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ABSTRACT

RE-INTEGRATING THE FRAGMENTED CONTEXT: PRESERVATION AND
PRESENTATION OF SIDE

Gliven Ulusoy, Feran Ozge
M.S. in Restoration, Department of Architecture

Supervisor: Assist. Prof. Dr. A.Guliz Bilgin Altin6z

December, 2014, 251 pages

Towns can be regarded as the existing physical witnesses of the superimposition of
different periods. In their formation process, each civilization reshapes the urban form
of the towns in relation to the remains of the previous periods. However, changing
conditions and context in time cause changes in the physical form through
transformations, additions and removals. This process are resulted with losing some
components and consequently the integrity of the towns. Disintegration brings the
fragmentation and components of the town become alienated from urban context.
Therefore, the main concern of this thesis is the “fragmented” remains those lost their
unity together with their meaning in urban context. Regarding this, Side and Selimiye
village that faces the same problem is studied for this subject. Side is a town where
traditional buildings of Crete Island immigrants from Ottoman Period and
archaeological monuments, remains from Roman, Byzantine periods exist in current
context physically together. However, they do not have relation not only with each

other but also in the current context and became “fragmented”.



Within this scope, the main aim of this thesis is re-integrating the fragmented remains
those lost their identity in the current town and providing perceptibility in this physical
context.

In this regard, the study is handled in three main sections. In the first part, analysis and
determinations about Side is presented. For this analysis process, the historical
development of Side, the history of planning, the researches and current conditions are
examined. In this scope, old maps, new-old aerial photos, new-old photos, base maps,
master plans, excavations and projects are collected and studied. At the same time,
written documents are benefitted with a comprehensive literature research. In the next
part, the evaluations related to the analysis are produced. In the last part, a proposal
for presentation and preservation principles with an integrated point of view on the

basis of the conceptual framework are developed.

Keywords: fragmentation, re-integration, presentation, cultural heritage, Side ancient

city
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PARCALANMIS BAGLAMIN YENIiDEN BUTUNLENMESI: SIDE’NIN
SUNUMU VE KORUNMASI

Giiven Ulusoy, Feran Ozge
Yiiksek Lisans, Restorasyon, Mimarlik Boliimii

Tez Yoneticisi: Yrd. Dog. Dr. A. Giiliz Bilgin Altinéz

Aralik , 2014, 251 sayfa

Kentler tarih ic¢indeki farkli donemlerin iistiiste gelmesinin fiziksel sahitleri olarak
diistiniilebilir. Kentlerin olusum siire¢lerinde, her medeniyet kentsel yap1y1 kendinden
onceki stireglerin kalintilarin1 g6z Oniinde bulundurarak yeniden sekillendirmistir.
Fakat degisen kosullar ve baglamlar fiziksel formda doniisiimler, eklemeler ve
cikarmalarla birtakim degisikliklere yol agmaktadir. Bu siireg, kentlerin bazi
Ogelerinin ve sonug olarak da biitiinliiklerinin kaybi ile sonu¢lanmaktadir. Bu 6gelerin
batiinluklerini kaybetmesi beraberinde boliinmeyi ve pargalanmayi getirir ve kenti
olusturan parcalar kentsel baglamdan soyutlanir. Bu sebeple, bu tezin ana kaygisi,
kentsel baglam icerisinde biitiinliiklerini ve beraberinde anlamlarin1 kaybeden, tekil
olarak varliklarini siirdiiren “parcalanmis” kalintilardir.. Buna iliskin olarak da, ayni
problemle yuz yize olan Side antik kenti ve Selimiye koyl bu baslik altinda
calisilmistir. Side, Osmanli déneminde gelen Girit gégmenleri i¢in yapilan binalarin
ve Roma, Bizans doneminden kalan anit ve kalintilarin fiziksel olarak bir arada
bulunduklar1 bir kasabadir. Fakat sadece birbirleriyle degil mevcut baglamla da

iliskilerini kaybetmislerdir ve “parcalanmis” lardir.
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Bu kapsamda, tezin asil amaci, mevcut kent igerisinde kimliklerini kaybeden bu
pargalarin yeniden biitlinlesmesini ve fiziksel baglam igerisinde algilanabilirligini
saglamaktir..

Bu baglamda, ¢alisma (i¢ ana béliimde ele alinmistir. Ik bdliimde, Side antik kentine
iligkin analizler ve tespitler yer almaktadir. Bu asamada, Side’nin tarihi gelisimi,
planlama ge¢misi, yapilan ¢calismalar ve mevcut kosullari incelenmistir. Bu kapsamda
eski haritalar, hava fotograflari, eski ve yeni fotograflar, halihazir haritalar, imar
planlari, kazi caligmalari ve projeler incelenmistir. Ayni zamanda kapsamli bir literatur
caligmas1 yapilarak yazili dokiimanlardan yararlanilmigtir. Bir sonraki bolimde ise
analiz asamasinda yer alan bilgilerin degerlendirmeleri yapilmistir. Tezin son
boliimiinde de, Side’deki kiiltiirel mirasin biitiinlesik bir bakis acisiyla korunabilmesi
ve sunulabilmesi i¢in gereken ilkeler ortaya konulmustur ve proje 6nerisi ile ilgili 6n

kararlara yer verilmistir.

Keywords: bélinme, parcalanma, entegrasyon, sunum, kiiltiirel varlik ,Side antik kenti
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

Towns can be regarded as the physical outcomes of the superimposition of different
periods. Each period in a town’s historical continual development process, re-gains its
own physical unity and meaning together with its urban and architectural components,
all of which are shaped by the natural, social, cultural and economic aspects of its
context as well as its inhabitants. Due to changing conditions and context in time,
changes occur in the physical form of the town through transformations, additions and
removals. Although these are all indispensable actions occurring naturally and
continuously, they can lead to some disruptions which are resulted with losing some
components and consequently the integrity of the town. Hence, the town becomes a
disintegrated context, where the different components from different periods exist
physically together, but do not have a relation with each other as well as with the

contemporary urban form and life. Disintegration brings “fragmentation” with itself.

Hernandez, Salinas and Avila (2006: 856), defines the fragmentation process as
“complex, multiphysics, multiscale phenomena in Nature and Technology” .
“Fragmentation” is mainly defined as “disintegration”, “collapse”, and “breakdown of

norms”?.

! Hernandez, G., Salinas, L., and Avila, A. 2006. “Large Scale Simulations of Bi-dimensional
n-Ary Fragmentation Model”, in Computational Science - ICCS 2006: 6th International
Conference, Reading, UK, May 28-31, 2006, Proceedings — Part 1 (ed.s: V. N. Alexandrov,
G. D. van Albada, P. M. A. Sloot, J. Dongarra), Springer Verlag, Berlin Heidelberg, pp. 856-
859.

2 The definition is taken from the http://dictionary.reference.com/browse/fragmentation, last
accessed in january of 2015.
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Fragmentation as a word, has a wide-spread usage in many different disciplines, such
as biology, economics, sociology, urban studies and computational sciences. In all
these different disciplines, the “fragmentation” basically refers to the “disruption of

continuity”, while in each different discipline its meaning and use alters slightly.

1.1. Problem Definition

In any of the different disciplines, “fragmentation” is considered as a problematic
process, which brings different inconveniences and complexities together with it. In
biology DNA fragmentation can lead to cell death; disc fragmentation in computers
leads to disordered “wasted spaces” 3 in memory which can reduce capacity and
performance; in economy fragmentation causes market shakeouts; social

fragmentation can bring clashes in the society.

Similarly, “fragmentation” is a serious contemporary problematic for historical rural
and urban landscapes. The towns with long history, the contemporary urban context
encompasses the traces and remains of different periods. However, archaeological sites
sharing the same context with rural or urban settlements, suffer from various and
complex conservation problems. Especially when they lose their integrity with the
contemporary physical, visual, functional, social and administrative context, their
annihilation process accelerates. They start to diverge from their contemporary context
and become fragments. As G. Bilgin Altin6z mentions (2014: 32), in some cases, these
traces and remains can become an integral part of their contemporary contexts and the
“new whole”. However, in some others, they just exist physically in the contemporary
context as “fragmented aliens from the past” (BILGIN ALTINOZ, 2014: 32).

% The definition is written with the assistance of definitions
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Fragmentation_%28computing%?29, last accessed in January of
2015
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In Turkey, development strategies are not generally conducted parallel with the
conservation strategies. Therefore, generally the policies of development defined by
the local and governmental authorities either totally ignore the unique and valuable
features of archaeological and historical backgrounds of the towns, or they
superficially try to make use of them just for the sake of economic benefit based on
tourism. Whereas, today in the international platform it is widely discussed that
preservation of archaeological heritage is not an action against to development, but it
is a vital and very supportive component of any development scheme (MADRAN,
1994). The experiences in many European towns showed that the conflict between
urban development and conservation often seems derive from poor co-ordination
between town planning and conservation (Council of Europe, Cultural Heritage

Committee)*.

All these actions for development, disregarding heritage conservation, end up with
leaving the traces and remains of the past as fragments disintegrated from their
historical and contemporary context. Side, the case of this study, is many of such towns

in Anatolia.

Side, is a multi-layered town that has many valuable buildings and remains from
different periods representing its far and near past. When the planning decisions of
local authorities, those of conservation councils and the legislative framework for the
conservation of archaeological heritage are examined, the reason of the problems those
Side struggle today can be seen easily. The process that started with the opening of
The International Planning and Tourism Competition that was organized by the
Ministry of Tourism in 1968 became the turning point for Side ancient town. While
tourism was a strategy to contribute the economic development of Side in 1970’s
virginally, today poorly-managed tourism threaten its integrity and significant

characteristics because of overuse of the town.

4 Further information can be reached from the journal of “Council of Europe, Urban
Archaeology in today’s towns,, MPC (91) 3, Strasbourg, 30 January 1991”
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In this regard, fragmented heritage that lost their unity both in their historical and

contemporary urban context is the substantial conservation problem of Side.

While the archaeological heritage, historical buildings and modern architecture were
in harmony with their open spaces, green areas and each other in the middle of the 20"
century, today archaeological remains are seen as individual fragmented scenes those
separated from their physical and historical context (Figure 1. 1). For this reason, Side
ancient town and historic town center together is analyzed in this thesis. It is obvious

that, multifaceted conservation problems of cultural heritage can be read in this scope.

Figure 1. 1: Bird’s-eye view of the peninsula in 1950’s (right), 2010 (left)
(from the Arkitekt, 03/1973, 343, P:125-128 and Side Municipality)



1.2. Aim and Scope of the Study

Being considered as a problem by all different disciplinary fields, thereupon, it
becomes essential to study for solutions for eliminating the fragmentation and re-
gaining the integrity. The “defragmentation” action can be given as an example of such
efforts in computing. “Defragmentation” in computing is defined as a process for
reducing the amount of fragmentation by organizing the components of “mass storage”
in a continuous process®. Hence, through the process of defragmentation, gaps and
disorders in computer’s memory are tried to be re-filled by the small fragments through
their re-organization. In this respect, A. Savas (2014:50), explains defragmentation in
computational sciences as an “infill” operation to remove gaps in the memory system®.
In this respect, she suggests that “fragmentation” and “defragmentation” as a relevant

analogy in architecture and urban planning (SAVAS, 2014: 50).

Consequently, this analogy can be used also for the historic rural and urban contexts
where the traces of past periods exist in the form of disintegrated and disordered pieces
as “fragments”. Hence, conservation of the fragments of the past periods within the
contemporary urban or rural context is a complex issue. These fragments are fragile
and irreplaceable witnesses of past civilizations, cultures, periods and life styles. They
need actions that can re-integrate them with each other and with their contemporary

context.

“l seek to insist on the understanding and use of historical and
archaeological evidence as a tool for the future and as a means of
coming to grips with the physical presence of the past as a source of
inspiration and understanding. The physical presence of the past is

certainly only one of the elements to be understood and used in the

% http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Defragmentation, last accessed in January of 2015
® The information is taken from the article of Aysen Savas which is published in “Studio-
log”Architectural Design Studios Arch 401-402, DOHA Exploring Artistic Landscapes,
Middle East Technical University, Department of Architecture
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creation of the new, but it is ignored, misunderstood or perverted at our
peril.
(BIDDLE, 1980: 9)

Martin Biddle points out that, the evidences of the past in a contemporary town is,
actually, an important tool that should be considered for the design of its future. He
defines those fragments of the past as a source of inspiration and understanding, which
have a potential to contribute to the contemporary and future urban form. On the
contrary, in most cases, they are ignored, misunderstood or misused instead, turning
out to be problem (BIDDLE, 1980: 9)

So 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 (ICOMOS, 1990)7 . In fact, the
fragments of the past in contemporary urban and rural contexts should be treated very
cautiously, in order not to lose their identities and values. Besides, they need creative
approaches and actions while trying to find ways for re-integrating these fragmented

contexts.

Thereupon, the aim of this thesis is to discuss the principles and possible actions for
the re-integration of the fragments of the past those lost their integrity in the current
town, based on the case of Side. Those necessitates primarily, to have a comprehensive
understanding of the historical development of the town; to reveal the existing traces
and remains of different periods within that historical development process;
understand each fragment in relation to its contemporary context; to assess the values,
problems and potentials of the fragmented urban form as a whole as well as each
fragment within this urban whole. Based on all these analysis and assessments, the

thesis aims at defining the principles and proposals for presentation and conservation

" Further information can be reached from the ICOMOS Charter for the Protection and
Management of the Archaeological Heritage (1990)
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of the fragments of the past and for re-integrating the existing fragments with the
contemporary context of Side.

However, it should not be forgotten that each site is a different case, having its own
identity and significance related with its own history as well as past and present context.
Besides, each town has different problems and potentials regarding the fragmentation
problem. Therefore, this study does not try to find a generic solution for disintegration
and fragmentation of past periods in contemporary rural and urban contexts. Instead,
it focuses on the specific case of Side, tries to understand that specific case in detail
Hence, understanding the historical development process of Side in detail; revealing
the traces of the past periods in the contemporary urban context; defining the values,
problems and potentials of the fragmented context of Side as a whole, as well as of
each remain as a fragment from its ancient past; and discussing solutions for re-
integrating the fragments in Side constitute the main objectives of the study. For the
specific case of Side, this study reveals that the context is highly fragmented due to
various interventions taking place since especially 1970s onwards. Hence today, for
the case of Side, it is impossible to have a re-integration based on its ancient past.
Instead, the question is how to re-integrate these fragments with the contemporary

context.

1.3. Methodology

In order to define re-integration, presentation and preservation principles, it is essential
that the urban form of all periods, the traces, remains from them, should be analyzed
and understood thoroughly. Only based on such a comprehensive understanding and
assessment of the past together with its traces in the contemporary context. These
traces and remains can be used as a fund of experience for the future (BIDDLE, 1980).
In order to make further decisions for integration, it is important to reveal the
disintegrations and their reasons systematically with all components of the site. At this

point, it is also important to discuss the concepts of “fragmentation” and “integration”.



The methodology and the structure of the thesis is shaped accordingly. Focusing on
this purpose, the thesis is structured in four main sections. In the first part, related
concepts such as “fragmentation”, “disintegration”, “fragments” are discussed in the
introduction section. In the next part, Side that is selected for the case study is
considered in detail for a better understanding of the place with all aspects. Because,
in order to develop interpretation and presentation principles the significance of a site,
its multi-faceted historical, political, spiritual and artistic contexts should be explored.
It should consider all aspects of the site’s cultural, social and environmental
significance and values (ICOMOS, 2007)8. In this regard, main features of Side,
history of Side, planning history of Side, the observations of travelers and decisions of
conservation council are researched precisely. In the next part, the evaluations will be
produced related to the analysis about the site. Finally, a proposal that comprises the
presentation and preservation principles those aim to integrate the remains in their
current context.

At the beginning of the studies for the thesis, comprehensive literature research was
done in order to gain sufficient written documents. These sources can be listed as some

subjects;

- International documents related to the discussions of archaeological
heritage and examples from all over the world
o Journals, articles, books etc...
o International charters, declarations, recommendations
o Projects
- National Documents
o Laws, regulations, decisions
o0 Decisions of Conservation Council related to Side Ancient Town
- Thesis related

- Other written documents related to the content of the study

8 Further information can be reached The ICOMOS Charter for the Interpretation and
Presentation of Cultural Heritage Sites, Proposed Final Draft,10 April 2007
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The sources were scanned to find related information about both the main scope of the
thesis and Side ancient town. In addition to that, many visual documents like base
maps, maps, old and new master plans, old photos, projects and drawings were
gathered. In order to gain these sources, libraries, scientific people, Side Municipality,
Antalya Regional Conservation Council of Cultural Assets, General Command of
Mapping, International Institutions and web-sites on the Internet were visited.

After all, for the next step of the thesis, field surveys were realized to get the sufficient
information about the site. During these surveys, detailed studies about the
archaeological remains, historical buildings and the whole site were done. In order to
get systematic information about the fragmented archaeological remains and
surroundings, survey sheets were prepared and implemented at the sites. The sheets
were not applied for the traditional buildings on the site. By the photos taken and some
markers on the base map, the buildings were documented. In addition to that, detailed
information at the site scale was gathered in the field surveys those realized three times
in a year and lasted one to seven days. During the field surveys, interviews were done

with the inhabitants and professionals.

The stages of gathering information for the case study can be summarized as written

below;

-Pre-Survey: In this step, all information sources related to the sites such as;
base maps, maps, aerial photos, old aerial photos and other visual documents were
collected so as to use in field survey. Base maps, old maps, conservation master plans
were taken from Side Municipality, old and new aerial photos were reached in General
Command of Mapping and the others were provided from Side Excavation archive. In
addition, survey sheets were prepared for archaeological monuments and surroundings

in order to understand their conditions and gather data systematically.

-Survey: This step is based on field surveys which is planned to gather all
information at the site. Revision of base maps, determining the vehicle or pedestrian

traffic scheme and density, three dimensional relationships of buildings and streets by
9



street sections, collecting data about the traditional buildings such as number of storeys,
current functions, relationship with the open spaces were some of the analyses
produced at town scale. The survey sheets prepared before were applied to all
archaeological monuments and their surroundings in order to understand physical
accessibility, visibility, integration with the environment and functional relation. At
some points sketches were drawn to reveal the perspectives and vista points of
archaeological properties. Furthermore, all cultural properties, new constructions,
street perspectives, vista points and open spaces were documented by the way of taking
photos. In order to gather all this information three field surveys were planned; in May,
2013 three days long, in August 2013 ten days long and February 2014 two days long

trips were arranged.

-Presentation of Analyses: Presentation of the data gathered in the previous
stages composed of the final part of this analyses. In order to visualize the data
systematically for a better understanding of the places, computer tools such as Adobe
Photoshop, Adobe Illustrator and AutoCAD were used.
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CHAPTER 2

UNDERSTANDING THE FRAGMENTED CONTEXT: THE CASE OF SIDE

“It is now generally accepted that, the purpose of this type of research
(urban archaeology) must be to achieve a comprehensive understanding
of an urban environment by means of horizontal and vertical cross-
sectional analyses and thematic studies presenting the full history of the
Civitas, including its relations with its hinterland.”

(SOMMELLA, 1984: 26)

While dealing with a fragmented context, firstly the significant characters of the
context should be revealed. These can be gained from the traces in that context. If the
fragmented context is a result of superimpositions of different layers, the problems
become more complex. Understanding, assessing and re-presenting should be the main
steps so that it could be a basis for future studies or interventions.

These steps begin with the revealing of different hidden layers. In order to put forward
them, it is necessary to search back the physical traces of time in the contemporary
context. According to Bilgin Altindz (2014: 31), although there are differences in the
definition of stratification in different disciplines, the basic principles of analyzing and
representing the spatio-temporal data related with stratified contexts show similarities.
That is, gathering data by tracing back the layers one by one from top to bottom, then
defining the main time periods generating the formation of each layer, and finally
presenting the layers in a chronological order from top to bottom, are the basic steps

for understanding and presenting the stratification (BILGIN ALTINOZ, 2014: 31). For
11



the case of multi-layered towns, Bilgin Altin6z (2002) proposes a methodology based
of relooking each period layer by layer, together with the main components for
defining and understanding the urban form, such as the topography and the natural
context as the basis, the settled area and its boundaries, entrances to the settlement,
main axis and street network, main buildings and other remains. After defining these
for each layer, then they are overlaid with each other and with the contemporary urban
form so as to identify the continuities, gaps, changes, discontinuities, fragmentations
in this process (BILGIN ALTINOZ, 2002).

In this thesis the methodology and approach proposed by Bilgin Altindz (1996;2002)
is used to understand and assess the development of urban form through history and
its stratification. Therefore, in order to understand a multi-layered town of Side,
analyses about the general features of the town, such as location, natural and
topographical features, history and historical stratification, are made. Then, to reveal
the historical stratification, extensive historical and archaeological studies are carried
on. Different information sources are utilized within this scope, such as written, oral
and figurative sources which supply knowledge about the nature, specifications,
meaning and history of cultural heritage®. Following it, the existing traces and remains
of the past periods, standing as fragments disintegrated from the present context of the

town, are defined and further studied together with their surroundings.

Within the light of all information, this chapter focuses on the understanding the
development of the urban form of Side in time, as well as the existing fragments of its
past, in relation with their historical and current context. In this regard, this chapter is
mainly structured in three parts. In the first one, the urban context with its location,
topography and history is put forward. Therefore, general features of Side and
surrounding is explained. After those, the factors as an impact of changing perceptions
of the town is taken into consideration. Within this scope, decisions of conservation
council, planning and development decisions, researches and projects are explained.

Finally, in order to understand the town, the context it exists in is analyzed considering

® These information sources are taken from Nara Document on Authenticity, Appendix 2, 1994
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all components in terms of their urban, architectural, archaeological and morphological
features. This study is considered at two scale; town scale and archaeological site scale.
At town scale, general analyses such as open and built-up areas, registration status and
legal status of edifices, urban morphology, traffic scheme and density, vista points in
open spaces are studied. When archaeological site scale is analyzed, current function,
number of storeys, changing open-built-up area density of surrounding buildings of
archaeological remains. In addition to that, historical stratification, physical
accessibility, visual perceptions and three-dimensional relations near the remains and
buildings are analyzed.

2.1. General Features of Side and its Surrounding

In antiquity, today’s plane region of Antalya province which surrounded by Taurus
Mountains in the north, Mediterranean Sea in the south and Manavgat River in the east
was known as “Pamphylia”, which means the country of all clans. (MANSEL, 1978:
4) (Figure 2. 2).

L .
B "O Bu.cak§eyh\er

Figure 2. 1: Geographical location of Side (Google Earth, last accessed on
13.08.2014)
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Side had been the most significant and merely harbor town of this region until Attaleia,
today’s Antalya, was established. The town was an important trade center among the
other coastal towns in Anatolia. It is known that the name of Side leans back to the
fruit called “pomegranate”, which is the symbol of fertility in antiquity. The illustration

on the ancient coins stand as the proofs of this.

In many sources Side is called “Old Antalya” or “Burnt Antalya”, as the people living
in Side until the end of Byzantine period, left the town and moved to Antalya
(MANSEL, 1978: 18; IDRISI). So the town was abandoned until a new rural
settlement called Selimiye Village was established in the same location with ancient
Side, during the late Ottoman period. Today, Side is an important touristic settlement
having the traces of both its far past, ancient town of Side and its more recent past, the
Ottoman village of Selimiye in the same physical context. All these are the reflections
of the historical stratification of Side, with continuities and breaks.

2.1.1. Location and General Features

The location of a place is part of its cultural significance (ICOMOS, 1999:5). In
addition to that, its natural features of the place, such as the topographical, geological
and climatic conditions, play an important role in the formation of a place, as well as
in all the studies for understanding its present form while re-shaping its future.

Side is located 70 kilometers from Antalya and 7 kilometers away from Manavgat,
which is the administrative province of Side (Figure 2. 1). Itis located in Antalya Gulf
is founded on a peninsula and stretching from northeast to the southwest. The
peninsula is approximately 1 kilometers long and 350-400 kilometers wide in
dimensions (Figure 2. 4). The distinctive quality of the town is the natural boundaries
and flatness of the peninsula. The highest elevation of the peninsula might be the center
place where theatre stands. Natural boundaries determines the size and the macroform

of the town. Moreover, the narrowest part of the peninsula, not only provided a well-
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defined town center, but also a fortified land in its physical development in history
(TOPAKTAS, 1997: 79)

The area has a typical Mediterranean climatic conditions with warm-humid winters
and long hot summers. Brooks and rills pour down from Taurus Mountains and rain
raise the fertility of plain areas in this region. The average temperature does not fall
under 10° C all the year round. The months when the temperature is the highest are
July and August and temperature is the lowest in January (Yurt Ansiklopedisi, 1981:
757).

The subsoil of the peninsula is formed of hard and dark colored and various sized
conglomerate layer that can be seen on the indented coast where is caved by the sea.
Above this layer, a thin layer of sand and soil mixture is visible in some areas
(MANSEL, 1978: 3).

This region has fertile lands surrounded by many rivers; Katarraktes (Dudensu),
Kestros (Aksu), Eurymedon (Koprucay), and Melas (Manavgat). Its geopolitical
location, fertile land that is hydrated by many rivers have made this region settlement
area for people throughout the history (Figure 2. 3) (MANSEL, 1978: 1). Physidia,
Lykia and Cilicia are the neighboring regions of Pamphylia. In addition to that there
are many places those witness many civilizations throughout the history. Attaleia
(Antalya), Magydos (today’s Lara Region of Antalya), Perge (Aksu Area), Silyon
(Asarkoy), Aspendos (Belkis), and Olbia are antique cities of Pamphylia (Figure 2. 3).

15
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Figure 2. 2: The location of Pamphylia region and Side located on the coast (from:
Side: A Guide to the Ancient Town and The Museum by O.Atvur, 1984, Istanbul)
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Figure 2. 3: The map showing the cities of Pamphylia and rivers (from the Cities of
Pamphylia by John D. Grainger, 2009)
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Side ancient town is within the boundary of Selimiye Village, which was founded by
the immigrants coming from Crete Island at the end 19" century. Side was
administrated by Side Municipality before the local elections in March, 2014. Since

that time the town has been a province of Manavgat Municipality.

In conclusion, the strategic position of Side with fertile lands, rivers and the peninsula
itself has made Side a valuable settlement throughout the history.

Figure 2. 4: A view showing the peninsula with the ancient town, 2009 (from Side
Municipality Archive)

2.1.2. Historical Development of Side

The history of Side has not been totally enlightened yet; nevertheless the town is
indicated as a colony of one of the West Anatolian cities called Cyma (Namurt harbor,
near Aliaga, Izmir today) by the antique geographer, Strabo. Although it is not exactly
known, the foundation of the ancient Side is assumed to be in the 7" century BC,
during the second colonization movement (MANSEL, 1978: 4). Side was the second

Greek colony town following Phaselis. After the colonization period, Pamphylia
17



region had been dependent to powers either which were dominant to Anatolian or the
newly established ones (Side Uluslararasi Turizm Planlama Yarigmasi, 1968: 41). On
the other hand, according to some resources more reliable knowledge about the history
of settlements can be gathered and these prove that Side is one of the oldest cities of
South Anatolian. The Anatolian originated word not Greek or Phoenician “Side”,
means pomegranate, a familiar symbol of fertility and this fruit is represented on the
town’s coin from the earliest down to Roman imperial times (BEAN, 1968). |
Inscriptions dating to 3" and 2" century BC indicate that there was a spoken and
written language at Side whose words and script were apparently unique (MANSEL,
1978: 4). This language of Side has not been deciphered yet, today. The historian
Anabasis stated that the people came from Cyma to Side had forgotten their language
and started to speak the native one. This also shows that, those people had come to
Side as immigrants. It means that, the town had been established before they came
(BOSCH, 1957).

According to historian Herodot, the king of Lydian Kroissos took Pamphylia to his
kingdom, however Lykians had sustained their independency until they fell under
domination of Persians with Pamphylia in the 6™ century BC. In this period, the town
had sustained its freedom to some extent by stamping its own coinage until the
invasion of Alexander the Great. In the 4™ century BC, while the Anatolian expedition
of Alexander the Great, Macedonian King, the town was surrendered without any
resistance. Afterwards the town became one of the significant coin mints established
by Alexander. Gold coins which have pomegranate depictions on show this clearly
(MANSEL, 1978: 8).

After the death of Alexander, Pamphylia and Side subjected to struggles between the
Hellenistic Kingdoms. In this period, town fell under domination of many kingdoms
such as Antigonos, Pleistarkhos, Ptolemaios and were exposed to the attacks of
Seleucids those also had been managing Syrian Kingdom. With the result of the war
between Roman-Pergamon-Rhodes and Antiochus domination of Pamphylia was
given to the Pergamon Kingdom. In this period, Side experienced most prosperous

time in its history. The town became one of the significant trade, culture and art center
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among the Mediterranean cities. Moreover, Side was such a developed town with the
regard of education and culture that Syrian king sent his son to Side for his education
(MANSEL, 1978: 10). It can easily be interpreted that, these developments reflected
to the architecture and many advanced buildings were constructed with the regard of

the prosperity level in the town

However this wealthy period did not lasted longer after the spread of the pirates that
began with the Psidians and Clicians. It is learned from Strabo that, Cilician pirates
used the harbour of Side as a dockyard and by agreement with the citizens auctioned
their prisoners in the town (BEAN, 1968). Furthermore, the situation became worsened
by the fact that, pirates were supported by Mithradates, Pontus King against to Romans.
Finally, in 78 BC, the Roman Consul Publius Servilius domineered Side with
Pamphylian and Clician cities to the Roman State. In addition to that, the town which
sustained good relationships with the Romans from the beginning differently from the
East Pamphylian cities maintained its own freedom until the death of Amyntas. After
the year of 25 BC Side became a separate province under the reign of Roman emperor,

Augustus.

As a result, in the inscription of 2" and 3" centuries AD, the town was indicated as a
metropolis ruled by the provincial governor. In the 2" and 3" century, Side as the
other Pamphylian cities lived its best era of all times through its history. In any time
in the history, the town did not experience such a big development and wealthy period.
Most of the standing monuments now were constructed within this period (MANSEL,
1978: 13).

In the 3™ century AD, these magnificent periods started to be deflated gradually. The
tribes living in the northern mountain region began to spread down to the coastal
regions and destroy. After many incursions, the town is divided into two with a
constructed wall that was following the axis of theatre scene building with towers.
After the construction of this wall called “Philipus Attius” population moved to the
south, towards the peninsula (MANSEL, 1978: 15).
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The people of Side who worshipped Gods such as Apollo, Athena, until the 4™ century,
started to adopt Christianity. In the first period of Christianity, the level of welfare in
the town is not equal to the period in Roman period (Yurt Ansiklopedisi, C: 2: 771)
After all, for the last time in the 5th and 6th century, town lived the prosperity as a
Byzantine town until the Arabians raid in the 7th century. However, it was the diocese
center of East Pamphylia region for this time. Many of the monuments were repaired
and the town was inhabited again. Later on, with the Arabian invasions in the 7\"
century the ultimate decline of the town set in (BEAN, 1968). It is not obvious when
the town was destroyed and people left the town. However, according to the
excavations it is certain that none of the Byzantine buildings in Side date after the 9th
and 10th century and there are traces of fires on the houses. Depending on these, it can
be interpreted that, the destruction realized in the 10th century probably by Arabian
raids (MANSEL, 1978: 17). After the disasters the people were transferred to Antalya;
from this circumstance it derives its popular name of “Old Antalya”. It can be said that
by examining the monuments, the town experienced numerous earthquakes and had
not been inhabited until the 19" century. The depictions of travelers about Side at those
centuries will be mentioned in the next sections. However, the main common of them
is that the town was a forsaken haunted place covered by the sands brought with the
winds and hosted to pirates (MANSEL, 1978: 18).

