992 Conservation Plan (indicated as B4 on Figure 5.30). Buildings
constructed within this development zone are single residential units in 1-3 storey height (Figure
5.39). Despite acquiring official construction permit, some of these buildings in 3-4 storey height,
with roof additions, are not constructed according to development rights defined by 1992

Conservation Plan.
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The residential characteristics this development zone is started to transform by the construction of
commercial compounds’, consisting of 11 blocks each in 2-storey height, started on cadastral
parcel no. 764 (plot no: 1090/1). Following this construction, another commercial building
construction is started on the western side along Cengiz Topel Street, which verifies that there is a
functional change started in the northern side of the archaeological site (Figure 5.39). These
constructions are important in introducing the 3™ degree archaeological conservation area a
different function than residential. However, the main reason of this functional transformation is not
the economic vitality of archaeological site, but the increase in commerce on one of the main

streets, Cengiz Topel Street.
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Figure 5.39: Buildings constructed according to the development rights defined by 1992
Conservation Plan

Top: Examples from residential buildings within the 3 degree archaeological conservation area.
Bottom: Commercial compound constructions along Cengiz Topel Street.
Source: Personal Archive, 2008

™ Construction permit: 29.03.2008
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The rest of the conservation area, most of which is designated as the 1st degree archaeological
conservation area, is used for agricultural purposes under the defined conditions by conservation
provisions (Figure 5.40). However, there are also illegal agricultural activities carried on cadastral
parcels no. 1128 and 1124, which are reported to Adana KTVK Council.

Figure 5.40: Agricultural activities within the conservation area

Top and middle left: General view from agricultural activities within the 1st degree archaeological conservation
area. Middle right: General view from greenhouses located near the Colonnaded Street. Bottom left and right:
lllegally planted agricultural fields within the borders of the 1st degree archaeological conservation area.
Source: Personal Archive, 2008
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Development Zones within the Additional Conservation Area

Additional conservation area, defined as Zone C, refers to the area designated as 1st degree and 3r
degree archaeological conservation areas by Adana KTVK Council in 2004. According to
developmental characteristics, the additional conservation area could be divided into two

development zones (Figure 5.41).
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Figure 5.41: Aerial photograph of Zone C, the additional conservation area

Due to the reason that this is not an updated aerial photograph, construction of housing compound in
development zone C2 is not shown.
Source: Soli.GA.

The first development zone of additional conservation area includes buildings constructed before
the area has been designated in 2004 (indicated as C1 on Figure 5.30). There are buildings in 1-2
storey height, constructed during the 1970s, 2 of which are still located on the southern side. Emsal-
1 Sitesi housing compound on the northeastern corner of the additional conservation area is the
only buildings constructed according to development rights defined by 1986 Implementation Plan. In
addition to residential units, there is a sports complex including a small-scale football pitch and a

tennis court on the southern side of the additional conservation area (Figure 5.42).
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Figure 5.42: Buildings constructed within the additional conservation area before 2004

Top left: Emsal 1 Sitesi. Top right: Buildings constructed during the 1970s.
Bottom: The sports complex within the 3 degree additional archaeological conservation area.
Source: Personal archive, 2007and 2008

The second section comprises the area built-up in accordance to development rights defined by
2006 Additional Conservation Plan (indicated as C2 on Figure 5.31). Right after the approval of
2006 Additional Conservation Plan, construction activities started within the 3 degree additional
conservation area by the construction of a housing compound, Cumhuriyet Konaklari’2, composed
of 5 single apartment blocks, each in 5 storey height, once it is completed (Figure 5.43).

Figure 5.43: Construction of housing compound on additional archaeological conservation area

Source: Personal archive, 2008

2 Construction approval: Adana KTVKB Council decision no 3090 dated on 25.07.2007
Construction permit: 20.03.2008
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There is one big empty pots located in the eastern side of the additional conservation area, a part of
which is used for agricultural purposes (indicated as C3 on Figure 5.30). Based on interviews
carried by Mersin Museum experts and excavation team coordinator Remzi Yagcl, it is expected
that this plot would not be built-up due to the reason that necropolis would extend to this location.

Yet, the plot is given development rights as E = 1,25 with maximum height 15,50 meters.

Archaeological Remains

Being the main conservation area of Soli-Pompeiopolis Archaeological Site, Zone B comprises
nearly all archaeological remains, including the ancient harbor, the colonnaded street, Soli mound,
and ruins of the ancient theater, the Roman bath and the tomb of Aratus; whereas, remains of

ancient graves are located within the borders of additional conservation area, Zone C.

‘The Ancient Harbor’, which was carefully drawn in the maps of Beaufort and Trémaux in elliptic
shape, was “the first thing that represented itself on landing ... with parallel sides and circular ends”
during the 19t century (Beaufort, 1818:259). However, the ancient harbor is currently lack of its
impressive condition due to three reasons. The first reason is spoliation that most of the stones of
the ancient harbor have been removed from its place to be used in contemporary building
constructions in Mersin during the 19t century (Beaufort, 1862: 319). The second reason is natural
factors as the basin of harbor has been filled with sand carried by sea. The third reason is illegal
constructions and agricultural activities on and around the ancient harbor. Still, out of ancient
remains within the site, the harbor basin is the most impressive part (Vann, 1994:342). Vann states
that “the most extraordinary harbor was at Pompeiopolis, an artificial basin built aimost 500 m. into
the sea that consisted of two large concrete breakwaters set perpendicularly to the coast” (Vann,
1992:337)".

78 During 1993 and 1994 campaigns, Robert Lindley Vann from Maryland University carried surface surveys
on the ancient harbor section of Soli-Pompeiopolis Archaeological Heritage Site. Surface surveys on the
ancient harbour of Soli-Pompeiopolis was the continuation of a preliminary survey of Hellenistic and
Roman ancient harbors between Alanya and Virangehir, initiated in 1991. Having seen that the most
extraordinary harbor was at Pompeiopolis, Vann decided to focus first on the ancient harbor of
Pompeiopolis (Gates, 1995:248). According to the results of 1993 campaign, Vann determined that the
ancient harbor was in “... rectangular form, created by two parallel breakwaters some 200 m apart,
expands on either end with large semicircular extensions, one connecting to the axis of the colonnaded
street and the other extending through an opening to the sea beyond” (Vann, 1994:342), and the
construction techniques of the ancient harbor breakwaters could be explained with reference to Vitruvius’
description of techniques for setting concrete in marine conditions (Vann, 1993:6-7).
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The circular shape of the ancient harbor is defined by Sahil Yolu leading along the coastline (Figure
5.44). Traces of the western breakwater of the ancient harbor are still observable; yet, traces of the

eastern breakwater are partly visible (Figure 5.45).
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Figure 5.44: Aerial photograph of the ancient harbor
Source: Soli.GA.

Figure 5.45: Traces of the breakwaters of the ancient harbor

Left: View of the western breakwater stones. Right: View of eastern breakwater stones from Taskiran Tesisleri
garden.
Source: Personal archive, 2008
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There are two buildings on the ancient harbor, both of which belong to Tagkiran Tesisleri. The first
building, currently used as restaurant, has been constructed on the eastern breakwater of the
ancient harbor during the 1970s, and the second building, used as pension, has been constructed
on the basin during the 1990s (Figure 5.46). Both buildings have been constructed without official
construction permit from Mezitli Municipality. Moreover, there is demolishment decision for these
buildings, as enforced by the 1982 GEEAYK Decree. The rest of the basin of the ancient harbor is
used for agricultural purposes. However, the agricultural land in the northern side of Tagkiran

Tesisleri is planted without getting approval from Adana KTVK Council.

Figure 5.46: Land-use characteristics of the ancient harbor

Top left: The restaurant building. Top right: Day-trip pension section of Taskiran Tesisleri. Bottom left: Beach
on the western side of the ancient harbor. Bottom right: Beach on the eastern side of the ancient harbor.

Source: Personal Archive, 2008

There are beaches on both sides of the breakwaters of the ancient harbor. The beach on the
eastern side is used actively by day-trippers; whereas, the beach on the western side could not be
used due to wastewater drainage station located on beach (Figure 5.46).
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The ancient harbor was connected to the main city gate on the northern side through a paved road,
which has been defined by double rows of two hundreds columns connected by arches (Beaufort,
1818:260-261). The paved street mentioned in Beaufort's notes is known as ‘the Colonnaded Street’
today (Figure 5.47). Surface surveys results of 1993 campaign reveals that that relation between the
ancient harbor and the Colonnaded Street is one of the boldest examples of urban planning in the
Greco-Roman world (Vann, 1994:342).
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Figure 5.47: Aerial photograph of the Colonnaded Street
Source: Soli.GA.

During the time Beaufort visited Soli-Pompeiopolis in 1812, “out of two hundred columns, no more
than forty four are standing; the remainder lie on the spot where they fell, intermixed with a vast
assemblage of other ruined buildings” (Beaufort, 1818: 262). It is understood from other travellers’
notes that the number of standing columns has decreased in following years (Borgia, 2003:56).
There were 43 columns when Langlois visited Soli-Pompeiopolis in 1853. Trémaux also points out
43 columns in his drawing, 6 shafts in the western row and 37 in the eastern row. When Davis
visited Soli-Pompeiopolis in 1875, there were 41 columns left (Borgia, 2003:56). There are 33

columns standing today™.

™ As stated by the coordinator of excavation team, Remzi Yagci, the reason of increase in number of
standing columns is an un-scientific restoration work carried by soldiers, who were in charge of military
work in Gendarme Guardhouse on Soli Mound during the 1980s.
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The Colonnaded Street is the most known archaeological remain of Soli-Pompeiopolis
Archaeological Site, regardless being closed to visitor access. Virangehir Street is passing along the
Colonnaded Street (Figure 5.48). Being one of the main streets connecting inner parts of the case

study area to the seashore, public transportation by buses is operated on Virangehir Street.

L

Figure 5.48: The Colonnaded Street

Top left: The general view from northern end of the Colonnaded Street. Top right: Virangehir Street from
northern to southern direction, on left of which columns are seen. Bottom left: Fencing of the Colonnaded
Street. Bottom right: Stoas on the southern end of the Colonnaded Street.

Source: Personal Archive, 2008

The Colonnaded Street of Soli-Pompeiopolis Archaeological Site is surrounded by fences, and
scientific excavations are carried on the southern end of the Colonnaded Street where remains of
stoas are founded (Figure 5.48). The restoration project of the Colonnaded Street has been
prepared by the excavation team, and it is being for approval from Adana KTVK Council to be

applied.
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Another visible archaeological remain of Soli-Pompeiopolis Archaeological Site is ‘the Ruins of
Roman Bath’, which is located on the western side of the 1st degree archaeological conservation
area (Figure 5.49). The parcel on which ruins are located is under private property, and currently
planted by citrus trees. Neither the parcel nor the surrounding of the ruins is surrounded by fences,
yet approaching ruins is problematic, as it has been surrounded by trees and wild plants. The

structure is in danger of collapse (Figure 5.50).

Ruins of the
Roman Bath

1st degree Archaeological
Conservation Area

Figure 5.49: Aerial photograph of the ruins of Roman Bath
Source: Soli.GA.

Figure 5.50: General view from the ruins of Roman Bath

Source: Personal archive, 2007
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‘The Soli Mound’, which is less known archaeological remains of Soli-Pompeiopolis Archaeological
Site, comprises the main study area of the excavation team (Figure 5.51). Soli Mound is significant
for archaeological studies as it embodies valuable scientific information about the Hittite Empire
Period time of the region. Besides, there is the ancient theater located on the slopes of Soli Mound.
However, there is nothing left from its seats, cavea or any other structures today; even during the
19t century, “the theater is almost destroyed; neither the precise dimensions, nor the number of

seats could be ascertained” (Beaufort, 1818:262). During the 2000 campaign excavations, the seat

rows of the ancient theater could be determined (Figure 5.51).

Figure 5.51: The Soli Mound

Top: General view of the Soli Mound from east to west, on left side of which Gendarme public house is seen.
Source: Personal archive, 2008

Bottom left: Aerial view of excavation area located on top of the Mound. Bottom right: Ancient theater
excavation during the 2000 campaign.

Source: Soli.GA.
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In addition to above mentioned archaeological remains, which have been identified and registered
by the enforcement of 1982 GEEAYK Decree, there is another ancient structure remain located on
the northeastern side of the 3 degree archaeological conservation area (Figure 5.52). This
structure is identified and registered in 2006 by Adana KTVK Council. It is believed that this is the
‘the Tomb of Aratus’, which was mentioned by Langlois, Davis and Trémaux as ‘the remains of a

monumental tomb’, which has belonged to the poet Aratus of Pompeiopolis'?®.

Figure 5.52: Ruins of Tomb of Aratus

On the left side of the photograph, ruins of the tomb of Aratus is seen. On the right side, background, there is
the construction of commercial compound along Cengiz Topel Street within the borders of the 3 degree
archaeological conservation site.
Source: Personal Archive, 2008

The other archaeological asset defined in the 2000s is ‘the Necropolis’ of Soli-Pompeiopolis
Archaeological Site, which is located on the western side of the case study area, within the borders
of the additional archaeological conservation area (Figure 5.53). Although it has known from
European travellers’ notes and from rescue excavations carried during road construction works in
2002 campaign (Yagcl, 2003), identification and designation of this area is dated back to 2004.
Most of the ancient graves are given damage, whereas some of them could be saved by rescue

excavations.

75 Although Erten (2002:118) mentions that “the monumental tomb mentioned by Langlois has disappeared,
and it is difficult to determine the date and architectural style from the remaining drawing” remains of this
tomb are identified and registered in 2006 by Adana KTVKB Council. Besides, Erten believes that “It does
not seem likely that the tomb belonged to the poet because Aratus who lived in 315-240/239 B.C. is known
to have died in Pella in Macedonia”. However, according to the coordinator of excavation team, Remzi
Yagcl, this is the tomb of Aratus, which has been drawn in the map of Trémaux. See Figure A.10 in
Appendix A for the drawing of tomb of Aratus by Langlois.
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Figure 5.53: The Necropolis

Source: Personal Archive, 2008

In addition to these archaeological remains, there are numerous fragments of various materials
scattered all around the western section of the 1t degree archaeological conservation area, which,
most probably, have been raised to the surface and broken into pieces while the land has been
plowed for agricultural purposes. There are also piles of ancient stones heaped on each other,
which could be clustered while cleaning the land for agricultural purposes. Additionally, it is

observed that ancient stones have been used to build misshapen walls for defining cadastral parcel
borders (Figure 5.54).

Figure 5.54: Archaeological remains scattered within the 1st degree archaeological conservation
area

Left: Archaeological remains scatter within the 1st degree archaeological conservation area. Right:
Archaeological remains used for construction of a contemporary wall for defining the border of a cadastral
parcel within the 1st degree archaeological conservation area.

Source: Personal Archive, 2008
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Among archaeological assets identified and registered during the 1980s, only the ‘ruins of Aqua
Duct’ could not be determined during land-use studies. Despite being one of the first archaeological
remains identified and registered within the conservation area in 1982, these remains are not
present today. As it was stated by the coordinator of excavation team, remains of aqua duct were in
its place during the 2007 campaign; however, these remains could not be determined during land-
use studies. Instead, there was a construction on the possible place of ruins of aqua duct, which

means that most probably those remains have already been destroyed.

5.3. EVALUATING THE CONSERVATION AND PLANNING PROCESSES AND OUTCOMES

Being an exploratory study, this section aims to evaluate conservation and planning processes and

the outcomes of this process according to the list of indicators presented at the end of the

methodological framework chapter. Through context analysis, this section concentrates on

evaluating,

1. Conservation and planning processes in terms of indicators of different contexts of ‘process
integration’, and

2. Development zones and their relations with archaeological remains in terms of indicators of

different dimensions of ‘outcome integration’,

based on descriptive study presented in the previous section. The explanatory study will help to
determine problematic issues in different contexts of process integration and different dimensions of
outcome integration, and then to explore the reasons of problematic issues in integration in the

following section.

5.3.1. Evaluation of Different Contexts of Process Integration

Spatial planning process is composed of three different contexts, which are regulatory, socio-
political and procedural (Unlii, 2006). Due to the reason that the operation of these contexts
determines the spatial, social and economic characteristics of the urban built environment, the
integration of archaeological sites into urban built environment and urban life is highly depended on

how effectively conservation issues are integrated into these contexts. Integration issues within
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regulatory, socio-political and procedural contexts of Soli-Pompeiopolis Archaeological Site

conservation and planning processes are evaluated throughout this section.

5.3.1.1. Integration on Regulatory Context

Integration of conservation and planning policies on regulatory context could be examined in two
dimensions. The first dimension is integration on ‘national regulatory context’ and the second
dimension is integration on ‘local regulatory context’. The national regulatory context has already
been discussed in general in the concluding section of Chapter 3. In this section, integration issues
in the local regulatory context in relation with also national regulatory context are discussed.
Indicators to evaluate integration on the local regulatory context are defined as (1) having local
conservation policies, (2) having local planning policies, (3) constructing balance between
conservation and planning policies, and (4) level of allocated financial sources for implementing

conservation and planning decisions.