After the conquest of Crete Island in 1669, Turks from many regions of Anatolia such
as Konya, Karaman, Trabzon, were sent and placed to the island as a part of a
muslimization strategy of the Ottoman Empire (ATVUR, 2011: 44). Between the years
1895-1924 many people escaped from the island because of the torture. In this regard,
in 1897, some of them had come to Antalya and by command of 1. Abdulhamit, five
villages, taking their names from the children of Abdulhamit the 2"@ were establihed
for them; Thsaniye, Ahmediye, Mecidiye, Kadriye (Belek) and Selimiye which is the

core of today’s village on the peninsula inside the ancient town borders.
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2.1.3. Evolution of the Physical Form and its Main Components Through
History

As it is stated in the historical summary, there is no reliable information about the first
settlement of the town. According to Strabon the town was a colony town of Kyme.
However Mansel controverts this knowledge that there is no connection between the
main town and colonial town in the later periods (MANSEL, 1978: 4). According to
Kostof, colonial towns were usually planned cities which were established forcibly
with a stroke (KOSTOF, 1985: 139). In addition to that, colonization in antiquity is
categorized into two; the early colonized towns like Ephesos in 10" century BC,
showing and organic pattern parallel to the ancient times. The later ones comparatively

exemplify more quick evolution (Wycherley, 1962: 19-51).

Even though, there is not much information about the urban form of Side and its
components in the earlier stages of its development, Side may be thought as one of the
colonial planned towns (TOPAKTAS, 1997: 84). Mansel also mentions that, there was
certainly a settlement in Side before all of these colonization movements (MANSEL,
1978: 4). Though the evidences about the urban form in Hellenistic Period are not
clear, it is known that the town started to have a prosperous period under the
dominance of the Pergamon Kingdom and became an important trade and cultural
center. The harbour was an important component for Side during this period. Although
the physical evidences from this period do not exist today, it is thought that, until
Roman period, the main borders of the town such as fortification walls, colonnaded
avenues and gates were already constructed (MANSEL, 1978: 1-19)

When the urban macroform before Roman period is considered, fortification walls,
colonnaded avenues and gates are seen as the components of the town. Two
colonnaded avenues extend in two different directions by starting from the main gate.
One of them starts from the gate and extend in north-east direction through the theatre
and with a curve after theatre, extends to the south until the border of peninsula (Figure

2. 5, 2. 6). The other avenues also originates from the main gate and directly extends
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to south direction. The fortification walls can be regarded in two parts; land and
seaward walls. Seaward walls which still can be seen today especially in southern parts
of the peninsula encloses the peninsula. As a footnote, it should be said that, in Roman
period when the construction actions increased, the material of seaward walls were
used for construction of some monuments. Thus, diversity in stone material of walls
today explain this. The land walls which can be followed easily today, run in the north-
west, south-east direction by separating the peninsula from its periphery. In addition,
as Side owed its prosperity to trade, the harbor was constructed on the south-eastern
part of the peninsula.

Figure 2. 5: The images of Colonnaded Avenue extends in north-east direction by
passing through the theatre (from author’s archive, 2013)
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2.1.3.1. Roman Period

The knowledge about the urban form of Side is evident from the Roman Period
onwards. The town that had been connected to Galatia with Pamphylia region in
Emperor Augustus period successed to be independent again in 25 BC. It is referred

that, some of the existing monuments today were constructed after this date
(KADERLI, 2009: 17). After Emperor Marcus Aurelius connected the town to his

empire, Side again live the heyday of its history.

Figure 2. 6: The images of main Colonnaded Avenue in 1950’s, 1960’s and 2013,
respectively (from Orhan Atvur archive, Side Excavation Archive and author’s
archive respectively)

Figure 2. 7: The image of Colonnadded Avenue B
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Within this reason; it can easily be guessed that, the greatest development of the town
realized in 2" century AD, in Roman period, considering the buildings those played

an important role in the organization of the town (Figure 2. 9).

The contribution of Roman Period to Side was construction of monuments such as,
theatre (L), nympheum (G), agoras, (J, M), baths (S, T, U), temples (N1, N2, K, P, Q)
(Figure 2. 9). Monumental buildings were erected following the main axis such as,
fortification walls, colonnaded avenues, and streets. It can be referred that, extensive
organization of town planning was considered in Roman period. However, the gridiron
plan scheme of the other cities in Anatolia such as Miletus, Ephesus was not seen in

Side with the other Pamphylian cities'®.

T he grid-iron plan will be discussed at the end of this section.
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Figure 2. 8: The map showing the Roman Period edifices and possible town borders
(prepared by the author)
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Figure 2. 9: (a) Triumphal Arch, (b) Nympheum, (c)Vespasianus Monument, (d)
Latrin, (e) Agora and Round Temple, (f) Theatre, (g) State Agora, (h) Temples, (1)
Harbour Bath, (j) Agora Bath (all from author’s archive, except (f) from Excavation
archive)
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After the 3™ century, the town were exposed to the attacks of tribes living in the
northern mountain region and beginning to spread down to the coastal towns.
According to some resources, in this period the wall of “Philipus Attius” was
constructed and the town was divided into two parts for easing the defense of the town
against to incursions. This wall made from reused material over the scene building of
theatre across the narrowest art of the peninsula. However, ongoing excavations do not
affirm this information. Because the excavations near the Philipus Attius wall which
started in last year has been going on and the information is not certain yet. Thus, the
date when the town got smaller with this wall is considered in between the 4" and 7*"
century within the scope of this thesis??.

2.1.3.2. Byzantine Period

Within the adaptation of Christianity in late Roman period, remarkable construction
activities started. Hence, in the 5" century, Side had lived the best times for the third
time as well as in the physical appearance. The town arrived the original borders again
and in this period the construction activities in the north-eastern part of the town. It is
seen that, the street and building organizations did not change in physical but the
meaning of them transformed radically. In this period theatre were transformed to a

open-air church, therefore some repairs and changes were applied.

Side was a significant diocese center so many religious buildings were constructed in
this period. A basilica (aa) was erected over the temples in the harbour. In addition, in
the north-east part of the town a great Archbishop’s palace (dd) and the basilica (cc)
were the symbols of the new religion. These building complex was perpendicular to

the Colonnaded Avenue and connected to the main gate with it (Figure 2. 10).

11 The information about the “Phillipus Attius” wall is taken from Hiiseyin Alanyali who is the
head of Side excavation and within the scope of this thesis it is regarded after Byzantine Period.
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As mentioned before, the town borders enclosed smaller area after the construction of
“Phillipus Attius” wall which was erected for the solution for defense problems. It is
regarded within the scope of this thesis that it was constructed in 7" century. However,
it is not certain information because the excavations near the wall have not been
resulted yet. In addition to that, the construction date of big basilica in Temples region
was in late period of Byzantine and this also affirms the information that the wall was
constructed in 7% century. The construction of this wall means that many edifices such
as agora, agora bath, state agora, houses and religious buildings of Byzantine period
were left out of this boundary Therefore, it can be referred that north-eastern portion
of the town had lost its importance and south-western part with colonnaded avenue

kept its significance.

2.1.3.3. ‘“Lacuna”

In ancient cities, in a stratified context, some interruptions may occur in a continuous
formation process. These cause some gaps and losses of different parts in different
layers and periods. The irregularities resulting from the losses are called as “lacunae”
if it occurs in a building or a settlement (BILGIN ALTINOZ, 2014)*2. The period
between the dates when the people had lived in Side left the town and Crete immigrants

came to town can be defined as “lacunae” in the continuous inhabitation process.

Although the date when the people left the town is not certain, Mansel claims that,
there were no buildings constructed after the 10" century and most of the remains
traces of fire can be observed. Hence, he guesses people live in Side left the town and
moved to Attaleia before 11" century because of Arabian raids. However some sources
refer that the population of the town fell down gradually until 14" century and it can
be said that some group of people had lived there until this period. Conversely to the
common thought, until 16™ century coins can be followed without any interruption.

12 The information is taken from the article of Guliz Bilgin Altindz which is published in
“Studio-log”Architectural Design Studios Arch 401-402, DOHA Exploring Artistic
Landscapes, Middle East Technical University, Department of Architecture
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However, there are no existing architectural remains dating to that period, which show
that there could be temporal settlement of Turks (YILDIRIM, 2013: 23).

So it is clear that, there occurred an interruption in the continual settlement process of
Side and the site was abandoned until the immigrants escaping from Crete Island
because of torture of Greeks were brought here at the end of the 19" century.

2.1.3.4. Ottoman Period

Crete Island fell under domination of Ottomans in 1699, and some of Muslims in
Anatolia were sent to the island within the scope of the Islamizing policies applied in
islands of Ottomans. After the rebellion of Greeks in 1821 to have their independence,
the fights between Greeks and Muslims began. Due to this 1890’s great migrations to
Anatolia occurred. In order to arrange the migrations and settlement process, a new
foundation “Iskan-1 Muhacirin Komisyonu” was established during that period.
According to the archive records, this establishment was founded not only to help their
settlements, but also to provide support in order to survive in Turkey. Some of them
can be ordered; they were given remuneration, their houses were constructed, some
lands to deal with agriculture and ox, cow and seed were given, they were privileged
from military duties for 25 years and tax for 10 years (PASAOGLU, 2013: 351)3,
With this scope, Aydin Province sent some of the immigrants to the Konya Province
so as to be settled in appropriate places in Antalya. The establishments of villages,
districts and constructions started after they arrived. These immigrants had lived in
Antalya for 2-3 years until villages were established within the command of
Abdulhamit the 2", According to the sources, in the June of 1900, 367 dwellings had
been constructed for immigrants until that date in Antalya and Alanya. Besides,

Goniilli points out that, the construction of 350 dwellings were going on'4. As a result,

13 This information is quoted from PASAOGLU, D. who indicates The Ottoman Archive of
Prime Ministry as a source. The original source could not be reached within this scope.
14 «“Antalya’da Iskan Edilen Muhacirler”, GONULLU, AR., the article is taken from
http://www.turkiyat.selcuk.edu.tr/pdfdergi/s26/293-325.pdf, last accessed in 05.12.2014
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within the borders of Antalya Province five villages and two districts were established,
Hamidiye district near the Sarampol area in Antalya, Sultaniye district near the
Hasbahce area in Alanya Borough. The villages were called Ihsaniye, Ahmediye,

Mecidiye, Kadriye (Belek) and Selimiye.

The rural settlement on top of ancient town of Side was established in this regard.
Selimiye as the other villages coped with malaria for long years. In fact, the migration
of these people from Crete and living in Side at the beginning of 20" century was
completely a tragedy. For instance, the ancient harbour was filled up with water in
time and they call here as “Gdolcuk” (Figure 2. 13). Because of the malaria spread from
the mosquitos in this puddle, many children died and people embedded them to the
coast nearby. When the time they firstly arrived Side, the authority of the region was
under Tugayogullar tribe. They were dealing with agriculture and craft work while
they were in the island. Until lands where the 5 stars hotels today stands were given to
them for agricultural purposes after the proclamation of the Republic of Turkey, in
1937, they have no income except gathering and selling the salt accumulated on
conglomerates (ATVUR, 2011: 45). In 1937, each mature person was given 12 decare
land within the scope of land reform (TANAL, 2011: 7).

The urban form of this period is quite well known due to the existing buildings and
tissue as well as the early photographs, drawings and plans available. Today’s gridal
tissue, is in fact, is a totally new formation during late 19" century. Although it has
been generally thought and mentioned as if the existing gridal tissue was the
continuation of the gridal tissue of the ancient town of Side in antiquity, it is totally
misleading. The ancient gridal tissue, which can be traced from the main
archaeological remains and some traces in the current urban tissue, was quite different

in direction and form from today’s existing grid.

So on the contrary to the general perception, the existing gridal urban tissue is totally
a result of a new planned development in late Ottoman period. Actually, during the
same period, there are various examples planned in a gridal form in different parts of

Anatolia.
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Figure 2. 12: The map showing the edifices used in Ottoman period and possible
town borders (prepared by the author)
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When cities or districts created with grid-iron plan scheme in Ottoman period and its
origins are taken into consideration. They are generally late additions to the town in a

planned manner with some principles.

Akture (1981: 98) mentions the immigrant districts of the Ottoman cities occurring in
similar gridal form at the end of 19" century. Most of these immigrants were placed
on lands belonging to government and foundations, and are placed out of the settlement
areas of Turkmens and natives (AKTURE, 1981: 100).

More importantly, the principles which had to be followed while establishing the new
districts in cities or villages were written. In this rescript, descriptions which were
clarified in detail about the pattern of the settlements. No matter what the features of
the region they were placed in; rural areas or near the town boundaries, the tissue of
the settlement was distinctively common and differentiated from the other settlements.
In spite of the organic traditional pattern in Ottoman cities or villages, street pattern
and lots organization within the appearance of checkerboard or grid-iron cause
perceived at the first look. This pattern does not only seen in Anatolian cities or rural
areas but also the immigrant districts of Syria, Jordan and Palestine are seen with the
same feature (AKTURE, 1981: 106). W.D. Hutteroth ** put forward the reasons of this

pattern as;

e The result of the inspection mechanism that the government maintains,

e The result of mainly being widespread “fashion” as standard settlement
scheme,

e For the reason of creating at one stage and depending on one plan type
instead of developing gradually and instinctively,

e Reflecting equal conditions of users such as low level of income, equal

social status and undifferentiated social structure.

15 The original source of W.D. Hutteroth could not be reached. This information is cited from
AKTURE, 1981: 106.
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In these rescripts, it is also written that, the residential buildings and the streets should
be constructed in a similar type and order. Besides, the process should be as quick as
possible and the houses should be given to the people who need them (EREN, 1966:
46).

The structural features of these neighborhoods or villages can be also associated with
the written regulation about construction activities called “Ebniye Nizamnameleri” in
Ottoman Period. These came into force to arrange the settlements and buildings order.
First one was published in 1849 and after the mid of the 19" century, it was applied.
Because the date of newly come immigrants and publishing of these regulations
intersect, it can be referred that, these principals were mostly implemented in newly
established settlements (AKTURE, 1981: 106). Thus, these districts or villages

indicate the same physical characteristics despite of their different regional conditions.

Within this context, “Bosnian District” in Ankara and Ikizce Village in Haymana show
the typical settlement of immigrants with checkerboard appearance like Selimiye
village although the geography and topography are completely different from each
other (Figure 2.14, 2.15). To conclude it can be referred that, this pattern was formed

with exterior forces instead interior dynamics in the cities or villages.

Figure 2. 13: The puddle over the ancient harbour called as “Golcik™ by occupants
(from Orhan Atvur archive)
35



A ikizee kowvw B sosnax manaiies

HAYMANA 1898 D AMKARA , 1878

Figure 2. 14: Two examples of Immigrants Settlement from a rural area and near the
borders of urban area (from the book of Sevgi AKTURE, p.105)

Figure 2. 15: The plan of Selimiye village in 1953 (drawn by the author via the
aerial photo of 1953)
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Figure 2. 16: The images showing the houses of Selimiye village respectively from
1965, 1981 (Orhan Atvur archive)

2.1.4. Side According To Travelers

It was stated before that it is not known when Side was completely abandoned.
However, Empiror Kostantinos Porphyrogennetos indicates Side as “the shelter of
pirates” in the 10" century in his book called “De Thematibus”. In addition to that, in
the 12'" century Arabian geographer Idrisi mentions the town as “Burnt Antalya” and
adds that the inhabitants of the town were living in “New Antalya”, which was a
settlement at two-days distance from Side. It can be interpreted from the information
of those people that the town started to be damaged by attacks in the 10" century and
in the 12™ century it was completely abandoned (MANSEL, 1978: 19).

The town drew the attention of travelers in 16" century for the first time. Although
Evliya Celebi who was travelling from Antalya- Manavgat highway and Katip Celebi
who gave detailed information about Antalya in “Cihannima” did not mention about
Side, Piri Reis put a map about the Side with its surrounding in the book called “Kitab-
i Bahriyye” (Figure 2. 17). In the map which shows the coast between Alanya and

Antalya, the ruins of Side are represented with small fractures of stone and columns
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and the town is illustrated with a projection between Koprigay and Manavgat
(MANSEL, 1978).

Figure 2. 17: The map of Piri Reis in “Kitab-1 Bahriyye” (from
http://commons.wikimedia.org/wiki/File:Antalya_by Piri_Reis.jpg, last accessed
14.08.2014)

In 19" century when the researchers and travelers came to the region, first scientific
studies started. French Consul L.A.O.Corancez for the first time arrived to the town
and determined that the town mentioned as “Sataliadan” is Side itself. He gave
scientific information about coins and monuments as not to be underestimated but
confusing (MANSEL, 1978).

After all, in 1812, Admiral Francis Beaufort who found out the name of the town “Side”
from an inscription drew a planimetric draft of the peninsula with harbors, breakwaters,
theatre, agora, city walls, nypmheum and the round temple in agora (Figure 2. 18). He
also drew the theatre and its diazoma and determined that the theatre had been repaired
in Byzantine period with the traces of cross scratched on the stones. Beaufort presented

significant datas about the town for the beginning.
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“...Side stands on a low peninsula, and was surrounded by walls; those
fronting the sea appear to have been slightly built; but that which faces
the land was of excellent workmanship, and much of it is still perfect.

... This theatre is the most striking feature of Side: at the distance of a
few miles from the shore, we had mistaken it for a lofty Acropolis,
rising from the centre of the town: and as it is by far the largest and the

best preserved of any that came under our observation in Asia Minor.”

(BEAUFORT, 1818)%¢

A short time after Beaufort, Charles Robert Cockerell and William Martin Leake
respectively visited the town and gave short information that did not add any new in
their books!” and "Journal of a Tour in Asia Minor with Comparative Remarks on the
Ancient and Modern Geography of that country".

John Antony Cramer who visited the town in 1832 also mentions about the town in his
book called “A Geographical and Historical Description of Asia Minor”. However he
repetaed the notes of antique sources and Beaufort.

Charles Fellows who was famous for te excavations and researches in Lykia visited
Side in 1839 and in his book!8 he described all of the ruins from the Roman era. He
also mentioned about that the monuments and sculptures were constructed with such

a rough style that Greek monuments in the inner region of Anatolia.

18 Further information can be reached from BEAUFORT, F. “Karamania, a Brief Description
of the South Coast of Asia Minor and the remains of Antiquity”, London, 1818, p:147-170)
1 COCKERELL, C.R. “Travels in Southern Europe and Levant”, and Further information
about the book of LEAKE, W.M. see the "Journal Of A Tour In Asia Minor with Comparative
Remarks on the Ancient and Modern Geography of that country" , Elibron Classics, London,
1824 , (P:195-196)
18 Further information can be reached from FELLOWS, C., "A Journal Written During An
Excursion in Asia Minor" , John Murray, Albemarle Street, London, 1838, (P: 200-208)
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Ruins of the antent SIDIS

Figure 2. 18: The town plan and drawings of theatre prepared by Francis Beaufort
(from “Karamania, a Brief Description of the South Coast of Asia Minor and the

remains of Antiquity”)

Dimitri Danieloglu who lived in Antalya and traveled with Thomas Abel Brimage
Spratt and Edward Forbes analyzed the ruins if the information gave by Beaufort
overlapped with his experience. However, because of malaria virus in Side, he died a
bit after he went back to Antalya. In the book®® of the other researchers, they gave a
place of his experience in Side. In addition to that, in 2010 his experiences were
compiled in a book.? In these notes, Danieloglu mentions about the magnificent and
unique architectue of theatre and some remains they met while they were wandering

in the streets.

¥ SPRATT, T.A.B., FORBES, E., “Travels in Lycia, Milyas and the Cibyratis”, London, 1847
2 DANIELOGLU, D. "1850 Yilinda Yapilan Bir Pamphylia Seyahati", Suna-inan KIRAC
Akdeniz Medeniyetleri Arastirma Enstitiisti, Antalya, 1855
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French researcher Charles Texier gave a summary of the researches about the history
and archaeology, and did not emphasize on the town although he studied in Pamphylia

region in detail.

Figure 2. 19: The topographic plan of Lancoronski (Pamphylia ve Psidia Kentleri,
LANCKORONSKI, K.G.V., Viyana, 1890

The most important reserches done about the Side in 19" century was carried out by a
team consisted of archaeolog E. Peterson, architect-artist G. Nieman, some
topographers, technical people and Karl Graf Von Lanckoronski who was the head of
the research. They had done long-running researches in Pamphylia and Psidia in 1884-
1885 and presented them in two set of books.?* Their studies were important in this
respect, they prepared a topographic plan of Side and produced drawings of building

survey for some monuments such as nympheum and theatre (Figure 2. 19). However,

2L LANCKORONSKI, K.G.V. “Pamphylia ve Psidia Kentleri, Viyana, 1890
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beacause Niemann got malaria just like Danieloglu , they had to give up the studies
and after all the town had a bad fame as haunted town (MANSEL, 1978).

At the begining of the 20" century, the resercher came to the region, Hans Rott, dealt
with mostly the buildings of Christianity. Moreover, he witnessed how the people
came from Crete Island a little while ago were using the remains as building

construction materials. In this way he had a chance of observing the changes.

Table 2. 1: Brief history of travelers visited Side (prepared by the author with the assistance

of information given in the section 2.1.4. Side According To Travelers)

12th century Idrisi- Arabian Geographer
* Mentioning the city with ruins and called “Old
Antalya”

16th century Pir-i Reis “Kitab-1 Bahriyye"

* Represent the ruins of Side with small frac-
tures in a map showing the coast between

1809 French Consul L.A.O.Corancez

1812 Admiral Beaufort “Karamania, a Brief
Description of the South Coast of Asia
Minor and the remains of Antiquity"
* Prepare the sea map of southern coast
* Prepare the plannimetric draft map of Side
* Drawing the circular temple, agora, theatre and
nympheum
1813 Ch. R. Cockerell "Travels in
Southern Europe and Levant” and
M.Leake “Journal of a Tour in Asia Minor”
* Brief description about Side

1832 J. A. Cramer “A Geographical and
Historical Description of Asia Minor”
* No additional informatiion

1839 Charles Fellows “A Journal Written During
an Excursion in Asia Minor"

*describes all of the ruins from the Roman era
*mentions about the monuments as constructed
with a rough style

(Not certain)

1850 D.E.Danieloglu “Bir Pamphylia Seyahati"

* Mentioning the magnificence of theatre
* Mentioning the harbour

1885 Karl Graf Von Lanckoronski and his team
(e.Peterson, G.Niemann “ The Cities of
Pamphylia and Pisidia”
* The topographic plan of Side and other ancient cities

1862 Charles Texier “Asia Minor”
* Summary of past information

1900 H. Rott
* Dealing with the buildings of Byzantine

SIDE WITH THE VIEW OF TRAVELLERS
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2.1.5. Evaluation of the General Features, Histocial Development and
Physical Evolution of the Town

Side is an ancient town that was utilized to settle for inhabitants of many civilizations
because of the strategical location. This factor effects the physical appearance, today
and components which were constructed in many periods strength the identical
features of Side. According to this reason-result relationship, strategical position
makes the town which was chosen for settlement by many civilizations. Significant
monuments and buildings which has survived until today are the physical witnesses of

these civilizations.

Built environment of Side, today is extension of surviving monuments and remains of
Antiquity and traditional pattern and buildings of Selimiye village and new
constructional developments originated from the new activity after 1960’s; tourism.
These components form the multi-layered character of the town. It can easily be seen
that, the components and macroform of the town are re-shaped in each period. It is not
come across in all archaeological sites that, the plan scheme of the town changed in
each period. The grid-iron plan is originated from Ottoman period whereas in Roman
period it was differently planned as seen from the directions of the monuments
although in the other archaeological cities it is thought that the grid-iron plan is
originated from the Roman street networks. These are the factors that strength the
multi-layered character of the town. Different plan schemes, archaeological remains
and monuments and traditional buildings from different periods are all values of this
town, separately. Their contributions to the town are all valuable. Different monuments
of different periods also make diversity in buildings within the aspects of construction
technique and material. All periods reflect the conditions and architectural character
of own conditions. In addition to that, the monuments had been constructed in previous
period was repaired by the following ones indicate both the diversity and stratification.
For instance, even in traditional houses of Ottoman period the conglomerate and

marble pieces of previous periods can be observed.
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Figure 2. 20: The plano volumetric view of Side with its layers (prepared by the
author)
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2.2. Interventions as a Factor of Change of the Town in Time

The main aim of this chapter is understanding the Side ancient town with multi-faced
features. One of them is the general features of it regarding the geographical features,
historical evolution and the town with the view of travelers. These are mentioned in
previous section however this part focus on the breaking points on the history of
development and planning strategies, researches and studies. Side International
Planning and Tourism Competition is regarded as the beginning action as the impact

of changing future of Side.

2.2.1. Side International Planning and Tourism Competition

The International Planning and Tourism Competition that was organized by the
Ministry of Tourism in 1968 is a critical point for planning and construction activities
of Side. The project encompasses the area in between Kumkdy in the west and
Manavgat River in the east. Related to the scope of the project, 12.000 total bed amount
was targeted. Within the scope of the project, Ancient Side and Selimiye village were
determined as the center point of the project because the existed magnificent
monumental buildings were effective at choosing this place as the heart of the project.
Tourism settlements regarded within the scope of the project are remarked below;

Kumkdy — Bingesik — Yeni Selimiye:
Ancient Side
Titreyengol

Kemer and Sorgun villages

o~ w0 DD

Acisu-Sorgun

171 projects were accepted within the scope of the competition. International jury
members; Tugrul Akgura (from Turkey), Prof. K.Ahmet Aru (from Turkey), Biilent
Berksan (from Turkey), George Candilis (from France), Michel Ecochard (from

France), Yilmaz Giirer (from Turkey), Prof.Johnson Marshall (from England),
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Prof.Marc J. Saugey (from Switzerland) were met for the purpose of assessment of
projects under the chairmanship of Prof.Giovanni Astengo (Arkitekt, 1970-01: 5). The

winning project team was composed of the peope below;

Nihat Glner . Architect from 1.T.U.,

Mehmet Cubuk : Architect and City Planner from D.G.S.A. and |.U.U.P.,
Ersen Girsel : Architect from D.G.S.A,,

Altan Gurman : Assistant Painter from D.G.S.A.,

Ayhan Caliml - Assistant Economy Specialist from 1.U.1.F.

(Arkitekt, 1970-01: 7)

In the project report, the team clarifies that they approach to the region in three main
subjects. The first one is decisions of touristic settlement arrangements for Antalya
region. The evaluation of the team is that two sides of the gulf indicate different
characteristics within the context of being base for the tourism. Therefore, in the
project, Antalya town is analyzed with regard to 450 kilometers long shoreline and
two parallel zones. They are called “seaboard” 1 kilometers width from the sea and
“deeper band” that is stretched through deeper regions after 1 kilometers strip (Figure

2. 21). They explain that these decisions are produced for the plan at 1/400.000 scale.

antalya bolgesi turistik duzenleme semasl

DERINLE MESINE Z

KI¥l Zomadi

1. OplL No 1633

Figure 2. 21: The scheme showing the general decisions about Antalya region in the
winning project of the competition (from Arkitekt, 1970-01: 7)
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The following stage is arrangement decisions of Side-Sorgun-Manavgat and
surrounding. In the report, the team defines this stage as zoning plan of Manavgat-Side,
Sorgun Forest at 1/5000 scale (Figure 2. 22, 2.23). At this stage, substantial decisions
those have an effect upon the future of Side are were taken. In the project report, items

below are identified;

1. 6.000 total bed amount of Titreyengdl touristic station is located absolutely
on the public land and it is a waterfront settlement.

2. 4.000 total bed amount of Acisu touristic station also is located on the
public land and a waterfront settlement. It is regarded as one of districts of
Side and within the green tissue which will be recreated it is planned to
connect to ancient Side.

3. The other touristic station adjacent to Kumkay is planned to reserve 4.000
bed amount (Figure 2. 23).

4. Kumkady settlement is planned to be a developing village which will supply
residential buildings to the people compel to move from ancient Side within
the scope of evacuation decision for the antique town. The reason why
Kumkay are determined for this target is that most of workplaces of people
who live in Side are located here.

5. The fundamental aim for Side is evacuation and of Selimiye village and
museumification of the ancient town. However, it is approved that some
part of the population for instance fishers may go on staying at the town for
the purpose of that it should not be a dead place. In addition to that, some
recreation buildings and public buildings for the use of visitors or
researchers such as archaeologists and staff are planned as so to be in
harmony with the town. Furthermore, it is defined that buildings should be
prefabricated, dismountable and heightened from the ground.

6. The administrative buildings such as PTT, customs house, police or
military police station, civil offices and tourism information centers are
planned to take location out of fortification walls and main gate of ancient
Side.
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7. The area between Side and touristic station in the west, summer villas zone
are planned to construct with a definite holistic architectural understanding.
8. The secondary zoning bands, Kemer and Sorgun villages will serve for
redundant population in the future.
(Arkitekt, 1970-01: 10-11)
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Figure 2. 22: The plan produced by winner showing the touristic decisions about
Side-Manavgat and surrounding (from Arkitekt, 1970-01: 6)

After the competition had ended up, High Council of Immoveable Monuments and
Antiquities?? started to conservation studies parallelly to decisions of winning project.
EPA planning group consisted of the project team prepared both Master Plan at 1/5000
scale and Conservation and Planning Project of Side (Figure 2. 24).

22 Gayrimenkul Eski Eserler ve Anitlar Yiiksek Kurulu
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Figure 2. 23: The scheme showing the decisions about Side-Manavgat and
surrounding in the winning project of the competition (from Arkitekt, 1970-01: 10)

2.2.2. 1982 Conservation Master Plan and First Conservation Actions?®

Ministry of Public Works and Settlement approved the 1/5000 Master Plan of Side and
surrounding that had been prepared by Ministry of Tourism. According to the decision
of High Council of Immoveable Monuments and Antiquities in 11" of March, 1972
depending on the design of EPA, evacuation of Selimiye village settled at Ancient Side
was found the best solution to prevent the destruction of ancient ruins. However,
demolishment of not all buildings from Ottoman period, just some of them settled at
the ruins was decided. It was decided that the buildings which were planned to be
conserved would maintain their life with a convenient function. In addition to that,
some specific projects such as a complex for archaeologists were allowed with the

approval of the committee. According to the result of studies done by Ministry of

2 The sections from this point of the thesis to the current state are prepared with the help of
Conservation Decisions taken from Antalya Conservation Council of Cultural Assets archive
in march, 2013. Further information can be reached from the decisions in Appendix A.
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Tourism, Ministry of Public Works and Settlement, project owner, and with the
approval of the committee, the west of necropolis area was chosen for the new
construction activities for natives of Side. This decision had been planned in the scope
of the Side International Tourism Planning Competition before. However in 1974, a
revision was handled about the expropriation and demolishment of the buildings. It
was indicated that, it was impossible to evacuate the whole town at once. Then, it was
agreed to realize the evacuation step by step and begin with the buildings that had been
constructed with new techniques and materials and settled on any archaeological ruin.
In addition to that, the council emphasized the necessity of conservation master plan
for Selimiye village at 1/1000 scale to decide the future of building activity.