1. Having local conservation policies developed by considering specific characteristics of the
archaeological site:

Archaeological sites have different characteristics varying according to their significance. Each

archaeological site should be evaluated specifically. Therefore, alongside the general conservation

policies, local policies should also be developed by considering the significance and characteristics

of the archaeological site (Helmy and Cooper, 2002; Johnston, 2006; Price, 2006).

Conservation statuses of archaeological sites in Turkey are categorized in three degrees of
importance in conservation based on KTVK High Council PD no. 658. General conservation policies
for each degree are defined in the principle decision, and these conservation policies are applicable
for every archaeological site in Turkey. Developing local conservation policies based on principle
decisions of KTVK High Council is the responsibility of local governmental authorities in charge of

conservation of archaeological sites, which is Adana KTVKB Council for the case study area.

Examining initial conservation decisions about Soli-Pompeiopolis Archaeological Site shows that
there were specific conservation policies developed for Soli-Pompeiopolis Archaeological Site

during the 1980s, like 1982 GEEAYK Decree; however, these policies could not go beyond taking
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demolishment decisions of illegally constructed buildings. More recent conservation decisions, on
the other hand, could not go beyond re-stating the general conservation decisions defined by the
PD no. 658. The conservation status of Soli-Pompeiopolis Archaeological Site and conservation
policies for the 1st degree and 3 degree archaeological conservation areas were mainly defined

according to the principle decisions defined by the central governmental authority.

In fact, examining archaeological remains and their significance reveals that the 1st degree and 3r
degree archaeological conservation areas of Soli-Pompeiopolis Archaeological Site could be divided
into different ‘conservation zones’ and local conservation policies for these zones could be
developed. However, this has not been carried for Soli-Pompeiopolis Archaeological Site, and
general conservation provisions defined by KTVK High Council PD no. 658 have been major tools to

decide on conservation policies for Soli-Pompeiopolis Archaeological Site.

2. Having local planning policies developed by considering specific characteristics of the urban

built environment and the archaeological site:

Although national regulatory context defines general planning policies, every settlement has its
specific spatial, social, economic and cultural circumstances, which require local planning policies
developed (Johnston, 2006; Price, 2006). Spatial plans and plan notes are one of the major tools to
develop local planning policies by considering specific characteristics of the urban built environment

and the archaeological site.

Two major spatial characteristics, which are having archaeological site within its borders and being
located on the coastline, distinguish the case study from other settlements. Yet, 1986
Implementation Plan and 1992 Conservation Plan, which are the major planning tools for Soli-
Pompeiopolis Archaeological Site and its vicinity, failed to develop or imply local planning policies

according to the spatial characteristics of the case study area.

Development rights defined by 1986 Implementation Plan based on ratio regulation without any
height limitation resulted in construction of high-rise apartment blocks around the archaeological site
and along the coastline. Buildings constructed according to ratio regulation have given indirect
damage to the archaeological site by averting its visualization and by increasing the density within

the case study area. On the other side, high-rise apartment blocks along the coastline resulted in
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poor weather circulation within the case study area and inefficient connection of the urban built

environment with the coastline.

On the other side, although 1992 Conservation Plan Notes could be considered as local planning
policy guidance developed for Soli-Pompeiopolis Archaeological Site by providing a zoning for new
settlements within the planning area, in depth examination of plan notes reveals that planning
policies developed for new settlement zones within the 3 degree archaeological conservation area
could not go beyond standard regulations defined by national regulatory context. Planning policies
developed by 1992 Conservation Plan aimed to determine solely setback distances, building heights
and building arrangements on plot base. Moreover, two action plans proposed by 1992
Conservation Plan could not go beyond landscaping, which could be applied in any place, even not
necessarily within the ‘designated’ areas. Besides, as also stated by Mersin Museum experts and
the coordinator of the excavation team, the landscaping proposed by action plans were lack of
accuracy and knowledge that tree plantation, which could give damage to under soil archaeological

remains, were proposed.

3. Constructing balance between conservation and planning policies on and around the
archaeological site:

Evaluation of the conservation and planning processes discloses that the spatial planning policies

within the case study area have always aimed to develop and change, which were mainly motivated

by market forces; whereas, the aim of conservation activities has always been to take strict

precautions for the conservation of the archaeological site. This resulted in development of

conflicting conservation and planning policies for Soli-Pompeiopolis Archaeological Site and its

vicinity.

1993/1995 Conservation Plan modification proposals of Mezitli Municipality could be given as an
example to show the development-adherent attitude of the local government. Right after the
approval of 1992 Conservation Plan, Mezitli Municipality proposed a plan modification for buildings
constructed between years 1980 and 1985 once the area has been designated as the 15t degree

archaeological conservation area.
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4. Level of allocated financial sources for implementing conservation and planning decisions:

Being a developing country has always force governments to set different priorities during annual
budget allocation, from which a little part is allocated for conservation activities. Besides, due to
financial shortages, expropriation of cadastral parcels within the designated area of the
archaeological site turns into a problematic issue. Problematic issues resulted from limited financial
sources allocated for implementing conservation decisions are also identical for the case study
area, especially in expropriating cadastral parcels located within the 1st degree archaeological

conservation area and in carrying scientific excavations.

Except the cadastral parcels on which the ancient harbor, the Colonnaded Street and the Soli
Mound are located, all cadastral parcels within the 1st and 3 degree archaeological conservation
areas are privately owned. As it is learnt from Municipality officers, there have been no expropriation
or transfer activities for these cadastral parcels despite conservation decisions indicating clearly that
the cadastral parcels within the 15t degree archaeological conservation area to be expropriated.
‘Limited financial sources’ is stated as the main reason of not-applied expropriation decisions.
Another reason is stated as the unwillingness of owners with expectations that the conservation
status on their land could be removed and so they could gain more benefit from construction
activities than expropriation. They are also unwilling to be transferred to another area due to the

reason that land valuation is high in this part of the case study area as being close to the sea.

5.2.1.2. Integration on Socio-Political Context

Conservation of archaeological sites in urban areas through spatial planning processes is both a
social and a political process, which requires capacity building for effective recognition and
management of archaeological site (Delaunay, 1987; Malta Convention, 1992; Stone, 1997;
Johnston, 2006). Integration on socio-political contexts has to dimensions (Johnston, 2006). The
first dimension is on the ‘horizontal’ level, which underlines the importance of collaborative work of
conservation and planning authorities. The second dimension is on ‘vertical' level, which
emphasizes the role of local public within the conservation and planning processes. Integration on
these dimensions are evaluated in this section by using five indicators; (1) representation of all

related stakeholders, (2) collaboration between conservation and planning authorities, (3)
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participation of local public, (4) information flow between stakeholders, and (4) commissioned

technical staff for implementing and controlling conservation and planning decisions.

1. Representation of all related stakeholders within the conservation and planning processes:

In the current socio-political context, main conservation decisions are given by Adana KTVK Council
and main planning decisions are given by Mezitli Municipality. Decisions for conservation area are
reviewed and approved by Adana KTVKB Council before being implemented. Mezitli Municipality
has representative within the Council, as enforced by Law no. 2863/5226. Controlling these
decisions is the responsibility of these two main decision-makers together with Mersin Museum and
excavation team in cases when sondage or rescue excavation is required. It is obvious that during
conservation and planning processes, central or local governmental institutions are taking active
role in conservation and planning processes. Yet, other stakeholders, such as local people,
developers and non-governmental organizations, do not have active role within the process. Given
the example, the non-governmental organization” founded for the conservation and interpretation of
Soli-Pompeiopolis Archaeological Site is not represented within the conservation and planning
processes. The only contribution of the Association could be the press statements about improper

conservation and planning decisions (Figure 5.55).

"Soli antik kentine tarim alani yapildi” iddiasi

Sali Pompeiopolls Antik Litman Keitind Korumave Tantma Detnedi Genel Sekteteri Cetn Chaoiii,
antik kentin arke olofil tarum alau ik gor i, burada kagak insaat yapsldagus el stedi.

Cerm Civangiu, yaphjl yaoll apikiamada, Soli
Pompeiopolis Anik Liman Kenti kanlannin 1999
yilindan by yana sird0rGidGaond, Mezii
beldesindeks yakiagik 300 dénamiuk arazinin
arkeolo]ik it alam kapsaminda bulunduduny
vilgirai

Antik kent alanyia ligil kamulagtma ve gevre
dizaniamesi kanulannds erakaniarin
yapitmadifini hatta mahkeme karattannin bite
uygulanmadigin savunan Civacjly, §oyle
kanugty

“Bugline kadar higbir ciddi adim atimads, Tarinte
onemil bir yere sahip bu kent, gundmizde
arkeoloil sit alanindan zivade arkeolajik tanm
alani iglew goriyor

Buralan yasa dig olarak toprak dikilerek lanm arazisine gewrilirken, kagak ingaat yapide Antik limana,
Kittiir vee Tabiat Varlskanni Koruma ve Ken kanunlan ile geligen izin dojruttusunda atk su pompalama
Istasyonu bile kuruldu

MO Tnci ylzpida kurulan, 2. ve 3. ylizplda 200 situniuk gorkemli Sdtuniu Cadde'si tamamlanan Soli
Pompeiopolis, tarinte gok sayida medeniyste ev sahipligl yaph

Dokuz Eyiil Universitesi Fen Edebryal Fakltesi Arkeoloji Balimi Ofretim Uyesi Dog. Dr. Remal Yagc
bagkaniiginda 1999 ylindan bu yana SUtunlu Cadde ve Soll hoyoke sUrdUrdien kaz galigmalannda elde
adilen ok sayida aser, Mersin Muzesinda sergileniyor

Figure 5.55: Press statement about Soli-Pompeiopolis Archaeological Site
Source: CNNTIirk Online: "soli antik kentine tarim alani yapildi iddiasi", press date 09.04.2008

6 Soli Pompeiopolis Antik Liman Kentini Koruma ve Tanitma Dernegi / Association for conservation and
interpretation of Soli-Pompeiopolis Ancient Harbor City
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Contributions of other stakeholders than governmental agencies could be on objection base, after
conservation or planning decision is given. Low level of representation of stakeholders within the
process causes ‘others’ effect, and leads stakeholders to find their own solutions, most of the time

through illegal actions.

2. Collaboration between conservation and planning authorities:

In the horizontal dimension of socio-political context, as it is enforced by regulatory context,
conservation and planning decisions are taken in collaboration between main-decision makers. Yet,
it is determined through interviews that the Municipality and the Council are approaching each other
as competing stakeholders. Elected municipality sets its policies on promoting the interests of the
local public; whereas the Council is situated itself in a position to slow down and control
development-adherent activities of the Municipality. Thus, there observed conflicting cases between

main-decision makers.

The case of determining the area for the construction of wastewater treatment plant could be given
as an example how Municipality and Council could ‘not' work together, even they can agree on
specific decisions. Although site selection for the wastewater treatment plant is decided in a
collaborative way, further illegal actions of the Municipality in constructing wastewater drainage
stations lead the Council to take strict prohibitions and to call off the constructions; whereupon, the
project about wastewater treatment plant could not be completed. Only two wastewater drainage

stations could be constructed, but illegally, without construction plans approved from the Council.

3. Participation of local public within the conservation and planning processes:

Participation of local public within conservation and panning processes is important for reducing
rejections to top-down decisions from bottom-up (McGimsey, 1972; Cleere, 1984; Davis, 1997;
Carman, 2005). Yet, the case study has revealed that conservation and planning decisions within
the case study area have taken without ‘active’ public participation. Local public was allowed to
participate into planning process ‘indirectly’. Their only contribution to planning process could be
through objections of planning decisions on their cadastral parcels or plots within one month after

the plan is announced on Municipality building.

Most significant deficiency of the socio-political context in vertical dimension is the attitude of

governmental and administrative authorities to accept local public as an unaware and uninterested
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group about conservation and planning decisions. Despite unwilling attitudes of governmental
agencies in participation of the local public into decision-making processes, survey results show that
local public is willing to take part in conservation and planning processes and actively contribute to

conservation of Soli-Pompeiopolis Archaeological Site (Table 5.6).

Table 5.6: Local people’s willingness to participate in conservation and planning processes

Would you like to participate in a committee about conservation of Soli-Pompeiopolis Archaeological Site if
it is established?

Frequency Percent
Yes 49 64,5
No 19 25,0
No idea 8 10,5
Total 76 100,0

Would you like to contribute, either corporeal or incorporeal, on conservation activities in Soli-Pompeiopolis
Archaeological Site?

Frequency Percent
Yes 47 61,8
No 18 23,7
No idea 11 14,5
Total 76 100,0
4, Information flow between all related stakeholders:

There could not be determined any problematic issue in information flow in the horizontal dimension
between main decision-makers, namely the Council and the Municipality. Being represented within
the meetings of Adana KTVKB Council gives opportunity to Mezitli Municipality to be informed and
effectively contribute into the discussions and decisions about Soli-Pompeiopolis Archaeological
Site. However, there are problems of information flow in the horizontal dimension between main-

decision makers and other national or local governmental authorities.

The case of illegal building near the Colonnaded Street represents an appropriate example how
information flow between governmental institutions are ill assorted in Soli-Pompeiopolis case. The
building near Colonnaded Street is constructed illegally, as it is also verified by Municipality officers;

yet, it could acquire electricity and clean-water from main citywide infrastructure. MESKI™, the water

77 MESKIi: Mersin Su ve Kanalizasyon Idaresi Genel Midurligii / General Directorate on Water and
Sewerage Systems of the City of Mersin
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provider of the city of Mersin, and TEDAS?®, central electricity provider, provide water and electricity
officially to an illegal building™. Rejections and official applications of Mersin Museum could not get
any reactions from MESKI and TEDAS. lllegal building within the 15t degree archaeological site, just
adjacent to Colonnaded Street could get its legal status by acquiring urban services. Due to the
reason that the occupants of this house do not have any problems in quality of life by getting the
most important urban services, water and electricity, they do not think to move somewhere else.
This particular case is not specific to illegal buildings within the borders of archaeological sites in

Turkey; instead, a typical situation for most of the illegally constructed buildings.
There are also problems of weak information flow in the vertical level. Keeping local public updated

and informed about conservation and planning processes and applications are insufficient that most

of the local people are complaining about low level of information flow (Table 5.7).

Table 5.7: Local people’s opinion about information flow

Do you think that local people, including you, are being informed about planning decisions and
implementations effectively?

Frequency Percent
Yes 5 6,6
No 68 89,5
No idea 3 39
Total 76 100,0

Do you have any information about scientific excavations carried in Soli-Pompeiopolis Archaeological Site?

Frequency Percent
Yes 25 32,9
No 37 48,7
No idea 14 18,4
Total 76 100,0

8 TEDAS: Tiirkiye Elektrik Dagitim Anonim Sirketi / Turkish Electricity Distribution Corporation

9 Aiming to overcome this problem, there has been a change recently in the application system for electricity
and clean-water. According to the new system, MESKi and TEDAS could not provide services to new
applicant without official occupancy permit from Municipality.
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5. Level of technical staff for implementing and controlling conservation and planning decisions:
In the current organizational structure, Adana KTVKB Council is the main local governmental
authority responsible from conservation of Soli-Pompeiopolis Archaeological Site. However, the
responsibility territory of Adana KTVKB Council includes six other provinces other than Mersin80
(KVM General Directorate Online; List of KTVKB General Directorates, Adana), which brings a
workload on council experts. Besides, the Council members could not cope with various subjects in

meeting organized once a month.

Limited technical staff problem is also observed in Mersin Museum. Museum experts have to deal
with sondages, to follow construction process within the 3 degree archaeological sites in required

cases and to prepare reports about these tasks to Adana KTVKB Council.

Mezitli Municipality, on the other hand, does not have any commissioned technical staff on

conservation issues within its organizational structure.

5.3.1.3. Integration on Procedural Context

Procedural context is the planning process, which is defined mainly by the operation of regulatory
and socio-political contexts (Unlii, 2006). Procedural context is composed of three different stages,
which are pre-planning, planning and post-planning stages. Integration issues in these three stages

are discussed in this section.

Integration on Pre-Planning Stage of Procedural Context:

Assessment is the most crucial step in pre-planning stage of procedural context for providing a
database to planning studies (Council of Europe, 1987; Pearson and Sullivan, 1998, Feilden and
Jokilehto, 1998; Demas, 2003). Careful assessment could lead conservation and planning decisions
to be more responsive to the significance of archaeological site. Therefore, conservation and
planning authorities should carry assessment studies before taking conservation and planning

decisions on and around the archaeological site. Pre-planning stage of procedural context could be

8 Other provinces under the responsibility of Adana KTVKB Council are Adana, Gaziantep, Hatay,
Kahramanmaras, Osmaniye and Kilis. (KVM General Directorate Online: List of KTVKB General
Directorates, Adana)
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evaluated based on three indicators, which are (1) identification and designation of the
archaeological site, (2) assessment of intrinsic and ascribed values of the archaeological site, and

(3) determining specific conservation zones within the archaeological site.