The decision of the council about the preliminary conservation plan of Side prepared

by Epa planning group in 1975 approved those subjects;
- Conservation of 98 residential buildings by the reason that document the social,
economic and cultural level of a particular period of our society,

- Remaining the original (residential) functions of those buildings because of the

impossibility of functional change in such a short period,
- Expropriation and demolishment of the other buildings that harm the integrity,

-Construction of new buildings that supply the integration with old village buildings

with the applied projects by the committee,

-Ban of entrance from the city walls for big vehicles and permission for smaller

vehicles,

-Restoration and reuse of old ancient shops aligned on the colonnaded avenue.

In addition to that, it was remarked that, preparation of 1/500 scale Old Side

Conservation Plan was inevitable.

50



As a turning point through the conservation history, in 1976, the Committee of Ancient
Real Estates and Monuments registered the conservation site borders and buildings?.

In 1978, 1/1000 scale Conservation Master Plan of Selimiye (Ancient Side) Village
was approved by the High Council of Immoveable Monuments and Antiquities (Figure
2. 24).

In 1979, Ministry of Tourism, Ministry of Culture and Ministry of Village Affairs
arranged a protocol about Old Side and new settlement area. Regarding as that decision,
the expropriation implementations of the buildings except the 98 registered ones had
to be scheduled through the year of 1979. The expropriation of private estates in the
new settlement area also would begin in the same year and be managed by the Ministry
of Village Affairs.

Planning notes of 1/1000 scale Conservation Master plan were revised in 1982 in some

aspects;
-The borders of monuments and registered buildings were re-determined.

-The obligation of the expropriation for the lots situated on the colonnaded avenue

were indicated.

-The whole building lots except the registered ones and the ones which will be
demolished within the scope of evacuation were pointed out in the plan as “the lots
that keep buildings which can be made convenient with the environment and vacant

lots which are appropriate for new buildings harmony with the environment.”

-Because of the opening of new construction area, new circulation routes with

minimum harm to the colonnaded avenue were predicted.

24 Further information and list of the buildings are given in 2.3.4. Registration Status of the City
and Buildings
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-In this revision, Side was handled to be planned in two regions; Necropolis area which
was forbidden to constructions as an archaeological sites and Selimiye village which

was an area for new constructions in harmony with the environment.

The next revision in the master plan were handled in 1985 after the 2863 numbered
law had gone into effect and the subjects below were regarded,;

-The decision about the buildings that were predicted to be expropriated and

demolished was stopped until they would complete their existences.

-Expropriations of the building lots stated on the colonnaded avenues would go on in

the excavation process.

- The decision about the necropolis area that was out of the borders of plan revision

had to be regarded after the drilling activities.

The necropolis area and its construction conditions caused a debate throughout many
years between the municipality and Antalya Regional Conservation Council of
Cultural and Natural Assets®. In 1986, it came up an issue again in the aspect that, in
the whole lots of necropolis area scientific excavations would be arranged with the
condition that the cost of the excavations would be provided by the owners. In the case
they found a moveable cultural property it is obligatory to hand in Side Museum or in
the opposite the issue about the immovable cultural property found in the excavation

had to be carried to the Conservation Council.

2 Antalya Kiltiir ve Tabiat Varliklarin1 Koruma Bolge Kurulu - After the 2863 numbered law,
The Committee of Ancient Real Estates and Monuments divided in two council as Antalya
Regional Conservation Council of Cultural and Natural Assets and High Conservation Council
of Cultural and Natural Assets.
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Figure 2. 24: The conservation and planning project of EPA Planning Group prepared for the competition (from Orhan Atvur archive)
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In 1989, as the council had always insisted on that issue, the council gave a warning
about the illegal constructions in the 1% degree archaeological site especially
constructed adjacent to the West Mausoleum, city walls and the other archaeological
properties. Also they remarked the significance of Side as a cultural property that had

to be transferred to the next generations.

A considerable change in the border of 1¢ degree archaeological site of Side was seen
in 1990 because of the inconvenience between the conservation sites defined by the
conservation master plan and buffer zone borders that had been determined by the
8994 numbered decision (13" of March, 1976). The 1 degree archaeological site was
enlarged to the new borders that involved the East and West Mausoleum. The council
had said before, the borders would be regarded again after the scientific excavations

in the necropolis area.

2.2.3. 1998 Conservation Master Plan

The conflict between Side Municipality and conservation council can be read from all
decisions .For instance in a decision, the council warned the municipality that had built
a temporary car park notes on to the necropolis area inconsistently with the plan and
opened a new road passing near the nymphaeum that gave a serious harm to the
aqueducts and city walls. Furthermore, the municipality again poured concrete to the
area covered with sands which had not been excavated yet and regarded as East

Necropolis area without the permission from the council.

After all, Side Municipality went out to tender for revision of the Conservation Master
Plan and Eren KALE started off the studies in 1992. In a copy of this contract was sent
to the conservation council by Side Municipality. Therewith, the council insisted on
that according to 2863 numbered law, it was obligatory to prepare conservation master
plans in conservation sites. And also, each conservation site had been distinctive from

the others in the terms of characteristic features. Moreover, the problems and solutions
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had to be differentiated and it was impossible to produce standard suggestions to all of
them. Therefore, the council found the revision decisions of the plan positive and it
emphasized that the only authority for determination of principles, control of planning

stages and implementations.

When the studies about the plan were completed, it was handled by the council and
despite of the approval of the revision for Conservation Master Plan by the Antalya
Regional Conservation Council, Side Municipal Council rejected the decisions of plan.

This doubt for the plan lasted quite a long time. In 1995, the mayor wrote an
elaborative petition that explained the reasons why they wanted to realize
constructions for touristic purpose on the West Necropolis area. The Municipal
Council supported this idea to ease the intensive constructions inside the village and
provide a conjunction with the archaeological sites and accommodation buildings. In
fact in this intention letter the council and mayor emphasized their purpose clearly that
they went out to a tender for plan revision because of the dissatisfaction about the
borders of the 1% degree archaeological site. For the reason that the project owner did

not make a change about the borders, Municipal Council rejected the plan.

Furthermore, they criticized plan notes and the decisions, related writings of Antalya
Conservation Council. They said that if they had applied the warnings of the council
about the demolishment of illegal constructions, the ancient Side would have been a
place where no tourist wanted to visit, there were no night clubs. And what is worse
that they described the town "dollar factory". In summarize, they wished to handle the
plan in these conditions again by the project owner and have a "Conservation Master

Plan for Touristic Purpose™ made involving especially the West and East Necropolis.

After this "request for just touristic purpose”, the council criticized Side Municipality
about the attitude that caused make the cultural properties annihilated. Although the
positive relationship between the project owner and municipality. As a consequence,
the council reminded that the plan approved in 1982 would have been valid until the

approval of a new plan notes.
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Figure 2. 26: The Revision Conservation Master Plan of Kale Architecture, 1998 (from Side Municipality archive)
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In 1998, Side Municipality carried the process and its protest to the judgment.
Parallelly to this, the Regional Conservation Council issued a decision as an answer to
the demand of Side Municipality for the "Master Plan for Touristic Purpose”. In that
principle, the council said that they had consulted to Legal Consultancy Department
about the demand of the municipality and according to the decision of this consult, the
Conservation Master Plan prepared by Eren KALE and approved by the Regional
Conservation Council in 1995 became valid (Figure 2. 26). The reason was that; the
2863-3386 numbered law was a special law and had to be applied primarily. 17"
subject of this law said that the change offers agreed by the council had to be made
certain by the Municipal Council within a month following. Otherwise, the
Conservation Council had a right to make the principle valid without taking the
opinion of municipality. After all, the lawsuit that had been brought by Side
Municipality for the cancellation of the conservation council decision ended up in
favor of council and also approved by Council of State.

2.2.4. The Last Revision Conservation Master Plan of Side in 2014

After a long time, in 2006 Side Municipality applied to the Conservation Council for
"Selimiye Village East Necropolis Area Conservation Master Plan™ revision for the
degree change for the conservation sites again. However, the regional council refused
the application with the same reasons and demand for opinion from the High Council.
The Conservation High Council also rejected this with the reason that there had not
realized any scientific excavations yet in East Necropolis Area according to the
decision dated to 2007.

In March 2014, the last revision of the master plan prepared by the Side Municipality
was approved by the Ministry of Culture and Tourism (Figure 2. 27). The municipality
created a multi-disciplinary team composed of archaeologist, architects, city and
regional planners etc. The aim of the team is standing against the plans prepared by

ignoring the people live in Side. The common thoughts of the people are the current
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conservation master plans and site borders effect the illegal constructions and overuse
of the town.

Within the scope of the revision plans, a critical decision about the borders of
archaeological sites came into force. The boundary of Selimiye village is defined as
3 degree archaeological and urban site. Besides it is decided that, the rest part of the
ancient town involving the necropolis areas continues to be 1% degree archaeological
site enclosing the new finding which is thought to be a bath from Roman period in the
north east part of the town. The near environment of the monuments such as harbor
bath, great bath, temples region are determined as conservation areas with the help of
demolishment of some constructions. This debatable decision according to the
legislative framework is the conservation areas inside the 3 degree archaeological
and urban sites. The monuments and immediate surroundings should be considered as

1% degree archaeological site so as to prevent the construction activities.

In summarize, the council has sent many principles, regulations involving warnings
about the East and West Necropolis Area, the borders of conservation sites and illegal
constructions inside the 1% degree archaeological sites until today. However,
municipality ignored all of these warnings about demolishment of illegal buildings
although the regulations instruct that local administrators have to respect the decisions

of Regional and High Conservation Council (Table 2. 2).

2.2.5. The History of Researches and Projects in Side

The Italian team, R.Paribeni and P. Romanelli who came to Side in 1913 to make
researches mostly dealt with the inscriptions and via their book, they introduced some
important ones to the world. These team considered the new immigrants and kilns near
the town as a threaten for the conservation of remains. Therefore, they wished to start
excavations and researches in the town. However, because of the invasions of Italians
in the World War 1, they got rejections from the related institutions (MANSEL, 1978:

328).
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Table 2. 2: Brief history of the planning and conservation activities in Side (prepared

by the author with the assistance of information given in the section 2.2.2.1982 Conservation Master

Plan and First Conservation Actions, 2.2.3.1998 Conservation Master Plan, 2.2.4.The Last Revision
Conservation Master Plan of Side in 2014)

-Preparation of Master Plan of Side and Surroundings at

1968 1/5000 scale by Ministry of Tourism Arrangement of
International Tourism and Planning
Competition
| 1972 Approval of 1/5000 Master plan by Ministery of Public Works
0 and Housing
m 1975 Resgistration of 98 residential buildings
Z

-Registraion of monumental buildings

-Registration of Ancient Side as “Archaeological

Conservation Site” and "Buffer Zone”

by Ancient Real Estates and Monuments in 13rd of March
1976 1976

-Preparation of 1/1000 Side Conservation Master Plan by

EPA Planning Group

-Presentaiton of 28 registerede residential buildings which

of survey sheet had been prepared

1978 Approval of 1/1000 Conservation Master Plan

Revision of 1/1000 Conservation Master Plan in the
1982 decisions about ;the lots except the registered ones and
traffic circulation scheme inside the city walls

Revision of the Conservation Master Plan in some
aspects that; stoopping the decisions about the

1985 expropriation and demolishment of the buildings and also
expropriation and demolishment os some necessary
building lots stated on the colonnadded avenue

Enlargement in the borders of 1st degree archaeological
1990 site and buffer zone because of the inconvenience with
the conservation sites and buffer zones

1992 Start of the studies for revision of the Conservation Master
Plan by Kale Architecture

1993 The presentation of the preliminary studies of the plan to
the Antalya Conservation Regional Council

Despite of approval of the revision for Conservation Master

1995 Plan by the Regional and High Council
gonseflvation Council, rejection by the Side Municipal
ounci

-Coming into force of Conservation Master Plan with only

THE DEVELOPMEN OF PLANNING ACTIVITIES

1998 the approval of Antalya Conservation Regional Council
-Making the revision process carry into the judge by Side
Municipality

2008 Resulting the judge about the plan revision in the favor of

Ministry of Culture

Ending up the revision studies of COnservation Master
2013 Plan and approval by Antalya Regional Conservation
Council and Ministry of Culture and Tourism

2014 Evaluation process of protests of local people for the plan
is going on
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No researches were conducted until Turkish Historical Society sent Halit Ulug and
Arif Mifid Mansel sent to the region in order to investigate the antique cities and
evaluate the excavation oppurtunities. After they prepare a review about the studies,
they started to excavations and researches in 1947 with a team and sustained them until
1966. In 1964, the first comprehensive restoration project was carried out by Ragip
and Selma Devres and implemented to the Agora bath which was converted to a

museum in order to meet needs of the town.

The years between 1966-1975 when Mansel died, Jale Inan went on the excavations
because Mansel concentrated on the excavations in Perge. After 1975, no researches
were conducted until Ulkii Izmirligil started to perform the studies in 1983. In addition
to that, restorations at the region of temples realized by Zeynep Ahunbay. The studies
which were carried out under the subject of excavations, restorations and landscaping
theatre and surrounding lasted for 25 years continuosly. From 2009, the conservations

and excavations have been going on by Hiiseyin Sabri Alanyali.

Table 2. 3: Brief history of researches and projects (prepared by the author with the

assistance of information given in the section 2.2.5.The History of Researches and Projects in Side.

1913 R. Paribeni and P. Romanelli
* Applicance for excavations

1946 Mansel and his team

* Arif Mifid Mansel - Head of the team
* Dr.Emin Bosch -Epigraphist
* Dr. George Ewart Bean - Epigraphist
* Lemi Merey — Architact
* Jale Inan - Archaeologist
* Agkidil Akarca - Archaeclogist
* Sabahat Atlan - Archaeologist
1966 Ragib-Selma Devres
* The restoration of Great Bath

1965-1984 Jale Inan
* Roman Bath
- Temples of Athena and Apallo

1977-1992 Zeynep Ahunbay

* The restoration of temples
1983-2008 Ulkii Izmirligil

* Excavation and restoration

* Side Theatra

* Commercial Agora

* Temple of Tyche

* Latina

* Temple of Dionysos

* Colonnadded Avenue

2010-2012 Deniz Ozkut and the Excavation team
“The reconstreution of Temple of Tyche
2009 Hiiseyin Sabri Alanyali

On-going Researches
Excavations and Documentations

THE HISTORY oF STUDIES IN SIDE

On-Go ng * The restoration of Basilica AA
* The restoratrion of Monumental Fountain
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2.2.6. Evaluation of the Impacts of Each Intervention and Decision

“Before heritage places are promoted or developed for increased
tourism, management plans should assess the natural and
cultural values of the resource. They should then establish
appropriate limits of acceptable change, particularly in relation
to the impact of visitor numbers on the physical characteristics,
integrity, ecology and biodiversity of the place, local access and
transportation systems and the social, economic and cultural
well-being of the host community. If the likely level of change
is unacceptable the development proposal should be modified”
(ICOMOS, 1999)

The changing perception of Side and current state provide a basis for the start point of
this thesis. Within this context, it is no doubt that the international competition and
conservation council decisions has affected the process somehow. In this section it will

also be approached in two parallel evaluations.

Mehmet Cubuk who was a member of the winning project team performed a
presentation which include his evaluations about the project and process for Side in a
symposium called “Side’ye Emek Verenler Sempozyumu”, in 2007. His assessments
have importance as a person who prepared the project and has an opportunity to
observe the stages, implementations and current image of the town. It is indubitable
that, the international competition was a turning point in the development process of
Side. However, as Mehmet Cubuk was saying, the role that tourism highlighted as a
propellant power has realized much more different than intended (CUBUK, 2007:
145) 26, Therefore it is necessary to propound negative or positive analyses and

26 The presentation of Mehmet CUBUK published in the book “Side’ye Emek Verenler
Sempozyumu”, 20-22 Nisan, Side, Antalya, Side Egitim Kiiltiir ve Sanat Vakfi SIVA,
Istanbul, 2010
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evaluations how competition effects the process which started from a small village to
a touristic pillage. In the book of the competition, climatic, natural, cultural and
archaeological aspects in Side bring values and supply benefit to both Turkey and
Antalya in terms of touristic development. Moreover, it is stated by Ministry of
Tourism in the book that, the tourism policy of Turkey foresees to establish two
touristic “boom towns” where tourism investments and mass tourism actions become
concentrated with the users from Turkey or abroad in Aegean Region shores and
Mediterrencan Region shores until 1972 (Side Uluslararast Turizm ve Planlama
Yarigmasi, 1968: 147). This assertive name for the towns indicates that Side was
planned as a place where mass tourism actions are concentrated intentionally. Related
to this, Cubuk also reminds the items in the specifications of competition which
involve some ideas to canalize the project owners prepared by Ministry of Tourism.
For instance, it is stated that, because new construction techniques and materials were
not appropriate with the traditional pattern, it was asked for competitors to present the
comments to evacuate the town to anywhere with a conservative understanding
(CUBUK, 2007: 145). It means that some of the decisions made by winning project
had already been determined by the ministry in specifications. In contrast with that,
significant contributions to the conservation field, incontestably. The decisions and
their impacts should be evaluated related to the conditions of those years. Within this
scope, plan of conservation site for Side which was approved by the Committee of
Ancient Real Estates and Monuments and High Council realized with the outcome of
the project for the first time in Turkey. Furthermore, the name given by the project
team “The Plan of Side Conservation Site” were changed with the reason of that that
name was not mentioned in the Public Housing Laws and called as “Side Selimiye
Village Public Works Implementation Plan” (CUBUK, 2007: 146).

Another contribution was about being basis for preparation of laws about shorelines.
In contrast, the most debated decision in the project was evacuation and
museumification of the village. In the condition of the date, it seems a great solution
to conserve the edifices and remains however thinking hardly about the construction
of “new” within the frame of conservation plans and supply continuity of the life could

be better. Despite of positive intents of the team, legal reasons such as change of
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tourism ministers many time or decline in the amount of budget affected the

applications of decisions negatively.

Figure 2. 28: Images showing the density of constructions in the peninsula in 1965
and 2013 (from Orhan Atvur archive and Side Excavation archive)

It is not an accurate approach to make interpretation by studying merely conservation
council decisions. The conservation policy of Turkey, legal framework, definitions and
vacancies should be analyzed deeply to make reliable evaluations about the process.
The Committee of Ancient Real Estates and Monuments which was established in

1951 had sustained its existence until 2863 numbered law, Conservation of Natural
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and Cultural Assets Law became valid. Within this law, GEEAYK?” which was
authorized for both setting principles and making decisions aimed at supervising the
implementations were transformed into two establishments called Conservation High
Council of Natural and Cultural Assets which was responsible for setting principles
and Regional Conservation Council of Natural and Cultural Assets authorized for

making decisions about implementations.

Within this regard, it will be useful to mention about the resolutions in the law. In 658
numbered resolution, ““archaeological site” is defined as “settlements and areas which
any cultural property reflecting the economic and cultural features of their periods and
the old civilizations’ productions those have sustained up to now underground or
above ground are situated. According to this definition it is clear that, Side is an
archaeological site. However, this item puts forward to two conflicts. One of them is
lack of criteria in the determination of degrees for the archaeological sites. According
to the laws and resolutions in Turkey, there is no scientific research and valid principles
to ascertain the degrees (MADRAN, 2011: 28). According to this decision, Side is a
1% degree archaeological site and within this context; any construction is forbidden. At
this point, it can be said easily, in these resolutions ignore the whole layers of the sites
and make those settlements dead places. Because, the unpermissive decisions make
natives leave those places. In this context, it entails to produce indigenous decisions

and principles for conservation and supplying sustainable environment.

When the conservation decisions and master plans are analyzed, it can be referred that,
being 1% degree archaeological site of Side has always brought problems and illegal
constructions. When the problems of these settlements which have incontrovertibly
significant archaeological values on the other hand it is inevitable to be together with
the contemporary life are regarded again, two main concepts should be reviewed again;
“multi-layeredness” and “urban archaeology” (MADRAN, 2011: 30). Because “urban

archaeology” cares about the remains at different scales and qualifications and also

" Gayrimenkul Eski Eserler ve Anitlar Yiiksek Kurulu (The Committee of Ancient Real
Estates and Monuments)
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conservation of sites which those differentiated remains compose by associating. This
concept also aim both to reveal the history and stratification of the town and define a
new role to the remains in new contemporary life with a holistic view. This issue came
into force to the legislation of Turkey with 702 numbered resolution as “Conservation
conditions of urban archaeological sites”.

Figure 2. 29: Images showing the changing physical context of remains in car park
area in 1970’s and 2013 (from Side Excavation archive)

The other effect in the process of development of Side is disagreement between the
Conservation Council and Side Municipality and their non-agreeable attitudes. When
the decisions of the council from 1972 to today are investigated, the conflict between
the council, Ministry of Culture and local administrations especially Side Municipality
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can be easily read. The municipality performed illegal steps and did not try to stop
illegal constructions which were completely against the decisions of the council and
conservation plan notes. On the other hand, non-conciliatory attitude of the Regional
and High Conservation Council and also legislations may have dragged the people to
illegal steps. A statistic information can give the scene strikingly, in 1992, in Selimiye
village inside the city walls only 16 of the building lots there were constructions legally
and in accordance with the 2863, 3386 numbered laws and registered Conservation
Master Plan. Outside of the city walls, except the bus station building all of the
constructions were illegal. According to this number, it was clear that 90 % of the
buildings were illegally constructed. In addition to that what is worse, today this

percentage is not much different from that date?®.

In conclusion, with the light of all this information it can be said that the conservation
and planning studies up to date do not state any significant discourse regarding the
multi-layered character of the town. These decisions concern the importance of
existence of the historical edifices and archaeological remains not to be lost and the
restorations of some of them for touristic purposes, however conservation and the
continuity of togetherness and especially the multi-layeredness character of these

edifices are not evaluated in the scope of such studies.

Figure 2. 30: Images showing changing aspects of Side from the main street in 1981
and 2014 (from Orhan Atvur archive and author’s archive)

28 Further information about the legal and illegal constructions will be given in detail in the
section 2.3.1.1.Registration Status of the Town, Buildings and Changes in Time
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2.3. Understanding the Current Urban Context and Assessing the Changes in

Time

“Interpretation and presentation should be based on evidence
gathered through accepted scientific and scholarly methods as
well as from living cultural traditions “(1COMQOS, 2007)

The town is the result of a historical development process that has specified the present
appearance and urban morphology through the continuity or transformation of the
physical existence (BILGIN, 1996). In order to reveal the cultural significance, values
potentials and problems of Side for re-integration of remains, it is necessary to make
analyses for understanding the town. For this aim, general features, a brief history of
Side, historical development of Side and the illustration of Side with the eye of
travelers visited the town were summarized at the beginning of this chapter. Then, the
factors effected the present existence of the town such as, tourism competition, the
decisions of conservation council were explained. Thirdly, it is indispensable to

analyze and propound the current state of the town at different scales.

Specific qualities which had to be preserved including the historic character of the
town and all components that express this character which had to be investigated was
ordered in Washington Charter in 1987. According to the charter the items which

create the character of the towns should be analyzed and preserved;
-Urban pattern defined by lots and streets

- Relationships between buildings and green and open spaces,

-The formal appearance, interior and exterior of buildings as defined by scale, size,

style, construction materials, color and decoration,

-The relationship between the town or urban area and its surrounding setting both
natural and man-made, the various functions that the town or urban area has

acquired over time. (Washington Charter, 1987)
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With the light of all information, the main objective of this section is to exhibit the

physical structure of the town in its contemporary fragmented context.

2.3.1. The Built-up Environment and the Changes in Time

Archaeological remains, traditional buildings of Crete immigrants and new irregular
and intense constructions compose of the built environment of Side. If the balance
between the open and built areas are observed according to the specific years, it can
easily be seen the effect of tourism development project. This investigation is done by
the aerial photos of 1953 when Side was a modest village of immigrants, 1975 when
the development and conservation activities got started, 1992 when the effects of
tourism and rent was easily be read from the pattern and 2010 when the town was
about to fill up its capacity for constructions (Figure 2. 31.).

Including the village houses, 228 buildings were identified in the settlement in 1973.
According to the conservation council decisions 98 of them registered in 1976.
According to a survey, 59% of the buildings were served for residential purposes, 8%
storage, 7% commercial, 7% temporary uses, 6% pension, 13% other uses. In order to
understand the density of constructions, the changing population may be examined.
64% with more than half of the 579 numbered population was immigrants in 1973, in
Selimiye village (TOPAKTAS, 1997: 100). According to the statistic information of
the census in 1935, the population of Selimiye village was composed of 122 men, 132
women and totally 254 people (KARACA, 2008: 240)
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Figure 2. 31: The maps showing the change in construction density of the town by analyzing the open and built-up area balance (prepared by the author)
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2.3.1.1. The Conservation Status and Changes in Time

The registration process in Side started from the preparation of the Conservation

Master Plan at 1/1000 scale. Within this context, Side ancient town and Selimiye

village were registered as 1% degree archeological site. Following this, the decisions

of registration of archaeological assets and traditional buildings were carried on. The

remains and edifices written below with descriptions were registered in 1976 with

8996 numbered decision of the Committee of Ancient Real Estates and Monuments;2°

-City walls
-Nymphaum

-Colonnaded Avenue

-Bath
-Houses
-Agora

-Great Bath

-Men Temple
-Athena and Apollo Temples

-West Mausoleum

(Enclose the east of peninsula.)
(Main gate on the city walls)

1. Lie down from the main gate to the area
covered with sand (not be excavated)

2. Lie down from the city gate to the square of

temples

On the colonnaded avenue, opposite to agora
On the two sides of colonnaded avenue

In the city center

Between the city wall from the late period and
temples

At the end of colonnaded avenue
On the south edge of peninsula

On the behind of sea walls

29 Copies of the Committee’s Decisions are given in Appendix A.
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-East Mausoleum 1 kilometer far away from the east gate

-East Gate Near the southeast city walls
-Necropolis Outside of the city walls
-Great Basilica 150 meters far away from the colonnaded

avenue that has not been excavated yet

-Cistern On the west of museum

-Vespasianus Monument Between the theatre and triumphal arch

-Harbor Bath Behind the bath

-Harbors 1.0n the southwest of the peninsula (Great
Harbor)

2. near the Great Bath %

28 residential buildings, of which survey sheets were presented to the committee, were
regarded as old buildings those had to be conserved as they were and registered with
dwelling numbers and lots. About the rest of 70 buildings the committee insisted on

the 1/50 scale survey drawings and restoration projects before any implementation.

As a consequence, 475, 313, 470, 508, 494, 493, 469, 490, 468, 339, 464, 338, 340,
463, 332, 471, 503-504, 541, 477, 505, 511, 513, 291, 365, 366, 388, 432, 420 lot
numbered buildings were registered.

% The list of registered archaeological monuments is given in Appendix B.
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ANALYSIS OF SIDE ANCIENT CITY : REGISTRATION STATUS N
LEGEND

BUILDING LOTS REGISTERED IN 1976
—ee—e-e-e-o 15t DEGREE ARCHAEOLOGICAL SITE BORDERS
BUILDING LOTS REGISTERED IN 1994 - D ED I LS

eo-o-t-a-e- JRBAN AND 3tcl DEGREE ARCHAEOLOGICAL
BUILDING LOTS REGISTERED IN 2014 - RULEINES SITE BORDERS

BUILDING LOTS BE MADE UNREGISTERED IN 1994

=
||
]

Figure 2. 32: The analysis showing the registered traditional buildings and
archaeological site borders (prepared by the author)
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Figure 2. 33: The photos of registered buildings with numbers which can be
followed from the map (from author’s archive)
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Figure 2. 34: The photos of registered buildings with numbers which can be
followed from the map (from author’s archive)
81



(23) (24)

Figure 2. 35: The photos of registered buildings with numbers which can be
followed from the map (from author’s archive)
82



(29) (30)

Figure 2. 36: The photos of registered buildings with numbers which can be
followed from the map (from author’s archive)
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Within a decision in 1994, 505 numbered lot was decided to be abrogated from
registration for the reason that there is no building on the lot. Although the registration
sheets of 364 numbered lot were prepared, 365 numbered lot was registered. Thus, it
was decided to change the numbers so as to correct the confusion. In addition to that,
290, 383, 385, 414, 419, 430, 451, 474, 481-482-483, 485, 487 numbered lots were

registered with 2093 numbered decision of the Conservation Council (Figure 2. 32)3L.

Finally, in 2014 of August, 873 and 874 numbered lots were registered. These lots take
place in the south part of Agora Bath and opposite the theatre and remains which were
constructed in Byzantine Period were known as “old rendering plant building”.
Because the building had been used for this function for specific years and also the

current function of the building is cafe and restaurant.

The radical change within the archaeological site borders occurred in the revision of
Conservation Master Plan approved in 2014. Selimiye village and its boundaries were
changed to 3™ degree and urban conservation site. Not only the natives but also Side
Municipality demands for this decision and struggles for many years. In 1990, only a
little change but enlargement had been decided in the 1% degree archaeological sites.
Within the last plan, the 1% degree archaeological site borders were enlarged so as to

involve a bath which was found with excavations in the north-east of Side.

When the registered buildings are analyzed in Side, it can easily be realized that, most
of the buildings had restorations and the authentic characteristics almost got lost. Only
too few of them keep their authenticity and original features. It can be referred that,
the ones situated on commercial axis and be used for commercial purposes have been
changed more. It is also seen that, some of the new ones are built by imitating the
traditional ones. Therefore, it is almost impossible to distinguish the new and

traditional ones which were restored if the inside of the buildings are not examined.

81 The whole list of registered traditional buildings is given in Appendix B.
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Figure 2. 38: The map showing the archaeological site borders of the town declared
in the Official Journal in 2012

(from http://www.resmigazete.gov.tr/ilanlar/eskiilanlar/2014/05/20140509-4.htm,
last accessed, 01.12.2014)
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According to the revision Conservation Master Plan approved in 2014, except the
registered buildings, some buildings are determined as “traditional buildings”. The
convenience of the buildings with the traditional pattern and their quality have
influence on this definition and criteria of the determination®2,

489 numbered lot

368 numbered lot

Figure 2. 39: The buildings described as “Traditional Buildings” within the
Conservation Master Plan notes (from the author’s archive)

32 List of the traditional buildings taken from Side Municipality is given in Appendix B.
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The determination of legal status of the buildings also gives striking results. The
buildings except the registered ones and “traditional buildings” defined by Side
Municipality are all regarded as illegal buildings. Information about this analyses
which is gathered from the revision of Conservation Master Plan prepared by the
municipality were taken from Side Municipality. The municipality defined this
analysis as “building determination”. They firstly determine the registered buildings
and be categorized in two; one of them is buildings constructed with a project and
without a project. “Project” word mentioned here indicates the buildings those were
repaired with restoration projects. Except registered buildings, the unregistered
buildings on the other hand constructed with a project and the buildings in a harmony
with the traditional tissue were determined and except all of these were regarded as
illegal buildings in analysis of Conservation Master Plan. After all, the striking point
Is the result of this analysis, most of the buildings in Side is illegal in the year of 2014
although all principle bodies are aware of the situation (Figure 2. 41).