1. Identification and designation of the archaeological site:

Within the context of Turkish conservation system, identification and designation process is
operated in two steps. The first step is to determine the borders of the archaeological site and the
second step is to register cadastral parcels or plots within the designated archaeological

conservation area by putting annotation on title deeds.

Determination of the borders of Soli-Pompeiopolis Archaeological Site through identification and
designation processes is dated back to the ends of the 1970s. Initial identification and designation
decisions are re-evaluated in 1982, 1985 and finally in 1989. In eleven years period from the first
identification and designation decision in 1978 to finalization of identification and designation
activities in 1989, the conservation status of the archaeological conservation area is subjected to
alterations. Later in 1999, there observed another change in conservation status and designated
area. Identification of necropolis in 2002 and identification of ruins of Tomb of Aratus in 2006 result

in extension of designated area of Soli-Pompeiopolis Archaeological Site (Table 5.8).

Table 5.8: Changes in designated area of Soli-Pompeiopolis Archaeological Site between years
1978 and 2006

m?of the 15t degree m? of the 3 degree m? of total archaeological
archaeological archaeological conservation area
conservation area conservation area
The 1985 TKTVYK Decree 672.355,07 0,00 672.355,07
The 1989 Antalya KTVK Council Decree 432.064,86 240.290,21 672.355,07
The 1999 Adana KTVK Council Decree 428.600,81 243.754,26 672.355,07
The 2004 Adana KTVKB Council Decree 435.752,86 295.093,24 730.846,10
The 2006 Adana KTVKB Council Decree 436.448,36 298.030,50 734.478,86

All these changes in designated area and changes in conservation statuses are results of improper
identification and designation processes on determining the borders of Soli-Pompeiopolis
Archaeological Site. Three conservation decisions could be used to verify the improper identification

and designation process.
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The first verification is about the identification and registration of the ruins of Tomb of Aratus. The
ruins of Tomb of Aratus was identified and designated in 2006. However, the location of Tomb of
Aratus has already been defined within the notes of the 19t century European travellers. Moreover,

the location has been identified clearly on cartographic resources.

The second verification is about the identification and designation of necropolis area. Careful
examination of 19" century European travellers’ notes and cartographic resources they have
provided already make clear that the necropolis of the ancient city of Soli-Pompeiopolis has been
located on the western side of the ancient city walls. Moreover, the information about the location of
necropolis based on observations of European travellers has already been verified by scientific
studies, as “from the terracotta sarcophagi and gifts for the dead recovered during [previous]
infrastructure constructions, it was known that the necropolis of Soli-Pompeiopolis was on the
western side of the city” (Yagci, 2003:36). Excavations carried during the 2002 campaign have
shown once again that the western section of conservation area is important as being the necropolis
of Soli-Pompeiopolis. Yet, identification of the location of necropolis has taken a long period, and
this identification was not resulted in scientific archaeological studies, but in construction works of

Mezitli Municipality.

The third verification is the reduction in the conservation status of the western side of the
archaeological conservation area in 1989. It is understood that buildings constructed within this area
by official permission from the Municipality has resulted in a reduction in the conservation status in
1989. However, the validity of this decision is open criticism, because it was already known from
maps of European travellers that the border of ancient city is more extended than it was defined by
1989 Conservation Decision. The 3 degree conservation status could be, in this sense, seen as
legitimization of construction permits given once the area was designated as the 1st degree

archaeological conservation area.

Besides these problems in identification and designation, it is also determined that there are
problems in registering cadastral parcels within the borders of archaeological conservation area.
Examining registration lists dated in 1985, 1989 and 1991 reveals that there have been wrong and

missing entries®".

81 1985 List: Registration list of cadastral parcels within the 1st degree archaeological conservation area of
Soli-Pompeiopolis Archaeological Site, as attachment of TKTVYK Decree no. 1560 dated on 15.11.1985
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3. Determining specific conservation zones within the archaeological site based on value
assessment studies:

An archaeological site reflects differences within the designated area, which necessitate to define

different conservation zones within the archaeological site based on assessment studies and then

to develop specific conservation policies for these zones (Pearson and Sullivan, 1998).

There are three specific conservation zones already defined within  Soli-Pompeiopolis
Archaeological Site. Two zones, the Soli Mound and the Colonnaded Street, were identical for the
excavation team according to their priorities on carrying annual scientific excavations. Specific
conservation policies for these zones are limited with defining the borders of these zones by fences
for avoiding access to these areas. Other conservation zone is defined by the announcement of the
ancient harbor section of Soli-Pompeiopolis Archaeological Site as ‘scuba diving prohibited area’.
Yet, conservation policies include only underwater archaeological remains, and these policies are
determined centrally, not according to local circumstances. Yet, this zoning is based on different
rationale rather than developing local conservation policies for different sections of the

archaeological conservation area.

Integration on Planning Stage of Procedural Context:

Planning stage of procedural context is crucial in order to decide on planning objectives and goals
and to take insightful conservation and planning decisions for integrating the archaeological site into
urban built environment and urban life spatially, socially and economically (Pearson and Sullivan,
1998; Demas, 2002). Integration on planning stage of procedural context could be evaluated by
using three main indicators, which are (1) setting precautionary measures to conserve the
archaeological site until planning process is completed, (2) setting objectives and goals clearly, (3)
taking planning decisions by considering the significance of the archaeological site, and (4) taking
conservation decisions by considering also the emerging needs of the local people living on and

around the archaeological site.

1989 List: Registration list of cadastral parcels within the 1st and 3rd degree archaeological conservation
area of Soli-Pompeiopolis Archaeological Site, as attachment of Antalya KTVK Council Decree no. 440
dated on 02.08.1989
1991 List: Registration list of cadastral parcels within the 1st and 3rd degree archaeological conservation
area of Soli-Pompeiopolis Archaeological Site, as attachment of Adana KTVK Council Decree no. 784
dated on 07.02.1991
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1. Setting precautionary measures to conserve the archaeological site until the planning

process is completed:

Due to the reason that planning process could take a long period, it is important to decide on
precautionary measures about conservation provisions and development rights until the plan
making process is completed. Within the context of Turkish conservation and planning systems, the
period between designation decision and plan approval is defined as ‘transition period’.
Conservation provisions and development rights going to be applied during the transition period is

determined by local governmental authority in charge of conservation of archaeological sites.

After being identified and designated, transition period development rights for the 1t degree and 3r
degree archaeological conservation area were determined. However, examining official construction
permits reveal that the transition period during the 1980s has been a problematic period. The
Municipality in charge of control and implement transition period development rights has given

contradictory decisions.

Buildings located on the western side of the 3 degree conservation area, within Zone B2, could be
an example about how transition period is operated for the case study area. These are the buildings
given official construction permit from Mezitli Municipality once the area was designated as the 1t
degree archaeological conservation area. These buildings constructed by official permission later

caused a reduction in conservation status in 1989.

2. Setting objectives and goals clearly:

Reviewing the 1992 Conservation Plan notes displays that the conservation plan for Soli-
Pompeiopolis Archaeological Site was prepared for achieving two major objectives. The first
objective was directing and controlling development within the 3¢ degree archaeological
conservation area. The second objective was to protect and assign a role to the 1t degree
archaeological conservation area. Aiming to achieve these two main objectives, 1992 Conservation
Plan developed conservation and development decisions, however, most of these decisions are not
applied, so that one of these objectives, about assigning a role to the archaeological site, could not
be achieved. Proposal for Virangehir Street could be given as an example to demonstrate this

problematic relation.
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In the context of second objective, 1992 Conservation Plan proposed 1/500 action area plan for site
arrangement in the 1st degree archaeological conservation area. 1992 Conservation Plan notes
recognize the specific role Viransehir Street could undertake; therefore, one of the planning
objectives is set about this section of the planning area. By considering that the transportation
system within the case study area was not yet competed in 1992, 1992 Conservation Plan
postponed the objective to turn Viransehir Street into a pedestrian road immediately after the
approval of the plan. Instead, a plan note is set about closing Viransehir Street to vehicle traffic

once the transportation system of the Viransehir Quarter is mostly completed.

However, this planning decision has not been applied, so that the main pedestrian connection
between densely settled northern parts of the case study area and the archaeological site and the
coastline could not be constructed. Moreover, changing the land-use of western section of the
ancient harbor has also inverse effects on not achieving the second objective. The western section
of the ancient harbor has been proposed as a part of a green system, which was developed to
achieve the objective of connecting the urban built environment and archaeological site with each
other. Yet, changing the land-use of this area into infrastructure in 1998, and construction of
wastewater drainage stations were hindered the continuity of the system 1998 Conservation Plan

proposed.

On the other hand, 1986 Implementation Plan has not set any objectives regarding the
archaeological site. The main objective of the 1986 Implementation Plan was to direct and control

development trend within the case study area.

3. Taking planning decisions by considering the significance of the archaeological site:

Although it is stated that planning decisions on and around archaeological sites in urban areas
should be given in such a way to avoid any direct or indirect damage on the significance of the
archaeological site (Recommendation No. R(89)5, 1989: Article IIl; Malta Convention, 1992: Article
5), neither 1986 Implementation Plan nor 1992 Conservation Plan could be successful in developing
responsive planning decisions for mitigating negative impacts of urban development on Soli-
Pompeiopolis Archaeological Site. One of the main reasons of insightful planning decisions could be
given as the improper assessment studies carried during pre-planning stage of procedural context.
Two specific planning decisions are proper examples to show how deficiencies in pre-planning

stage have resulted in taking improper planning decisions during plan-making stage.
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The second problematic planning decision is about the wastewater treatment plant, location of
which was decided by a collaborative work of the Municipality and the Council. Selecting the
seashore right next to the ancient harbor as the place for wastewater treatment plant has given
indirect damage especially to ascribed values of the archaeological site, such as loss of chance to
ascribe an economic or social value to Soli-Pompeiopolis Archaeological Site, the loss of active use
of the beach on the western side of the ancient harbor and the loss of chance to promote tourism

development.

The third problematic planning decision, which does not consider the significance of the
archaeological site, is the road proposal passing across the Ancient Harbor. Crossing the harbor
basin into two, the road could give damage to the entirety of the ancient harbor once it is
constructed. Besides, it could prevent the connection of the ancient harbor and the Colonnaded
Street, which have been two interrelated and complementary structures in the ancient times as
stated by Peshlow-Bindokat (1975) and Durugénil (1994).

Besides these decisions given without considering conservation of archaeological site as a part of
spatial planning process, 1986 Implementation Plan does not consider ‘conservation of
archaeological site” and integrate it into planning policies. Instead developing design criteria and
satisfactory decisions about conservation of archaeological site, it was more affirming urban
development and density increase without considering conservation area. Most important

demonstration of this fact is the development rights given by 1986 Implementation Plan.

Ratio regulation without any height limitation, even at the edge of designated site borders, caused
degrading the visual quality of archaeological remains in Soli-Pompeiopolis. Besides, ratio
regulation increased the density within the area, which have caused more pollution and more
increased demand in public services. Another problem caused by high-floor rights was
disappearance of the image of the Colonnaded Street, though it could be the image of the district.
Columns are lost visually under the pressure of high-rise apartment blocks. Moreover, accelerated
by ratio regulation, there observed a rapid increase in urban development. The rapid urbanization
within this region resulted in the destruction of most of the sub-soil archaeological heritage within

the un-designated, but archaeologically rich area.
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4. Taking conservation decisions by considering also the emerging needs of the local people
living on and around the archaeological site:

For creating sustainable settlements and constructing a balance between protection and

development, conservation decisions should be responsive also to the emerging needs of the local

people living on and around the archaeological site. Examining conservation decisions reveals that

there are specific conservation decisions given in a responsive way.

Allowing the construction of urban infrastructure and streets within the 1st degree and 3 degree
archaeological conservation areas under the control of Mersin Museum experts and, in cases when
necessary, after rescue excavations shows the attitude of Adana KTVKB Council against emerging
needs of the local people. Approving 2006 Additional Conservation Plan, in which Milli Glvenlik
Street is proposed to pass within the 1st degree and 39 degree additional archaeological
conservation area, and construction of Cengiz Topel Street within the 3 degree archaeological
conservation area after rescue excavations could be given as examples of responsive attitude of

Adana KTVKB Council about implementation of ineluctable planning decisions.

Another example for responsive conservation decisions is the approval of 1996 Conservation Plan
modification. Despite the similarity of subject and being within the same area with those plots
subjected to 1993/1995 Conservation Plan modification proposals, the difference between these two
events is the final decision of the Adana KTVK Council. When 1996 Conservation Plan modification
is compared with 1993/1995 Conservation Plan modification proposals, it is understood that in
cases where possible and appropriate to conservation and planning decisions, Adana KTVKB

Council considers the needs and requirements of the existing settliement and the local people.

Integration on Post-Planning Stage of Procedural Context:

Post-planning process is important in terms of application of conservation and planning decision and
controlling these applications of conservation and planning decisions. Monitoring and evaluation of
conservation and planning decisions is another task to be carried in the post-planning stage.
Indicators to evaluate integration on post-planning stage of procedural context are (1)
implementation of conservation and planning decisions, (2) active control in every stage of
implementation of conservation and planning decisions, and (3) monitoring and evaluation

periodically.
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1. Implementation of conservation and planning decisions:

It is determined in case study area that one of the underlying problems of the procedural context is
the procrastination in realization of conservation decisions about Soli-Pompeiopolis Archaeological
Site. This problem is observable particularly in application of the initial conservation decisions.
Three specific cases could be given as example for conservation decisions, which have not been

implemented yet since the year 1982.

The first example is the conservation provision of the 1982 GEEAYK Decree about pulling down
Taskiran Tesisleri or other buildings within the borders of the 15t degree archaeological conservation
area. The second case is the conservation provision on expropriation of cadastral parcels located
within the borders of the 1st degree conservation area is another conservation provision, which has
not been applied yet. The majority of the cadastral parcels are privately owned, except cadastral
parcel no. 745 on which Soli-Pompeiopolis Archaeological Site Mound is located, cadastral parcel
no 641 on which there is the Colonnaded Street and cadastral parcels no. 749 and 750 where a part
of the ancient harbor is found. The third example is the conservation decisions about the placement
of utility poles. Although it has been clearly stated in the 1982 GEEAYK Decree, utility poles passing
along the Colonnaded Street are not transferred to the eastern side of Virangehir Street yet (Figure
5.56).

Figure 5.56: Utility poles passing along the Colonnaded Street

Left: Utility poles passing from north to south direction along the Colonnaded Street. Right: Utility pole on the
northern end of the Colonnaded Street passing on one of the columns.
Source: Personal Archive, 2008

These issues stated by the 1982 GEEAYK Decree were also stated in 1992 Conservation Plan
notes. In a similar fashion with procrastination in implementation of conservation decisions of the

Council, most of the conservation decisions of 1992 Conservation Plan were not implemented.
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2. Active control in every stage of implementation of conservation and planning decisions:

Besides problems in application of conservation decisions, there are also problematic issues in
controlling the application of conservation and planning decisions within the case study area. The
main problems are detected especially in controlling the planning decisions, such as buildings,

which were constructed against development rights defined by 1992 Conservation Plan.

According to the development rights determined by 1992 Conservation Plan, new buildings should
be constructed in 2-storey height, without any attic floor addition, and in detached order. However,
it is determined during on-site observations that there are buildings constructed by official
permission from Mezitli Municipality without considering development rights defined by 1992
Conservation Plan. There are buildings in 3-4 storey height, with attic flat additions and constructed
in attached order (Figure 5.57). Moreover, illegal construction beside the Colonnaded Street and

illegal tree plantation on the 1st degree archaeological conservation area are other dimensions of

deficiencies in control.

Figure 5.57: Buildings constructed against development rights defined by 1992 Conservation Plan
Left: Examples of buildings constructed in attached order despite the development right determined as
detached order. Right: Buildings constructed against development right defining maximum height as 2 storey.
Source: Personal archive, 2008

Despite these negative issues, there have been positive changes in construction permit system to
overcome deficiencies in the post-planning stage. However, changes in construction permit system
created other problems in socio-political context by increasing the workload of commissioned
trained personnel in Mersin Museum, who are already limited in number, and the already massive
workload of Adana KTVKB Council.
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3. Monitoring and evaluation of conservation and planning decisions periodically:

Urban built environment is a dynamic process, so does the archaeological site as an important part
of urban built environment. Therefore, any planning decision should be evaluated periodically by
considering changing spatial, social and economic conditions, and by reviewing problems occurred
during applications of conservation and planning decisions. However, examining the conservation
and planning processes in Soli-Pompeiopolis Archaeological Site affirms that both conservation and

planning decisions have been revised in case of necessity, not periodically.

5.3.2. Evaluation of Different Dimensions of Outcome Integration

Conservation and planning processes introduce general principles and decisions about how the
urban built environment is going to be developed and controlled and how the archaeological site is
going to be protected. The outcome of conservation and planning processes are the urban built
environment and the archaeological site. Because archaeological site is an integral part of urban
built environment, conservation and planning processes should achieve integration also between
urban built environment and archaeological site based on spatial, social and economic dimensions.