[ -

o

Figure 2. 40: The illegal building examples of 510, 325, 393, 453 lot numbers with
their inharmonious appearance (from author’s archive, 2013-2014)
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ANALYSIS OF SIDE ANCIENT CITY : LEGAL STATUS OF THE BUILDINGS N
LEGEND

- BUILDINGS CONSTRUCTED WITH A PROJECT(UNREGISTERED LOTS)* - THE OTHER BUILDINGS

- BUILDINGS CONSTRUCTED WITH A PROJECT (REGISTERED LOTS)* - BUILDING LOTS

- BUILDINGS CONSTRUCTED WITHOUT A PROJECT (REGISTERED LOTS)*

“The “BUILDING DETE! the
“Conservation Master Plan” approved in March,2014.

- BUILDINGS IN A HARMONY WITH THE TRADITIONAL URBAN FABRIC (UNREGISTERED LOTS}*

Figure 2. 41: The analysis of the legal status of the buildings (prepared by the
author)
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2.3.1.2.  Current Functions of Buildings

The determination of utilization types of buildings gives significant information about
the village because the impacts are serious for conservation of the site. When land use
survey is analyzed, it indicates the dominant uses of commercial features. Commercial
buildings give service for especially gastronomic features and leisure activities such
as restaurants, cafes, bars and discos. The accommodation buildings used for touristic
features or used by researchers follow the commercial usages. Although the density of
them is not high, buildings utilized for residential features are seen. There are also
some administrative buildings such as museum, PTT, military police station and
buildings of municipality. In the village, there is just one mosque as an example of

religious buildings.

It can easily be referred from the map that (Figure 2. 42), the distribution of
commercial features concentrate on the main axis starting from the entrance and
extending towards the harbor. Besides, the density is high in secondary streets which
are perpendicular to the main street. In the regions nearer to the sea such as in the south
east and south west part of the village, accommodation buildings like motel, hotel or
small scale pensions are met very often. The street pattern where it gets organic rather
than orthogonal pattern, the residential buildings are constructed with wide open

spaces.

Existence of such a commercial zone in the main axis causes disruptions of the
characteristic features of the village. Moreover, it causes many problems because the
commercial features necessitates additional facilities such as car park areas, service
and density in vehicular and pedestrian traffic. For the reason of the need to those
facilities, unqualified open space and built areas started to occur in the village as a
threat.
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fgd&lN‘lfDSIS OF SIDE ANCIENT CITY : CURRENT FUNCTION OF BUILDINGS N

- RESIDENTIAL BUILDINGS - ADMINISTRATIVE BUILDINGS I SEMI-OPEN AREAS
- COMMERCIAL BUILDINGS - RELIGIOUS BUILDINGS I CONSTRUCTIONS
- ACCOMODATION BUILDINGS - BUILDINGS NOT IN USE I BUILDING LOTS

Figure 2. 42: The analysis of the current functions of buildings (prepared by the
author)
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2.3.1.3.  Heights of Buildings

The building height survey shows that most buildings are mainly one or two storeys
high (Figure 2. 44). However, there are three, and four storeys in some buildings as an
extreme case for an archaeological site which had been 1% degree archaeological site
until the last revision of Conservation Master Plan in 2014. If the land use survey and
building height survey are intersected, it can be referred that, the commercial buildings
like shops are mainly one storey height or two storeys height with a different usage in
the second flat. Besides, the accommodation buildings like motel or hotel have three
or over three storeys height because of their needs. The residential buildings are

generally two storeys height with a wide or small green areas.

As a result of this analysis, it can be said that the density in the village indicate

distributions which extends towards both vertically and horizontally.

Figure 2. 43: An example of an accommodation building with three storeys height
(from author’s archive, 2013)
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ANALYSIS OF SIDE ANCIENT CITY : HEIGHT OF BUILDINGS

LEGEND
BUILDINGS WITH ONE STOREY - BUILDING LOTS

- BUILDINGS WITH TWO STOREYS
- BUILDINGS WITH THREE STOREYS
- BUILDINGS WITH FOUR STOREYS

S —

Figure 2. 44: The analysis of the building heights (prepared by the author)
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2.3.2. Open Spaces of the Town and the Changes in Time

The open spaces of Side can mainly be categorized in two; private and public open
areas*3. Additionally, public open areas are regarded in three categories. Parks or green
areas, streets and open areas of archaeological remains and their surroundings are the
main elements of this category. If the variety and qualification of the open areas are
examined, it is possible to say that the private open areas are slight amount. As they
are seen in the maps (Figure 2. 31), backyard of the buildings are nearly full up with

the constructions.

It is referred from this map that, in the regions where the pattern shows organic
character, the open spaces, inside of the lot boundaries cover more places. The north-

east of temples region and southwest of the theatre can be given as example.

Streets, squares and parks constitute the public open areas of the village. Moreover,
archaeological remains itself which mostly have no roofs and surroundings should also
be regarded as within these open areas (Figure 2. 51). It can easily be understood that,
public green areas such as parks take too little space in the village. It means that, there
is no qualified public open spaces for people in the village because of the dense
constructions. Although, the surrounding of archaeological remains are full up with
unqualified buildings which also physically threaten the existence of remains, it can
be seen in the map that, there are still remarkable spaces around the remains.
Furthermore, the biggest part of the open spaces are enclosed by the open areas of

archaeological remains.

Public open spaces are significant elements of the town because the density of private

ones is high and it is more difficult to interfere to them. For this reason, public open

% The definitions “private” and “public” are not shaped with the assistance of types of
occupancy in this study. The utilization of spaces are the essential factor for the definitions.
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areas and their main components are main tools of the study to make the

implementations easier.

© (d)

Figure 2. 45: The images of public open spaces (from author’s archive, 2013)

2.3.2.1.  Street Network of the Town and Changes in Time

When the street networks are analyzed, different approaches planned in different
periods throughout the history draws attention. There are some thoughts among the
people who studied the village and archaeological sites in some way. Atvur says that
as the town has not been completely excavated, it is not at present possible to say
whether like Priene and Miletus it followed the so-called “Hippodamus” plan, regular
town plan or like Pergamon, it followed the contours of the land. However, it is very
likely that as was the case during the Hellenistic Age in Anatolia, the regular town plan
was used (ATVUR, 1984: 11). Kaderli also put forwards a close approach parallelly

with Atvur that; the plan of the town has developed by continuation of previous one.
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The town also shows a character far from the Hippodamus plan typology, intersecting
streets perpendicularly and modular lot typology (KADERLI, 2009: 13). However
another source controverted these supposal by emphasizing that the plan of the town
is straight grid-iron plan (Hippodamus plan organization). KARACA, 2008: 176). Itis
a common expression about the pattern of the cities that, the street and cadastral
organizations follow the pattern of the previous one. When the case of Side is analyzed,
the pattern of grid-iron is highlighted (Figure 2. 46). It can be thought that, this tissues
is the witness of previous periods such as Roman periods. However, the directions of
the Roman and Byzantine edifices do not follow the contours of this pattern. In order
to have a better understanding, firstly the grids of all physical components of the town
are propounded. The streets, edifices and archaeological remains, open areas and
natural elements of it created the base of these lines. All of the assets were categorized
according to the directions of them and then each of them are again separated as the
source of the grid such as archaeological remains, buildings, streets or open areas and
natural elements (Figure 2. 47, 2. 48, 2. 49). As a result of this study, three main grids

in different directions as forming the current urban pattern (Figure 2. 50).

When all of these grids and the periods of all remains and edifices are intersected, it is
not possible to distinguish the grid one and two according to their periods. For
instances, the temples in the edge of the peninsula and archbishop’s palace or basilica
follows the same grid. Thus, it cannot be referred that, the grid one or two belongs to
this period. However, it is clear that, the grid three which follows the buildings of
immigrants and be realized mostly today was the product of Ottoman period. Contrary
to common opinion that, the grid-iron plan seen today shows similarly to Roman street

networks, it is formed when the immigrants arrived the town and be placed here.
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ANALYSIS OF SIDE ANCIENT CITY : CURRENT STREET NETWORKS OF THE TOWN N
LEGEND

- BUILT UP AREAS AND REMAINS

- QPEN SPACES (NOT DEFINED BY LOT BOUNDARIES)

Figure 2. 46: The analysis of the current street networks in the town (prepared by the
author)
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DETERMINATION OF URBAN PATTERN CHARACTERISTICS OF SIDE BY TRACES: X ID 1
LEGEND

mmmmmm The axis of archaeological remains
M The axis of streets

e The axis of green areas

Figure 2. 47: The analysis showing the traces of grid 1 which is situated north-east
and south west direction and the physical assets forming this grid (prepared by the
author)
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DETERMINATION OF URBAN PATTERN CHARACTERISTICS OF SIDE BY TRACES: A N
LEGEND
W The axis of archaeclogical remains

e The axis of buildings
e The axis of streets

The axis of green areas

Figure 2. 48: The analysis showing the traces of grid 2 which is situated north and
south direction and the physical assets forming this grid (prepared by the author)
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DETERMINATION OF URBAN PATTERN CHARACTERISTICS OF SIDE BY TRACES:

ID3
LEGEND

I The axis of archaeoclogical remains

I The axis of buildings

I The axis of streets

[ The axis of green areas

Figure 2. 49: The analysis showing the traces of grid 3 which mainly follows the
borders of Selimiye village buildings and the physical sources forming this grid
(prepared by the author)
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DETERMINATION OF URBAN PATTERN CHARACTERISTICS OF SIDE BY TRACES
LEGEND

@S GRID 1 - follows the borders of archaeological remains situated in north-east and south-west direction
@ GRID 2 - follows the borders of archaeological remains situated in north and south direction

G GRID 3 - follows mainly the borders of buildings of Selimiye village

Figure 2. 50: The analysis showing the all the re-traceable grids with different
angles (prepared by the author)
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The existed remains of Roman and Byzantine period and edifices from Ottoman period
compose the urban macroform. The colonnaded avenue from Roman period and main
street of Ottoman period and side streets perpendicular to that form the main structure
of the town. The theatre constructed in the narrowest and the highest part of the
peninsula is one of the significant remains from the Romans. East necropolis is totally
without any function today. On the other hand, West Necropolis exhibits a different
character. Taking the advantage of the sea and the beach, narrow and thin plots are
situated perpendicular to the coastline. Moreover, touristic accommodation and
restaurants with remains are constructed over the necropolis area. In the process,
starting with a temporary, light, wooden bungalows without foundations, the
necropolis area is transformed and attains a different character today. The
archaeological remains of Harbor Bath, the Great Bath, Byzantine Villa, Basilicas, and

City Walls are endangered by urban expansion today with no function.

2.3.2.2.  Vista Points of the Streets

Vista points in the village are defined as points and areas where visual values and
problems seen well. In Selimiye village because of the density of constructions, the
remains get fragmented from the context and not be perceived. The gridal street pattern
also effects the points because unexpected perspectives are not created as the other
traditional settlements with organic pattern. However, the diversity in the plan and
grids of different periods relatedly the orientation of archaeological remains provide
the vista points. Especially while walking in the street near the intersection points of
the remains and traditional buildings, remains meet the people suddenly if they look
aside. Besides, while walking in the street, in some points an archaeological remain

which is quite far away can be seen at the end of the street.
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Elg«ELNYSSIS OF SIDE ANCIENT CITY : CATEGORIES OF OPEN AREAS N

OPEN SPACES BUILT -UP AREAS

I PRIVATE GREEN AREAS STREETS SQUARES - BUILDINGS
OPEN SPACES OF
- PUBLIC GREEN AREAS ARCHAEOLOGICAL REMAINS -ARCHAEOLDGlcl\L REMAINS

Figure 2. 51: The analysis of the categories of open spaces (prepared by the author)
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Figure 2. 52: The photos of vista points in open spaces (from author’s archive, 2013)
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2.3.2.3.  Street Sections

The relations between the buildings, the streets and garden walls present the diversity
in street sections. Diversity in the perspectives of the streets is one of the characteristic
features of the Selimiye village (Figure 2. 53). Depending on the changing height of
the buildings, functions of them and position of the buildings if they are in a courtyard
or adjacent to the street create the diversity. The dominant street section in the village
is determined by buildings on two sides of the street (Figure 2. 54). In this section,
buildings are mostly used for commercial purposes and in the first floor of the edifices
showcases and eaves over them cause difficulties and prevent the integrated perception
of the buildings.

The second street section type is composed of buildings on one side of the street and
courtyard wall in the other side (Figure 2. 55). In the third one, only courtyard walls
and green elements draw the borders of the street (Figure 2. 56). These two types are
not seen too often in the village. The streets which are situated in the area where the
street pattern changes and become organic give these two types of sections. Besides,
it is realized that these section types are met in the streets closer to the seashore. In the
third type, it can easily draw attention that, density of the green areas rises in all of
them. Moreover, plants prolapsing from the courtyard walls form the streets and streets
get thinner. The size of most of them do not allow entering of vehicles. Within these

reasons, this type of streets differentiate more from the first type.

Existence of the sea and coast create one more type of street section. The streets in the
boundaries of the peninsula mostly show the characteristics of this type if it is
accessible for people (Figure 2. 55). They are also used for mostly gastronomic
commercial purposes such as restaurants. Therefore, in some points it is almost
impossible to perceive the sea because of the unqualified constructions. However,
tables and chairs in open areas and difference in elevation draw the borders of one side

and the buildings on the other side.
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UNDERSTANDING THE CHARACTERISTICS OF THE STREETS BY STREET SECTIONS
THE STREETS WHICH HAVE BUILDINGS ON BOTH SIDES

NNl e

Figure 2. 53: The analysis and schematic drawings indicating the street
characteristics (prepared by the author)
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Figure 2. 54: The photos from the streets which have buildings on both sides
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Figure 2. 55: The categorized photos of streets depending on the colours
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Figure 2. 56: The photos from the streets which have courtyard walls on both sides
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2.3.2.4.  Vehicular and Pedestrian Density of the Streets

“Traffic inside a historic town or urban area must be controlled
and parking areas must be planned so that they do not damage
the historic fabric or its environment” (ICOMOQOS, 1987)

As it is stated in Washington Charter, traffic is the most important and had to be well-
controlled issue of the historic towns. In Side, between the main gate and the beginning
of the main street the vehicle traffic density gets highest (Figure 2. 59). Inside the
village the vehicle traffic is controlled between specific time periods. However,
vehicle can reach every place in streets of the village. Usage of the ancient way;
Colonnaded Avenue by vehicles bring many serious problems especially the triumphal
arch is exposed to physical problems originated from these vehicles. In addition,
insensibly created the parking areas are placed over the areas which reserve significant
remains underneath. According to Atvur, the main parking area opposite the theater
was constructed at one night depending on the request of village headman from the
governor of that date in 1980’s tragically 3*(Figure 2. 57).

Figure 2. 57: The car parking area opposite the theatre and its relation to the
remains, 2013 (from Side Excavation Archive)

34 The information was taken from Atvur during an oral conversation with him.
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Pedestrians arrive to the village by using the coast way which is newly arranged or
Colonnaded Avenue. In the main street, the pedestrian density reach highest amount
and be scattered to side streets by showing decline. Especially at nights in summer, the

number of visitor reached over the capacity of the village.

One of the problems the village faceted with is the seasonal differences of user density.
In winters, the village is transformed to an isolated town without any users. The
population of the village between seasons reveals the serious gap in the terms of

numbers (Figure 2. 58).

Figure 2. 58: The images showing the seasonal differences in the aspect of density
(from http://static.panoramio.com/photos/large/85782334.jpg, last accessed in
09.12.2014 and author’s archive)
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ANALYSIS OF SIDE ANCIENT CITY : TRAFFIC SCHEME AND DENSITY N
LEGEND

PEDESTRIAN CIRCULATION VEHICULAR CIRCULATION

LOW DENSITY |:| LOW DENSITY

- MEDIUM DENSITY |:| MEDIUM DENSITY
- HIGH DENSITY I:I HIGH DENSITY

Figure 2. 59: The analysis of the traffic scheme and density (prepared by the author)
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2.3.3. Social Structure of the Town

The characteristics of social structure of Selimiye village is composed of immigrants
came from Crete island at the end 19" century. However the social structure has
changed over time and immigrants do not exist anymore in the town. Tanal mentions
in her book about the people whose parents came from Side and live in Side for her
book between 2002 and 2011. She published her reports from those people and their
numbers do not climb over ten (TANAL, 2011). Depending on the information; 64%
with more than half of the 579 numbered population involves immigrants in 1973, in
Selimiye village (TOPAKTAS, 1997: 100). According to the statistic information of
the census in 1935, the population of Selimiye village was composed of 122 men, 132
women and totally 254 people (KARACA, 2008: 240). Today, it is almost impossible
to determine the natives came from Crete because the people live in Side for their work
and touristic purpose are dominated to the population. Depending on a field survey for
the thesis in February of 2014 and February of 2013 in winters, it is difficult to find
people live in Selimiye village in streets. Thus, it is difficult to mention about the
stationary population which forms the characteristics of social structure. The changing
population depending on the specific periods also show the increase in population
within the touristic activities. However, most of them live in new settlement of Side or
in different cities in winters. Contrary, the population increases in summer and changes

the social structure.

When the table is interpreted the population explosion can be realized between 1975
and 1985. This time period is also parallel to the radical steps in conservation such as
registered buildings and the decision of “archaeological site” and tourism development

projects.
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Table 2. 4: The statistics information of changing population in Side (prepared by the
author with the assistance of information of the web site:
http://tuikapp.tuik.gov.tr/nufusmenuapp/menu.zul, last accessed 07.12.2014)

Yil Erkek Kadin Toplam
1965 (Selimiye Koyi) 209 234 443
1970 (Selimiye Koyi) 325 291 616
1975 (Selimiye Koyi) 449 366 815
1985 (Selimiye Koyu) 2.068 1.308 3.376
1990 (Side Belediyesi) 7.335 3.998 11.333
2000 (Side Belediyesi) 12.189 8.762 20.951

The other significant analysis to understand the current conditions in the town is the
state of occupancy. The reason why this analysis is significant in this study is that the
implementations to lots belong to treasury and municipality are easier than the private
lots. It is seen in the map that, there are intensive private ownerships among the
traditional and new buildings inside the village. On the other hand, most of the
archaeological sites except commercial agora and state agora belong to treasury. It is
also curious that the lands which municipality have are all in the center of the village
Besides, it is referred from the map that, inside the Selimiye village boundaries the

private lots covers more spaces (Figure 2. 60).
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Figure 2. 60

114



2.3.4. Evaluation of the Contemporary Urban Form and Changes in

Time

The cultural heritage both sites and objects are isolated and be faced with the
threat of disappear.

As a result of mass tourism, the monuments and buildings are in danger and
about to lose their cultural and historical significance.

Some of the monuments and buildings are effected by the new constructions
and be in bad conditions as structurally and physically.

The present high densities as a result of high lot coverage and building height
and lack of open and green spaces have a negative effect on visual qualities of
the town.

The characteristics of new constructions are completely incompatible and
ignoring the archaeological and historical features of the town.

Uncontrolled traffic and car parking areas make the process of deterioration
faster of cultural heritage.

Overuse of the town by pedestrians and vehicles make the perceptions of the
town difficult.

Social structure of the town had been identical until 1960’s, the social character
of the town has changed as a result of touristic developments.

The dense usage of single artifacts such as Apollon temple, theatre and the
main street as a result of the mass tourism policy cause the overuse of those
places and ignore the other values of the town.

Excessive density is not only observed on building lots but also seen in building

heights and these bring integration problems.
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2.3.5. Focusing on Fragments and Their Contexts

Archaeological remains of Side are the evidences of historical periods. However these
archaeological remains have been abandoned for years and their relation with the
context are broken off. One of the important problems is, these sites are not integrated
with urban context and they became “fragmented” pieces. To evaluate and supply their
integration, it is crucial to understand the context they are in. Therefore, in this part of
the thesis, some of the archaeological remains are taken into consideration separately
and their conditions will be described within their surroundings. Understanding an
archaeological site thoroughly necessitates, understanding the context it exists in.
Besides, all of the components in terms of architectural and archaeological features
should be considered, analyzing the current state and their relationship with the current

urban context.

In order to understand and present the current state of the remains, some criteria is
determined. Within this scope the archaeological areas are analyzed in terms of
physical, visual and functional relations with the environment. Physical and visual

integration aspects are directly related with the natural and man-made environment.

Within the scope of understanding the physical and visual integration, the
environment, spatial organization, density of built-up areas and the balance between
open areas are analyzed. Besides, the borders and accessibility also effects the physical
integration of the sites. Thus, within the physical aspects of the site two subjects are

analyzed for all sites; physical relation and accessibility.

The visual relationship of the sites is one of the important factor for integration.
Because this visual relation is directly depending on the perceptibility of the remains
and sites. Within this context, it is important how the remains are perceived as a single

element, or a whole with its environment. Furthermore, the visibility of the site and
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remains is also important for visual integration. They can be seen and visible from far

away or cannot be realized until approaching near the site.

For the last one, the utilization of the remains and surroundings is also crucial for the
integration of them. Because, the edifices and their surroundings should be used for
related purposes with the cultural properties. Within this scope Burra Charter mentions
that, a compatible use is necessary to reveal the significance of the cultural heritage.
The other item to be considered in this scope is types of users whether they are
specialists, tourists or inhabitants. In addition, the frequency of the usage is also
important and should be analyzed for the functional integration.

Social integration and to raise inhabitant’s awareness and participation of them to the
process is very important within the conservation of the cultural heritage. However,
the analysis aspects should be defined by considering the characteristics of the place.
In Selimiye village, almost all of the people are not from Side and they even do not
live in Side. Most of people come Side for commercial purposes in touristic season
and go back to their hometowns in winter. Some of them live in new settlement of Side
not in the ancient Side and come to the village for their works. Only few families live
in Side in both winters and summers. It means that, there is not much people to
embrace the town and participate for the conservation of the town. Thus, within this

study, social aspects for analysis are not minded.

2.3.5.1. Great Bath and its Surrounding

Great Bath is one of the “fragments” of Side which lost its unity and meaning in its

current context.

In ancient period, it was the biggest bath in Side and situated near the Colonnaded
Avenue in its construction date. Today, it can be arrived to the bath by following main

street and turning left to a side street perpendicular to the main one. The only mosque
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of the Selimiye village is very close to the bath. According to Mansel it was
constructed in 3" century when the prosperity time of Side in Romans.

It is crucial to mention about the current condition of the bath and especially the
context it existed in. It is forbidden to enter the bath and also all entrances are locked.
A mentioned above, while walking in the side street after passing the mosque in the
right, the only some parts of one facade of the bath can be realized by turning the head
to the left. Besides, only south-west elevation of the bath is accessible. From the south-
east it is accessible with some obstacles because of the difference in the ground (Figure
2. 67: 8). This section of the edifice is also faced with significant physical problems.
The new constructions are built in immediate surroundings of the bath (Figure 2. 65:
6, 2. 67: 7-9). They completely covered some part of the south-east facade. In front of
the rest of south-west elevation there is a building and its open areas which are utilized
for gastronomic purposes. Furthermore, the wall with approximately one meter height
is built adjacent to the building. Thus, this part of the facade is not adequate for

accessibility.

Figure 2. 61: The google earth image showing the location of Great Bath in the
village (from Google Earth, last accessed in 20.01.2015)
118



The other integration aspect to understand the site is visual perception and visibility.
It is not difficult to guess the results depending on the construction stacks almost
completely enclose the bath. It is possible to say that, the perception of the whole parts
of the building in a unity is impossible. Only in some points in the street, facades are
perceived particularly. In front of the restaurant in the street, the starting point of the
curved street in front of the bath, and at the end of the street from the sea side are the
points where walls or arches or doors are seen. Besides, from the street in the north-
west part of the bath with a wall remain on it, the highest level of the north-west

elevation can be caught sight of.

Figure 2. 62: The google earth image showing the near environment of Great Bath
((from Google Earth, last accessed in 20.01.2015)

If the building character is monitored in immediate surroundings, it is possible to say
that the buildings for commercial purposes are predominated. Although the balanced
relation of open and built-up areas in the northern-west part, high buildings with over
three storeys and utilized as tourism accommodation places such as hotel or pension
are encountered intensively. There are also registered lots and modest buildings which

do not ignore the existence of the bath.
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The functions of the buildings near the bath are not compatible with the buildings and
they even do not mind the existence of the building. The all buildings turn the backs
to the monument and be orientated depending on the street and people passing from
there. Moreover, it is more critical that the building has no function and no user group.
Because there are no excavation goes on here relatedly no researcher and specialists
also do not use the building. It is already close to the visits of tourists because the
inactive state of the building and physical problems may cause dangers for people.
Only the accessible surfaces are used for people only to take photos and watch.

Figure 2. 63: The model showing the relations of the bath with its near environment
(prepared by the author)
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Figure 2. 64: The model showing the relations of the bath with its near environment
(prepared by the author)
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To conclude, it is possible to say that, the building block which the bath is placed on
is surrounded by buildings with one to three storeys adjacently. This built environment
has directly influence on the bath and makes revealing its cultural significance
difficult. Only north-west part of the building block has more permeable character.
Within the light of all analysis, the conservation of the building is endangered by these
problems not only physically but also visually. It has been an object of a scene which

people pass nearby, looking around and taking photos.
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Figure 2. 65: The photos of Great Bath showing the current condition it exists in
(from author’s archive)
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Figure 2. 66: The analysis of the physical and visual context of the Great Bath and its surrounding (prepared by the author)
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Figure 2. 67: The photos of Great Bath showing the current condition it exists in
(from author’s archive)

2.3.5.2. The Harbor Bath and its Surrounding

As it is understood from the name, it was erected near the harbor in the 2" century.
Mansel claims that it can be the oldest bath of the town depending on the construction

technique used in the vaults as the other ones; theatre, nymphaeum etc (MANSEL,
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1978: 221). The characteristic architectural feature is utilization of the vaults in all
sections of the bath. Besides, a remarkable part of the bath still exists and the vault

system is visible transparently from the main facade.

If the bath is analyzed within the physical aspect, the access into the buildings is
forbidden as the great bath. Two surfaces of the bath are accessible from the street
passing in the south direction. However, the wire fence in front of this facade prevents
the people approach near the building. There is also a level difference between the bath
and the other buildings behind it. The north facade of the building can be accessed
from the stairs in the street and a platform behind this surface of the bath. It is possible

to say that, the building gets isolated from the immediate surroundings of it.

Figure 2. 68: The google earth image showing the location of Harbor Bath in the
village (from Google Earth, last accessed in 20.01.2015)

When the visibility level of the bath is analyzed it can be seen that, the bath is visible
from the points closer to it. However, it is not seen from the main street or the others

except in front of it. The main facade of the bath composed of three vaults is perceived
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from the street in front of it. However, if people arrive the bath by using the main street
and turning left, the north-west facade of the monument with three spaces formed by
arches is met (Figure 2. 71: 4). It is nearly impossible to have a sense about the other
elevations by walking in the street. The north-east facade can be accessed from the
stairs. The level difference is created behind the bath by elevating from the ground. It
Is also difficult to perceive the southeast facade of the monument totally. From the
small open spaces of the buildings in this line, walls can be seen partially.

Figure 2. 69: The google earth image showing the near environment of Harbor Bath
(from Google Earth, last accessed in 20.01.2015)

Figure 2. 70: The model showing the relations of the bath with its near environment
(prepared by the author)
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In the village almost none of the archaeological sites are not in an environment which
have related functions within the archaeological heritage as it is seen in the bath. The
platform and surroundings behind the bath is served for the storage of the restaurants.
Thus, the buildings in the backyard of the bath also never mind the bath and turn their
back to the bath by erecting walls. The building block the bath exists in is completely
composed of the commercial buildings. Therefore, the open spaces of the bath satisfy
their storage needs. They do not damage the bath not only visually but also physically
by the constructions adjacent to the bath (Figure 2. 71: 6, 2. 72: 7).

N
2
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Figure 2. 71: The images of harbour bath showing the current context it exists in
(from author’s archive)
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Figure 2. 72: The images of harbour bath showing the current context of it (from
author’s archive)
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Figure 2. 73: The analysis of the physical and visual context of the Bath and its surrounding. (prepared by the author)
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Figure 2. 74: A view from 1950’s showing the traditional buildings of Selimiye
village and Harbor bath (O.Atvur Archive)
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Figure 2. 75: Sketches produced for Harbor Bath and surrounding in field survey

(prepared by the author)
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In conclusion, the Harbor Bath lost its unity in urban context and perceived as a single
element isolated from the current context. It lost not only its physical relationship with
the sea but also its visual connection with it. It is almost impossible to guess the context

it existed in its original conditions.

2.3.5.3. The Temples Area of the Harbor

In this area the remains of Roman period and Byzantine period reveal the historical
stratification of the site where is at the end of the Colonnaded Avenue and south of the
peninsula. Mansel describes this site as a square which is situated at the end of the
Colonnaded Avenues and temples on each side of the square (MANSEL, 1978: 121).
On one side of the space, two temples one of them is smaller and the other bigger,
dedicated to the Gods Apollo and Athena are erected. In the other side, the semi-
circular temple of Men which is positioned in approximately east-west direction. In
Byzantine Period, it is thought that a basilica was constructed in the east of the temples
within the borders of temenos (YILDIRIM, 2013: 178)

It is necessary to give information about the history of the site. It is guessed that this
site is an authentic place which was the center of religious activities. However, it is
guessed that it was used for different purposes for some time periods. For instance,
after the abandonment of temples in Roman period until the construction of basilica,
it could be served for the harbour and used for temporal functions (YILDIRIM, 2013:
179). After the arrival of immigrants at the beginning of the 20" century, it is guessed
that, the workers of constructions utilized the site as “stone quarry”. Thus, this site is
mentioned as “mermerlik” among the inhabitants. The workers, divided the big marble
architectural fragments into the small pieces so as to make the transportation easy.
Then, by burning them they were producing lime (AHUNBAY, 2007: 105)%*. After
the excavations started by Mansel in 1947, the findings and the site get attraction of

% This information is taken from the journal of Zeynep Ahunbay which was presented for
“Side’ye Emek Verenler Sempozyumu” and then published in a book.
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the people and visitors. Thus, an anastylosis project which is implemented in a corner
of the small temple came to an issue in 1977 with the assistance of Jale Inan. Then,
between 1977 and 1991 the researches and implementations were done by a team
under the presidency of Zeynep Ahunbay were completed. Within the result of the
study, Apollo Temple became a symbol with the sunshine over the sea for Side ancient
town and Selimiye village (Figure 2. 81: 16).

Figure 2. 76: The google earth image showing the location of Temples in the
peninsula (from Google Earth, last accessed in 20.01.2015)

If the site and monuments are analyzed within the aspect of accessibility, it is possible
to say that between short periods of time the accessibility may change. When the thesis
study starts in summer 2012, the entrance to the site was free and open to public.
However, its accessibility was supplied with some obstacles because of the gravels and
sands on the ground. In 2013 when the restoration implementations and excavations
conducted by Side Excavations start in the basilica, the entrance is restricted. The

surroundings of the site was hedged by wire fence and entrances were subjected to fee.
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It had lasted for some period. In the February of 2014 when one of the field surveys
within the scope of the thesis occurred, the borders surrounding the site were removed
again. Therefore, the analysis is done depending on this information. On the other
hand, for the reason of the wire fences and level of difference from the street level, the

temple of Men is completely not accessible.