Integration issues in these three dimensions of the outcome are discussed in this section.

5.3.2.1. Integration on Spatial Dimension

One of the expected results of spatial planning process for conservation of archaeological sites in
urban areas is to integrate the urban built environment and the archaeological site according to
morphological and functional characteristics. While integrating urban built environment and the
archaeological site, it is critical to develop insightful design solutions for providing site accessibility,
to take precautionary measures for protecting on soil and under soil archaeological remains and to
remove non-compatible uses from the archaeological site (ICOMOS Charter, 1990; Malta
Convention, 1992; Pearson and Sullivan, 1998; Demas, 2002). Thus, indicators to evaluate
integration on spatial dimension are determined as presence of (1) compatible morphological
characteristics between urban built environment and the archaeological site, (2) attentive functional

characteristics on and around the archaeological site, and (3) site arrangement and accessibility.
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1. Compatible morphological characteristics between urban built environment and the
archaeological site:

Morphological characteristics include measures about design of buildings, block patterns and street
patterns. For urban built environments in relation with an archaeological site, it is critical to careful
design morphological characteristics for not giving direct or indirect damage to the significance of
the archaeological site and for integrating the archaeological site with the urban built environment.
However, it is observable in the case study area that conservation and planning processes created
different development zones with incompatible morphological characteristics.

Incompatible morphological characteristics are mainly apparent in design of buildings and block
patterns of the 3 degree archaeological conservation area, and outside the conservation area.
Variations in design of buildings and block patterns are resulted from implementation of two different
regulations, which are standard and ratio regulations. Due to having no buffer zone defined around
the conservation area, there observed rigid differences in building designs and block patters, even
in two adjacent plots of conservation area and outside the conservation area. Resulting from
incompatible morphological characteristics in building heights, high-rise apartment blocks
surrounding the conservation area makes it difficult to perceive archaeological remains of Soli-
Pompeiopolis, especially of the Colonnaded Street (Figure 5.58).

Figure 5.58: The view of the Colonnaded Street from the ancient harbor

This photograph is taken from ancient harbor section of Soli-Pompeiopolis Archaeological Site. On the
foreground, the Colonnaded Street is seen. On the left side of the Colonnaded Street, the squatter house
constructed in recent years is seen. On the background, there are high-rise apartment blocks constructed
according to the development rights determined by 1986 Implementation Plan.

Source: Personal archive, 2008

196



Results of public surveys also reveal that local people are underlying the fact that high-rise

apartment blocks create problem in recognition of the archeological remains (Table 5.9).

Table 5.9: Local people’s opinion about high-rise buildings surrounding the archaeological

conservation area

Do you think that high-rise apartment blocks around Soli-Pompeiopolis Archaeological Site make it difficult
to recognize archaeological remains?

Frequency Percent
Yes 59 77,6
No 11 14,5
No idea 6 7,9
Total 76 100,0

Moreover, allocating different development rights create a tension between conservation area and
outside the conservation area due to differentiation between land valuation and urban rant
expectation in two different zones. While the landowner of a plot outside the conservation area
generates more profit from construction activities, the owner of cadastral parcel within the 3 degree
conservation area could not gain much from constructing a building on his land. Besides, owner of a

cadastral parcel within the 1¢t degree archaeological area has no benefit from holding the land.

The street pattern providing connection between conservation area and outside the conservation
area has also problematic issues. The main problem is observed in hierarchy of roads. The general
tendency in preparing development plan for urban areas surrounding the archaeological site is to
pass streets along the borders of the archaeological conservation area. These streets become
identical in highlighting the designated area, which should be left ‘empty’ within the development
plan in any scale. When these roads are assigned as the main streets of the planning area, there
observed an increase in development pressure on the archaeological conservation area. This

tendency is also evident in the case study area (Figure 5.59).

Main road system connecting Viransehir Quarter to neighbor quarters is passing through and along
the borders of archaeological conservation area. Due to this transportation system, there observed
an increase in construction activities on the northern side of the 3 degree archaeological area
(Figure 5.59 — A). Moreover, identification and designation of necropolis in 2004 impeded the
continuity of this road system, as construction of Milli Givenlik Street was stopped due to

identification of the ancient graves within the necropolis area. This resulted in difficulties in
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transportation system on the northwestern side of the 3 degree conservation area as two main
streets of the case study area, Milli Glivenlik Street and Cemal Giirsel Street, has connection to
Limon Street and Bakanlik Street through 405! street in 10 meters width (Figure 5.59 - B).

oly

7 Sahily

Mediterranean Sea

Ancient ¢
Harbor 3,

Figure 5.59: Schematic representation of street pattern within the case study area

Another problem in street pattern is observed in Viransehir Street, which is one of the main roads
connecting GMK Boulevard to Sahil Yolu passing along the coastline. The width of Virangehir
Street, which is 20 meters in the northern section from GMK Boulevard junction to Cemal Girsel
junction, decreases to 10 meters in the southern section while passing through the conservation
area along the Colonnaded Street. Buses for public transportation use the southern section of
Viransehir Street, and this creates indirect damage the Colonnaded Street as increase in vibration
and pollution. However, there are other roads, which could provide connection between Sahil Yolu
and Cemal Glirsel Street, such as 361st street and 324t street (Figure 5.59 - C).
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2. Attentive functional characteristics on and around the archaeological site:

Spatial integration with reference to functional characteristics could be evaluated how design and

allocation of land-use patterns are systematized on and around the archaeological site and if the

archaeological site has active or passive role in the urban built environment and urban life.

Main land-use patterns observed within the case study area are residential, commerce, agriculture

and recreation. These land-use patterns are clustered within specific development zones.

Residential is the main characteristics observed mostly outside the conservation area and partially

within the 3" degree archaeological conservation area. Commercial activities are carried in the first

floor of buildings along main streets of the case study area. Recreational facilities are identical on

the eastern side of the coastline, and agricultural activities are carried particularly within the 1st

degree archaeological conservation area (Figure 5.60).
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Figure 5.60: Schematic representation of land-use pattern within the case study area

199



Residential, commercial and recreational land-use patterns are interconnected with each other;
whereas, agricultural activities carried within the 1%t degree archaeological conservation area
interrupt the connection of the land-use system (Figure 5.60 - A). The reason of interruption is the
attitude of 1986 Implementation Plan and 1992 Conservation Plan. Both of these plans did not
assign a function to the 1st degree archaeological conservation area, which has resulted in
continuation of ongoing agricultural land-use pattern of the 1970s. Besides, agricultural activities
could not be considered suitable land-use pattern for the archaeological site in urban area due to
two reasons. The first reason is about the direct damage given especially to sub-soil archaeological
remains and indirect damage given to on-soil archaeological remains by preventing the accessibility
to and visual perception of on-soil archaeological remains. The second reason is the disunity of

agricultural activities with the urban built environment.

Another problematic issue in integration on spatial dimension with reference to functional
characteristics is apparent in the coastline. Wastewater drainage stations are located next to the
restaurant, which is illegally constructed on the ancient harbor, with a park designed on the eastern
side in front of which people can go swimming (Figure 5.60 - B). This picture reveals that
contradicting, even conflicting land-use patterns are allocated within the same place; which
decreases the quality of urban built environment and affecting negatively the remains of ancient

harbor.

3. Site arrangement and accessibility:

It is critical to make arrangements within the archaeological site by providing site accessibility
through pedestrian roads for connecting archaeological remains with each other and with the urban
built environment, by taking precautionary measures for protecting and preserving archaeological
remains, by carrying periodic and irregular maintenance activities, and by removing non-compatible
uses and unfavorable images from the archaeological site. Site arrangement and providing
accessibility to archaeological remains could be a means for increasing the integration also on
social dimension. As the accessibility and maintenance of the archaeological site increase,
awareness and interest of local people could also increase (McGimsey; Cleere, 1984; Davis, 1997;
Burke, 2001; Carman, 2005).

However, there is no site arrangement for Soli-Pompeiopolis Archaeological Site. Moreover, there

are problems observed in site accessibility. Archaeological remains are properly connected neither
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with each other nor with the urban built environment. The connection between archaeological
remains and urban built environment is provided by streets and pathways in poor conditions, which
are not specifically designed for providing an access to the site (Figure 5.61). Moreover, being
privately owned, inner parts of the 15t degree archaeological site could not be used for pedestrian

circulation. It is troublesome to access ruins of Roman Bath, which is located in the middle of a

citrus garden.
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Figure 5.61: Schematic representation of accessibility on and around Soli-Pompeiopolis

Archaeological Site

Viransehir Street, which could be used as the main pedestrian spine connecting northern side of the
case study area to the coastline, is currently used for vehicle transportation, and there is no specific
arrangement for pedestrian access, not even trough sidewalks. Due to having no arrangement and

poor accessibility, people have difficulties in accessing to and interacting with archeological remains

(Figure 5.62).
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Figure 5.62: An example for accessibility problems

People who have to access the Colonnaded Street by standing on Virangehir Street.
Source: Personal Archive, 2008

Despite being conserved in situ, none of the archaeological remains is subjected to any restoration
project. Nor, indeed, are they properly protected and preserved. Especially ruins of Roman bath and
Tomb of Aratus are in poor condition that there is the risk of collapse of these remains. There are no
precautionary measures to avoid undesirable visits, such as hedging the surrounding by fences,
except for the Soli Mound and the Colonnaded Street, and some of the private lands used for
agricultural purposes, which are hedged not for conservation purposes, but solely for prohibiting
entrance into the agricultural land. Besides, there are no periodic or irregular maintenance activities
on and around the archaeological remains. Only wild plants on the Colonnaded Street and the Soli

Mound, where scientific excavations are being carried, are weeded once a year.

The current situation of the archaeological site results in complains in local people. Half of the local
people, public survey applied, are complaining about lack of arrangements on and around Soli-
Pompeiopolis Archaeological Site, and they want Soli-Pompeiopolis Archaeological Site to welcome

visitors once the necessary site arrangements are implemented (Table 5.10).
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Table 5.10: Local people’s opinion about the arrangements on and around Soli-Pompeiopolis

Archaeological Site

Are you satisfied with the current arrangements on and around Soli-Pompeiopolis Archaeological Site?

Frequency Percent
Yes 12 15,8
No 50 65,8
No idea 14 18,4
Total 76 100,0

Do you think that Soli-Pompeiopolis Archaeological Site should be opened to visitor access after site
arrangements are completed?

Frequency Percent
Yes 73 96,1
No 2 26
No idea 1 1,3
Total 76 100,0

5.3.2.2. Integration on Social Dimension

Integration of the archaeological site into urban life on social dimension is important for creating a
responsibility on local people to protect the archaeological site (Ename Charter, 2007). Integration
on social dimension could be evaluated by using four main indicators: (1) level of interpretation and
educational programs for local public, (2) level of knowledge of local public about the archaeological
site, (3) level of awareness of the local public about the significance of the archaeological site, and

(4) level of local people accepting the archaeological site as a part of their daily life.

1. Level of interpretation and educational programs for informing the local public about the
significance of the archaeological site:
Except visits of secondary school to Soli-Pompeiopolis Archaeological Site within the context of
history courses, no other specific interpretation and educational programs for informing the local
people about the significance of Soli-Pompeiopolis Archaeological Site could be determined.
Moreover, it is observed during on-site observations that there is not enough interpretation through
information boards or signs. There are two signs about Soli-Pompeiopolis Archaeological Site. The
first sign is located on GMK Boulevard, near Mezitli Municipality Buildings, which shows the way to
Soli-Pompeiopolis Archaeological Site. However, the direction sign is not placed properly that it

could not be perceived easily even walking near the sign (Figure 5.63/A).
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The second sign is located on the fences of the Colonnaded Street, which gives brief information
about the ancient history of Soli-Pompeiopolis Archaeological Site. However, this information sign
has also problems in placement that it is in the middle of the Colonnaded Street on Viransehir Street
(Figure 5.63/B). Moreover, there are no information signs on or around the ruins of the ancient
harbor, the tomb of Aratus or the Roman Bath, which results in poor perception of these remains.

Local people also think that Soli-Pompeiopolis Archaeological Site is not introduced, promoted and

presented to the public efficiently (Table 5.11).

4 - .
Figure 5.63: Signs about Soli-Pompeiopolis Archaeological Site

Left (A): This direction sign showing the way to Soli-Pompeiopolis Archaeological Site is located on the
junction of GMK Boulevard and Viransehir Street, near Mezitli Municipality Building. Right (B): This
information sign giving brief history of Soli-Pompeiopolis Archaeological Site is located on Virangehir Street,
attached to the fences of the Colonnaded Street.

Source: Personal Archive, 2008

Table 5.11: Local people’s opinion about interpretation and presentation of Soli-Pompeiopolis
Archaeological Site

Do you think that Soli-Pompeiopolis Archaeological Site is interpreted and presented to the public
efficiently?

Frequency Percent
Yes 4 53
No 71 93,4
No idea 1 1,3
Total 76 100,0
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2. Level of knowledge of local public about the archaeological site:
Despite the lack of interpretation and educational programs, it is determined through public surveys
that local people are aware of the presence of the archaeological site, and most of the people do

know the name of the archaeological site (Table 5.12).

Table 5.12: Local people’s knowledge about Soli-Pompeiopolis Archaeological Site

Do you know if there is an archaeological site around here?

Frequency Percent
Yes 76 100,00
No 0 0
Total 76 100,00
Can you please tell the name of the archaeological site? (open-ended question / single answer)

Frequency Percent
Soli 38 50,00
Pompeiopolis 6 7,89
Soli-Pompeiopolis 10 13,16
Virangehir 3 3,95
Cannot remember / Do not know 19 25,00
Total 76 100,00

However, due to poor interpretation activities and lack of information signs, they mostly describe ‘the
Colonnaded Street’ as the ‘archaeological site’. When they are asked to ‘explain the location of
archaeological site’ little could give actual answer, but half of them mention about the ‘bus route’
passing along the Colonnaded Street (Table 5.13). This creates a difference between actual borders
of Soli-Pompeiopolis Archaeological Site and conceptualized borders of the ancient city on local

people minds.

According to these answers, another interesting situation is observed on the link local people
construct between ‘Soli’ housing compound on Menderes Quarter and Soli-Pompeiopolis
Archaeological Site. However, the only connection between these two places is their names. Soli-
Pompeiopolis Archaeological Site housing compound is far away archaeological site, even not
within the borders of case study area. So, it could be claimed that the ‘name’ itself even be a way to

connect integration between people and the site.
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Table 5.13: Local people’s conceptualization of Soli-Pompeiopolis Archaeological Site

If you know the site, can you please briefly describe the borders of Soli-Pompeiopolis Archaeological Site?
(open-ended question, multiple answers are accepted)
Frequency Percent

Near Soli housing compound, upto Babil junction 2 4,08
Near Tagkiran Tesisleri, close to Kirmizi Elma housing compound 3 6,12
Near seashore, on the way of bus route 23 46,94
Close to Soli housing compound 3 6,12
From Mezitli (centre / Municipality building) till seashore 3 6,12
Seashore of Viransehir Quarter 1 2,04
Northern parts of Soli housing compound 1 2,04
Left side of the Menderes Quarter, on the southern side 2 4,08
Opposite to Ertugrul Gazi Parki 2 4,08
Dikilitag (which means columns) 4 8,16
Close to Adonis housing compound 2 4,08
Next to Igel Anadolu Highschool 2 4,08
Near Cesme area 1 2,04
Total 49 100,00

3. Level of awareness of the local public about the significance of the archaeological site:

It is also understood from public surveys that local people are aware of the significance of Soli-

Pompeiopolis Archaeological Site. Despite weak integration on spatial dimension of outcome

integration, local people approach Soli-Pompeiopolis Archaeological Site as an integral and

significant part of the urban built environment they are living within (Table 5.14), and they feel

responsibility in conservation of Soli-Pompeiopolis Archaeological Site (Table 5.15). Yet,

conservation and planning systems do not allow them to integrate into the process actively, which

turn local people into ‘inactive’ stakeholders within the formation of urban built environment and the

conservation of archaeological remains.

Table 5.14: Importance local people attribute to Soli-Pompeiopolis Archaeological Site

Do you think that Soli-Pompeiopolis Archaeological Site is an important asset for the city of Mersin?

Frequency Percent
Yes 65 85,5
No 6,6
No idea 79
Total 76 100,0
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Table 5.15: Level of feeling responsibility for protection and preservation of Soli-Pompeiopolis

Archaeological Site

Do you think that you are also responsible from protecting and preserving Soli-Pompeiopolis
Archaeological Site?

Frequency Percent
Yes 60 78,9
No 12 15,8
No idea 4 53
Total 76 100,0

5.3.2.3. Integration on Economic Dimension

Integration of the archaeological site into urban built environment and urban life on economic
dimension is crucial in order to create urban vitality on and around the archaeological site (Throsby,
2003; de la Torre, 2005). Assigning an economic role to archaeological site could contribute
protection and preservation of archaeological site by increasing the awareness of local people about
significance of archaeological site and by convincing them that the archaeological site is an
indispensable part of their life, which creates new opportunities. Spatial plans are significant in
integrating the archaeological site into urban built environment and urban life on economic
dimension as being the major tool to allocate land-use characteristics within the urban built

environment.

Integration of the archaeological site with urban built environment and urban life on economic
dimension through spatial planning processes could be evaluated by using three main indicators: (1)
promoting compatible economic activities on and around the archaeological site, (2) using potentials
of the archaeological site to attract economic activities to urban built environment, and (3)

developing vocational skills for the local public through training and education programs.

1. Promoting compatible economic activities on and around the archaeological site:

There are three main economic activities carried on and around the archaeological site. The main
economic activity within the conservation area is agriculture (Figure 5.64). Most of the 1st degree
archaeological conservation area is currently being used for agricultural purposes, which could not

be considered as an economic activity compatible with the urban built environment or the
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archaeological site. Besides, these agricultural activities, especially those illegally carried, are giving

direct and indirect damages to archaeological remains both on soil and under soil.

Other than agricultural, there are two main economic activities carried within the archaeological
conservation area (Figure 5.64). The first one is located on the coastline, being used for recreational
purposes; and the other is located on the northern part, as commercial galleries, which are still in
construction stage. Despite being compatible with the archaeological site, neither of these economic
activities are promoted by the presence of archaeological site, but because being located on the
coastline or on one of the main streets of Virangehir District. Besides, buildings for recreational
facilities are illegal constructions, giving damage to archaeological remains, especially those in the

ancient harbor.
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Figure 5.64: Schematic representation of economic activities on and around the archaeological

conservation area
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Examining conservation and planning decisions exposes that there is no direct or indirect economic
activity assigned to Soli-Pompeiopolis Archaeological Site. Instead, economic activities of
unplanned period have been continued, especially within the 1st degree archaeological conservation
area. Public survey results also verify the weak integration on economic dimension that more than

half of the local people do not think that archaeological site has an economic value (Table 5.16).

Table 5.16: Local people’s perception about economic value of Soli-Pompeiopolis Archaeological
Site

Do you think that Soli-Pompeiopolis Archaeological Site has any economic contribution to people living
around?

Frequency Percent
Yes 22 28,95
No 42 55,26
No idea 12 15,79
Total 76 100,00

Apart from not assigning a compatible economic activity on and around the archaeological site,
conservation and planning decisions are given in such a way to hinder any possible economic
activity on and around the archaeological site. Construction of wastewater drainage plants on one of
the beaches within the 3 degree archaeological conservation area could be given as a proper
example how spatial planning decisions hinder an economic development based on tourism
development, despite Soli-Pompeiopolis Archaeological Site could be used for tourism
development. Local people agree that Soli-Pompeiopolis Archaeological Site is important for being

an attraction point for tourism development (Table 5.17).

Table 5.17: Local people’s opinion about significance of Soli-Pompeiopolis Archaeological Site in

terms of tourism activities

Do you think that Soli-Pompeiopolis Archaeological Site is significant in terms of tourism activities?
Frequency Percent

Yes 73 96,1

No 2 2,6

No idea 1 1,3

Total 76 100,00
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2. Using potentials of the archaeological site to attract economic activities to urban built
environment:
Being vacant, in poor condition without any security, Soli-Pompeiopolis Archaeological Site is not in
proper condition to attract new economic activities into the area. Instead, it is learnt through
interviews with local people that Soli-Pompeiopolis Archaeological Site is approached as a negative
factor for attracting new economic activities. However, it is observed that there is an increasing
tendency in economic activities, mostly daily commerce, within the case study area. Especially
along the main streets of the case study area, commercial activities on the first floors of apartment
blocks are identical. Yet, increase in commercial economic activities within the case study area is
not related directly or indirectly with the existence of Soli-Pompeiopolis Archaeological Site. It is
mainly because the case study area is still in development process as the new residential area of
the city of Mersin, and there is a demand for commercial activities for the needs of people living

here.

3. Developing vocational skills for the local public through training and education programs:

Developing vocational skills for local public through training and education programs are actively
used in archaeological sites having visitor access by organizing programs to train local people as
tourist guides, or in archaeological sites being subjected to a comprehensive scientific excavation
programs by training and occupying local people in excavation works. Because neither of these
propositions is valid for Soli-Pompeiopolis Archaeological Site, it is not expected that there could be

a high level of training and education programs for this case.

5.4. EXPLORING THE REASONS OF PROBLEMATIC ISSUES IN INTEGRATION

The third step of the analytical study, which is presented in this section, is designed as an
explanatory study aiming to understand the reasons behind problematic issues defined in the
previous section. Relations between different contexts of process integration and different
dimensions of outcome integration are schematized in Figure 5.65 for determining the main
problematic issues, which are triggering poor integration between conservation and planning

processes.
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Evaluation of integration based on regulatory context has revealed that conservation and planning
decisions about Soli-Pompeiopolis Archaeological Site and its vicinity were mostly developed based
on national regulatory contexts that both 1986 Implementation Plan and 1992 Conservation Plan
were prepared according to standardize development schemas applicable also in any other
settlement or archaeological conservation area. Although there has been local conservation or
planning policy developed for Soli-Pompeiopolis Archaeological Site, these decisions were
disregarded and not implemented. Despite having set objectives for achieving integration with the
urban built environment and urban life by assigning a role to the archaeological site, 1992
Conservation Plan objective could not be realized due to inefficiencies and leaks in the
implementation. Having no local conservation and planning processes, set or implemented, has
resulted in ‘weak’ integration in regulatory context, and thus, resulted in contradictory conservation

and planning decisions.

Evaluation of indicators for socio-political context, on the other hand, has disclosed the problematic
issues in achieving integration between different stakeholders. Despite there have been positive
changes within the legislative and organizational structures encouraging more collaborative work
between main-decision makers in the horizontal dimension, they have mostly operated conservation
and planning systems independently. The central relation between main-decisions makers were
based on regular submission and approval/rejection processes, instead taking decisions in a
collaborative work. Even in cases where this collaboration could be achieved, such as the selection
of the location of wastewater treatment plant, these efforts could not affect the conservation of the
archaeological site in the long-term. Besides, there observed problems also in collaboration
between main decision-makers and other governmental authorities. In vertical dimension, local
people were allowed to contribute conservation and planning processes ‘indirectly’ when the
process has been finalized by main decision-makers. In addition to problems in horizontal and
vertical dimensions, limited number of technical staff in charge of conservation and planning
processes has resulted in deficiencies in procedural context that neither assessment nor control

steps could be carried effectively.

Problematic issues in regulatory and socio-political contexts had direct adverse effects on the
procedural context. Examining three stages of procedural context has displayed specific problems
about integration of conservation and planning processes for Soli-Pompeiopolis Archaeological Site

and its vicinity. The central problem of the procedural context in Soli-Pompeiopolis conservation and
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planning processes was determined as the ‘weak’ assessment process. Improper assessment has
resulted in failures in following stages of the procedural context, as well as, brought about changes
in designated area throughout the thirty years process. Due to deficiencies in assessment step, it
was inevitable to face with improper planning decisions, such as development rights determined by
1986 Implementation Plan without considering the significance of the archaeological site or
assigning main connection roads passing along the designation border as important elements of the
main transportation system of the case study area. Howsoever the planning decisions has been
given with slight consideration to the significance of the archaeological site, it was expected these
decisions to be implemented and controlled. However, evaluation of post-planning stage of
procedural context has evinced that most of the decisions concerning the conservation of the
archaeological site were not-implemented, and most of the planning decisions concerning the
control of urban development within the archaeological conservation area were mis-implemented.
All these problematic issues caused ‘weak’ integration between conservation and planning
processes, which has resulted in either isolation or loss of archaeological remains of Soli-

Pompeiopolis Archaeological Site.

Despite these deficiencies in process integration, there have been also positive changes within the
conservation and planning processes. In parallel to changing scope of the Turkish conservation and
planning systems, there has been the localization of central governmental authority in charge of
conservation of archaeological sites, and the local planning authority has been assigned
responsibilities and roles in conservation and planning processes of archaeological sites. Specific to
the case study area, there have been changes in socio-political context also by the introduction of
the excavation team into the pre-planning and post-planning stages of procedural context by
providing rescue excavations and supervision in construction permit system for controlling
development implementations more effectively. Although changes in regulatory, socio-political and
procedural contexts have considerable effects in conservation of Soli-Pompeiopolis Archaeological
Site from direct negative impacts of urban development, these changes contributed minimally to the

integration of the archaeological site into urban built environment and urban life in the long-term.

Evaluation of different dimensions of outcome integration has disclosed that Soli-Pompeiopolis
Archaeological Site does not have strong connections with the surrounding urban built environment

and urban life. Problematic issues on process integration, especially on procedural context, resulted
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in ‘weak’ outcome integration on spatial, social and economic dimensions in Soli-Pompeiopolis

Archaeological; whereupon, Soli-Pompeiopolis Archaeological Site has been used unconsciously.

Resulting from poor integration especially in procedural context, Soli-Pompeiopolis Archaeological
Site could be integrated into the surrounding urban built environment neither morphologically nor
functionally. Having no site arrangements and poor access to archaeological remains, not-
compatible land-uses on and around the archaeological site, such as wastewater drainage stations
and agricultural activities, improperly coordinated transportation system has given direct and indirect
damages to Soli-Pompeiopolis Archaeological Site. On the other side, it was determined that Soli-
Pompeiopolis Archaeological Site, being mainly used for agricultural purposes, has no direct or
indirect contribution to the economic well-being of the surrounding urban built environment.
Resulting from isolating conservation area functionally and morphologically in spatial dimension,
Soli-Pompeiopolis Archaeological Site could not be integrated into urban built environment and
urban life on economic dimension, so that having an archaeological site within its borders could not

create an economic vitality in the case study area.

Poor integration on spatial and economic dimensions has resulted in local people to appreciate only
the Colonnaded Street, which is most visible and protected part of the Soli-Pompeiopolis
Archaeological Site, as the archaeological site. Despite having no actual integration on spatial and
economic dimensions and despite limited knowledge of local people about the archaeological site, it
was determined that the level of integration on social dimension was ‘strong’. Public survey results
have shown that local people do know about the site and its significance, and they would like to

interact with the archaeological site more closely.

The opinion of local people about problems of conservation of Soli-Pompeiopolis Archaeological
Site overlaps with the findings of the evaluation of outcome integrations. According to the local
people, the main problematic issue in conservation of Soli-Pompeiopolis Archaeological Site is the
‘lack of maintenance activities and negligence’ of governmental authorities in charge of conservation
of Soli-Pompeiopolis Archaeological Site. The second most important problematic issue about
conservation of Soli-Pompeiopolis Archaeological Site according to the local people is ‘uncontrolled
urban development’ on and around the archaeological site (Table 5.17). Findings of the evaluation

of different indicators about integration of spatial dimension of outcome integration also reveled that
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uncontrolled urban development and lack of maintenance activities were major problems resulted

from not integrated conservation and planning processes.

Table 5.18: Reasons of problematic issues on conservation of Soli-Pompeiopolis Archaeological

Site according to local people

What are the main problems on conservation of Soli-Pompeiopolis Archaeological Site?
(open-ended question, multiple answered are accepted)
Frequency Percent

Lack of maintenance / Negligence 34 421
Lack of presentation and publicity 7 8,7
Inability of the excavation team 1 1,2
Uncontrolled urban development 17 21,0
Lack of awareness and knowledge of local people 9 11,1
Lack of interest the governmental authorities 4 49
Unfavorable image of the site / Pollution 1 1,2
Lack of tourism development 1 1,2
No answer 7 8,6
Total 81 100,0

Explaining the relations between problematic issues in different contexts of process integration and
different dimensions of outcome integration, it is determined that the major impeding factors that
cause weak integration between conservation and planning processes are:

1. Problems in pre-planning stage of procedural context, and

2. Problems in planning stage of procedural context;

whereas, the major impeding factors that cause weak integration between the archaeological site
and the urban built environment are:

1. Problems in defining attentive land-uses on and around the archaeological site, and

2. Problems in site arrangement.

These four problems shows the necessity to redefine the spatial planning process for efficient
conservation of archaeological sites in urban areas and for integrating the archaeological site into
urban built environment and urban life. Based on findings of the case study, the critical evaluation of
Turkish conservation and planning systems, proposals about Turkish conservation and planning
processes for averting such problematic issues and proposals for Soli-Pompeiopolis Archaeological
Site to integrate with surrounding urban built environment will be represented in the following

chapter as concluding discussions of the dissertation.
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CHAPTER 6

CONCLUSION

Despite the fact that archaeological sites are integral part of urban built environment, development
has always been one of the major threats especially against archaeological sites located within the
confines of an urban area. Different researchers and international documents underline the need of
conservation of archaeological sites in urban areas also through spatial planning processes for
mitigating negative impacts of urban development and for creating sustainable settlements (Hague
Recommendation, 1967; Delaunay, 1984; Recommendation no. R(89)5, 1989; ICOMOS Charter,
1990; Malta Convention, 1992; Pearson and Sullivan, 1995; Feilden and Jokilehto, 1998; European
Code of Good Practice, 2000; Demas, 2002; Mason and Avrami, 2002),

Identified and designated archaeological sites in Turkey, namely ‘archaeological conservation areas’
are protected and preserved from negative impacts of urban development and integrated into the
urban built environment and urban life through specific conservation provisions defined by KTVK
High Council and KTVKB Councils, as well as through a specific type of spatial plan, namely the
‘conservation plan’ (Law no. 2863/5226: Article 17). Conservation plan is an important planning type
to direct and control development activities within the archaeological conservation areas. However,
it has been criticized by different researchers being inefficient in finding sustainable solutions for
protecting archaeological sites from negative impacts of urban development (Tuna, 1998; Tuna,
2004; Bademli, 2005; Madran and Ozgénill, 2005; Madran and Sahin Giichan, 2005; Belge, 2006;
Parlak, 2007; Tapan, 2007; Ugar, 2007). Although inefficiencies of these plans have lead to
changes in the legislative and organizational structures within the last sixty years, urban
development has continued to be a threat against archaeological conservation areas (Ahunbay,
2002; Bademli, 2005).
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Within this general context, the main problem of this dissertation was the continuous pressure
resulted from the urban expansion on archaeological sites in urban areas and inefficiencies of
conservation and spatial planning processes to protect archaeological sites from this pressure. It
was assumed within the context of this dissertation that one of the major reasons of this continuous
threat of urban development is ‘weak integration’ between conservation and spatial planning
processes. Based on this assumption, this dissertation aimed to explore integration issues within the
Turkish conservation and planning systems to verify this assumption, and to specify in which points

there are problematic issues in constituting integration.

The research methodology was selected as case study, and integration issues were examined and
evaluated in selected case study area that covers Soli-Pompeiopolis Archaeological Site and the
surrounding urban built environment. The temporal framework of the study comprised a thirty years
period, starting by the first identification and designation decision has been taken in 1978 since May

2008, when pre-analytical studies on the case study were finalized.

Throughout the thirty years process of urban development and protection activities, conservation
and development decisions on and around Soli-Pompeiopolis Archaeological Site have been
predominantly affected by the central regulatory context. Therefore, selecting Soli-Pompeiopolis
Archaeological Site and its vicinity as the case study area was beneficial for evaluating the

integration issues in conservation and planning processes in Turkey on a typical example.

Before conducting the analytical study, a central question was answered in order to set the
theoretical framework of the dissertation: How should archaeological sites in urban areas be
conserved through spatial planning processes? Aiming to answer this question, conservation and
sustainability discussions on ‘conservation of archaeological sites in urban areas through spatial
planning processes’ were explored. International documents and concluding documents of
international meetings formed the main theoretical basis of the study by providing a set of key
issues related with conservation of archaeological sites in urban areas. In the second step of
theoretical study, key issues derived from conservation and sustainability discussions were used in
order to redefine the qualities of spatial planning process for conservation of archaeological sites in

urban areas on the way to create sustainable settlements.
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Theoretical discussions disclosed ‘integration’ as the keyword for redefining qualities of spatial
planning process. Therefore, this dissertation redefined the spatial planning process for
conservation of archaeological sites in urban areas by using ‘integration’ as the keyword.
Considering that spatial planning process has different contexts and that these contexts define the
urban built environment (Unlii, 2006), integration issues were discussed on two mainstreams:
process integration and outcome integration. For process integration, qualities of regulatory, socio-
political and procedural contexts and for outcome integration, qualities of spatial, social and
economic dimensions of the urban built environment were defined and discussed in details, and

these discussions formed the theoretical framework of the study.

Based on the theoretical framework, the case study methodology was developed. The case study
was carried in three steps through process analysis, context analysis and causality analysis. The
process analysis helped to redefine the problem of the dissertation and to examine conservation
and planning decisions and the urban built environment as the outcome of these decisions in
details. The context analysis provided the opportunity to define problematic issues in different
contexts of process integration and different dimensions of outcome integration by evaluating the
conservation and planning processes in Soli-Pompeiopolis Archaeological Site based on specified
indicators developed by considering theoretical discussions. After defining problematic issues in
process and outcome integration, through causality analysis, main reasons of ‘weak integration’ in

Soli-Pompeiopolis Archaeological Site were determined and discussed.