Figure 2. 77: The google earth image showing the near environment of Temples
region (from Google Earth, last accessed in 20.01.2015)

Figure 2. 78: The model showing the relations of the temples region with its near
environment (prepared by the author)
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Figure 2. 79: The model showing the relations of the bath with its near environment
(prepared by the author)

The site is generally visible from the southern part of the peninsula at close range,
however it is not visible from the harbor and the other streets of the village except the
one, stretching from the great bath downward to the temples area (Figure 2. 82). The
temple of Men is also not visible far away from its location because of the unqualified
constructions in immediate surroundings. Hence, the visual and physical integration
of it is totally lost. Besides, the relation of the temple with the other temples and site
also is broken for these reasons. The temples area is visually and physically integrated
within their own context, despite of the disconnected relation with the buildings and

village.

Most of the buildings nearby are used for commercial functions especially gastronomic
purposes. According to Ahunbay (AHUNBAY, 2007: 105), when the site drew
attraction of visitors in 1970’s, the number of rambling buildings constructed for

people who came to visit the site

As a result of the high attractions of the site, the site and monuments are overused by
especially visitors. Besides, some social activities are arranged at this site such as

shows, wedding ceremonies
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In conclusion it is possible to say that this site is the mostly used part of the village
with the theatre. Because of the uncontrolled use of the site and presentation problems
the site has lost the physical and visual integrity with the town and environment. On
the other hand, the edifices and remains keep their unity at site scale. The disconnected
relation of temple of Men and the other buildings is a significant problem. Within this
scope, the site lost its unity and authenticity, today. It is important to reveal the cultural

significance of the site and presentation of the multi-layeredness character.

When all archaeological sites are evaluated, it is a common problem that, the sites have
lost their characteristic features and become a scene which people take photos and pass
nearby. Lack of presentation principles and disintegrated environment, their cultural
properties are trivialized. Multi-layeredness character of them are not understood and
not presented. The potentials of their open spaces are utilized for secondary purposes
of commercial buildings. Because they are the alive witnesses of the history and their
period, it is important to present their cultural significance and create qualified spaces

for both visitors and occupants.
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Figure 2. 80: The photos from the immediate surroundings of Temples Area (from
author’s archive)
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Figure 2. 81: The photos from the immediate surroundings of Temples Area (from

author’s archive)
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Figure 2. 82: The analysis of the physical and visual context of the Temples region and its surrounding (prepared by the author)
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CHAPTER 3

ASSESSING THE FRAGMENTED CONTEXT OF SIDE AND DEFINING
PRINCIPLES AND PROPOSALS FOR ITS RE- INTEGRATION

“The conservation of archaeological remains and their
integration into the town may allow the creation of major
cultural facilities and constitute an important basis for the

deployment of efforts towards recovery of the ancient town”.

(Council of Europe, 1991: 2)

Side has been settled from many civilizations with an interruption between the 12"
and 19" century. It has always kept its significance despite of the earthquakes, wars
and attacks. The buildings from Ottoman period and remains of Roman and Byzantine
era constitute the multi-layered character of the town. However, the excessive
developments in tourism for the last 40 years and the temporal inhabitants of Side
make the assessment process difficult in the terms of common conservation principles.
Therefore this chapter is structured as two parts. Firstly regarding the significance of
the town, the values, potentials and problems of Side will be handled as the basis of
both conservation principles and urban design principles. This section constitute a base
for decisions for integration of the fragmented context of the town. After that, the
fundamental principles for integration proposal, the aim of the project and the proposal

comprising the identity areas will be presented.
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3.1. Assessments of the Fragmented Context

Within this scope, the first part of the chapter “Assessment and for the integration of
fragmented context” is prepared by the assistance of “Understanding the fragmented
context: The Case of Side” presented in Chapter 2. In that respect, the titles and
elements explained in that chapter are re-evaluated depending on the values, potentials
and problems. As the other chapter these elements are also separated and studied in

different scales.

3.1.1. Values, Problems and Potentials of Side

According to the structure of the thesis, the determinations are regarded at two scales,
Selimiye village scale and archaeological site scale. Therefore, this section of the
chapter, values, potentials and problems of the town and sites are considered both

separately and connected to each other at these scales.

3.1.1.1. Values

“Assessment of the values attributed to heritage is a very
important activity in any conservation effort, since values

strongly shape the decisions that are made.”
(MASON, 2002: 5)3¢

Side is a multi-layered town with its significant monuments and

buildings.as evidences of its history.

% The article of the author is published in “Assessing the Values of Cultural Heritage™.
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Different historical and archaeological layers constituting the urban identity of the
town indicate the civilizations which contribute the town in different time periods. The
buildings of Ottoman period and remains which have survived until today are the

evidences of these periods and different cultures.

Side is a town of which the urban morphology and street patterns are

created and planned differently in each period.

To evaluate the grids of the town it can be seen that there are three grid directions in
the town. When it is intersected with the historical periods of the buildings and grids,
it is not possible to say that each grid belongs to a period. However, two of them are
distinguished easily and follow the buildings and streets of specific periods. Within
this scope; it is clear that, the grid three which follows the buildings of immigrants and
be realized mostly today was the product of Ottoman period®’.Contrary to common
opinion that, the grid-iron plan seen today shows similarity to Roman street networks,

it is formed when the immigrants arrived the town and be placed here.

In order to compare the grid-iron plan in Roman and at the end of 19" century.
Depending on the grid-iron plan, Favro controverts the ideas about the extensive
utilization of grid-iron plan in Roman period. She claims that, various alternatives were
used off the grid. Moreover, especially occupants were trying to produce new forms
to disturb the sharp-cut geometries of the cities. Because the origin of that plan which
enables the order and control is Roman military camps. In fact, he tries to emphasize
the imperative usage in cities. Thus, he claims that even Vitruvius do not emphasizes
on the grid-iron plan in city planning (FAVRO, 2013: 141). Vitruvius set out the steps
for establishing a town; firstly selection of a site considering many complex natural
problems, secondly, erection of the fortification walls in relation to military needs. In
this part he reminds that the geometry of the town is important for defense. For instance,

square or determined angles are not flexible to defense even simplify the attack of the

87 The maps of grids are given in Chapter 2 under the section 2.1.3. Evolution of the Physical
Form and its Main Components through History
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enemies. The third stage is laying out the street organizations and orientating them
depending on the climatic conditions especially, winds (Vitruvius, 2005: 15).

As an immigrant village of the 19t century, the town is differentiated from
the other Ottoman villages and traditional fabrics as being a town which
is formed by a different social groups under a regulation.

Selimiye village which was established for immigrants came from Crete island shows
characteristics features of 19" century immigrant’s districts and towns as the aspect of
grid-iron plan scheme. It is also valuable that the constructions indicate traces of the

regulations of that period called “Ebniye Nizamnameleri”.

The traditional buildings of Selimiye village are valuable as an indicator
reflecting the construction technology and daily life of their context existed

in before.

Figure 3. 1: The registered residential building in 366 numbered lot (from author’s
archive)

Although some of them did not keep their authenticity because of the wrong
implementations, they are valuable for the reason that they were constructed for
specific social group; came by migration from a different country. It is not analyzed
within the scope of this thesis if the reflections of their life in Greek can be realized in
their houses. However, even if the houses were given them after construction, the

traces of their culture can be followed in ones which keep their authenticity. It is also
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important that, they were constructed depending on a regulation published in Ottoman
period by the emperor, explaining the requirements.

Figure 3. 2: The registered building keeping the original features in 432 numbered
lot (from author’s archive)

The archaeological monuments and remains are valuable for reflecting not
only the technology of their periods, but also reserving social and cultural

traces of their periods.

Side has many archaeological sources which have been able to survive up to now
despite of natural disasters or manmade deteriorations. These are valuable for being
uniqueness and an indicator of a specific feature of its period or reflecting the typical
architectural and archaeological features of its period. These remains and edifices have
unique features. For instance, the theatre is differentiated from the others which are
erected in the same period in Anatolia as being unique example. The second tier of the
cavea is superimposed on vaults whereas the first one is built over the natural slope as
most of the others in Anatolia. However, all of the others have different features with
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their material, architectural features or construction technique. Thus, Side is a historic

town which have all of these values in urban context.

3.1.1.2. Problems

“The problems presented by the integration of scattered remains,
mainly brought to light on that occasion of development or
construction work in an urban environment, are more complex.
Integrated remains constitute reference elements which throw
light on the development of the town even if they do not reveal
the complex overlapping of the successive urban fabrics; they

help to give the town its personality and its identity”.

(BARRUOL, 1984).

Side as an ancient town and coastal town receives great attention for touristic purposes
and has become one of the main tourism destinations in the southern part of Turkey.

Mass tourism and increasing numbers of tourists threat the conservation of the village.

As the witnesses of continuous inhabitation process and parts of a
historically stratified context, archaeological remains and historical

buildings get fragmented objects in current context.

As mentioned before “fragmentation” is a significant conservation problem in
historical sites which are the physical evidences of successive continuous inhabitation
process. When some disruptions and irregularities occur in this process, the
components of the context start to get fragmented pieces. The archaeological remains
and historical buildings in Side are the fragments in the current context. “Lacunae”
period guessed between the 11" and 19" century may be accepted the initial step of

this period in Side. However, the noteworthy date for fragmentation is 1960’s
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indubitably. The process started with “Side International Tourism Competition”
causes irreversible results for the cultural heritage in Side. Thus, they are situated in

current context as fragmented objects.

Physical existences of different historical and archaeological layers
constituting the identity of Side is under threaten of being lost.

Multi-layered towns are the outcomes of the successive historical periods. The
construction of “new” occurred regarding the integration of the remaining elements of
the previous period. In the case if the integration cannot be achieved, the remains of
the former periods become alienated with their current contexts. After this, the process
of being lost and becoming fragmented of the archaeological remains and historical
buildings starts. Parallelly, in Side, the process started with the tourism competition in
1968 support the development of town and the town has become one of the significant

tourism destinations.

The facilities necessitated for development of tourism cause irreversible

transformations in the spatial setting of the town.

“The natural and cultural heritage, diversities and living cultures
are major tourism attractions. Excessive or poorly-managed
tourism and tourism related development can threaten the

physical nature, integrity and significant characteristics.

(ICOMOS, 1999)

Side is both an ancient town which reserve many significant cultural properties and a
coastal town with its location which is surrounded from three sides with the sea. Thus,
the requirements of a touristic coastal town and a historic significant town contravened.

As a result of this and as it is stated in “ICOMOS International Cultural Tourism
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Charter”, tourism is dominated and the uncontrolled development of it and its
necessities change the character of the town and threaten the future of cultural heritage.

The wrong attitude in regarding the conservation as the protection of one
monument or specific building/period instead of considering the continual

historical development process of Side.

“The contributions of all periods to the significance of a site
should be respected. Although particular eras and themes may
be highlighted, all periods of the site’s history as well as its
contemporary context and significance should be considered in

interpretation process.”

(ICOMOS, 2005)

In multi-layered cities, the conservation implementations are considered only
regarding the monument or building itself. The surrounding environment, its context,
functional, physical and visual relations with the environment are generally not minded.
When the researches and projects are evaluated, it can be realized that, in different
time periods, different teams dealt with monuments and their implementations.
However, integrated conservation approaches are yet new concept for Side. On the
other hand, the common problem in multi-layered cities, some implementations are
intended to emphasize for a specific period, event or a person, isolating the properties
their continual historical context. It is not an intentional attitude in Side, however the
archaeological remains and monuments get attraction and be dominated among the
traditional fabric and buildings of Ottoman. For instance; the visits, simply to the
theatre or to the temples of Athena and Apollo are chosen for great number of people.
However, it is essential not to attribute more significance to any period, evaluate and

present their significance with its all layers in current context.
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The unqualified and tourism focused new constructions effect the physical,
visual and functional relation of the monuments and buildings within the

environment.

Tourism development activities have a destructive influence on the new constructions.
When the new constructions are evaluated three types of buildings are met; the first
group is defined by buildings which are harmonious with the environment within the
aspect of mass, proportions and architectural features. Some of the buildings those are
defined as “traditional buildings” within the scope of conservation plan notes can be
given as examples (Figure 3. 3). The other new buildings utilized for touristic purpose
have generally over three number of storeys and inharmonious with the environment
as the mass proportion. The third category of buildings are composed of replica
buildings which are constructed by imitating the traditional ones with the means of
physical appearance. They are constructed with reinforced concrete system and stones
are attached to the facade in order to appear similar with the others (Figure 3. 4).

Figure 3. 3: An example of “traditional buildings”
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Figure 3. 4: An example of a new construction imitating the traditional ones (from
author’s archive)

Side ancient town suffers from the lack of unqualified and inadequate
open areas to spend time in.

When the open areas are analyzed it is categorized in two types; one of them is
defined by lots and private areas, the other is utilized by public. However, the area
which is covered by open spaces is limited in both types. In built-up area analysis, it
can easily be realized that, the building blocks are almost completely covered by
buildings and there are no open spaces behind the lots, in the middle of the building
block. Besides, green areas and parks which are spared for public use are also limited.
It is a serious problem that the occupants and visitors have no open areas to spend
time in.

The vehicle traffic and its density inside the ancient town and overuse of

some areas by pedestrians give physical damage to the cultural properties.

“Traffic inside a historic town or urban area must be controlled
and parking areas must be planned so that they do not damage

the historic urban fabric or its environment.”

(ICOMOS, 1987)
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As it is stated in Washington Charter, the traffic density gives physical damage to the
significant buildings. The road starting from the main gate of the ancient Side and
come through the beginning of the village is exposed to intensive vehicle traffic in
specific time periods. The asphalt material which is transmitted the vibrations of the
vehicles physically give damage to all monuments and sites in its near environment
such as commercial agora, agora bath, theatre, temple of Dionysos, Vespasianus
monument etc..Although, it is limited to enter the village between specific time periods,
circulation of vehicles in narrow street and also increasing number of pedestrians in
summer cause problems. The car parking areas are also not planned or not created
intentionally. The main parking area opposite the theatre is built over the Byzantine
remains and all of the vehicles which cannot be entered into the village are left in that
car park. Inside the village, there are some areas which are not thought for parking
intentionally, however they are used for this purpose. Within this scope, the town faced

with many problems.

The changes in social structure of the town, seasonal or temporal
occupants of the town make conservation difficult since the participation

of inhabitants in conservation process is essential.

As it is stated in many charters and regulations such as “Washington Charter”, the
participation of the residents are essential to reach a successful conservation
programmes and they should also be encouraged for conservation of the site. Because
the conservation of the town, its benefits and outcomes concern them first of all.
However in Side, the authentic social group of immigrants are almost in a slight
number. Besides, it is impossible to say that the population of the town is stationary in
Side. Most of the people live in the new settlement of Side or Manavgat or the other
come from other cities seasonal. Only a few number of them live in Side through the
year. The lack of the number in stable population make the participation and

conservation process difficult.
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3.1.1.3. Potentials

The location of the ancient town and Selimiye village, being settled over a peninsula
depending on that being surrounded by the sea from three sides. Each point of the
peninsula present different perspectives and relations about the manmade and natural

features.

Side has a rich and different traces of history however it is difficult to understand what
the source of these traces are and what the physical context they existed in was.
Therefore all of the physical existed components of Side ancient town and Selimiye
village are potentials which have to be handled in an integrated way and as a part of

urban context.

The open areas of the archaeological sites encompass big places in the town, however

they are not evaluated in convenient purposes.

The archaeological remains and sites are also reserve areas which have potential as

being built-up area and utilized in an appropriate purpose.

Although mass tourism caused irreversible effects on cultural heritage of Side, tourism
may be a potential for presentation and preservation of Side as a tool. Because,
utilization of a historical physical structure or historic sites is a significant tool for
conservation. However, it should be emphasized that the type of tourism has to be
determined and defined well and its impacts should be evaluated regarding the features

and conditions of Side.

The archaeological fragments are not situated in private occupancy that has to be
regarded as a potential because expropriation is not needed.
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3.1.2. Focusing on Fragments: Values, Problems and Potentials

After all determinations about the quality areas are evaluated according to their
features. It is important in determination process that firstly togetherness of
archaeological areas and historical buildings involving problems, values and potentials
inside Selimiye village borders. Because archaeological areas with presentation
problems do not involve complex problems and only reveal the characteristics of
multi-layered cities. Archaeological areas inside the village indicate the physical,
visual and functional integrity aspects. As a result of this, great bath, harbor bath and

temples region and their immediate environment are focused as specific areas.

3.1.2.1. Great Bath and its Surrounding

Great bath is a valuable monument from Roman period and was utilized throughout
the history. The bath and its surrounding reflect the multi-layared character of the town
together with the traditional registered buildings. Byzantine villa and the other remains
of Byzantine period support this feature. The orientation of the monument differently
from the other buildings and street pattern also create diversity in visual perspectives.
These points strength the perception of the building.

The building itself is a big potential with its near environment and its open areas. They
cover a big space in the urban context together with many complex problems.
Furthermore, when the open spaces are analyzed in surrounding the big spaces can be

easily realized however, they are not used appropriate purposes and compose problems.

When the problems are focused in great bath the accessibility problems drew attention.
Because the excavation and scientific researches are not completed, it is forbidden to
enter the edifice. Besides, the accessibility to reach near the facades in north west and
south east. The other facades are also accessible with some obstacles because of the

material of the ground and level difference in the ground. The buildings and
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unqualified new constructions prevent the visibility of the monument. It is also
difficult to perceive visually from the streets and far from the monument. Only two
facades of the edifice can be perceived at the points close to it. Furthermore, the
buildings adjacent to the south west elevation give physical damage to the building.
Vehicular traffic density in the near environment of the monument both give physical
damage to the monument because of the vibrations and prevent the visual perception.
For instance, car park areas and the cars eased close to the building. If the functional
relation of the building is analyzed utilization of buildings and open areas for touristic
purpose have a big impact on the building within an overuse aspect. It can easily be

realized the density of commercial buildings in near environment.

3.1.2.2. Harbor Bath and its Surrounding

In general, harbor bath faced with similar problems and indicate similar values and
potentials with the great bath. It was also constructed in Roman period near the harbor.
This feature is significant for this monument however it is so difficult that the relation
between the sea and the building is completely disintegrated. The building itself, its
open areas together with the buildings of immigrant village are the values of the site.
Moreover, the open areas in close environment such as streets and open areas defined
by lot boundaries are potentials for utilization however, they are used for service and

secondary functions of new constructions ignoring the building.

The level difference between the ground and open areas of the monument in north west
part and the wire fence prevent the accessibility. It is also forbidden to enter the
buildings as a visitor. The density of the buildings breaks the physical integration of
the building in its urban context. The building in the north east facade threatens the
future of the monument with the aspect of physical damage. If the visual perception is
analyzed, only two facades near the street in front of it are perceived at close range
however, is not seen far from the building. Besides, it is very difficult to see the two
elevations look at the backyard of commercial buildings. At some points from the
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streets and other open areas they can be seen between physical structures. The open
areas in near environment of the monument there are open spaces utilized for car park
areas and open areas of commercial buildings enclose big spaces as potential to supply
the physical integration however, with this usage they create problems with the aspect

of physical, functional and visual.

In conclusion, as the other qualified areas harbor bath lost its physical, visual and
functional integrity in urban context together with its meaning. It is important to handle
the evaluations and traces in an integrated way and solve presentation problems to
reveal its cultural significance and make it become a part of daily use for both visitors

and occupants.

3.1.2.3. The Temples Area of the Harbor

The Athena, Apollon and Men Temples are the components of this region. The site is
significant with its location as being settled at the most valuable area of the village. It
is also valuable when it is evaluated with the time period constructed and existed in.
The temples and registered buildings in near environment of the site, open areas, street
pattern and the sea can be regarded as the strength of the site. The vista points created
by this urban pattern and open areas also supply diversity for visual perception of the
site. The walking route in the border of the peninsula make easy the circulation and
give these different perspectives with the streets in the north direction.

Great open areas of this archaeological site and the other buildings are significant
potentials of the site. Being near the sea or water source is also a big potential although

the physical relation is broken.

This site also reserve many complex problems as the other archaeological and multi-

layered areas. The buildings located adjacent to the remains prevent the establishment

of visual, physical and functional relation. From the street which is connected directly
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to the main street the site is started to perceived visually. And from the top of the street
which is a conjunction between the great bath and this area, the sites and especially the
anastylosis of Apollon temple and its structure is perceived. However, the case is
different for temple of Men within the aspect of visual perception and visibility. It is
lost in physical built environment and cannot be perceived at close and far range. The
wire fence encloses the temple prevents the accessibility. As the other sites, the
commercial buildings especially utilized for gastronomic purposes prevent the
functional relation. Furthermore, the remains settled in an open area of restaurants can
easily be realized. This attitude is the result of an understanding of looking at the

remain as a decorative object.

To conclude, although the site is valuable as revealing the cultural significance of the

town with Apollon temple as the symbol, the site is not handled in an integrated way.

158



Figure 3. 5: The representative section of multi-layeredness of the town (prepared by
the author)
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Figure 3. 6: The analysis of the values and potentials of Great Bath and its surrounding (prepared by the author)
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Figure 3. 7: The analysis of the problems of Great Bath and its surrounding (prepared by the author)
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Figure 3. 8: The analysis of the values and potentials of Harbor Bath and its surrounding (prepared by the author)
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Figure 3. 9: The analysis of the problems of Harbor Bath and its surrounding (prepared by the author)
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Figure 3. 10: The analysis of the values and potentials of Temples Region and its surrounding (prepared by the author)
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Figure 3. 11: The analysis of the problems of Temples Region and its surrounding (prepared by the author)
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3.2. General Principles and Proposals for Re-integrating Side’s Fragmented

Context

Historic towns and archaeological areas are part of the daily environment of human
beings everywhere that they represent the living presence of the past. They have
survived for the ages as the most tangible evidence of the wealth and diversity of
cultural, religious and social activities. However, in the development process of towns
their cultural significance is neglected. As a result they lost their unity in urban context.
However, as it is stated in many recommendations, their safeguarding and their
integration into the life of contemporary society is a basic factor in town planning and

land development. (Nairobi Recommendation, 1976)

The case of Side, within the scope of development strategies especially tourism
strategies the conservation of cultural heritage reserve many complex problems in

physical context.

Within the light of all information mentioned in previous chapters which involve all
these analysis and evaluations on general features and current state of Side ancient
town is prepared in order to propose a project for integration of remains and buildings
from all periods. In this part of the thesis, the fundamental principles for integration
proposal, the aim of the project and the proposal comprising the identity areas is
presented.

The towns are the formations superimposed by the deposits of different contributions
of a process. Each component of them has a role for togetherness and coherence. And
any intervention in this process may cause transformations and disintegrations. Then,
the disintegration brings the fragmentation with itself. The components of the town get
fragmented pieces and lose their meaning in its own context. No matter if it is an
archaeological or historical property. For instance a modern sculpture constructed in a

context may lose its meaning with the loss of any elements of the town in its
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environment such as a plant, a tree or a building, a street. Their existence is possible
with their physical context.

Within the light of this process, it can be said that the fragmentation process which
archaeological sites and historical towns usually face with is the fundamental problem
for cultural heritage because their existence is meaningful with their integrity. Not only
cultural heritage itself, their all physical existences in nearby surrounding make them

meaningful.

However, it is absolutely difficult to supply re-integration of them as they were in
original urban context in their periods. Moreover, it is impossible in multi-layered

cities because of the diversity in contributions of different periods of the town.

Within the evaluation of all of these, the main of the proposal to for Side ancient town
is re-integrating the components of all periods with the help of existence physical
elements of the town by increasing their values. The integration of fragments from
different periods in their own historical context is not aimed within the scope of this
thesis. By following some traces of the fragmented pieces, their integration to each
other in the “new urban whole” is the main concern of the proposal. Within this scope,

some additions and removals are supported to supply integrity.

Within this scope, the meaning of “defragmentation” in computational science is also
utilized a significant tool and basis for the proposing and presenting re-integration
principles for Side. “Wasted space” and “open spaces” of the town are utilized for

“defragmentation” in both of them.
Thus, the fragments of Roman period, Byzantine period, Ottoman period and current

physical elements of the town which are the components of the proposal. Open spaces,

green areas, manmade and natural elements are all a part of the proposal.
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It is essential to preserve all remains and edifices related to the layers of

different periods.

It is one of the fundamental targets of the project to make the history of Side

understandable with the whole layers of different periods.

It is also aimed to make all of these remains a part of people's daily life.

It is essential that all interventions have to be applied with the means of open
spaces arrangements. This present qualified open spaces to both local people

and visitors.

All interventions have to be flexible and reversible according to the conditions
of the ancient town. Because in these cities the knowledge is dynamic
depending on the result of new excavations and researches. In this regard

project proposal should be moved with the same aim and methodology.

It is essential that interventions should prevent the highlight of any period
among the others. The treatment should be equal to all of the buildings and

remains from different periods.

Within this project proposal, unqualified new constructions which give
physical damage to remains and prevent visual perception of remains can be

demolished.

The qualified buildings with no function can be utilized with convenient

purpose within the scope of project.

One of the fundamental targets of the project is that the increase of visual

perception of buildings and remains so as to strength the visual relation.
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e Itisessential to interpret the vista points so as to give different perspectives of

buildings and remains to users.

e Proposal aims to have people touch and contact with the cultural property in
some points where it is not hazardous and allowed for entrance in order to make

people experience the site.

e |t is essential to make the riskless area accessible to draw attention of natives

and visitors.

Figure 3. 12: The conceptual drawing of the proposal

The conflict between the legislative framework and the decisions for the borders of
archaeological site in the revision conservation master plan approved in 2014 was
mentioned in previous sections. In order to propose a project for re-integration of the
context the cultural properties exist in, it is necessary to conservation of them and
transferred to the next generations. For this purpose, the problem of the border of
archaeological sites should be solved. The conservation areas cannot be situated inside
of the 3" degree archaeological and urban site borders. The monuments and their
surroundings should be regarded as 1 degree archaeological sites inside the borders.

Firstly, it is necessary to approach the proposal from this view.

176



Within the scope of the project proposal the specific project areas are determined in
evaluation section. The existing main street is planned to be connected with the “new”
axis which is a conjunction between the great bath, harbor bath and byzantine villa as
a layer of contemporary context. It is also connected to the temples region with the
current street stretching from the great bath to the temples region. These axes are
planned within the scope of this thesis however they do not have to be stable and
should be changed according to the future information gained from new researches
and excavations. Because the information in archaeological sites and historic areas are

dynamic and changeable. These axes should be considered in this scope.

In this regard, the open spaces has a big role for re-integration within this proposal.
For this reason, the aim of the proposal is established depending on the arrangement
of open areas defined as potentials in previous section. Because the archaeological
sites and remains exist in big open spaces in current urban context. And according to
the results of the analyses, the limited open spaces cover more areas in nearby
surrounding of archaeological remains with themselves. It is proposed to supply
connections physically with open spaces by some interventions to the unqualified
constructions by removals of mass and demolishment of some of them. Two existing
streets, a new axis and the borders of the peninsula are the main lines of the project.
As it was stated before, they are determined according to the conditions of today,
existing information and the scope of this thesis. They should be flexible with the
changing knowledge about the town.

These axes are defined by some components as borders such as walls or green
elements .like trees Besides, difference in ground material is utilized for the
presentation principles to reveal the traces from different periods. The lightening
elements are also physical components of this proposal. And they are fed with the
functions of the buildings nearby them. In addition to that, archaeological remains and
monuments are given appropriate functions such as exhibition areas, small scale cafes
or information centers. These functions supply qualified open spaces to the people
which is occupants of Side or visitors to spend time in. Differently from the existed
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ones, the open spaces and their functions are organized to reveal the values and visual
perceptions of the cultural properties.

Figure 3. 13: The image of project proposal showing the axis and its components
(prepared by the author)
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Figure 3. 14: The image of proposal (prepared by the author)

Figure 3. 15: The image of proposal (prepared by the author)
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Figure 3. 17: The buildings which are planned to be removed partially or totally
within the project proposal (prepared by the author)
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CHAPTER 4

CONCLUSION

Towns are complex and heterogeneous organisms as a result of a collective creation
process over a period of time. In this regard, urban morphology is the product of an
historical development process. These all constitutes the multi-layered characteristic

of the town.

The remains of the periods can be conserved and transferred to the future, as long as
they can be integrated to the urban context. However, the integration of archaeological
sites and remains are the main issue of conservation field. Therefore, these discussions
firstly are handled in the scope of this thesis. They all help the process of accurate

assessment and production of a proposal.

Knowledge of a town’s history and features is an indispensable basis for the planning
of any urban development and conservation. The town of Side which has significant
cultural properties and be faced with integration problems is analyzed in this regard in
the second step of this thesis. In order to have a comprehensive understanding of the
case, analysis studies which realized in three stages. In the pre-survey step, accessible
written and visual sources were gathered and analyzed before the field survey. The
base maps, conservation master plan and its revisions were examined so as to create a
basis for the field survey. In the field survey, the base map was updated according to
the current town and photos of the site and buildings were taken systematically.
Besides, in order to have detailed information about the archaeological sites, survey
sheets were applied to the remains and their immediate surroundings. The physical,
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visual and functional aspects are analyzed within this scope. The accessibility and
physical relation of the site and its surroundings were the fundamentals of the physical
integration assessment. Visual perception and visibility of the remains and the sites are
inputs of the visual integration assessment. Besides, the current functions of the sites
and buildings near the sites, user types and its density are essential for the functional
integration aspects. The analysis of the archaeological remains and sites are done
within the light of these aspects.

The evaluations of Side ancient town and analysis are defined by value assessment
method. The values, problems and potentials are interpreted in both town scale and
archaeological area scale within the help of information in analysis section. In this part
it is easily seen that, the archaeological remains and historic buildings lost both their
unity and meaning in urban context while in 1950’s the modest village buildings and
remains lived together in balance with open and built up areas.

After the values, problems and potentials of the town are revealed the identity areas
which indicate the multi-layeredness character of the town and their problems. In
analysis section, all of the archaeological remains and their surroundings such as east
gate, nymphaeum, and archbishop’s complex, state agora, theatre, agora bath,
byzantine remains and their surroundings. However, only the identity areas which
indicate the cultural significance and characteristics features of the town are presented
in analysis, evaluation and integration part. In this regard, the great bath, harbor bath,

temples region and their surrounding are defined as identity areas.

Within the light of analysis and evaluation step, it is decided that, some of the universal
site conservation methods especially conservation master plans at 1/1000 scale may
not help for the conservation and re-integration of remains in physical context.
Because, preparation and application of conservation master plans in Side draw a
general framework for conservation principles however, in implementation process,
some architectural and urban design principles at more detailed scales should be
proposed so as to be a model for integration. In this regard determination of identity
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areas and considering all analysis and evaluations, a proposal is developed for re-
integration. This project implicitly deal with the current status of the town and
archaeological areas. It does not focus on the edifices and their structural and material
problems. The proposal consider the main project areas and Selimiye village itself so
as to be model for all of the others. As it is stated before, although all archaeological
sites are analyzed in order to understand the physical context of them, the areas
selected for project proposal are focused within the scope of thesis. On the other hand,
this thesis covered just a preliminary discussion on the re-integration strategies and

tools.