Examining and evaluating the conservation and planning processes on and around Soli-
Pompeiopolis Archaeological Site between years 1978 and 2008 demonstrated clearly how
conservation and spatial planning processes are operated within the context of Turkish conservation
and planning systems and what kind of problems arise from this process. The main findings of the
analytical study was that the application of standardized conservation and spatial planning
processes brings about the failure in the process and outcome integration to produce a
comprehensive and integrated plan for the case study area and to integrate Soli-Pompeiopolis

Archaeological Site with the surrounding urban built environment.

Based on the study summarized above, the following section aims to provide a general evaluation of

Turkish conservation and planning systems considering the findings of the case study and also a set
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of proposals how to overcome problematic issues in different context of process integration and in

different dimensions of outcome integration.

6.1. CONCLUDING DISCUSSIONS OF THE STUDY

Both conservation and planning decisions about archaeological sites and their surrounding urban
built environment are tools to intervene the built environment and to control the urban change.
Integration between conservation and spatial planning processes should be achieved, especially in
settlements in relation with archaeological sites, in order to safeguard the significance of the
archaeological site while developing and to develop the existing settlement by considering the
protection and preservation of the archaeological site. The ‘integration’, in this sense, means to
achieve sustainable settlements. However, neither process integration nor outcome integration
could be achieved for most of the archaeological sites in urban areas in Turkey. Critical evaluation
of Turkish conservation and planning systems through Soli-Pompeiopolis Archaeological Site case
study has revealed that both conservation and planning systems have deficiencies leading to

problems in process and outcome integration.

Findings of the case study showed that one of the main deficiencies is in the procedural context. By
the designation decision, the case study area has been divided into two parts as ‘conservation area’
and ‘outside the conservation area’. Although designation decisions have aimed to protect the
archaeological site from negative impacts of rapid urban development, this created a dual structure
in the spatial planning process by defining an impermeable border between the archaeological site
and the surrounding environment. Conservation area and outside the conservation area were
evaluated within themselves as independent urban parts and closed systems, as if they were not
interrelated with each other. Conservation and planning decisions were independently operated for
intervening these adjacent areas without actual consideration on integration, and this has resulted in
isolation of archaeological site from urban built environment and urban life. Because of this dual
system, main tasks of spatial planning process, which has been defined as spatial, social and
economic integration of the archaeological site with urban built environment, could not be achieved

for Soli-Pompeiopolis Archaeological Site.
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In this respect, critical evaluation of Turkish conservation and planning systems through Soli-
Pompeiopolis Archaeological Site case study reveals four major problematic issues both in process
integration and in outcome integration, which result in either isolation or degradation of the
archaeological site under the pressure of urban development, are,

1. Problems in pre-planning stage of procedural context, and

2. Problems in planning stage of procedural context, which cause weak integration between

conservation and planning processes; and
3. Problems in defining attentive land-uses on and around the archaeological site, and
4, Problems in site arrangement, which cause weak integration between the archaeological site

and the urban built environment are,

These four impeding factors are inevitable results of the standardized spatial planning process,
which is depicted within the context of Model Planning Regulation. In fact, Model Planning
Regulation is defined by the central governmental authority to be a guide for local planning
authorities while developing local planning regulations. However, local planning authorities directly
use Model Planning Regulation instead preparing specific planning regulations or duplicate the
Regulation while formulating local planning regulations (Unlii, 2006). Applying or duplicating Model
Planning Regulation directly without considering the local dynamics and conditions, results in
standardization in the spatial planning processes, and so within the urban built environment as the

outcome of this process.

A similar standardization is observed also in conservation process during identification and
designation decisions are given. The categorization of the conservation sites seems not to have a
scientific base and does not go beyond defining the development rights and intervention types
within archaeological conservation areas in a similar fashion with Model Planning Regulation.
Designation decisions without a scientific base make conservation plans and designated areas of
archeological site open to the modifications, as it was clearly observed in 1996 Conservation Plan
modification case and reduction of the western side of the 1t degree archaeological conservation
area by the 1989 Antalya KTVK Council Decree. Although the scientific basis of this categorization
is open to criticism, it provides a guide about what kind of development rights are given or prohibited
in three different categories of archaeological conservation areas. However, another problem in
standardization of conservation processes is observed in intervention types defined for conservation

areas. The 15t degree archaeological conservation areas are defined as areas to be protected intact.
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Yet, when the archaeological site is located within the confines of urban built environment, strict

prohibitions lead to isolation of the archaeological site from its surrounding environment.

According to the standardized conservation and planning processes, first the archaeological site is
identified and designated. Designation decision determined the conservation status of the
archaeological site, and the problem in spatial planning process starts by the designation of the
archeological site as ‘archaeological conservation area’. Once a part of the urban built environment
is defined as ‘archaeological conservation area’, existing or future development plans in any scale
could not develop an attitude for the designated area. Instead, archaeological conservation area is
ruptured from the surrounding planning region by designated border, which in the following periods
creates integration problems between conservation plans with implementation plans. By splitting the
archaeological conservation area from its surrounding environment, two different, but introverted

spatial environments are created (Figure 6.1).

Identification
Designation prepared for the urban built
Urban Built Environment er.1V|ronment according to city-
. (outside the conservation area) wide master plan
Suppressing

implementation of Implementation Plan

development plans in
any scale

but constricted and disjoined
after designation decision

Transition Period
Development Rights 5

Conservation Plan  ——

prepared as a continuation of
the implementation plan

Figure 6.1: Standardize conservation and planning process for archaeological sites in urban areas

When these two urban parts are not integrated with each other in the spatial context, they could be
impeding in operation of other's system (Figure 6.2). As it was observed in the case study, there
could be problems in operating the transportation system or achieving integration of northern sides

of the case study area with coastline.
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Figure 6.2: Adverse affects of weak integration

By splitting the archaeological conservation area, two different legislative structures depicting
conservation and planning processes becomes operative and binding. Two different spatial planning
processes are operated according to two different spatial plans, which are mostly prepared by
different planners and planning understandings, in different times. This dual structure creates
conflicting relations between main-decision makers, and leads to contradictory decisions taken and

implemented on and around the archaeological site.

The current planning system solves this problem not by integrating these two processes and two
urban parts, but by approaching conservation plans as a continuation of development plans, which
are valid for the outside of the conservation area. This understanding leads planning system in use
not to consider archaeological conservation areas as a resource, but only as a simple plan note on
development plans; whereas, conservation system in use does not work in collaboration with
planning system and does not consider local community as a strong force in safeguarding the
archaeological site. KTVKB Council does not give enough attention to the needs of the local public
living on and around archaeological site and tries to control the archeological heritage through

statutory means, which put distance between heritage and the local public. On the other hand, local
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planning authority does not understand heritage values, and spatial planning schemes focus on

statutory considerations for the protection of archaeological heritage.

As a result, the conservation planning process in Turkey could not go beyond an implementation
plan just stating the borders of the 1st degree archaeological site on the cartographic resource and
by developing planning decisions within the borders of the 3 degree archaeological conservation
area. Consequently, the conservation plan becomes a continuation of development plans, on which
the development rights are determined in a similar fashion with the development plans prepared
outside the conservation area. On the other side, development plans indicate archeological sites as
‘blank and deserted areas’ by designating them as ‘conservation area’, so that archaeological site in

urban areas in Turkey are still under the direct or indirect threat of urban development.

This standardization in spatial planning processes for conservation of archaeological sites in urban
areas is also evident in most of the Turkish cities having similar characteristics with Soli-

Pompeiopolis Archaeological Site and its vicinity.

Could changes applied in 2004 be an answer to integration problems?

As findings of the case study displays, the most central problems in ‘conservation of archaeological

sites in urban areas through spatial planning problems’ are resulted from,

1. Improper or deficient assessment processes,

2. Dual planning system with loose connections,

3. Having no buffer zones or transition areas between urban built environment and the
archaeological site, which could be used as an ‘integration area’,

4, Not considering archaeological sites as a resource and not assigning a role to these areas
within the spatial plans, and

5. Limited financial sources and technical staff.

Although changes introduced by the enforcement of Law no. 5226 in 2004 were more related with
financial and institutional constraints, certain changes offer solutions for integration problems of
‘conservation of archaeological sites through spatial planning processes’ by providing a
comprehensive management process, which include new organizational schemes, planning stages,

and participation of different stakeholders.
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Moreover, the responsibility of conservation of archaeological sites in urban areas is not only given
to the responsibility of municipalities, governors and related conservation authorities, but also to the
related chambers, non-governmental organizations and stakeholders directly affected by

conservation plans.

Yet, there are two specific problems in the current conservation planning system regarding the

discussions carried previously,

1. There are definitions and applications offered by Law no. 2863/5226, which should be
considered within the planning legislation. For example, current conservation legislation
offers solutions for making expropriation applications easier by introducing a new legend title
in spatial plans as ‘transfer area’. However, this issue is not resolved or even mentioned in
current planning legislation. Similarly, having no ascribing to definition of conservation plan
or management plan within the planning legislation could be seen as if these areas are not

within the context of planning applications.

2. Law no. 2863/5226 has given responsibility not only to central or local authorities, but also to
non-governmental organizations and local public. However, giving responsibility to these
stakeholders should bring alongside defined roles for these newly introduced stakeholders
within the planning process. It could be claimed that conservation plans should be organized
in collaboration with different disciplines and governmental institutions and with participation
of other related stakeholders. Yet, it is not defined how this collaboration or participation

could be applied.

What should be changed within the Turkish systems for conservation of archaeological sites

in urban areas also through spatial planning processes?

Within the context of current conservation and planning system, there are two different legislations,
which are directing and controlling development activities within adjacent areas. However, due to
the reason that these plans are prepared and implemented without coordination in different periods,
there occur problems in integrating the archaeological site with the urban built environment.
Integration of the process could be a way to solve most of the problematic issues in process and

outcome integration.
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The interaction between archaeological site and the surrounding settlement could be reformulated
by defining a buffer zone around the archaeological conservation area, diameter of which should be
defined based on in detailed archaeological surface surveys and assessment studies. The domains
of planning decisions should be re-designed according to the buffer zone (Figure 6.3). The buffer
zone could have similar conservation provisions and development rights currently assigned to the
3 degree archaeological conservation areas. Yet, main and crucial planning decision of
development plans, including master and implementation plans, should not be assigned within the
borders of the buffer zone. By this way, any archaeological finding within the borders the buffer zone

could not adversely affect the main planning decisions of the development plans.

OUTSIDE THE OUTSIDE THE
CONSERVATION AREA ZONSERVATION AREA

Identification and Approval of
Designation Cosnervation Plan

D — S

CURRENT SYSTEM

DOMAINS OF PLANNING DECISIONS IN THE
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DOMAINS OF PLANNING DECISIONS IN THE
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H The domain of transition period development rights
ﬁ The domain of conservation plan

Figure 6.3: Existing and proposal domains of planning decisions

It is important to prepare and implement conservation and implementation plans at the same or
close times under the supervision of a joint committee including both conservation and planning

specialist. Therefore, when an area is identified and designated, not only the designated area, but
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also an extended planning region including also buffer zone inside, should be revised together with

conservation plan preparation studies.

What should be done for Soli-Pompeiopolis Archaeological Site?

In Soli-Pompeiopolis Archaeological Site, there is no chance to assign a buffer zone around the
archaeological conservation area. However, it is possible to assign a compatible use to the
archaeological site for achieving integration between the archaeological site and the surrounding

urban built environment.

As also public survey results indicates (Tables 6.1), Soli-Pompeiopolis Archaeological Site could be
re-arranged as an archaeological park after expropriation works are completed. By completing the
restoration projects, connecting the Colonnaded Street to the ancient harbor through Viransehir
Street, by closing the street to vehicle traffic, could provide the opportunity not only to connect the
northern parts of the case study area more actively to the coastline, but also to re-assign the ancient
use of the Colonnaded Street. Assigning archaeological park use to Soli-Pompeiopolis
Archaeological Site could also contribute into the urban vitality and livability. Being already a high-
density neighborhood, having such an open green space within the borders could increase the
quality of life within the case study area. Besides, tourism development could be prompted, if site
arrangement and accessibility problems are solved through an archaeology park project, was
advocated by the local people as the only possible urban development schema to be applied on and

around Soli-Pompeiopolis Archaeological Site (Table 6.2).

However, it is important to expropriate cadastral parcels located within the 1t degree archaeological
conservation area, to maintain archaeological remains in poor condition and to transfer wastewater
drainage stations from western side of the ancient harbor before implementing any project for the
area. As enforced by article no. 12 of Law no. 2863/5226, a part of financial sources under the
control of Mersin Provincial Administration could be used for expropriation and restoration and

rehabilitation studies within Soli-Pompeiopolis Archaeological Site.
It is pleasing to have the news during the last months of the study that Greater Municipality of

Mersin indicated the archaeological conservation area of Soli-Pompeiopolis Archaeological Site as

‘archeological park’ in 1/25.000 scale Master Plan of the city of Mersin dated in 2008.
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Table 6.1: Conservation attitudes of local people

Do you think that there should be conservation activities on and around Soli-Pompeiopolis Archaeological
Site?

Frequency Percent
Yes 74 97,4
No 2 2,6
Total 76 100,00

If you support conservation, what kind of a conservation policy should be followed?
(multiple-choice question / single answer — answered by participants supporting conservation)

Frequency Percent
Open-air exhibition centre 19 25,0
Archaeological Park 41 53,9
Cultural centre 11 14,5
Green area 3 3,9
School, health, etc. 2 2,6
Total 74 100,00

Table 6.2: Development attitudes of local people

Do you think that there should be urban development on and around Soli-Pompeiopolis Archaeological
Site?

Frequency Percent
Yes 30 39,5
No 42 55,3
No opinion 4 58
Total 76 100,00

If you support development, what kind of an urban development policy should be followed?
(multiple-choice question / single answer — answered by participants supporting urban development)

Frequency Percent
Tourism (in big scale) 28 934
Tourism (in small scale) 0 0
Residential (Apartment) 1 3,3
Residential (single house) 1 3,3
Commercial 0 0
Total 30 100,00

6.2. SIGNIFICANCE OF THE STUDY

This dissertation attempted to contribute mainly to urban planning discussions by making inferences
from conservation and sustainability discussions about ‘conservation of archaeological sites in
urban areas’. Although it was not possible to examine the case in a multi-dimensional and multi-
disciplinary manner in scope of a dissertation, various researches and international documents were

used to redefine the qualities of spatial planning process for conservation of archaeological sits in
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urban areas. As a result of this attempt, qualities of spatial planning process going to be applied on
and around archaeological sites located within the confines of urban areas are clarified, which has
provided clues for urban planners to follow while developing spatial plans for urban built

environments in relation with archaeological sites.

This dissertation aimed to offer a methodological framework on how to evaluate current
conservation planning processes in application in Turkey in order to detect problems related with
integration issues. Defining qualities of spatial planning process has provided the opportunity to
develop a set of indicators for evaluating different dimensions of integration issue in spatial planning
processes. At this point, the research methodology followed in this dissertation could offer

opportunities about how to evaluate planning processes.

This dissertation endeavored to achieve a critical evaluation of Turkish conservation and planning
systems through examination of a typical case study by using an analytical research strategy. There
have been already different researches criticizing conservation and planning processes. Yet, these
studies were either ‘descriptive studies’ which were discussing problems of the Turkish conservation
and planning processes through examination and evaluation of legislative and organizational
structures (Bademli, 2005; Madran and C)zg'dnijl, 2005; Madran and Sahin Gughan, 2005; Parlak,
2007; Tapan, 2007) or ‘analytical studies’ which were focusing on different contexts of conservation
of archaeological sites or studying other categories of cultural heritage sites (Bilgin Altindz, 2002;
Alpan, 2005; Belge, 2006; Ugar, 2007).

Besides theoretical and methodological contributions, this dissertation attempted to provide an in
depth examination and evaluation of conservation and planning history of Soli-Pompeiopolis
Archaeological Site, which has not been studied before in such details and depth. Information
regarding Soli-Pompeiopolis Archaeological Site could form a base for other researchers going to

study Soli-Pompeiopolis Archaeological Site in different dimensions.

6.3. SUGGESTIONS FOR FURTHER STUDIES

This dissertation offers new expansions for further urban planning studies. However, as being a part

of a complex and broad theoretical domain, a part of the further studies could be carried by
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researchers from different discipline, such as architecture or archaeology. Further studies of this
dissertation could be conducted in three mainstreams: (1) further studies going to use similar
methodological framework for evaluating different case studies, (2) further studies going to use
similar theoretical framework either for expanding the scope or for focusing on spatial planning
problems of other conservation sites, and (3) further studies of the case study in order to get

involved in other aspects of the conservation or planning processes.

The first group of further studies could be organized in three forms. For the first set of further studies
based on methodological framework, evaluation of other archeological sites in Mersin could offer
opportunities to examine whether similar problems rooted from negative impacts of urban expansion
in the city of Mersin have been experienced or not. The second set of further studies based on
methodological framework could be comparative studies with other archaeological sites in other
parts of Turkey to understand the issue not only from a single typical example but also from different
cases in order to discuss if problems resulting from urban development differ from one region to
another in Turkey. The last set of further studies based on methodological framework could be
comparative studies with foreign case studies in order to discuss differences between Turkey and

other countries.

The second group of further studies based on theoretical framework could comprise studies about
spatial planning processes for other cultural heritage sites, such as historical city centers or urban
archaeological sites, or even natural heritage sites. These studies could be formulated in order to
investigate a single heritage site or in a comparative way. This group of further studies could be
beneficial to investigate what kind of problems occurs in other cultural heritage sites due to
integration problems in spatial planning processes. Another significance of these studies using a
comparative way could be to evaluate differences between problems specific to different kinds of

cultural heritage sites.

The third group of further studies could be about Soli-Pompeiopolis Archaeological Site based on
different theoretical and methodological frameworks, which could be carried by different disciplines.
Further studies deal with problems and solutions about management planning process for
maintenance, arrangement and accessibility of archaeological remains, visitor management
programs, and interpretation of Soli-Pompeiopolis Archaeological Site to different stakeholders

could be complementary studies of the case study part of this dissertation.
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APPENDIX A

SOLI-POMPEIOPOLIS ANCIENT CITY AND THE 19t CENTURY EUROPEAN
TRAVELLERS’ NOTES

In ancient times, Cilicia was a commonly used name for the south coastal region of the Anatolian
peninsula. Cilicia has extended along the eastern Mediterranean Sea from Pamphylia (known as
Alanya today) to Mount Amanus (known as Gavurdadi today). In the east, there have been the
Syrian Gates, which have been connecting Cilicia to Syria and Mesopotamia. In the northern side,
Cilicia has extended to Taurus Mountains that have been separating the region from the high central
plateau of Anatolia. The Cilician Gates (known as Glilek Bogazi today) have formed the main
passes through rough Taurus Mountains, which have been connecting low plains of Cilicia and
Mediterranean Sea to the high central plateau of Anatolia in Cappadocia (Britannica Online: Cilicia)
(Figure A.1).

Considering the geographical formations, ancient geographer Strabon (XIV.3.1) has divided Cilicia
into two parts: The region between Coracesium (known as Alanya today) and Soloi/Pompeiopolis
(known as Virangehir today) has given the name as ‘Rough Cilicia’, also known as Kilikia Trakheia;
and the region from Soloi/Pompeiopolis to Alexandria Kat Isson (known as Iskenderun Gulf today)

has been named as ‘Plain Cilicia’, also known as Kilikia Pedias.

Settlements in Cilicia in ancient times have gained importance in different periods by reason of
being strategically a bridge between west and east both for military reasons and for mercenary
purposes. Moreover, including main harbors leading to Mediterranean Sea, Cilicia has given the
possibility to big states founded in Anatolia, Syria and Mesopotamia to move westwards (Durukan,
2005:6). Soli-Pompeiopolis ancient city, first named as Soloi and then Pompeiopolis, was one of the

important harbor towns, located as a border between Rough and Plain Cilicia (Strabon, XIV.3.1).
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Figure A.1: Tabula Peutingeriana' showing the Asia Minor part of the ancient world during the 3+
and 4t centuries AD.

Source: Bibliotheca Augustana Online: Conradi Milleri facsimile totum, Conradi Milleri editio 1887/88, Pars XI
and XlI, Segmentorum X

Based on writings of ancient historians and geographers such as Strabo, Herodotus, Polybios, Titus
Livius and Pomponius Mela, different researchers indicate that the foundation of Soli-Pompeiopolis
ancient city is dated back to the period of Greek colonization in the eastern Mediterranean during
the early 1st millennium BC (Vann, 1993:1; Ozbayoglu, 2002:209-212; Erten, 2002:117; Erglin,
2004:1-7). According to Strabo (XIV.5.8), first Argives and Rhodians from Lindos have settled down
the city, named as Soloi, in the beginning of 7t century BC. Yet, it is possible to suggest an earlier
date for the ancient settlement based on annual campaign reports of scientific excavation carried on
the Soli Mound section of the ancient city. Even though the name of the ancient city during the

Hittite Imperial period is still unknown, archaeological remains including pottery fragments, seals

1 Tabula Peutingeriana is “copy of a Roman map, made in 1265 by a monk of Colmar (Alsace) on 12 sheets
of parchment. Eleven of the sheets are now in the Nationalbibliothek in Vienna. The dimensions are 268 by
13 1/3 inches (6.82 by 0.34 metres). The copy was found by Conradus Celtis in 1494 and was bequeathed
by him to his friend Konrad Peutinger (1465-1547) of Augsburg.” (Britannica Online: Tabula Peutingeriana)
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and seal impressions and small finds dated to the Hittite Imperial period shows that Soli-
Pompeiopolis was an important harbor town in Kizzuwatna during 2" millennium BC (Yagci, 2003;
Yagci, 2004; Yagci, 2005; Yagci, 2006; Yagci, 2007, Yagci, 2008).

Following the Greek colonization period, the city of Soloi has been under the control of Egyptians
between years 261 - 246 BC, and then invaded by Seleucids in 197 BC. Soloi has had its glorious
times under the regime of Nikator, the commander of Alexander the Great. Poet and playwright
Philemon (361 - 262 BC), didactic poet Aratus (310 - 240 BC) and stoic philosopher Chrysippus
(280 - 205 BC) have lived during this period in the city of Soloi, and coins have been struck in their
names (Ozbayoglu, 2002:212). Besides its famous philosophers, the city of Soloi has also been
known in ancient times using Attic Greek in a corrupted form. It is accepted that the word ‘solecism’,
which means error in syntax in prescriptive linguistics, has been derived from the name of Soloi
(Ozbayoglu, 2002).

When Armenia king Tigranes the Great has occupied the city of Soloi during the Mithradatic Wars,
the city has been mostly destroyed in 90 BC and many of its citizens have been transferred to the
new capital city named Tigranocerta (Barker, 1853:25). Soloi has left deserted until 67 BC. During
this period, a vast amount of pirates invaded the whole of Mediterranean Sea. Following the
successful campaign of Pompey the Great against Cilician pirates, the triumph commander has re-
built the city, and some of the survivors have been settled down in the city of Soloi. The city has
been then called as Pompeiopolis (Strabo, XIV.3.3; Barker, 1853: 26; Vann, 1993:1; Erglin, 2004:6).

Under the regime of Roman Empire, Pompeiopolis has became an important harbor town including
aqueducts, city walls surrounding the city with towers for defensive purposes, necropolis
surrounding the outer part of the city walls, theater, harbor, monumental buildings, and the
colonnaded street leading from the harbor to the main city gate on the northern section of the city
walls (Borgia, 2003). During Byzantine period, the city has been given episcopacy (Unal and
Girginer, 2007:516).

The city has been destroyed by a wave of big earthquakes between years 525 — 527 AD (Ergin,
2004:7). Despite the efforts to rebuild the city, citizens have left this location and moved to
mountains because of continuous attacks of Sassanians and Arabians (Unal and Girginer,

2007:516). Soli-Pompeiopolis has not been re-settled until the modern times of the city of Mersin,
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and it has not been subjected to any publications since the 19" century when European travellers

have started to visit newly establishing port town, Mersin, as a part of their journeys to Asia Minor.

Soli-Pompeiopolis in European Travellers’ Notes

During 19t century, many European travellers have started to visit the Asia Minor as “... a result of
the strong effect of ‘Orientalism’ on the cultural life, arts, and literature of the time as well as on
many other fields” (Erten, 2002:117). Unlike main provinces of Asia Minor, a very limited number of

travellers have visited Cilicia during the 19t century (Erten, 2002).

Most remarkable travellers of the 19t century are English Captain Francis Beaufort (visited in 1812),
French traveller Victor Langlois (visited in 1852-1853), William Burckhardt Barker (visited during
1840s), Emily Anne Beaufort (visited during 1850s), Pierre Trémaux (visited during 1850s), E. J.
Davis (visited in 1875), Vital Cuinet (visited in 1890), G. Alishan (visited in 1899) and Gertrude
Margaret Lowthian Bell (visited in 1905). These European travellers have taken notes during their
visits, within which in depth information about Soli-Pompeiopolis is provided. Besides notes taken by
these travellers, there are also drawings and topographical etchings made by a group of artists who
have visited Soli-Pompeiopolis during 19" century, such as William Bartlett and T. Allom (visited
between 1830s-1850s), Victor Langlois, and Leon de Laborde (visited during 1820s). There are also
two photographs of Soli-Pompeiopolis taken by Gertrude Margaret Lowthian Bell during her visit to
Soli-Pompeiopolis at the beginning of 20t century. In addition to these drawings, etchings and
photographs, most important visual materials about Soli-Pompeiopolis are two maps? showing
ancient settlement plan and remains of Soli-Pompeiopolis, one of which was drawn by Beaufort in
1812, and the other by Trémaux in 1863 (Figures A.2 and A.3).

Notes taken by these travellers, along with visual materials, are considered as important documents
to learn about the appearance of ancient settlements more than a hundred year ago (Erten,
2002:117). Moreover, tracing and comparing notes taken by different travellers in different periods is
a useful way to get information about archaeological remains which have disappeared or else have

been partially and even totally transformed within modern cities at present (Borgia, 2003:46).

2 There is also a third map, provided by Alishan (1899, cited in Basagag, 2002:16). Based on
superimposition studies of Basaga¢ (2002:17), it is realized that the map of Alishan is a copy of Beaufort's
map. Therefore, Alishan’s map is not employed within this study.
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Figure A.2: Map of Soli-Pompeiopolis by Beaufort in 1812
Source: Beaufort, 1818:249

Source: Trémaux, 1863: Plate | cited in Borgia, 2003:79, Plate 5, Figure 8
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Based on notes and visual materials provided by European travellers, it is understood that Soli-
Pompeiopolis was not settled during 19" century. Beaufort alludes that he had difficulty even in
ascertaining the modern name of Soli-Pompeiopolis as there were no inhabitants within the walls of
Pompeiopolis (Beaufort, 1818:264). During the 1830s, Bartlett and Allom note that “... the ancient
town was under dense vegetation which made the ruins difficult to observe” (Erten, 2002:119).
Barker (1853:130-1) also reports that Soli-Pompeiopolis, which was in delightful situation once, was
deserted when he visited the area during 1840s. Besides, Gertrude Bell mentions that “the whole
place was deeply overgrown with corn and yellow daisies” in 1905 (The Gertrude Bell Project, Dairy
Notes dated on 26.04.1905).

Examining both Beaufort and Trémaux maps, it is understood that ancient city walls were
surrounding the town and there were towers strengthening the walls. There were two city gates. The
first gate, considered as the ‘principle gate’ of the city by Beaufort, was located on the northern part
of the city walls. The other gate was located in the western side of the city. However, during the time
Beaufort visited Soli-Pompeiopolis in 1812, “... the foundations only of these walls remain”
(Beaufort, 1818:263). Davis also mentions about the city walls, and according to him “the best and
most expensive construction appears to have been the city wall, of which some few foundation
stones remain, well wrought, and of very large size” (Davis, 1879:21-2 cited in Borgia, 2003:55).
During the time Emily Beaufort visited Soli-Pompeiopolis in the 1850s; ancient city walls were still

traceable along with tombs or mausoleums (Beaufort, 1862).

One of the most visible remains of ancient town during the 19t century was the ancient harbor,
which was carefully drawn in the maps of Beaufort and Trémaux in elliptic shape. According to
Beaufort, “the first thing that represented itself on landing, was a beautiful harbor or a basin, with
parallel sides and circular ends” (Beaufort, 1818:259). Yet, as it is described in 1812 by Beaufort,
“the pier heads are overthrown, and the inner part of the harbor is raised above the level of the sea
by the accumulation of sand” (Beaufort, 1818:259-260).

“Opposite to the entrance of the harbor, a portico rises from the surrounding quay, and opens up to
a double row of two hundred columns” (Beaufort, 1818:260). This section of the ancient town is
known as the Colonnaded Street today, and it is one of the few archaeological remains still visible
on site. The Colonnaded Street is mentioned nearly in all of the travellers’ notes being one of the

most remarkable ruins during the 19th century. It is also subjected to drawings of the 19t century
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artists who have visited Soli-Pompeiopolis (Figures A.4, A.5 and A.6). Additionally, photographs of
Soli-Pompeiopolis taken by Gertrude Bell in 1905 were also about the Colonnaded Street (Figures
A7 and A.8).

According to Beaufort, two rows of columns were once connected by arches, forming a paved street
connecting harbor to the principle gate of the city. Beaufort states that with avenue, portico and the
harbor, as a whole, should have formed a noble spectacle during ancient times that “even in its
state of present state of wreck, the effect of the whole was so imposing, that the most illiterate
seaman in the ship could not behold it without emotions” (Beaufort, 1818:261).

e

Figure A.4: Drawing of the Colonnaded Street by Laborde in 1838
Source: Laborde, 1838:pl.LXXV cited in Erten, 2002:121, Figure 9

Figure A.5: Drawing of the Colonnaded Street by Langlois in 1853
Source: Langlois, 1853:219 cited in Erten, 2002:120, Figure 5
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Figure A.6: The Colonnaded Street, etching by W. H. Bartlett
Source: Carne, 1836: 33.

Figure A.7: View of the Colonnaded Street, photograph taken by Gertrude Bell in 1905
Source: The Gertrude Bell Project Online: Photo Album C, Photo no. C_211

Figure A.8: View of the Colonnaded Street, photograph taken by Gertrude Bell in 1905
Source: The Gertrude Bell Project Online: Photo Album C, Photo no. C_212
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During the time Beaufort visited Soli-Pompeiopolis in 1812, “out of two hundred columns, no more
than forty four are standing; the remainder lie on the spot where they fell, intermixed with a vast
assemblage of other ruined buildings” (Beaufort, 1818: 262). It is understood from other travellers’
notes that the number of standing columns has decreased in following years. There were 43
columns when Langlois visited Soli-Pompeiopolis in 1853. Trémaux also points out 43 columns in
his drawing, 6 shafts in the western row and 37 in the eastern row. When Davis visited Soli-

Pompeiopolis in 1875, there were 41 columns left (Borgia, 2003:56).

Passing through the principle gate of the city, the Colonnaded Street was continuing on northern
direction outside the principle gate as paved road reaching to a bridge on a small river. Beaufort

traces an aqueduct after passing the small river (Beaufort, 1818: 262).

Within travellers’ notes, there mentioned about the ancient theater in Soli-Pompeiopolis; however,
even during 19" century, the theater was almost destroyed that “... neither the precise dimensions,
nor the number of seats could be ascertained” (Beaufort, 1818:262). Both Beaufort and Trémaux
locate the ancient theater on the western slope of the hill located in the eastern side of the ancient
town. The first traveller who has given detailed information about the building material and the
architectural decoration of ancient theater was Barker (1853:131). Although Langlois did not give
detailed information about the ancient theater, he talks about a stone seat of ancient theater, on
which there is an inscription in Greek (Langlois, 1853:363 cited in Erten, 2002; 118) (Figure A.9).

Figure A.9: Inscribed stone seat of theater, drawing by Langlois in 1853

Source: Langlois, 1853:363 cited in Erten, 2002:120, Figure 3
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Emily Beaufort is another traveller who has mentioned about the theater in her notes that most of
the parts of the theater have been laid under soil (Beaufort, 1862). Davis also states that the theater
was on the north-east of the town, facing to the west without any rows of seats remaining. The only
portion of the theater preserved in Davis' time was "the archway, a passage from outside to
diazoma” (Davis, cited in Erten, 2002:119). According to Borgia (2003:55), “[theater’s] horse-shoe
shape and its building technique, partly using the natural ground as foundation but with the two
aisles of the cavea made by opus caementicium, can clearly be inferred by the careful plan realized

by Trémaux”.