Accordingly, this thesis had contributions to the understanding of the urban form of
Side and its change together with its causes through the historical development process.
At that point, it has a specific contribution to the understanding of the gap between the
10™ century to the end of the 19" century in the history of Side and to the re-formation
of the Selimiye Village on ancient Side at the end of the 19" century. Another
contribution of this thesis have been revealing the traces of the past in contemporary
context by finding out different grids in the urban form, those of which should be
considered by the archaeologists to better understand their meaning in history. The
final contribution of the thesis have been the analysis and assessments of the values,
potentials and problems of the fragments in relation to their historical and
contemporary context in Side all of which lead to the development of principles and
proposals for their re-integration with the contemporary context, specific for the case
of Side.

In conclusion, although this thesis could just be an initial onset to establish a
comprehensive methodology for the integration of fragmented archaeological remains
and historic buildings, it revealed significant outputs and create a basis for the future
studies on this issue as well as for the case of Side ancient town. However, it should
be emphasized that this is an initial research and study for this proposal. This involves
multifaceted complex aspects which have to be handled in a multi-disciplinary
researches and further studies at different scales such as planning studies, conservation
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studies and architectural projects are necessary to have a detail integration proposal.
Besides, this project proposal may not be valid for all multi-layered towns. The
methodology and stages can only be a model for the others because comprehensive

analysis is necessary in order to produce a proposal for integration for all cities.
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APPENDIX A

DECISIONS OF REGIONAL CONSERVATION COUNCIL AND HIGH

CONSERVATION COUNCIL RELATED TO SIDE AT THE SITE SCALE

Visuals are presented in the following pages.
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sidanaleden once teknisine uypun 1/50 Slgekli Sam r3ldove ve onarim

tadilat projesi ile _arulusuzdsn ozel. karar istenmesinin zorunlu

(5

olaapund,

Figure A. 2: The decisions of the High and Regional Conservation Council
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KOLTUR BAKANLIG)
GAYRIMENKUL ESKI ESERLER ve ANITLAR
TUKSEK KURULU BASKANLIG!
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HULTOR BAKANLIGI

GAYRIMENKUL ESKI ESERLER Y& ANITLAR -l
fUKSEK KURULY BASKANLIGI o
KARAR
Taplanti Neo, ve Tarihi @ - A A
K .\n:::' N:. v: T:rl:t = £as 12').19?6 Toplanti yeri :L S T A I B U i
8994 > 13'3019?6 -
»365 parsel
HEE " PETBEL  uivsaieie deei senesmendse s (90 kapa gayala)
30 K~-1V B Paftasa.
P ABESNPArEall & L e eeser e s s e " " )
yaSEs ey aidie e o) aiswinieiareenla sy aint | GLOB AT I
450 " I A R R A I A RN ] (109 7 i )
(. &

Kurulumuzun 8,I1.1975 tarih ve B242 sayili karari ile tesgili
yapilar 98 adet yapidan geri kalan 71 adetinin de figihin hazirla-
narak parsel ve kapli numaralari ile tesgil edilmek iizere Kurulumuze
getirilmesine, evvelce 8-2-1975 tarih ve 8242 sayili Xurulumuz ka-
rar:i ile talep edilen 1/50 dlgekli " Eski SIDE Sehri Koruma Planini

" en kasa slire ig¢inde olugturulup onmaylanmak ilzere Kurulumuza geti-

H.ZEUALI SOYLEMEZOGLU
BASKANVEKILI

BASKAN

By Oya Uye Oye Oye

Akezan (Feridun) Aktepe (MOnir) Akurgal (Ekrem ) Alkim (Bahadir) Alsag ( Orhan )
Bulunmadi
Uye UOye Uye Oye Uye
Eldem [ Sedad H.) Eyice (Semavi) Kirzioglu ( Fahrettin) Kuban ( Degan) Kuran ( Aptullah)
3ulunnada ! Bulunmada
Ore Oye Oye Oye Uye
Orhanly (Cengiz) Cgel (Semra) Soylemezoglu (H. Kemali) Tayla (Hisrev) YTenen ( Mithat)
Cye Uye Oye Oye Oye
vingul (Naci) Kultur Muscegar Yakillar Genel Midurd Eski Exerier ve Muzeler  Turizm Genel Madiri
Brlgig (Emin) Gatakh (QOsman ) Genel Midiru Kezer ( Aydin)
culunmady Gurgay ( Hikmar)
Uye

Plar lama ve Imar §
> \
Cenml Huduru

Togeyalain | Kayhan)

&
kulunmada BG . b, /

Figure A. 4: The decisions of the High and Regional Conservation Council
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T.C. I
KULTUR BAKANLIGE ve TURLDI BARANLIUI
GAYRIMENKUL ESKI ESERLER ve ANITLAR
YUKSEK KURULU BASKANLIGI

KARAR

Toplant: veri :

Toplanti No. ve Tarihi : 244, 8.18:2302
Karar No. ve Tarihi A-3829,9,10.1382 OTAGEUL

2644,1982 siinlii Eal anler Kurulu ve 14.5.1982 sin ve A- 3561 sayili Luru-
lumuz karerlerina gore hazirlenmg Antik Cide ye iligkin Killtiir ve Turizm Ba-
kanlaja, Planlama ve Yatairamlar D.Eske.nin 7,10,1982 ;in ve 1589-5611 say:ila
y&zis1 ekindeki 1/1000 &lgekli Xorumz Imer Uygulame Plani revicyonu ve ra=-
poru incelendi, yapilen milzzkeresi sonundog
1) Jnerilon, 1/1000 Glgekli Kerume izer Uyzuleme lani revizyonunun pren-
sipte uymm bulunduw unun Ancek, plexnds, Antik siitimlu yolu kesen hafik
yolunun servis hizmetleri daganda trafi’e kepotalmesi ve kontin igirne tre-
£iiin sokulmemasaine, otopark sorusimun, kentin daginda glziiilemmesine,

2) lizans evleri koruma schasa iqi:ée kzlda a halde édcha dnce belirtilmemig
olen 3 adet parselin de korume aleny igine alinsrak istiklsk edilmesine,

3) Uzerinde yapi olmeyip, gevreye wrmlu yeapi yepilebilecek parsellerin,
kigi wiilldyetinde barakilmelarinden ziyede kamu hizmetine Rahsisleri
Zususunun yeniden irdelcn:esine,

4) lieveut parsellerin ifrazine izin verilmemesine,

5) Plen hitkimlerirdeki, "getiler begik oriiisii sisteminde olacak ve

alaturke kiremit ile kaplenmacaktar' meddesinin " geta %33 e imli ve kircmib-

le keplensccktar." bigiminde degigtirilzesine,

-/tt

ERSBUS FalledMZ

Figure A. 5: The decisions of the High and Regional Conservation Council
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KULTUR BAKANLIGI V2
GAYRIMENKUL, ESKI ESERLER ve ANITLAR
YUKSEK KURULU BASKANLIGI

e PR T WY S 8

KARAR

344, C.luldof2 Toplanti yeri :

Topluntt No. ve Tavihi :
Karar No, ve Tarihi 23329,9410,1902

AODALUL

- §) Cdde'nin Zmemt delayatayla, istensn deglpikliklordn yopalovos Logulu
11¢ projenin onrmuens ve lstisluilorin onanla 171660 Slgaildd
prejeye gire sopalooming, Wguinoe saflinpanda iso 1/500 Ulgokli
deteyla cildlorin da yapalercd, ensnopk Usere Turuluuse iletdl-

melori gerektiiine kerer verilci.

: Z?Q'"- e
P 2"‘551_1 Giidir.

24

Profetiiual ALOAY FIOL i T I0uN Kulal

BASKAN BASKANVERILY
Cye Uye Lige Uye Uye
Akozan (Feridun) Aktepe (Miinir) Alsag Orhan? Bayburtluogiu Cevdet Biler (Remin)
Iulunseda Sulurmady Sulwmady
Uve Uye Cre Uye Uve
Erder (Cevar) Kuban (DoZnn! Kuran Aotuilah) Ogel (Semra) Scrdam_‘;ﬁu (Umit)
Uye Uye Cre tye
Sdzen (Metin) Tando®an (Rifath avla 'Hiisrev) 4 2, 2
et Tasia e Farcaoiu(lcirettin)
v Uye Uye Che Uye Uye
Kult_‘.lr_ ve Turizs V-lk'lﬂﬂi' Eskj Eserler vo Miizeler Turizm Genel Mildiii  Planlema ve tmar
Iiistesari Genel .tTi_'ld".uLi Genal NMidiivii Genel Midiirii
;.u;-.?l vdye GAldp slulodulie Laredtin CALIIUL Atolay T4l wilen DIRNAR
1 unnady, ulizasda

= Ll
EA/84/ 9.11.1382

Figure A. 6: The decisions of the High and Regional Conservation Council
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Lie Fi% s
3 " j17UR ¥E TURLZM BAKANLIGI & R

g aski gserler ve Miuzaeler Cenel MydurlUgi S

Teseil,Planlama v# Kurullar Daire Bagkanligl p L{

6135 - -1-07-85 v

SAYI iMUze:02.2,750,0¢07) A d.f.o o
KONU 1Antalya i1i,Manavgat Ilgesi,
Selimiye(Side) KbyU,Arkeolojik ‘qun_\w\ ot 0) 985 de
Sit Alanlari igerisinde yapilacak 1
gsondaj galigmalari. .. .. LGalanm Sy :
13 140) WS

MANAVGAT KAYMAKAMLIGINA

4 ‘ T
1o -

] ﬁ iLetia)Antalya Valiligi'nin 15.1.1985 tarih ve 177 sayili, Il Klil-_
§*} T tUr ve Turirm Mydurlugll deyigli yaziea, 94

K b) Antaiya t14,Manavgat 1l¢esi,Selimiye(Side)Kdyl Muhtarl:.&nmn
¥ 13.241985 arihli bagvrusu,

g c)Antaiyu t14,Manavgat' t1desl; Belediye Bagkanligi'nin 13.2.1985
A e tarih ve 3/9-36 sayili yaszaisa,
d)Antalya Valiligi'nin/%,3,1985 tarih ve 1096 sayili,il Rultix
ve Turizm MydUrlugl deyfeli yasisa,
‘ T

-E;é’“ . Antalya|1ld,Manavgat Ilgedi,delimiye(side)KiyU,Arkeolojik sit

it Alanlary ve bu alan iqurisindi‘ ‘bulunan taginmazlara iligkin 1lgi
yazilar incolumigtir. i i

; 4’3 : 2981 sayili "Imar ve Geoekondu Mevzuatina Aykira Iap:lflara Uygu-

2 lanacalk Bazi Iglemler ve 6785 sayili Imar Kamumi'nun Bir Maddesinin

S
s
-t 4

Degigtirilmesi Hakkinda Kanun"un 6.maddesi sit alanlarinin yeniden,
2863 sayili'Kanun kapsaminda incelensrek degnrlendirilmasini hlikme
baglamigtair,

-
-
iy

e

Bide'dektl sit alanlarinin,bu Egnun hikmll uyarinca,incelema ca-
ligmalarinin ilk agamasi Taginmaz Kyltlr ve Tabiat Varliklari Ylk-
sek Kurulu Uyelerinden olugan bir komilsyonsa mehallinde gergeklag-
'%irdlmig olup,nekropol alanina. iliqkin deiferlendirmenin yap1labil-

Figure A. 7: The decisions of the High and Regional Conservation Council
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T.0
KULTUR VI TURLZM BAKANLI(T
Eskl Deerler ve MUzeler genal Myddrlugy
Tescil,Planlama ve Kurullar Daire Bagkanliji

SAYT 1 AN XK AR A
KONU -l

meal i¢in 1lgd yazilar ekindeki bilgl ve bagvurular ds glztnlne
alinarak,sit alanlarinda 2863 88y1li Kanun'un 1lgili maddeleri
dogrultusunda sondaj galigmalarinin gergeklegtirilmesd Bgkanlaga~
mizoca uygun gorilmigt iy,

Side'de I,Derece Arkeolojik Sit Alanlary iginde yer alan nek-
ropol alanindg aondaj masraflary rarsel sshiplerince kargalanmalk
Uzere, 10,8,1984 glin va 18485 smyili,Resmi Gazete'de yayinlanan
"KUltir ve Tabiat Varlaklariyla flg114 Olarak Yapilacak ‘Aragtirms
ve Kazilar Hakkinda Yonetmelik" hikclmlexps gbzbniine alinarak "Side
Tiyatrosu Kgma Ekibi'noe sondaj galiagmalarinin gnrqeklegtirilarek.
hagirlangoak bol:golerin Taginmaz Kiltilr ve Tabiat Varliklarm yiik-
selt Kurulu'nda deZerlendirilmek Uzere,Bakanligimz Eski Eserlar
ve Mlzeler Genal NUdUrluglt' ne gtnderilmesing rica ederim,

7 .

'BARAN ADIRA | Svas RoTger—

P Genel Mydlr :
DASITI M, = it
-Antalya Valiligine Q\S
~llanavgat Kaymakamlijgana 1=
~Manavgat Belediye Bagkanliging ,‘74/ :
;Side Muhtarligina Mlre Mduvloyie }'

8.3 .99
K.--; v'\-\-L-l.M (VA l
e

PA.A.1008 .

Figure A. 8: The decisions of the High and Regional Conservation Council
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G .
KOLTUR ve TULIZY BA.ALIIGT
TASINIAZ KJolui ve TADILAL VALLIKLART
Y WSERK KIZUIU

XARAR
Toplanti No. ve Tarihi &t 37, 18.7.1985 Toplaaty yeri
Karar No. ve Tarihi : ;373 18,7.1985 ANKARA

Antalya 11i,Manavgat Ilgesi,Selimiye Koyii, (Antik Side Kenti) Sit
Alanlari ile Side Koruma ve Uygulama Imar P,ani Revizyonvnun 2981 sayil:
Kanunun 6.lladdesi geregince yapilan galisma ve deZerlendirme sonucunda;:

—-Gayrimenkyl Eski Eserler ve Anitlar Yiiksek Kuruylu'nun 9,10,1982
gin ve A-3829 sayali karsra ile uygun gorillen Side Koruma ve Uygulama
Imar Prani Revizgyonunda Antik yapilarin koruma alanlari iginde kalmalara
nedeniyle kamulegtirilarak yikilmasi kogulu getirilen yapilarin Gmirle-
rini tamamlayana kader kamulaﬁblrna ve yikim iglemlerinin dondurvlmasinz,
bu yapilarda eklenii,yenileme ve biyiik onarim yeapilamayacagina, koruma
alanlarinda kalan bog parsellerde ise yeni = raplleanmeye gidilemiyecegine,

—Sttunlu yolun agilmasa igin yapilacak kaza ¢alismalar: sirasinda
gerekli kamulanflrma iglemlerinin yapilabilecegine, X

-Side Yoruma ve Uygvlama Imar Plana Hevizyonunda kamu yerari igin
saglikly ve vygun olacak kamulagbirma ve yikimlerin gergeklegbirilebile-
ceZine,
—Yvkarida deZinilen hususlarain disainda Side Koruma ve Uygyplams imar
Plani hevizyonu Plan kosuller: gergevesinde uygulamalarin gerceklestiri-
lebilecegine,

=S50z konusu plen revizyonu sinirlery diganda kalsn nekropol alani—
na kapsayan SIT alanlarinin degerlendlrzlmelerlnwn yeapilmakta olan son-
da; g¢aligmaler: sonucunda deferlendirilebilecefine kadar verildi.

ASLI C:iDIR.

BASKAN
Mistesar
KE¥AL GUKGE
0 Uye Uve . Oye Oye -
i y;eﬂdun) Aktan (Tahir) Cubuk (Mehmet) Emre [Kutlu) Karumargc_rah [H;;ukl
ﬁgﬁ;&‘“h Bulunmodi Belenmad ek
2 P = GVB
¥ Uye Uye
i) onil Muastesar Yardtmcist
Sne &nil al (Yusuf) Tankut (Goniil) astes
e i T Uzkan(Giiltekin)
¥ i Uye Uye Uye
Uye Uye
Es. Eser. \‘:e Mizeler  Turizm Genel Planloma ve imar Ormo__n _l_’:‘?net Vukrl\:i?; "G‘jenel
Genel Midiri Midiri Genel Miduri Mudird adur Tl
Yardimca(Furettin) Ataman(Oktay) Onal(Tankut) Karedeniz(M.Ali) Blbruz(leyla
Falzemads B“huunmh

Figure A. 9: The decisions of the High and Regional Conservation Council
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-4 , T. C.
KULTUR ve TURIZM BAKANLIGI
TASINMAZ KULTUR ve TABIAT VARLIKLARI
YUKSEK KURULU

KARAR
Toplant1 No. ve Tarihi : 46, 31.7/1.8,1986 “Toplanti yeri: —
Karar No. ve Tarihi
2549, 1,8,1986 AWKARA

Antalya Ili,Manavgat Ilgesi,Selimiye (&ntik Side)Koyl'ne ilig-
kin Antelya Valiligi'nin 15.1.1985 giin ve 177 sayili,5.3.1985 gin
ve 1096 sayili yazilari,Manavgat Belediye Bagkanlifa'nin 13.2,1985
giin ve 36 sayili yazisi,Side Muhtarligi'nin 13.2,1985 glinlli bagvu-
rulari ile 2981 sayili Kanun'un 6.,maddesi uyarainca sit alanlarinin
yeniden deferlendirilmesi amacayla mahallinde yapilan inceleme ve
sondaj kazilarinin agléa ¢ikardiga verilerin degerlendirilmes®

.sonucunda;

Antelya Ili,Manavgat ilgesi,Selimiye(Antik Side) Koyli,Nekropol
Alaninda bulunan bitiin parsellerin;

a)Masrafleri sahiplerince karsilamnmak kogulu ile,parsellerin
100/100 oranin( tamemini)kepsayan alanlarinda bilimsel kazi yapil=-
@351n1n,bu parsellerde rastlanacak olan tasinir nitelikteki keorun-
m§s1 gerekli kiltir varliklarinin Side Miizesine nakledilmesine,

taginmaz nitelikteki korunmasi gerekli kiiltir varligina rastlandi-
ginda konunun Yijksek Kurul'a getirilmesine,

b) Kaza yaptirmaya izin verilmeyen parsellerde ingaata izin ve-

rilmemesine, kazi galismalari tamamlandiktan sonra,stz konusu alana
iligkin koruma amagli imar plany yapilarak uygulamaya plandan sonre

gegilmesinin uygun olduguna,

T ERSOY  ./...
T‘f.ggﬁfjj;ﬁffiﬁlﬁrﬂ

Figure A. 10: The decisions of the High and Regional Conservation Council
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b i o
KULTUR VE TURIZM BAKANLIGI
TASINMAZ KULTUR ve TABIAT VARLIKLARI
YUKSEK KURULU

KARAR
Toplonti No. ve Taribl: 46,. 31,7/1.8.1986 Toplant yeri :
Karar No. ve Tarhl
- asag,  TEOREOS ANKARA

-2

Gayrimenkul Eski Eserler ve Anmitlar Yiiksek EKyrulu'nun 13.3.1976
glin ve 8994 sayili karari ile belirlenen arkeolojik sit sinmirlerainin
gegerli olduBuna,

Side Koyl yeni yerlesim aleninda 31K.IV-A paftasaindaki kilise-
nin tesciline,kilise ve koruma alani digw#daki alanlarin korunmasa

gerekli tasinmaz kiiltir varlagz Szelligini fagimadigina, karar

verildi,

- Prof. Dr. i, Olug ARIK ¢ 1
BASKAN + : i
Mstesar
Oye Oye Dye Uye Uye
Akozan (Ferldan) Aktan (Tahir) Cubuk (Mehmet) Emre (Kulln) Earamagarali (Halak) |
Bulonmada Bulunmadi Bulunmady
Uye Oye Uye Uye
Oney (GaEnal Boysal (¥usuf) Tankut (Ganil) Mistegar ¥ardimeisy
Bulmmad: ‘ fzkan (GUltekin)
e Oye Uye Uye Tye
Ex Eser, ve Mizeler Turtrm Genel Yam lgleri Orman Genel Yakiflar Genel
Genel Mudiri Modikrl Genel Midilry Mudtiriy Mddiri
Yardame: (Nurett in)Ataman(Oktey) Unal(Tenlout )Faradeniz (i, 21i) Elbruz(leyla)
- RSPV |2 Bulonmad:

Figure A. 11: The decisions of the High and Regional Conservation Council

202




T.C.
KULTUR VE TURIZM BAKANLIGI
TASINMAZ KULTUR ve TABIAT VARLIKLARI
YUKSEK KURULU

KARAR

Karar No. ve Tarihi : €723 11/12/1986 Toplant1 yeri :
Toplanti No. ve Tarihi : 50, = 10411s12/12/1986 |
ANEARA

Antalya 111, Manavget ilgesi, Selimiye (Antilk Side) Kbyl Nek=
ropol alzmirce iligkin, Turizm Planlama ve Yataramlar Deiresi Bagkan-
13Z2"nin 12.12,1985 giln ve Pleve YateDaZe§b.Mis/078 eayila yazisi
okuwndu, verilen sbzlil izahatlar dinlendi, yapilen milzekereei sonu-
cundaj

Antalye 11i, Nenavgst 1lgesi, Selimiye (Antik Bide) Kbyl Nek~
ropol aleninin mehzllinde yepilacek incelems sonucunda, surlaran TF
kesin korums elsny simarlaramin tespit edilmesine, 5ide Nekropol
alany ile gevresindeki dijer kelintilari igeren slanlardan (Kiy yer-
legme mlany harig) Kifltlr ve Turizm Bakenlifi, Planlama ve Yatirimlar
Dairssi BackanliXifnea hazirlanacak Turizm amagli imar plaminin Kue
ruluntuza getirilmesine, planin uygulemsya konulmasindan sonra yapi-
lacak turistik tesislerin temel hafriyatinin Mlize elemanlari:dene—

e karar verildi.
timinde yapilebileceZine I&[.I GEBIDI'}'{

E
N

.

WG

Prof«Drails Diuq ARIEK

BASKAN
Milstegar
Uye Uye Uye Uye Uye
Akozen (Feridun) Altan (Tahir) Cubnk (Mehmet) Emre (Kutlu) KaramapZaral (Haldk)

Uye Uye Uye Oye

Oney (GOniil) Boysal (Yusuf) Tankut (Gonill) Mistegar Yardimeisy

fzkan( Gilltekin)
Uye Uye Uye Uye Uye
Es. Eser. ve Muzeler Turizm Genel Yam Isleri Orman Genel Valaflar Genel
CGenel Miudiri Miduri Genel Miidliri tgiri Miidirii

s a :
Yerdames(Nurebtin) At aman( Okt ay)tnal (Tankut )Karadeniz (i, £11 )51 BBETET1 )

Figure A. 12: The decisions of the High and Regional Conservation Council
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To €a
KULTUR VE TURIZM BAKANLIGI
ANTALYA EULTUR ve TABIAT VARLIKLARINIT
KORUMA KURULU
KARAR

Toplant: Tarihi ve No. :28,3.1989/13 Toplant: yeri :
Karar Tarihi ve No. Yt e
2Ue341939/314

Antalya 114, lianovzat ilgesi, Selimiye koyl, hudutlara iginde
kelen Antik Side Kenti arkeolojik sit alsni sinirlaranin irdeleme
selicmalarana iliskin, Yiksek Kurul'un 11.12.1986 gin ve 2755 sayila
karara, Foki Eserler ve Mizeler Genel MNUdUrlUizii'nin 23.11.1988 gin
ve 10708 sayili, 22.2.,1988 gin ve 1539 sayaili yazalara okundu ekleri
incelendi, yerinde yapilem incelemeler ve gtiriigmeler sonucundag {

Antalya ili, Menav -at ilgesi, Selimiye Koyinde Gayrimenkul +Lski
Eserler ve fnitlar Yiksek Kurulu'nwn 13.3.1976 gin ve 8994 sayila
kerari ile belirlenen ve I[aganmaz Riltiir ve Tebiast Varliaklara Yilksek
Kyrulu'nun 1.8,1986 glin ve 2549 sayila kareri ile uymm girilen koruma
zonu sinirinin ekli 1/1000 &lgekli paftalarde igsretlendizi bigimde
defjictirilerek I, derece Arkeolojik Sit sinari olerak Kultir ve Iebiat
Varliklari Xorume Yiiksek Kurulu'na dnerilmesinin uygm oldufina,

Ayraca Koruma Kurulumuzun 28,3.1989 glnii Side Antik Kentinde
yapilan bu incelemelerde I, derece Arkeolojik =it siniar:i iginde kagak
yapilanwalaran hizla devem ettijzi, Bati MNouseleum, sur duvarlari ve
dier tarihi kalintilera bitigik yapilanmalarin olduiu stzlenmistir,
Bunlar, 2863 ve 3306 sayila yasaelar ve busine kadar alinmig Kurul ka-
rarlarina aykiri uygulemalardar,

8ide 'nin kurtarilmasi, kormmaesi ve relecek kugeklera sktaril-
maga terihsel bir sorumluluktur. Pu sergekten yola gikarak Side Antik
Kenti'nde 2863 ve 3386 sayila Yanaler ve kurul lkararlarina wmeysnlar
ve uy-ulatilmasinde ihmal gisterenler hnkkinda gerekli yasal iglemle-"
rin yapailmesi, ve kommun bu boyutlarayla da ivedi olarak Kiiltiir ve
Tabiat Vorlaiklarai Koruma Yiltsek Kurulu'nda delerlendirilmesinin tne-

rilmesine karar verildi.

BA“KAN YARDINCISI

BASKAN = Y
Prof,Dr.Glndllz ATALIK Prof,Dlr.H, ireélin BARISTA

Uye liye ~ Uye Y
Kayhan DURTLUK Milyesser TOSUNILAZ ibrahim SUZEN
Ant,Hilze MUdlri VNersin HKilze “{durit ilanevzet Pelediye Lagkana

(BULUNMADI)
Uye Uye Uye
Pref Dr, Gindiz ATALIK
Baggkan
; ,: "‘.A-' ’ ] b

Figure A. 13: The decisions of the High and Regional Conservation Council

204




T. C.
EULTUR VE TURIZM BAKANLIGI
ANTALYA KULTUR VE TABIAT VARLIKLARINI
KORUMA KURULU
KARAR

Toplanty Tarihi ve No. i28 3 1992,/23
Karar Tarilii ve No. :20:3:19905733 Toplanti yeri : ANPALYA

Antalyn ili, Menavgat ilgesi, SBelimiye kiyll, hudutlara iginde
kalen Antik Side kenti arkeolojik sit alan: simarlarina iligkin,
Antelya Koruma Kurulu'nun 28.3.1989 gin ve 314 sayili karara ve Kil—
tir ve Tebiet Verliklarini Koruma Yiksek Kurulunun 2,2.1990 gin ve
112 sayila karzra okundu, ekleri incelendi, yepilsn Tbrugmeler sonu-
cunde;

¢ Autelys ili, Menavgat ilgesi, Selimiye koyl, Antik Side kenti'ne
iligkin, Antelya Korume Kurulunun 28.3.1983 glin ve 314 sey2la kerari
ile onerilen ve kiltir ve Tebiet Varlakliarana Korume Yiksek Kyurulw'mus
20241950 ;W ve 112 Beyili kearari ile uygum bulunan arkeolojik sit |
slml sinarlarinin kararimiz eki 1/1000 tlgekli peftads belirlendiji
gekilde I.derece arkeolojik mit alanl olarak tescil edilmesine,

Antik Side kenti Koruma Imar Flanine iligln ylrirliikteki tlm
ku‘rul kararlarinin ge;erli oldufuna, ‘
Side Muze XidurlUilnce 27.6.19689 ginlU raporla belirlenen 2863
ve 3336 sayila yesalara ve bugine kadar mlinmi; Kurul karerlarana |
aykiri uygulamalaran, Beledi esince ve Valilikge derhel yaktirilmae-— \
L sinin sajlannasina, bu terihten sonra yapilmig kagek uygulamalerin ‘
dm Belediye, Fuze KUdiirliugl ve Antalya Koruma kurulu Biro Mudlrlizi
uEmanlaringa tespit edilerek, yaktirilmesanin saflanmesina, sorwnlu-—

lary hakkande yasal iglem yepilmesinm,

Bugine kadar slinsn Eurul kararlarinin Antik Side'nin korunmasine
FSelik olmasins rajmen kararlara uyulmamas)i nedeniyle kagak yapilan-
#aryn arttifa ve Side’nin buglnil olumsuz girinigine ulegtiga,
_hu: tnlenmesi igin kararlarin dahe dikkatle izlenmesi gerektifine,

Figure A. 14: The decisions of the High and Regional Conservation Council
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TR0,
EULTUR VE TURIZM BAKANLIGI

ANTALYA RULTUR VE TABIAT 'VARLIELARINI b
KORUMA KURULU
KARAR
Toplant: Tarihi ve No. :284301990/28 Toplant1 Yeri ARTALYA

Karar Tarihi ve No, : 28,3.1990/733

-2

bu konudaki en biylix gorevin ve sorumlulufun yerel ldareye diugtl-
Fine ve ilgili sair birimlerin korumecilik ilkeleri agisindan
syny inang vé duygulerls bareket etmesinin ilgililere hafarla-
ti1lmesing Yiksek Kurulun 2.2.1990 gin ve 112 sayilil kararl gere=

Fince, karar verildi.

BASKAN BASKAN YARDIMOISI
Prof.Dr.Gihﬂtll ATALIK m.m’.m m
Uge Uye i)
Husrev TAYLA Xayhan DORTLUK Kiyesser TOSUNBA§
Y. Mimar Antalys Mise NUdirll Igel Mise MUdtird
BayPia XUQUK - Uye Bre

Side Belediys Temsilcisi

Im ’”' :
1

A N

Figure A. 15: The decisions of the High and Regional Conservation Council
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,.f' T. €.
EULTUR VE TURIZM BAKANLIOI
ANTALYA KULTUR VE TABIAT VARLIKLARINI i
KORUMA KURULU S
KARAR

Toplanu Tarihi ve No. ; 2843 1990/25 r . ANTALEA
Karar Tarihi ve No. : _. if Toplanti yeri :
2843.1990/740

Antalys i1i,Manavgat ilgesi,santik Bide(Selimiye KbyU) Nekropel
alaninda Side Belediye Bagkanlifinca yaptarilan gegici otopark we
Nimpheum'un tniunden gegirilen yola iligkin Antalya Valilizi, 11 Kulttur

SUdUrlisi'nin 28,341990 gin ve 1495 sayala yazasi,Kiltir Bakenlaja,
Side Kize ludlirlii'nin 9.3.1990 gin ve 172 seyala yazisl okundu,ek-

leri incelendi,yerinde yapilan inceleme ve girigmcler sonucunda;

Antelye ili, Menavgat ilgesi, Antik Side Nekropol elaninde,
Rurulumusun 12,12,1989 gin ve 567 s&yila karara ile Autik Side'nin

gok yoZun clan trafiZinin gozillmesi igin gecicl olarak kabul edilen
otopark kullanimina fligkin vaziyet planins aykairi uygulama yapildaga,

Sergun yolu lizerindeki 284 parselden kum ve toprak slimy nede-
niyle antik yapilara ait duvarlerin tahrip edildizi Sorguwn yolu tize-

rinde Kurulumusdan izin alinmaksizin beton dkiderek spor sahas) diizen-
lenmesi yapildaZi,

Kurlumuzun 12.12,1989 giin ve 567 mayila karari eki projede
buluhmamasina refmen Anitsal Nimpheun'un &niinden yol gegirilerek, yal
iizerindeki su kemeri ve sur duvarlarinin tehrip edildigi,

Yapilmekte olen cotopark diizenlemesi ile bilyilk pleja birbirine
baeZlanak amaciyla yine: Kurulumuzdsn izin alanmaksizan yol eg1ldiz,
biylece yozun kalintilarin bulundugu ve bugine kadar kagak yapilagma-
larin geligmediXi bu bolgeninde myni sonugla kargy kergays biraktaja
Kurulumuzea yerinde tespit edilmigtir,

2863 ve 3386 say1la yasalara ve Kurul kararlarina temsmen aykiry i
olen bu ugulemslaran derbal durdurularak, sorumlular hakkinda Valilikge ;

/a0

Talia o’

M

Figure A. 16: The decisions of the High and Regional Conservation Council
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EULTUR VE TURIZM BAKANLIG! 3
ANTALYA EULTUR VE TABIAT VARLIKLARINI

KORUMA EURULU
EARAR

Toplanti Tarihi ve No28a301990/28
Karar Tarihi ve No. 2.80301990/"0

-2

Toplant: Yeri : ANTALYA

yassl iglem sgilmasina ve soaucundan ivedilikle Kurulumuss

bilgi verilmesine karar verildi,

X

Tutin e’

Mider \
BASKAN
Prof.Dr.Glndiis ATALIX
Uye tye
Husrev TAYLA Ksyhan DURTLOX
Y Nimar Antalya Nige Nidlrl
Uye : Uye

/

Lo £

BASKAN YARDIMCISI
Ird,Dog.Exrkan UGKAN
Uye

Niyesser TOSUNEA§
1gel Mise NUQrG

Figure A. 17: The decisions of the High and Regional Conservation Council
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—_— T.C
KULTUR BAKANLIGI
ANTALYA KULTUR VE TABIAT VARLIKLARINI
KORUMA KURULU

KARAR

Toplanu Tarihi ve No:1,7,1992/74 Toplant Yeri
Karar Tarihi ve No  :1.7.1992/1493 ANTALYA

Antalya ili,Manavgat ilicesi,Side Antik Kentinde yapilacak trafo binasi sayisinin belirlenmesi
igin, 2863 ve 3386 sayil yasaya,onayh Koruma Imar Plani Hokiimlerine ve Imar Mevzuatina uygun olarak
yapiimig binalann ve gergek intiyag sahipleninin tespitine iligkin, YUksek Kurulun 2.3.1992 gun ve 245 sayil
karan Antalya Valiligi | Kiitdr MGdoriaginan 14.5.1992 giin ve 2309 sayih yazisi Kaltdr ve Tabiat Varlikla-
nini Keruma Genel Modariaganan 7.5.1992 gn ve 1619 sayili,17.6.1992 gin ve 2052 sayil yazilan geregince
hazifanan Antalya Koruma Kurulu M0dOrioga uzmanlannin 29.6.1992 gan ve 980 sayih raporu okun-
du,ekleri incelendi,yapilan goérigmeler sonucunda;

Antalya ili Manavgat ilgesi,Side Antik Kenti Kayigi mevkiinde bulunan parsellerdeki uygulama-
lara lliskin Koruma Kurulumuza sunulan tesbit paftalan ve fotograflan, 1962 Haziran ayi itiban lle parselle-
fin son durumiann gésteren belgeler ve 1384-1992 Nisan tarihleri arasinda,Side Mize Madariugunce tutu-
lan kagak uygulamalara iligkin tutanak listeleri degeriendiriimigtir. *

Bu degerlendirmeler sonucunda karanmiz eki belgelerden de goruldiga gibi Side Antik Kenti
Kayigi mevkiinde yer alan parsellerden sadece 16 sinda; (490 454 503,504,508,509,339,425,442,351,314-
291, 208,289,581) 2863 ve 3386 sayili yasalara, 9.10 1982 gin ve A-3829 sayill Yiksek Kurul Karari

ile onaylanan Koruma Imar Planina ve Imar Mevzuatina uygun yapilanma bulu anlagiimistir. Ayrica
Kdyici mevkii diginda kalan bolimde otogar tesisleri diginda kalan uygulamalarin tdmd izinsizdir.

Side Antik Kentinde yapiian galigma sonucunda tespit edilen hak sahibi parsal sayisinin azh-
&1, Antik Kentin iginde bulundugu,garpik yapilanma sirecinin bir géstergesidir 2.5.1992 gin ve 1435 sayili
karanmizda da belitildigi gibi, Side Antik Kentinde yer alan parsellerde, yizde doksanlan agan oranlanda
kagak yapilanma bulundugu.‘bunun diginda Kurul Karan ile yapilan onanm ve yeni yapilanmalaria ilgili tes-
pitlerde ise, goduniukla Kurul Kararfarina uyulmayip degisikiik ve eklentiler yaptidig: gordimastor.

Figure A. 18: The decisions of the High and Regional Conservation Council
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T.C

KULTUR BAKANLIGI
ANTALYA KULTUR VE TABIAT VARLIKLARINI
KORUMA KURULU
KARAR
Toplant: Tarihi ve No;1.7.1992/74 Toplant Yeri
Karar Tarihi ve No  :1.7.1992/1493 ANTALYA

Bu durumda,Side Antik Kentini olumsuz y&nde etkileyen ve bu gine kadar dnienemeyen kagak
uygulamalarin ivedilikle durdurulmasi ve kent bitiinindeki sorunun ¢dzimlenmesi igin,Yere! Yénetimier ve
Bakanlbiklar arasi koordinasyonun saglanarak,calismalarin yapiimasinin gerekli olduguna karar verildi.

BASKAN BASKAN YARDIMCISI
Prot.Dr.Gindiz ATALIK Yard.Dog.Erkan UGKAN
IMzZA 3 MZA

Uye o
: Gl ASATEKIN Uye
Uye Y Mimar Kayhan DORTLUK
Prof.Dr Haluk ABBASOGLU Rest.Uz. Antalya Mize Midard
IMZA (BULUNMADI) MZA
] Uye
Uye Uve
Bayram KUGUK Uy
Side Belediye Tem.
IMZA

Figure A. 19: The decisions of the High and Regional Conservation Council
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T.C
KULTUR BAKANLIGI
ANTALYA KULTUR VE TABIAT VARLIKLARINI
KORUMA KURULU

KARAR
Toplant Tarihi ve No:14.6.1993/99 Toplantu_Yeri
Karar Tarihi ve No  :14.6 1993/1875 SIDE

Antalya ili,Manavagat ilgesi, Side antik Kenti Karuma Imar Planina iliskin Antalya Koruma Kurulu-
nun 11.5.1993 gun ve 1852 sayih karan okundu,bu karar geredi hazirlanan plan incelendiptan muellifinin
aciklamasi dinlendi, Tunzm, Bayindirhik Bakanlikiarn ve DLH Bolge Muduriigu Uzmanlarinin aciklamalan din-
lenildi, yerinde inceleme yapilidi, bu gorusmeler sonucunda:

Antalya ili,Manavgat iigesi, Antik Side Koruma Amagh Imar Plani degerlendiriidiginde, Yarimada
icin orenilen yaklagimiarin genel olarak olumiu bulundugu:

Buna gore, antik imanin yanlzca balikgl banna@ olarak dizenlenmesi ve bu amagla kullanil-
mas|,

Czel proje alanlarina agiklik getirimesi ve plan Kararlan sekline dénusturuimesi,

38 ve 48 nolu yap! adalarinin olumiu bulunmadigi,

Imar adalarinda her parsele getirilen midahale bigimlerinin netlestirimesi.bu duzenlemelerde
etaplamalara gidilmemesi ticaretteki 050 cm, tazla yukseklik veriimesinin uygun bulunmadigi, bu gordsleri-
miz dogrultusunda yanmadadaki planin yeniden dizenlenmesine,

Antalya Koruma Kurulunun 28.3.1990 gtn ve 733 sayih karar ile |.Derece Arkeolojik Sit alani
olarak beliflenen Bati Nekropoline getirilen plan kararlarinin |.Derece Sit Alani kararlari kapsaminda deger-
lendirilemeyecegine, bu nedenle Bati Nekropollnde yapilasmaya agiimasinin uygun bulunmadigina, planda
korunmasi gerekli |.Derece Arkeolojik Sit Alam olarak islenmesi gerektigine, bu goriglerimiz dogrultusunda
yeniden dizenlenecek planin Kurulumuza getirilmesine karar verildi.

BASKAN BASKAN YARDIMCISI
Prof.Dr Gunduz ATALIK u S Yard.Dog.Erkan UGKAN
[MZA ki v IMZA

Uye i Kayh tgga §
Prof Dr.Yildiz OTUKEN ayhan TLUK
P'°f'Dr'Ha'fh';£‘BBASOGLU IMZA Antalya Miize Mdirg
2 IMZA

Uye Uye Uye

Turgut SEN

Side Belediye Baskan

IMZA

MUHALIFIM

Figure A. 20: The decisions of the High and Regional Conservation Council
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; Ti€
KULTUR BAKANLIG]
ANTALYA KULTUR VE TABIAT VARLIKLARINT
KORUMA KURUILU

KARAR

Toplant Tarihi ve N0:13 9 1993/104

Toplunu Yeri
Karar Tarihi ve No. 1539 199371951

ANTALYA

Antalya il Manavgat iigesi, Antik Side Koruma Amagl Imar Planina iliskin Side Belediye Bas-
kanhginin 31 -8.1993 glin ve 417 sayil ve 31.8.1993 gun ve 416 sa

yili yazis; okundu plan muellifinin acik/a-
malan dfn!endj.yapﬂan gorusmeler sonucunda,

lan olarak degigtiniimesine liskin Belediyesi gneri-
sinin uygun bulunmadigr, (Olumsuyz)

Kurulumuzun 14.6,1983 gun ve 1875 sayih karaninda belirleng
|.Derece Sit Alam olarak planlara Islenmesine,

Oner Koruma Imar Planinda 14.6.1893 gun ve 1875 sa
adalann kaldinimas:, 430 adanin Limanin acildigr meydandaki Kismin,

igi gibi Bat Nekropol alaninin

yilt kararda belirtildigi gibi 38 ve 48 nolu
IN yeniden duzenlenmesine,

Plan faporunda, tescil edilmek uzere onerilen taginmazlardan 368 ve 442 parsellerdeki tasin-
mazlar disindaki 11 adet sivil mimarik Smegi yapilann tescillerinin prensipte uygun buiunauguna.

Plan Kararlaninda en SOK yapi buyukiigunun belirfendigi gidi en az yap; ouydkidguninds belir-
lenmesing,

Parsel dligeginde

yapuasma kararlaninin incelenmesinden sonra planin yeniden degerlendirilebi-
lecegine karar verilg;.

BASKAN BASKAN YARDIMCIS|
Prot.0r.Giindiiz ATALIK Yard.Dog. Erkan UGKAN
IMzA MZaA
U Uve U.\’C

ye = OTI] Kayhan DORTL(jk
Prol,Dr.YlldleTUKEN yhan
Fraiby Ha';‘k ABBASOGLU (BULUNMADI) Antalya Mize Mudgrg
R IMZA
e Uye Uye
Bayram KUCUK

Side Belediya Tem.
IMZA

[ i ncil
Figure A. 21: The decisions of the High and Regional Conservation Cou
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e ASE1GIBIDIR.
KULTUR BAKANLIGI ; i
ANTALYA KULTUR VE TABIAT VARLIKLARINI
KORUMA KURULU

&

l‘l-(l-
e

KARAR ; e
.\h“ < 5.,: s
1 Tilin TOLUN
Middibr
Toplanu Tarthi ve No:6.1.1994/113 Toplant Yeri
ANTALYA

Karar Tarihi ve No  :6.1.1994/2093

Antalya ili, Manavgat ilgesi, Antik Side Koruma Imar Planina iliskin Antalya Koruma Kurulu-
nun 13.9.1993 gun ve 1851 sayih karari ve Side Belediye Bagkanliginin 22.10.1893 gun ve 415 sayih yazi-
si okundu, eki planiar incelendi,plan mueliifinin agiklamalarn dinlendi yapilar gériismeler sonucunda;

Antalya ili,Manavgat ilgesi, Antik Side Revizyon Imar Plani inselendiginde, 46a,46b ve 47 ya-
pt adalarinin kentle deniz iliskisini koparabilecegi nedeniyle, bu alandaki m eydan diizenlemesinde bu ada-
larin ticari yesil alan clarak degerlendirilerek yeniden dizenlenmesine

Gayri Menkul Eski Eserler ve Anitlar Yilksek Kurulunun 13.2 1976 gun ve 8334 sayili karari
ile tescil edilen taginmazlardan karanmiz eki listede parsel numaralan belirulen tasinmaziann tescil kayila-
rinin devam etmzsine, bu listede envanter figindeki bilgilerin 364 parseldeki yapiya ait hazirlanmasina rag-
men listede 365 olarak gecen parsel numarasinin 354 olarak dizeltilmesine, 505 parseldeki tescil serhi-
nin, bu parselde yap! bulunmamas: nedeniyle kaldinimasina, kararntmiz eki listede parsel numaralan
belitilen taginmazlarinda 2863 ve 3386 say!ll Yasalar uyannca taginmaz kiiltur varigi olarak tescil edilme-

sine,
Kurulumuz yeni Gyesi Prof.Dr. Orhan Kuntay'ca yerinde incelsme yapiimasina karar verildir
2863 VE 3386 SAYILI YASALAR UYARINCA TESCIL KAYD! DEVAM EDECEK TASINMAZ-
LARIN LISTESI
SiraNo Yeri Parsel Numarast

1 Koyici -291

2 3 -313

3 ‘. -332

4 : +338

5 < - 339

6 ) 340

7 > - 341

8 = - 364

9 Y - 366

10 =z t 7 <388

11 i -420

12 4 432

13 5 -483

14 i - 464

15 2 - 468

16 o -469

e it 470

18 y 471

19 % -475
20 " 477
21 " -490
22 E - 493
23 ¥ 494-495-496
24 2, 503-504
25 : 508

26 ! 511

27 = 513

Figure A. 22: The decisions of the High and Regional Conservation Council
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L e
KULTUR BAKANLIGI
ANTALYA KULTUR VE TABIAT VARLIKLARINI
KORUMA KURULU

KARAR
Toplanu Tarihi ve No:6.1.1994/113 Toplanu Yer;
Karar Tarihi ve No  6.1.1994/2003 ANTALYA

2863 VE 3386 SAYILI YASALAR UYARINCA TASINMAZ KULTUR VARLIGI OLARAK TESCIL
EDILEN TASINMAZLARIN LISTESI

Sira Ng Yeri Parsel Numarasi
1 Koyigi -290 -
2 ¥ -383
3 : 385
4 " 414
- : 419
& : 430
- . 451
8 = -474
g & - 481-482-483
10 - -485
1 : -487
12 "
ASL| GlsIDIR,
BASKAN Tilin TOLUN BASKAN YARDIMCISI
Prof.Dr.Haluk ABBASOGLU Midor Yard Dog.Erkan UGKAN
(BULUNMADI) IMZA
Ui Uye Oy =
Prof.Dr. Yrkdiz OTOKEN ProI.Dr.OlwlaZr; KUNTAY Kayhan ?OHTLUK
i Antalya Mize Miidar
IMZA
Oye i
Turgut SEN Uye Uye
Side Belediye Bagkan:
IMZA

Figure A. 23: The decisions of the High and Regional Conservation Council
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.1 -

KET L

.._.._f AWEALY A KUL TR VETARINT VARL IR VRINI p,
RORESTY KR A o /
{
KARAR Miicella UYaR
MUdir v,
Toplant Tarhy ve No 76 1695/149 il Y
Karar Tanhi ve No 7 6 1995/2584 ANTALY A

Antalya ' Manavgat llcesi. Side Antik Kenti Koruma Amach Imar Plam Rewvizyonuna niskin Antalya
Koruma Kurulunun 31 5 1995 gun ve 2535 sayih karan okundu Sdo Belediye Bagkanhdin 7 H 1995 gun e
17-56 sayih yazist ek plan ve yonetmelk incelendi. Side Imar Mudurunun agiklamalan dir lendr yapilian
gorusmeler sonucunda

Antalva I Manavgat ligesi, Side Antik Kenti Koruma Amagh Imar Plaminda 31 5 1995 qun ve 2505
sayili karanimizla stenillen duzelimelenn yapildigr Kurulumuza sunulan plandan anlasiidigindan uygun bulin
duguna (olumiu)

Plan hukumienne ihskin yapilan incelemede, asagida tespit edilen duzeitme ve lavelerden

A- TANIMLAR BOLLUMUNUN

11 2 maddesinde Nekrogoel alant tanuminin "Antik Side Kenh Dis Surlan dismda katan | Derenp Arkenl
ojik Sit Alanidir " diye duzelilmesine,

-1.1 4 maddesinin kaldinlmasina,

1 1 5 maddesinde Arastiuma ve Gevre Duzenlemesgi Yapilacak Alanlann "Koruma Amagh Revizyon lmar
Planinda genelikie rorunmasi gerekh tescill arkeolopk kultur variklanmin gevresirde belirlenen ve bu yapilann to
runmasi, zwvare! eailebiimesi ve incelenedilmesi igin yeni yapilagmadan arndinla ak bu planiama galigrmasinin bir
pargas! otan 1/500 olgekli avan projelere uygun olarak gevre duzernieme uygulama projelenmn yapimasi gereken
alanlardir * diye duzeltimesine

1 4 3.maddesinin Yapi Insaat Alant tanimiain “lskani mumkun olan batun katlann alanian toplamidir
Emsal hesabinda isikliklar, kapah ve agik gikmalar, kapal merdivenler, yapiva mahreg veren zemin kat digindak
agik kondorlar ve agtk merdivenler insaat alanmna oahildir

lskari mumkun katiar ffadesi ile. konut, 1gyern. eglence ve dinlenme yerler gibi ikamete. calismaya ve
edglenmeye tahsis edilmek uzere yapilan katlar ve bunlarnin servis mekanlart kastedilmektedir * diye
duzeltimesing,

1 4 15 maddenin basit tamir ve tadil tammimin Yuksek Kurulun 28.2.1995 gun ve 378 sayih ke kar-
arina gore duzenlenmesine, o

B-GENEL HUKUMLER BOLUMUNUN

2 1 maddasine Imar Kanununun yanisira 2863-3386 sayili yasanin ibaresinin dé eklenmesine,

.2 5 maddesine plan degisikhidh teklifleninde plan muellifinin de gorusu alinmasi ibaresinin eklenmesine,

.2 6 maddesine imar Mevzuatina ve 2863-3356 sayili yasaya aykin yapilan yapilar Imar Mevzuating uy
gun hale getinisebile haklanndaki yasal islemlerin tamamianmasi esastir ibaresinin eklenmesine

72 7 maddesinin 2.paragrafinin tamamen ictal edilmesine,

_2 8 maddesine tescilli yapiar diginda yapilacak tum yeni yapilara 1.Derece Arkeolojik Sit Alaninda ol-
_masi nedeniyle Arkeolojik kazi yaptimasi olanagint saglamak icin gegici ruhsat verilmes) ibaresinin eklenmesine.

-3 1 maddesinde mevcut haliyle kurulacak Arkeolojik Sit Alant tammina bu alanlarda Yuksek Kurulun
| Derece Arkeolojik Sit Alanlarina iligkin 431988 gun ve 6 sayih ilke karan hukumlerninin gecgerh olduguna. bu
slanlarda bugune kadar yapdmig tum izinsiz uygulamalarin 2863-3386 sayili yasa ve Imar Mevzuatina gore yasal
iglem yapilarak Belediyesince kaldinlmasina diye degistinimesing,

-3 2 maddesinin Kazi Alanlan nashginin oncelikli kaz alanlar diye duzeltilerek tiyatronun kuzey-
batisindak! alanin oncelikle arastirma yapilacak alan olarak belirlenmesing,

Bu alanda yeralan mevcul yapilagma dondurulacakhir ibaresinin kaldirtimasina.

3 4 maddesimn Arkeolojik Kultur Variklar bolumune tiyatro-agora kompleksimn Kultur Bakanhginca
oncelikle onanimasimin saglanmasi ibaresinin eklenmesine.

.3 5 maddesinin geleneksel kultur varlikian basligina tescillt yapilann onariimasina hgkin Yuksek Kurulun
28 2 1995 gun ve 378 sayili ilke kararn hukumler gecerhidir ibaresinin eklenmesine

-3 5 4 b maddesinin iptaiine,

355 amaddesine varclan servis ekinde toplam ingaat alani 12 m2yi gegemez waresinin eklenme-
sine,

25 5 b maddesine gelenexsel yapinin servis ekinin toplam ingaat alani 12 m2'y1 gegemez

355 dmaddesine basit tamir ve tadil igin Yuksek Kurulun 26 2 1995 gun ve 378 sayih ilke karan
nukumler gegerhdir ibaresinin eklenmesine.

Figure A. 24: The decisions of the High and Regional Conservation Council
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KULTUR BAKANILIG

ANTALYA KULTUR VE TABIAT VARLIKILARINI
KORUMA KURLHLU

KARAR

Toplanu Tarthi ve No'7.6.1995/149 'I'nplll;l_uu Yuri
Karar Tarthi ve Mo 7 6.1995/2584 LGRS

-Parsel olge-gindek saghklastirmanin bugtne kadar parsellerde olusmug 2863-3386 sayili yasaya.
Kurul kararlanna ve imar mevzuatina aykin uygulamalann her iki yasal mevzuata gére gereginin
yapilmasinin ve bu parsellerdeki yapiann plana gore onay igin miracaatinin ancak parseldeki kaidiriimasi
belirlenen yap: ve o2klerinin kalditiidiginin Mizesi ve Belediyesince lespitinden sonra Kurulda
degerlendiriiebileced naddesinin Genel Hukdmier Bélumiine yeni bir madde olarak eklenmesine,

C-KULLANIA ALANLARI ILE ILGILI HUKUMLER BOLUMUNUN

-4.2.2.madti2sinin Turizm Bakanhdindan yatinmci ve isletmeci be gesi almadan (ev pansiyoncu-
lugu harig) herhangl ar turizm tesisi ve igletmesi yaplamaz diye duzelilmesine

-4.5 maddesinin bu alana liskin Keruma Kurulu karan bulundugundan iptaline.

D-YENI YAPILASMANIN PROJELENDIRILMESI ILE ILGILI HUKUMLER BOLUMUNUN

-5.7.maddesinin 2 paragrafiain "bu oran planda yol cephesi ticaret olarak belirlenmis parsellerde,
kullanmim ticaret olmasr kosulu ile yapinin zemin kati on ve arka cephesinde %40, 1 kat on ve arka cephe-
sinde ise %20'dir. zermin katla cephe yuzeyinden higbir sekilde disan tasilamaz.” diye bitirilmesine,

-5.10.maddesinin 2.paragratinda gunes koliektord ve su kazami tesis edilemez hukmunun
kaldinlarak gun sinin miman projemn bir pargast olarak gézumienmesi, gines enerjisi elde etmek amaciyla
catilara konacak olan kollektorier gati ile aym egimde olacak ve gatidan maksimum 20 cm yuksek olacaktir..
Su depolan ise sokaktan ve deniz cephesinden gorinmeyecek noktalara yerlestirilecektir diye
duzeitimesine,

E-ACIK ALANLAR ILE ILGILI HUKUMLER BOLUMUNUN

-5.14 maddesine asfalt yerine parke tas kaplama diye dizeitiimesine,

-5.15.maddesine Belediye taratindan yaya bolgesi yonetmelidinin hazwlanarak uygulanmasi
fikrasimin eklenmesine,

-5.16.1.maddesinin gegici izinle verilen otoparkta higbir sekilde ilave ve hatriyat yapilamaz,
buglnkd gibi gegici izinle kullaniacaktir diys duzeltiimesine,

-5.16 2.maddesinin kaldinimasina, 4

F-ALTYAPI! ILE ILGILI HUKUMLER BOLUMUNE

-5.20.maades! eklenerek Antalya Koruma Kurulu Karan ile gegici olarak verilen trafa yerlerinin ye-

niden irdelenmesine.
Yukanda belittilen tim bu hususlann duzeltilerek plan ve yonetmeligin Belediye Meclis onayi

alindiktan sonra Kurulumuza getiriimesine karar verildi.

G iR,
7 2 oy A
BASKAN “Ma——=1—: BASKAN YARDIMCISI
Prot Dr Haluk ABBASOGLU el A Yard.Dog.Erkan UCKAN
IMZA Miicella UYAR IMZA
Midigr v,
& N o U\'C
Uye Uye 2
Prof.Dr Yiidiz OTUKEN Prof Dr Orhan KUNTAY Ya“"o“q-s’ﬁ:: ':‘SATEK'N
(BULUNMADI) IMZA Ll ‘
Rest.Uz.
IMZA
Uyc .. 7
Turgut SEN Uye Uye
Side Belediye Bagkam
{BULUNMADI)
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»
Toplant Tarihi ve No:22.8 1995/153 Toplanu Yen
ANTALYA

Karar Tarihi ve No  :22.8 1995/2641

Antalya ili,Manavgat ilgesi Side Antik Kenti, Koruma Amagl Imar Plani Revizyonuna iligkin Antal-
ya Koruma Kurulunun 7.6.1995 gin ve 2584 sayili karan, Side Belediye Bagkanhiginin 21.7.1865 gun ve
354 sayih yazisi ve eki 10.7.1995 gln ve 16 karar nolu Beleciye Meclis Karan okundu yapilan garugmeler
sonucunda:

Antalya ili, Manavgal ilgesiSide Antik Kentinde Belediyesince yaptirilan ve Kurulumuzun
7.6.1995 gun ve 2584 sayih karar ile uygun bulunarak gorisulmek uzere Belediyesine gonderilen Koruma
Amagli Revizyon Imar Plani Belediye Meclis Karari lle uygun gorilmemistir.

verel Yonetimlerin en onemli gdrevierinden biri plania kentleri saghkh olarak dizenlemek ve
gelistirmek olmahdir

Oysa, Side Antik Kenti Ulkemizdeki sit alanlanmin en ciddi ve yogun kagak yapllanm
barindirmaktadir. Side Belediye Bagkanhgimin bu kagak yapari gorevi geredi yikmak ve yorenin plana uy-
gun geligimini saglamak yerine kagak yapilagmay! korumak ve cesaretlendirmek yonunde karar almasi
Uzintuyle kargilanmaktadir.

Butan bu sorunlara kargin hazirlanan Revize Koruma Plani Side yerlesmesinin korunmasi igin
buglinky kisith kosullar gergevesinde Kurulumuzca olumliu bir atlim olarak degerlendiriimig ve plamin tum
hazirlik sirecinde Kunulumuz her turla katkiyy vererek planin Side Kenti yararnna iglerlik kazanabilmesini
amaglamigtir. TUm bu sure iginde Belediye, Plan muellifi ile kurulan clumlu fletisim ortamina Karsin Belediye
Meclisinin Koruma Konusunu timiyle reddeden, wrizm adina (0m kaltir varliklannin yok olmasina neden
olabilecek bir tavirla bugine degin kismen korunabilmis Nekropol alamnida yogun turizme agmay!
amaglayan tavrini Koruma Kurulu kinamaktadir.

Bu durumda 14.12.1994 gun ve 2360 sayill karanmizda belintildigi Gzere Belediye Meclisincede
onanacak yeni bir revizyon planina kadar Gayrimenkul Eski Eserler ve Amtlar Yiksek Kurulunun
9.10 1982 gun ve A-3829 sayil karari ile onayll Koruma Imar Planinin gecerli olduguna,

Planin kapsadigi alan iginde yapilacak her turlu midahale igin parselde var clan tum kagak
yapilarin yikiimasindan ve onayll plana gore projelerin hazirlanmasindan sonra konularnin  Kurulda
degenlendirilebilecegine,

Side Antik Kentindeki tim kacak yapilara iliskin alinan Kurul Kararlarinin ivedilikle uygulanarak
sonucundan Kurulumuza bilgi verilmesine karar verildi.

BASKAN YARDIMCISI

BASKAN
Prof Dr.Haluk ABBASOGLU Yard.Dog.Erkan UGKAN
IMZA (BULUNMADI)
Jy Uye
Uye Uye ,
Prof.Dr Yildiz OTUKEN Prof.Dr.Orhan KUNTAY "’afd-Doggr'fdt ASATEKIN
IMZA IMZA - imar
est.Uz,
IMZA
Uye - n
Atilla SAHIN Uye Uye
Side Belediye Tem
(MUHALIFIM
IMZA
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T.C
KULTUR BAKANLIGI
Kiltar veTabiat Varhklann Koruma Genel Madaraga
Antaiya Kiilttr ve Tabiat Varliklarin
Koruma Kurulu Modurag

SAYI

KONU - pntalya Manavgat .Side Antik
Krnti Bati Nekropolu

D.G.Y.Y.

ILGT . Kul tur Bakanlifit, Kaltur ve Taviat Varliklaraini Korwsa denol Mudurligimin
17.07.1996 gun ve B.16.0.KTV.0.11.£0.1.732.07.11/5213 sayili yazisi.

Antalyn 111, Manavgat ITlgesi, Side Antik Keati I.dercce Arkeolojik
Sit Alan; iginde kalan Batr Nekropolune iligkia, 1lgd yszi =ki bagvaruda
belirtilen istekler, 2863 sayili yasa ve lowrul lesrarlacsy  deiiral iasuaca
Mudurligiahz Uzasnawea locelenmigtic,

Side Antik Kentl Gayrimenknl Sski Eserler ve &nitlar Yikaek Kurulunun
13.03.1976 gim ve R394 sayili karari ile teecil edilaig, Nekropolu wve
korunmasi gerekli ackeolojik a)ami igine alan korwia zunu sinirl, uygnn
bulwmmeigtur. Yine aymi ksracla, bu sinir iginde kalan, anlik yapi kalintilari
ve aivil wiwsclik Graefi evlerin de tescil edilmesi ve 1/50 Blgekli “Eski
Side Sehri Korwsa Planimin® en kKisa sure iginde olugiurulup onaylanuwac
uzere Yuksek Kurula iletilmesine karar verilmigtir.

Kultur ve Turize Daksnlag:, Planlama ve Yatirimlar Daire Bagkanliginca
hazirlanan "Side Koruma JImar Uygulama Plana”  Yideel Kurulua 09.10,1982
gun ve A.3829 sayirl: zarari :le uypm gériilp, enanaral uygulakaya kotualenigtur.

2081 ssyili Uimar we Cecekondn Hevzuaizng Aykavi Yapiisra Uygulanacak
Bazi iglemler ve 6785 say:ilz inar Mareauuman Bir Maddesinin DeBigskirilmesi
Hakitinga HKanmun ©.maddes®, sit alanlarzoin yeniden, 2863 sayili kamm
kapsasanda incelenerek deforlendirilmesini  hubme bLaglamiglir. biage Antik
Kenti arikeolojik sit alanlara bu kamm hblon uysrinca, Yiksek durul uyelerin-
den oliugan bhir kominyonca yerinde incelermly, Bubi iekropollne iligkin
deferlendirmening

a) Antalya Valikiiginin 15.01.1985 gin ve 177 sayals, [1 Kultir ve
Turiza Hudurlufu deyighi yazisi.

b} Antalya Ili, Manavgat ilgesi, Selimiye (Side) Kbyu Muhtarlifimn
13.02.1985 tarihli bagwvirusu.