Regarding the ruins of ancient buildings, Langlois tells about the remains of a monumental tomb
within the ancient city walls, which belonged to the poet Aratus of Pompeiopolis, by also providing a
drawing of the monumental tomb (Figure A.10). Davis, in 1875, also mentions monumental tomb of
poet Aratus (Davis, 1879:25 cited in Erten, 2002:119). Another monumental tomb, described by
Alishan is “... a marble tomb bearing a Greek inscription, the tomb of Dionisius (who was a Christian
and died at the age of 70) and his wife Ammia” (Alishan, 1899 cited in Erten, 2002:119), which was
possibly illustrated by Davis in 1875 (Figure A.11). Besides monumental tombs, Davis also suggests

a location for an agora at the north end of the west row of columns where he saw large columns,

ornate Corinthian capitals, pedestals and large open space (Davis, 1879:24 cited in Erten,
2002:119)

Figure A.10: The tomb of Aratus, drawing by Langlois in 1852-53
Source: Langlois, 1853:218 cited in Erten, 2002:120, Figure 4
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Figure A.11: The tomb of Dionisius and Ammia, drawing by Davis in 1875
Source: Davis, 1879:28 cited in Erten, 2002:121, Figure7

During the 19" century, there were ancient remains scattered along the city. When Beaufort
excavated the accumulated sand within the ancient harbor basin, he reports about “... tiles, broken
pottery, and bits of semi-transparent glass” (Beaufort, 1818:259-260). Beaufort also mentions about
“detached ruins, tombs and sarcophagi” scattered around in the ancient city. Langlois also tells
about ancient remains, “... such as the silver medal found in Soli-Pompeiopolis or the statue of a
woman which was found within the ruins of the theater” (Erten, 2002:118). Two other travellers,
Barker and Emily Beaufort, also tell that a full size Venus statue in marble was found in theater,
which, according to Erten (2002:118), should be the statue mentioned by Langlois. Davis, during his
visit in 1875, reports that within the city walls, there were "great quantities of debris, fragments of
pottery, etc." on the surface (Davis, 1879:24 cited in Erten, 2002:119).
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APPENDIX B

PUBLIC SURVEY FORM

1. Cinsiyetiniz: D Kadm D Frkek 2. Yasmz: I T

3. Bitirdiginiz okul hangisi?

i;l Okula D 1lkokul D Ortaokul |:| Lise l:‘ Universite I:I Yiiksek Lisans

gitmedim ve Ustil

4. Su anda bir iste ¢calistyor musunuz? El Evet D Hayir

5. Herhangi bir iste calisivorsaniz, litfen isteki konumunuzu isaretler misiniz?
Isveren D Ucretli Ucretli Serbest D Diger (belirtiniz)
(Kamu) (Ozel) Meslek

6. Herhangi bir iste cahsmiyorsaniz, nedenini liitfen belirtir misiniz?

D Emekli D Ev hammi D Ogrenci |:| Issiz /s [:l Baska gelirleri var (belirtiniz)

ariyor

7. Kag aydir / senedir Mersin’de yasiyorsunuz? ’ }

8. Kag¢ aydir / senedir bu evde oturuyorsunuz? L ‘

9. Bu eve tasinmadan énce Mersin’de nerede yasiyordunuz?
Sehir: Mersin [ch: |Mahai|e! Koy: \

10. Mersin’e sonradan tasindiysaniz, Mersin’e gelmeden dnce nerede yasiyordunuz?

[ sehir [ilge: [ Mahalle / Koy: f

11. Viransehir Mahallesi’nin adinin nereden geldigini biliyor musunuz? D Evet D Hayir

Eger bilivorsaniz, liitfen kisaca anlatir misiniz?

12. Bu bilgede bir antik kent oldugunu biliyor musunuz?

Evet Hayir Fikrim yok
] L] ]

13. Eger bilivorsaniz, liitfen adimi sdyleyebilir misiniz ve alaminin simirlarimi kasaca tanimlar misiniz?

14. Soli-Pompeiopolis antik kentini hi¢ gezdiniz mi? [ JEver [ ]Hayr

15. Soli-Pompeiopolis antik kentinin Mersin icin Snemli oldugunu diisiinityor musunuz?

D Evet D Hayir D Fikrim yok
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16. Soli-Pompeiopolis antik kentinin diger alanlardan farkh olarak diizenlenmesi gerelen bir alan
oldugunu diisiiniivor musunuz?

D Evet D Hayir D Fikrim yok

17. Soli-Pompeiopolis antik kentinin ¢evresindeki yapilasmanm antik kente zarar verdiZini
diisiiniiyor musunuz?

D Evet D Hayir D Fikrim yok
18. Soli-Pompeiopolis antik kentinin kentsel gelismeyi engelledigini diisiiniiyor musunuz?

D Evel D Hayir D Fikrim yvok

19. Soli-Pompeiopolis antik kentinin ¢evresindeki ¢cok kath binalarin alandaki eserlerin fark
edilmesini zorlagtirdigim diisiiniiyor musunuz?

,j Evet D Hayir D Fikrim yolk
20. Soli-Pompeiopolis antik kentinin turistik acidan 6nemli oldugunu diisiiniiyor musanuz?

D Evet D Hayr D Fikrim yok

21. Soli-Pompeiopolis antik kentinde ¢evre diizenlemesi yapilarak halkin ziyaretine acilmasi
gerektigini diisiiniiyor musunuz?

D Evet |:| Hayr D Fikrim yok
22. Soli-Pompeiopolis antik kentinin eski uygarhklara ait bilgiler barindirdigim diisiiniiyor musunuz?

D Evet D Hay1r D Fikrim yok

23. Soli-Pompeiopolis antik kentinden elde edilen bilgilerin bilimsel amach kullanilmas: gerektigini
diisiiniivor musunuz?

D Evet D Hayr D Fikrim yok

24. Soli-Pompeiopolis arkeolojik alanimin burada yasayan halkin sosyal ve kiiltiirel gelisimine katl
sagladigm diisiiniiyor musunuz?

D Evet D Hayir D Fikrim yok

25. Soli-Pompeiopolis antik kentinin bu bilgede yasayan halka ekonomik katlast bulundugunu
diisiintivor musunuz?

D Evet D Hayir D Fikrim yok

26. Soli-Pompeiopolis antik kentinin dogal giizelliklerinden kaynaklanan bir ézelliginin bulundugunu
diisiiniiyor musunuz?

D Evet D Hay1r D Fikrim yok

27. Soli-Pompeiopolis antik kentindeki kalintilarin ve eserlerin mimari ve sanatsal dzellikleri
oldugunu diisiiniivor musunuz?

D Evet D Hayir D Fikrim yok
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28. Soli-Pompeiopolis antik kentinin bu bélgeyve ya da Mersin’e tzgii bir sembol oldugunu diistiniiyor
musunuz?

D Evet D Hayir D Fikrim yok

29, Soli-Pompeiopolis antik kentinin dini ya da térensel bir anlann oldugunu diisiiniiyor musunuz?
|:| Evet D Hayir D Fikrim yok

30. Soli-Pompeiopolis antik kentinde siirdiiriilmekte olan kazilar hakkinda bilginiz var m?

D st D Hayir U Fikrim yok

31. Soli-Pompeiopolis antik kenti ve ¢cevresindeki diizenleme ve uygulamalardan memnun musunuz?

|:| Memnunum D Memnun degilim D Fikrim yok

32. Soli-Pompeiopolis antik kenti ve ¢evresinde yapilan ¢evre diizenlemeleri ve imar uygulamalar:
konusunda halka yeterince bilgi verildigini diisiiniiyor musunuz?

D Evet D Hayr D Fikrim yok

33. Soli-Pompeiopolis antik kentinin yeteri kadar tamtildifim diisiiniiyor musunuz?
D Evel D Hayir D Fikrim yok

34. Soli-Pompeiopolis antik kentinin korunmasi konusunda size de gorev diistiigiinii diisiiniiyor
musunuz?

D Evel D Hayir D Fikrim yok

35. Soli-Pompeiopolis antik kentinin korunmasi konusunda bir kurul toplanacak olsa katlada
bulunmalk ister misiniz?

D Evet D Hayr D Fikrim yok

36. Soli-Pompeiopolis antik kentinin korunmas: konusunda maddi veya manevi destekte bulunmak
ister miydiniz?

Evet Hayir Fikrim yok
[]

37. Sizee Soli-Pompeiopolis antik kentinin kargilastifi en 6nemli sorunlar nelerdir?

38. Sizce Soli-Pompeiopolis antik kenti ve cevresi ileriki yillarda nasil kullaniliyor olacaktir?
Birden fazla isaretleme yapabilirsiniz.

D Konut D Turizm D Ticaret D Yesil alan D Tarnim alam D Diger (belirtiniz)
39. Sizce Soli-Pompeiopolis antik kentinden ¢ikartilan eserler nasil sergilenmelidir?

Mersin mizesinde sergilenebilir Mezitli’ye miize yapilarak antik Antik kentin i¢inde dizenlemeler
kentin yakinlarinda sergilenebilir yapilarak alanda sergilenebilir
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40. Eger karar verme yetkisi sizin elinizde olsayds, Soli-Pompeiopolis antik kenti i¢in ne tiirden bir
karar alirdimiz?

] Alandaki her Kesin koruma Kesin gelisme Alanin bir kismini D Diger (belirtiniz)
seyl aynen karari alirdim karar alirdim korurken bir kismini
birakirdim geligime agardim

Aynen Birakma © Alan meveut haliyle ve tizerindeki meveut kullammlarla korunacaktir. Bir degisiklilik olmayacaktir,

KCesin Koruma Bu ¢ergevede arkeolojik alan igersisinde hi¢ bir sey yapilmasina izin verilmeyecek, alan aynen
korunacak ve kazi ¢alismalar devam edecektir.
Kesin Gelisme : Bu gergevede arkeolojik alandan kazilan yerdeki eserler muzeye taginacak, alan konut, ticaret gibi

gelisme alant olarak kullanilacaktir.

Koruma-Gelisme © Alan igerisinde bilimsel bilgi ve arastirmalar dogrultusunda farkh alt bolgeler belirlenecek ve bu
bolgelerin ozelliklerine gore gelisme ve koruma yontemleri tretilecektir. Bu gergevede alandaki
koruma devam ederken belirli bolgelerde Alana zarar vermeyecek olgiide gelismeye izin verilecektir.

41. Soli-Pompeiopolis antik kenti ve ¢evresinde kentsel gelisme olmasi gerektigini diisiiniiyor
musunuz?

D Evet D Hayir |:| Fikrim yok

42. Bu bislgede kentsel gelisme olmasi gerektigini diigliniiyorsamz, sizce bu gelisme ne seklide
saglanmahdir?

D Kitle Turizmi Pansiyoncu- D Aligveris D Apartman- Miistakil D Diger (belirtiniz)
luk ]

Merkezi agma Konut

Kitle Turizmi . Bu gelisme modeline gore alanda 5 yildizh oteller insa edilecek ve yabanci ve yerli turistlerin
konaklamas: saglanacaktir. Turizm geligimine paralel olarak gerekli olan altyapi ve teknik hizmet
alanlar duzenlenecektir.

Pansiyonculuk Bu gelisme tirli de turizmi destekler niteliktedir, ancak daha gok aile isletmeleri pansiyonculuk gibi
kigtik isletmeler desteklenecektir,

Alisveris Merkezi  : Bu gelisme gergevesinde alan buyiik oleekli alisverig merkezi olarak kullanilacaktir.

Apartmanlagma - Ana amag konut gelisimini desteklemektir. Bu gelisme yonilne gore apartman geligimi

desteklenccektir. Gelecek olan nifusa yetecek miktarda kentsel servis hizmet alam planlanacak,
gerekli altyapr hizmetleri saglanacaktir,

Miistakil Konut . Bu gelisme modeli de konut gelisimi gergevesindedir, Ancak yuksek kath apartmanlar yerine az
katli, mustakil ev tarzi yerlesimler desteklenecektir.

43, Soli-Pompeiopolis antik kenti ve ¢evresinin korunmasi gerektigini diisiiniyor musunuz?

D Evet D Hayir D Fikrim yok

44. Bu bilgenin korunmasi gerektigini diisiiniiyorsaniz, toplumun bu alandan faydalanmasi i¢in nasil
bir diizenleme yapilmasi gerektigini diigiiniiyorsunuz?

Acik hava Arkeolojik Kultir— Park, spor ve Olkul, saghk Diger (belirtiniz)
sergi alani Park Kongre cocuk oyun ocagl gibi
Merkezi alanlan hizmetler
Acik hava sergi alam : Sadece arkeolojik eserlerin degil, aym zamanda baska sanat faaliyetlerine iliskin sergilerin de
dizenlendigi mekan dizenlemesi
Arkeolojik Park . Alana giris ¢ikisin kontrollii oldugu, arkeolojik eserlerin yerinde sergilendigi, daha ¢ok eserlerin

tamtumina yonelik diizenlemelerin yapildigi alan diizenlemesi
Kiltir-Kongre Merkezi : Bu gelisme modelinde ana amag alanin buytk clgekli kaltir kongre merkezi olarak kullanilmasi
ve gelir saglanmasidir
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APPENDIX C

GLOSSARY

English

Turkish

1st degree archaeological conservation area

1. derece arkeolojik sit alani

3rd degree archaeological conservation area

3. derece arkeolojik sit alani

Action area plan

Alt dlcekli proje alani plani / Cevre Diizeni Plani

Additional conservation plan

ilave Koruma Imar Plan

Allotment application

Ifraz uygulamasi

Base map

Halihazir harita

Building block

Yap! adas!

Bylaw regulation

Yénetmelik uygulamasi

Cadastral map

Kadastral harita

Cadastral parcel / Parcel

imar uygulamasi gérmemis parsel

Compound / Housing compound

Birden fazla apartman blogundan olusan konut, site

Conservation plan

Koruma imar Plani

Conservation plan modification

Koruma imar Plani Tadilati

Conservation plan revision

Koruma imar Plani Revizyonu

Conservation provision

Korumaya yonelik kosullar

Construction permit

ingaat izni, ruhsat

Designation (for cultural heritage / sites)

(Koruma alani éigeginde) Tescil

Detached order

Ayrik yapilanma diizeni

Development master plan

Cevre dizeni plani

Development rights

Yapilasma kogullari

Expropriation

Kamulagtirma

Floor area ratio

Kat alani katsayisi — Emsal

Group of buildings adjacent to a mosque

Killiye

Identification (for cultural heritage)

(Kdltar varliklari igin) Tespit

Implementation plan

Uygulama imar Plani

Land readjustment process

Arazi diizenleme slireci

Land readjustment share

Duizenleme Ortaklik Payi

Landscape project

Cevre diizenleme projesi

Lot coverage ratio

Taban alani katsayisi

Master plan

Nazim imar plani

Measured drawing

Rélove
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English

Turkish

Model Planning Regulation

Tip imar yénetmeligi

Occupancy permit

Yapi kullanma izni

Personnel motel

Resmi ya da 6zel kurum personelleri dinlenme tesisi

Plot imar uygulamasi gérmiis parsel

Property tax Emlak vergisi

Public house Resmi kurum personelleri igin konut, lojman
Public share Kamu Ortaklik Payi

Ratio regulation

Emsal uygulamasi

Registration (for cultural heritage / structure)

(Tek yapi dlgeginde) Tescil

Rescue excavation

Kurtarma Kazisi

Second-house compound

ikinci konut sitesi, yazIik site

Semi-detached order

Blok yapilanma diizeni

Setback distance

Cekme mesafesi

Site plan

Vaziyet plan

Sondage

Sondaj kazisi

Subdivision plan

ifraz uygulamasi ile elde edilen parselasyon plani

Surface survey

Y(izey arastirmasi

Transition period (development rights)

Gegis donemi (yapilasma kosullari)

Unification application

Tevhit uygulamasi

Administrative District ile belediyesi
District ilce

Province i

Quarter Mahalle

Building Authorization Office (of Municipality)

(Belediye) Yapi ve Ruhsat Dairesi

Circular Genelge
Council of Ministers (Decision) Bakanlar Kurulu (Kararr)
Law Kanun

Official Journal

Resmi Gazete

Planning Office (of Municipality)

(Belediye) Imar igleri Dairesi

Principle decision

ilke Karari

Regulation

Nizamname, yonetmelik, tlzik

(Regional) Council for the Conservation of
Cultural and Natural Assets

Kiltir ve Tabiat Varliklari Koruma (Bdlge) Kurulu

Adana (Regional) Council for the Conservation
of Cultural and Natural Assets

Adana Kiiltiir ve Tabiat Varliklari Koruma (Bdlge)
Kurulu

Adana Council for the Conservation of Cultural
and Natural Assets

Adana Kuiltur ve Tabiat Varliklari Koruma Kurulu

Antalya Council for the Conservation of Cultural
and Natural Assets

Antalya Kiltir ve Tabiat Varliklar Koruma Kurulu

Conservation, Implementation and Control
Office

Koruma, Uygulama ve Denetim Blrosu
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English

Turkish

Directorate of Adana Regional Council for the
Conservation of Cultural and Natural Assets

Adana Kiiltir ve Tabiat Varliklari Koruma Bélge
Kurulu Mudtirlagu

General Directorate for the Conservation of
Cultural and Natural Assets

Kdiltiir ve Tabiat Varliklarini Koruma Genel
Mudarligi

High Council for the Conservation of Cultural
and Natural Assets

Kultdr ve Tabiat Varliklari Koruma Yiksek Kurulu

High Council of Immovable Cultural and
Natural Assets

Tasinmaz Kiltir ve Tabiat Varliklari Yiksek Kurulu

High Council of Immovable Historical Assets
and Monuments

Gayrimenkul Eski Eserler ve Anitlar Yiiksek Kurulu

State Institute of Statistics

Devlet istatistik Enstitlisii

General Directorate for Cultural Heritage and
Museum

Kltdr Varliklari ve Mizeler Genel Muddirlugi

General Directorate of Monuments and
Museums

Anitlar ve Miizeler Genel Mudurligu

The Archaeological Settlements of Turkey
Project

Turkiye Arkeoloji Yerlesmeleri Projesi

Turkish Statistical Institute

Tiirkiye Istatistik Kurumu
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