¢) Antalya 11i, Manavgat Ilgesi, Belediye Bagkanlijnran 13.02.198%
tarih ve 3/9-36 sayili yazisi.

d) Antalya Valilifinin 05.03.13985 gun ve 1096 sayili 11 Kidtur ve
Turizm Midurlufh deyigii yazilara ekindeki bilgi ve bagvurular da gdzbnune
alinarak, masraflar: parsel sahiplerince kargilanmak uzere' Side Tiyatrosu
Kaz1 Ekibince gergeklestirilmesi uygin gtrilmbgtur.

AKTVKKg7. 10.2.218 ANTALYA

Adres : Kaleigi Kiligarslan Mah. Zafer Sok. No. 8 ANTALYA
Tel. : 0(242) 247 87 61- 24321 60 Fax : 248 35 33
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T,
KULTUR BAKANLIGI
Kultir veTabiat Variklanni Koruma Genel Madarlaga
Antalya Kiltar ve Tabiat Varliklarini
Koruma Kurulu Madartaga

SAYl :AKTVKKI0.2.213 ANTALYA

KONU :

¥ukarida sbzit edilen bagvurular ile 2931 sgay:li kammun 6.aaddesi
uyarinca, Side falik Kewli  l.ee-ece arkeolojik sit alam  iginde kalan
Bati Nekropolunde yapilan amagtirma ve sondaj kazilarinin agifia cikardafn
verilerin, Yiksek Xurulda deferlendivilues: sonucunds alinsn  01.08.1556
gun ve 2549 sayili Kararda, Yiksek Kurubm 13.03.1976 gin ve 5994 sayili
karacri: ile welirlenen l.dorece nrkeolojik ait simarlarinin gegerli oldujuna,
sondaj kazi caligmalar: Gamamlsndikisn sonra sdzkonusu alana iliskin {Bat:
Nekropoline) "Rormea fAwmagly Taar Plam™ yagalarak ayaulssayan glandan zonra
gegiriluesinin uygun olocafing karar verilaiglir.

Yurszk Rurndun 01.08.1%2%6 gan ve 2549 say:ila kerar: ile wygim girulen,
arkeclojik alsn komwa ot siniri  8ntelyn  Korama Eu-ulumm  25.03.1990
gim ve 733 sayili kavacr ile cdefigtirilercr T.dergce srkevlajik sit sanir:
olarak yeniden belirleaalgtir. Bu delirlamede, sowiai kazy arastirmalars
yapilan Eaty Kelropoliminm kuzey-batisi ve sonsolonn (wamar ami7i), Y.derece
arkeclojik sit elani icino alinmigtir,

Gayrimenknl Eski  Eserler wve Anitlar Yuksek Koraluman 09.10.1982
ghn ve A-3339 sayili karari ile onanan Side Antik Xeati Xorma Amagla
imar Planiman” son yallardaki geligmeler nedeniyle revizyonu gindeme gelnig—
tir. Pian c¢oligsalarinda Yuksek Kurulun 01.08.1986 gin ve 2549 sayila
karara  dofrultusunda Babti Uekropolus igin istenilen foraea Asmagli  imar
Plan:, d&nerilmis ise de; Antalya Koruma Kurnlw, 14.06.1993 pgin ve 13875
sayila kararinda, Bati RNek=opolis igin getirilen 3neri planin, I.derece
arkeolojik sit kogullarina wymadifana, bn alanin, planda aynen korunacek
l.derece arkeolojik sit alami olarak iglenaesine karar vermigtir.  Ayny
Kurul, Bat: Nekropolimin kuzeybatisinda ialan alamin 1IT.derece arkeolojik
sit nlani olarak defiistirilmesine iligkin Belediyesinin sundnu &neriyi
13.09.1993 gun ve 1961 sayili karari ile uygmm bulmamigtir.

Sidn Belediyesince yaptirilan ve Antalyn Kultir ve Tabiat Varliklarin:
Koruma Kurulunun 07.06.199% gin ve 2584 sayili karar: ile uygmn bulunarak
gorizgulmek uzere Balediyesine ginderilen “Xoruma Amagli Revizyon imar
Plani" da Belediye Meclisince nuygun giriilmemigtir.

Y

Adres : Kaleigi Kilicarslan Mah. Zafer Sok. No. 6 ANTALYA
Tel. : 0 (242) 247 87 61 - 243 21 60 Fax : 248 35 33
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KULTUR BAKANLIGI
Kalar veTabiat Varliklann Koruma Gene! Madariga
Antalya Kaltir ve Tabiat Varliklarini
Koruma Kurulu Mddarlaga

SAYl :AKT.VKK. 07.10.2.218 ANTALYA
KONU SR T e

Antalya Korwme Kurulu, Side Belediye Meclisince alinan karar lzerine,
Yuksek Kurnlun 09.10.1982 giin ve A-3329 sayil: karari ile onayli “Side
Koruma Imar Plaminan’ Belediye Meclisince onanacak yeni bir revizyon planina
kadar gegerli oldwyhma, 22.08.1595 giun ve 2641 sayila karara ile karar
vermistir.

Bilgilerinize arz ve rica ederim.

\
7
Hecip ALTINLSIK
Hudur V.
ER: 1 =det kroki
10 adet karar &rn.
B adet resim
DAGITTH 5 =
Gerejri lgin : : Bilgi Igin : .
—~ Kultur ve Tab.Var.Kor.Gn.Md. - Side Belediye Bgk. (EXK KONMADI) ."
~ Erdofian BARUT (EK KONMADT) |
Dogan Hotel
Side
o~
20.AGU.1996 Memur : D.DANACI

2] .A80.1996 Arkeolog . A.ONCE R,W

Adrf?,: Kflleipi_l‘(lhgarslan Mah. Zafer Sok. No, 6 ANTALYA
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T.C
KULTUR BAKANLIGE
ANTALYA KULTUR VE TABIAT VARLIKLARINI
KORUMA KURULU

4

KARAR

Topiamh Tarihi ve Na:25.03.1998/207 fpcdir V.
Kasar Tanhi ve No  125.03,1998/3771 Taplann Y60

ANTALYA

Antalya I, Manavgst ligesi, Side Antiic Kenti, Revize Koruma imar Planina iliskin, Antalys Kor-
ma Kurulunun 7.6.1995 giin ve 2584 sayilr ve 22.8.1925 glin ve 2647 seyili karan, KOftlr ve Tabist
Vartikianni Koruma Genel MOdGA0G0ndR 12.2,1998 glin va 690 sayii va 11.2.1998 gin ve 633 say
ﬁ:m okundu, eiiari incslendi, Kurul Gyeleri tsrafindan yerinde incelend, yapilan gérigmeler sonucun-

Antalya [li, Manavgat ilcesi, Side Antik Kenti, Revize Koruma imar Plam Kurulumuzun 7.6.1995
aun ve 2584 sayili karan ile plan ydnetmefiginde yzpian dedisikiiiderie uygun bulunmus ve plan
yonetmeligindeld bu dizeltmelerin yapilarsk, Beledive Maclis karan ile birlikte onaylanmak (zere Kuru-
lumuza génderilmesi istenmistir. Ancak Side Belediye Meclisinin 10.7.1935 gln ve 16 sy karan ile
sozkonusu pian uygun bulunmamis, Arksolojik Sit alanimi da kapsalan (Nelropol Alani) yeni bir Turizin
imar planindan sonra ikdsinin birlikte yeniden incelenecesi belirtimigtir.

Side Belediyesi tarafndan Side Revize Koruma Amach imer plamnin uygun bulunmamas:
{zerina Antalya Koruma Kurulu 22.8.1995 giin ve 2641 sayih karan aimistir, Bu kararda revizs planin
Belediye Meclisince uygun bulinmamast nedeniyle Gayrimenkul Esid Eserler ve Anrdar Yoksek Kuruly ta-
rafindan 9.10.1982 giin ve A-3823 sayili karan ile onayianan Koruma imar Planinin gecerti olduguna
ve bu plan dogrultusunda uygulama yapilmasi gerektigine karar verimistir.

Side Koruma Amach Revize Imar Plaminin Selediye Meclisince uygun bulunmamas: Gzesins,
Kiltlr ve Tablat Variiklanni Koruma Genel Mitdintgince Hukuk Misea'irlidl gériisd alinmis ve sazkonueu
géristin Antalya Koruma Kurulunda dederiendiriimesi istenmigtir. Huluk Musavidi§l yazisinda; 2863-
3386 sayilt yasanin dzel bir yasa oldugunu, oncelikle uygulanacadin, bu yasamin 17.maddesine gore de
Koruma Kurufiannca uygun buiunan degisiklik teldifleri bu tebligattan en gec bir ay izarisinde Belediye
Meclisince karara baglanacad, karer alinmadid taktirde, Beledive Meclisi kararina lzum kalmaksizin
Koruma kuruliannca karara baglaran hususlarda dedisiklix tekiifi kesinlesir denildiginden, Antalya Korus
ma Kurulunun 7.6.1935 glin ve, 2584 sayili karan ile onaylanan revizyon koruma imar planinin kesiri-
lestigi belirdimektedir.

Buna gére Antalya Koruma Kurulunun 7.6.1995 giin ve 2584 sayilt karan ile uygun bulunan

. Side Anuk Kenti Koruma Amach Revize Imar Plammin bu karanmizda plan hikiimlerinde yapiien
degisiklikierle birlikte ydrurlids girmesine, uygulamanin pian, plan hikimleri ve karanmiz dodrultusundz
vapiimasina karar verildi.

BASKAN BASKAN YARDIMCISI
Yard.Dog.Erkan UGKAN
IMZA
Uye {ya Uye
Prof.Dr.Yidiz OTUKEN Dog.Dr. G0l ASATEKIN Prof.Ds. s;;”z‘if SAHIN
MZA (BULUNMADI)
Uye Uye g
Turgut SEN Uve
Side Beledive Rsk. -
{Munaiifim)
IMZA
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MUHALEFET $ERHI

Antalya Killtiir ve Tabtat Varhklanm Koruma Kurulu'nun 25.03.1998 gtin ve
3771 sayih kararina muhalifim. Soyle kit

Kurul'un Revize imar Plan: haklandaki 7/6/1995 gin va 2584 sayils kaman
Side Belediyemize 23.06.1995 glin ve 1252 sayih yazis: ekinde gonderiimigtir.

Bunua izerine Belediys Meclisi olaganiisti toplanarak 10.7.1995 giin ve 16
Nolu 6 sakifeden olugan karar vermis ve bu karar, Bagkanhizmuzm 21.07.1995 gha
ve 17-56/354 sayilt yazis1 ekinde Kurulunuza gonderilmistir.

Coraldoga gitd, 3386 sayili yasa ile degisik 2863 sayily yasamfr 17 nci
maddesinde dngortlen bir ayhik sire icerisinde revize imar Plam hususunda karar
almy ve geredi yapimak Uzere hem Kurulupuza hem de Kiitilr Bakanhgna

gdnderilmistr.

BsahjferMecHskaranmmdasﬁzkonmrevizeKommaAmachimarmm
neden ve de "simdilik® kaydi ile uygunbulmamglnnZP!mI.ejandmdakive Plan
HikGmierindeki rakamlar ve harflerde gosteriimek suretlyle agklaomistr.
21.07.1995 ginli yazimzin son bolimiinde de:

wEkteki kararimizda agiklapan gorfigler ve nedenler dogrultusunda IMAR
PLANI tamamlandifinda Belediyemize gdnderilmesi” istenilmistr.

Muhalif kaldiin kararda Go.Mdlgk Hukuk Mggavirliginin gorigine itbar
edildifl agiklanmaktadit. Hukuk Msavirlifinin gorugl icerisinde Belediyemiz
Meclisinin 10.07.1995 gin ve 16 nolu karanndan sbz edilmedigine gore "bivle bir
karardan haberdar olmadigi" ve neticeten- bu ylizden olumsuz gdris bildiritdigi
kzmimuna varimaktadir.

Bu ve Meclls karanmyzda acik-secik yer alam iyilestirme ve ditzeltmeler
vapilmadan "bu hususta bir ay icerisinde herhangl bir Meclis karan ahnmadigindan
bahsile” Kurulunuzon 7.6.1995 gitn ve 2584 sayih karan ile onaylanan revizyon
koruma imar plammin Yesinlestifine” karar verilmesine mubalifim, karsiym

25.3.198

( Turgut SEN
Side Belediye Bgk.
MzA
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. C
KULTUR BAKANLIGI
Kultir ve Tabiat Varliklarim Koruma Genel Madarlugi
Antalya Kiltur ve Tabiat Varhklarim
Koruma Kurulu Mbdurlugu

SAYDL ¢ AKT.V.KKO07.10.2.1 ANTALYA
KONU  : Antalya,Manavgal,Side Antik
Kenti Revize Koruma Imar Plam 250658 1 44¢
v L i)
D.G.Y.Y.

ILGI:  Kiltar Bakanlign, Hukuk Misavirliginin 11.6.1998 giin ve 1146 sayili yaast ve
cki.

Antalya {li, Manavgat ilgesi, Side Beldesinde Side Belediye Bagkanhg tarafindan
Bakanhigimuz aleyhine, Antalya 2.Idare Mahkemesinde 1998/348 ecsas. nolu dosya jle
acilan davava iliskin ilgi vazt eki ara karar ile savunmaya esas olacak bilgi ve belgelerin
istendidi ilgi yaz incelenmistir, ‘

Antalya 1li, Manavgat {lgesi, Side Antik Kenti Arkeolojik Sit Alani smarlan -jlk
olarak Gayrimenkul Eski Eserler ve Anitlar Yiksek Kurulunun 13.3.1976 gin ve 8994
sayilk karan ile belirlenmigtir. Bu kararda “Eski Side Sehri Koruma Plammn en -k\sa
stirede olusturulup onaylanmak tzere Kurula getirilmesi" istenmigtir. {EK: 1} Turizerve
Tamtma Bakanliginca hazirlatnlan 171000 dlgekli Antik Side Koruma ve Uygulama ‘Pia\m,
uygulama raporu, imar yoénetmeligi Gayrimenkul Eski Eserler ve Amtlar Yiksek
Kurulunun 12.5.1978 giin ve A-1109 sayili karan ile uygun bulunmusg, Side Kaleicivve
disindaki nekropol alamndaki yapilanmanm kesinlikle sakincali oldugu belirtilmisfir.
(EK: 2) Daha sonra bu plan 9,10.1982 gan ve A-3829 sayill karar ile revize edilmistir.
(EK: 3)
2981 savih kanunun 6.maddesi uyarinca sit alanlanimin _yeniden
degerlendirilmesi amaciyla Side Antik Kentinde yapilan inceleme ve sondaj kazilarn
acipa qikardif veriler Taginmaz Kltar ve Tabiat Varliklan Yitksek Kurulunun 1.8.1986
giin ve 2549 sayih karart ile degerlendirilmistir. Bu kararda "Side Antik Kenti, Nekmpol
‘Alaninda bulunan bitin parsellerde bilimsel kazi vapilmasi, kazi cahigmalar
ramamlandiktan sonra, stzkonusu alana iligkin Koruma Amach Imar Plam yapilarak
uvgulamaya plandan sonra gecilmesinin uygun oldugu, Gayrimenkul Eski Eserler ve
Amtlar Yitksek Kurulunun 13.3.1976 gin ve 8994 sayili karan ile belirlenen Arkeolojik
sit stnirlarimn gegerli oldugu” belirtilmigtir. (EK: 4)

Kiiltiir ve Turizm Bakanhg Turizm Planlama ve Yaurimlar Dairesi Baskanlinin
19.12.1986 gin ve 78 sayih yazisi ile hazirlanacak planlara esas olacak hususlarn
1.8.1986 gun ve 2549 sayil kararda kesinlik tasimadifindan Nekropol Alam ve
Selimiye Yeni Yerlesme Alant sit alanlarina iliskin tespitlerin yeniden gozden
gegirilerek, halihazar fizerine islenmesi istenmistir. (EK: 5)

Bu vazi dogrultusunda Tagmmaz Kaltiir ve Tabiat Varliklar1 Koruma Yaksgk
Kurulunun 11.12.1986 giin ve 2755 sayih kararl ile "Side Nekropol alaninin mahallinde
vapilacak inceleme sonucunda; surlann ve kesin koruma alam smrlarimin  tespit
edilmesi, Side Nekropol alam ile ¢evresindeki diger kalintlan iceren alanlardan (kdy
verlesme alam hari¢) Kiltir ve Turizm Bakanlhg, Planlama ve Yaurimlar Dairgsi
Baskanliginca hazirlanacak Turizm Amacl Imar Planimin  Kurulumuza getirilmesi"

belirtilmistir, (EK: 6)

Adres: Kaleigi Kiingarslan Mah. Zafer Sok. No:6 ANTALYA
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KULTUR BAKANLIGI
Kiiltiir ve Tabiat Varliklarini Koruma Genel Miidiirliiga
Antalya Kiltiir ve Tabiat Varhklarim
Koruma Kurulu Midiirlaga

SAYI : AK.T.V.K.K.07.10.2.1 ANTALYA

KONU
X 250698 1446

Bu karar iizerine mahallinde Genel Midirlik uzmanlan ve Antalya Mize
Mudirligi uzmanlarindan olusan bir ekip inceleme yapnus ve bu incelemeye iliskin
hazirlanan ¢aligmalar Antalya Koruma Kurulunda degerlendirilmis ve 28.3.1990 glin ve
733 sayih karar ile Side Antik Kenti L.Derece Arkeolojik Sit Alam sinirlan genisletilerek
1/1000 dlcekli paftalarda belirlenmis, Antik Side Kenti Koruma imar Planina iliskin
viiriirlitkteki tiim kurul kararlan gecerli kabul edilmigtir. (EK: 7)

Gayrimenkul Eski Eserler ve Amtlar Yitksek Kurulunun 9.10.1982 giin ve A-
3829 sayili karan ile onaylanan Side Koruma Plaminun, Side Kentindeki yogun gelismeler
nedeniyle revizyonu giindeme gelmistir. Side Belediyesi, Side Koruma Plan1
Revizvonunu yapurmak amacivla ihale acmg ve istirakcilerden Kale Mimarlik-
Miihendislik Ticaret Limited Sirketi adina Eren Kale've ihale ederek, sozlesme yapnus,
sozlesmenin bir 6rnegini 21.2.1992 giin ve 567 sayith yazist ile Mudirligimize
iletmistir. (EK: 8) -

Hazirlanan Side Koruma Amach imar Plam Antalya Koruma Kurulunda ilk olarak
11.5.1993 giin ve 1852 sayih karar ile gorustilmiis ve gereKli diizeltmelerin yapilmasi,
Turizm ve Baymdirhk Bakanlhklarimn ve DLH'min goruslerinin alinmas1 istenerek
yerinde inceleme karari ahinmisur. (EK: 9)

Bu karar dogrultusunda Kurul {iyelerinin yerinde yapugl inceleme sonucu
14.6.1993 giin ve 1875 sayili karar alinms, Turizm ve Bayindirlik Bakanliklar ve DLH
Bolge Miidiirliginiin agklamalari degerlendirilmis, planda yarinada icin Onerilen
yaklagimlar genel olarak olumlu bulunmus, diizeltmeler yapilmasi istenmig, Bati
Nekropoliiniin yapilagmaya agilmasi uygun bulunmami§ ve Planda Korunmas1 Gerekli
LDerece Arkeolojik Sit Alami olarak belirlenmesinin gerekli oldufu belirtilmistir. (EK:

10)

Side Belediyesi bu karar iizerine 31.8.1993 giin ve 417 sayil yazis: ile Side
Koruma Amach Imar Plani kapsaminda bulunan sit alant icindeki Bati Nekropol alaninin
kuzeybausinda kalan kentin dis surlarin dis kismuni iceren alamin konumuna uygun
olarak sit derecesinin degigtirilmesini istemigtir. (EK: 11)

Bu talep, Antalya Koruma Kurulunun 13.9.1993 gun ve 1961 sayili karan ile
uygun bulunmamgtir, (EK: 12) 6.1.1994 gun ve 2093 karar ile de Gayrimenkul Eski
Eserler ve Amtlar Yilkksek Kurulunun 13.3.1976 giin ve 8994 sayili karari ile tescil
edilen kiiltiir varliklarma iligkin liste onaylanmig, (EK: 13) 14.12.1994 gin ve 2360
sayth kararla Belediye Meclisince onaylanacak yeni bir Revizyon Planmna kadar
Gayrimenkul Eski Eserler ve Amtlar Yiiksek Kurulunun onayladigi Koruma Imar Planimn
gecerli oldugu belirtilmistir. (EK: 14) 31.5.1995 giin ve 2535 _s.ayll; kararda _da
duzeltmeler yapilarak Nekropol alaninin tek baglikta LDerece Arkeolojik Sit Alam olarak
plana islenmesi gerektigi belirtilmistir. (EK: 15) ’ :

Side Koruma Amagh imar Planinda gerekli diizeltmeler yapildigi anlasilcifindan
Antalya Koruma Kurulunun 7.6.1995 giin ve 2584 sayili karan ile Koruma Plant uygun
bulunmus, plan hiikkimlerinde diizeltme ve ilave yapilmistir. (EK: 16)

Ancak Antalya Koruma Kurulunca uygun bulunan bu plan, Side Belediye
Meclisinin 10.7.1995 giin ve 16 sayili karar ile uygun bulunmamg, Koruma Amagch
Revize imar Planinin yeniden ele alimp, iyilestirmeler yapildiktan ve mevcut hali ile
korunacak Arkeolojik Sit Alanim kapsayan Turizm Imar Planinin yaptirilmasindan sonra

iki planin birlikte yeniden incelenecefi belirtilmigtir. (EK: 17)

Adres: Kaleigi Kilingarslan Mah. Zafer Sck. No:6 ANTALYA
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SAYI : AKT.V.KK.07.10.2.1 ANTALYA
KONU :
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Side Beledivesi tarafindan Side Koruma Amagh imar Planmm uygun
bulunmamas: fizerine Antalya Koruma Kurulu 22.8.1995 giin ve 2641 saytli. karari
almustir. Bu kararda "Planlama siresi boyunca Side verlesmesinin _korunmasi _igin
Belediye, Plan Miiellifi ile kurulan olumlu iletisim ortamma karsin Belediye Meclisinin

turizm adina tom kidltir varhklannin -yok

koruma konusunu timiiyle reddeden,
olmasma neden olabilecek bir tavirla kismen korunabilmis Nekropol -alanim -turizme

acmayl amaclayan tavn kinanmis, Gayrimenkul Eski Eserler-ve Anitlar Yitksek Kurulunun
9.10.1982 giin ve A-3829 sayih karan ile onaylanan Keruma imar Plamnmn gegerli
oldugu, planmn kapsadigi alan icerisinde yapilacak her tarki miidahale-icin-parselde var
olan tim kacak vapilara iligkin ahnan kurul kararlarmn iveditikle uygulanatak
Kurulumuza bilgi verilmesi istenmistir. (EK: 18)

Side Beledive Baskanbg 2.10.1997 gin ve 1.10/365 sayili yazs1 ile Kiltis, ve
Tabiat Varliklarmi Koruma Genel Midiirligiinden "Turizm Amach Koruma Imar Plam"
vaptirmak igin vetki ve izin istemistir. (EK: 19) Side Belediyesinin bu talebi Kiiltir ve
Tabiat Varhklarimi Koruma Genel Miudirligince degerlendirilmis ve HuKkuk
Miusavirliinin goristi istenmistir.

Kaltiir ve Tabiat Varhklarim Koruma Genel Madurliginin 12.2,1998 giin _ve
690 sayih yazisi ekinde gonderdigi Hukuk Miisavirliginin makam onayh goriglerini
iceren 20.1.1998 giin ve 287 sayili yazist dogrultusunda Side Koruma Amach Revizyon
fmar Planmin veniden Antalya Koruma Kurulunda gortugilerek karara baglanmasi istemi
Antalya Koruma Kurulunda goriigilmustir. (EK: 20)

Antalya Koruma Kurulu 15.3.1998 gin ve 3771 sayil karannda; "Hukuk
Miisavirliginin yazisinda; "2863-3386 sayih yasamn ozel bir yasa oldugunu, oncelikle
uygulanacagini, bu yasann 17 .maddesine gore de Koruma Kurullarinca uygun bulunan
degisiklik teklifleri bu tabligattan en gec bir ay igerisinde Belediye Meclisince karara
baglanacag, karar alinmacifi taktirde, Belediye Meclisi kararmna lizum kalmaksizin
koruma kurullarmca karara baglanan hususlarda degisiklik teklifi kesinlegir
denildiginden, Antalya Koruma Kurulunun 7.6.1995 giin ve 2584 sayill karan ile
onaylanan revizyon koruma imar planinin kesinlestifiinin belirtildigini" belirtmis, bupa
gore Antalya Koruma Kurulunun 7.6.1995 giin ve 2584 sayih karan ile uygun bulunan

Side Antik Kenti Koruma Amach Revize Imar Planinmn, plan hiikiimlerinde yapilan
degisikliklerle birlikte yirirlige girmesine, uygulamalarin plan, plan hiikiimleri ve

karar dogrultusunda yapilmasina karar vermistir," (EK: 21)
Rilgilerinize arz ederim.
L T e
H.Biilent BAYKAL
Midir V.

EK: 1. Yazida gegen ekler
2. Side 1/1000 olcekli
revize koruma imar plant

ve plan hiikiimleri
Gerefi icin : Bilgi Icin ;
- Hukuk Misavirligi - Kiiltiir ve Tab.Var.Kor.Gn.Md.
(EK: 2 KONMADI)

-
25.HAZ.1998 Memur  : O.DANACI §
~-HAZ.1998 ShrPIn. :M.GUL 7,
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Toplanh Tarhi ve No: 23.7.1999/235 £ --
Karar Tarihi ve No  : 23.7.1999/4303 ANTALYA

Antalya fli, Manavgat iicesi, Side Beldesi |.Derece ‘Arkeolojik Sit Alanina yoénelik hazirlanan
ve Antalya Koruma Kurulunun 7.6.1995 gin ve 2584 sayili karanyla uygun bulunan ve 1 5.3.1998
glin ve 3771 sayih karanyla ytrOriikte cldugu belirtilen Koruma Amach Revizyon Imar Planina iligkin,
Kiftdr ve Tabiat Variklanm Koruma Genel  MudUrligunin 16.6.1999 gln ve
B.16.0.KTV.0.65.00.02.721/2860 sayil yazss), Antalya Koruma Kurulu Mudarligu uzmanlarinin
raporu okundu, dosyasi incelendi, yapilan gérigmeler sonucunda;

Antalya ili, Manavgat ilcesi, Sefimiye Kdyinde bulunan ve Gayrimenkul Eski Eserler ve
Anitlar Yiksek Kurulunun 13.3.1976 gin ve 8994 sayih karan ile tescil edilen Side Antik Kenti 1/
1000 8lcekli Koruma ve Uygulama Plani Turizm ve Tanitma Bakanliginca hazirlaturilarak Gayrimen-
kul Eski Eserler ve Anitiar Yuksek Kurulunun 12.5.1978 gun ve A-1105 sayil karar ile uygun bulun-
mus, Nekropol alaninda yapilasmanin kesinlikle sakincah oldugu belirtilmigtir.

Side Koyicindeki antik yapi kalintilan ve etrafimn tescilli yapilar ile korunarak bog parsellere
“Cevreye Uyumly Yeni Yap" karan da getiren Revize Imar Plani da Gayrimenkul Eski Eserler ve
Anitlar Yiksek Kurulunun 9.10.1982 gin ve A-3829 sayih karan ile uygun bulunarak, ginumuze
kadar uygulanmigtir.

Planlama simin ile sit simrlanndaki uyumsuzluk nedeniyle Antalya Koruma Kurulunun
28.3.1990 gOn ve 733 sayh karan ile Side Antik Kenti I.Derece Arkeolojik Sit Alani swirlan
genigletilerek, yeniden belirlenmis ve bu kararda, Antik Side Kenti Koruma imar Planina iliskin
yororiDkteki tom Kurul kararlannin gegerli oldugu belirtiimigtir.

Gayrimenkul Eski Eserler ve Anitlar Yilksek Kurulunun 9.10.1982 giin ve A-3829 sayih kar-
an ile onaylanan Side Koruma Plaminin, Side Kentindeki yogun geliymeler nedeniyle revizyonu
gindeme gelmis ve Side Belediyesi tarafindan Koruma Amach imar Planinin Revizyon gahsmalarina
baslandidinin bildirilmesi Gzerine, Side Antik Kenti Koruma Plan sézlesmesi, Antalya Koruma Kurulu
Muduriigo vzmanlannca incelenmis ve Antalya Koruma Kurufu Miduridginun 29.5.1992 giin ve
943 sayth yazisi ile KiitOr ve Tabiat Variklarini Koruma Genel Midiruginden bu alanin ézel konumu
nedeniyle planfama alani olarak belidenen |.Derece Arkeclojik Sit Alamndaki plan kararfarimin 2863-
3386 sayl yasa ve ilke kararlan ile celisgmemesi icin nasil bir kullamm karan dizisi i¢inde plantana-

cadimin agiklanmasi istenmistir.
BASKAN YARDIMCISI
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Karar Tarihi ve No  :23.7,1999/4303 Toplanti Yer
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Kiitiir ve Tabiat Varliklanm Koruma Genel Midiiriiginin 2.10.1992 giin ve 2183 sayiit
yazisinda Side Antik Kenti 1.Derece Arkeolojik Sit Alani icin yapitacak planlama ¢alismalannda, ilkele-
rin saptanmasi, plan asamalannin ve uygulamalanmin denetlenmesine iliskin yetkilerin Antalya Koru-
ma Kurulunda oldugunu ve planin 2863-3386 sayll yasa dogrultusunda degerlendirilmesi gerek-
tigini belirtmigtir.

Side Kdyiginde bulunan Arkeolojik kalintilara gelebilecek fiziksel zarann &nlenmesi, korun-
mas, algianabiliriikierinin ve ulasilabilidiklerinin saglanmas, sivil mimarlik émeklerinin korunmasi ve
‘ yasatilmasi, parsel élgedinde de bugiine kadar yapilmis yapilann irdelenerek emsale uygun hale
getinlmesi ve saghkdastinimasini amaglayan, Side Antik Kenti Koruma Amach Revizyon Imar Plami
1993-1999 yillan arasinda Kurulumuzda miiteakip defalar ayrintii olarak degerlendirilimis ve ye-
rinde incelenmistir.

Buna gdre, Side Antik Kenti, Kéyigi Mevkii, .Derece Arkeolojik Sit Alani igin hazirlanan plan
yeni bir plan olmayip, Gayrimenkul Eski Eserler ve Anitlar Yiksek Kurulunun 9.10.1982 glin ve A-
3829 sayil karan ile uygun bulunan, bu tarinten beri uygulanan ve tescilli yapilar disinda bos par-
sellere de “Cevreye Uyumlu Yeni Yap: Yapiagilecek Parseller” karan getiren bir plamin revizyonu
niteliginde dederlendirilerek yukanda agikianan hususlar degrultusunda, Kurulumuzun 7.6.1995
giln ve 2584 sayilt karan ile uygun bulunan, ancak Side Belediye Meclisince uygun bulunmamasi
Uzerine Kdltdr Bakanh@ Hukuk Mosavirligi gérisleri dogrultusunda Kurulumuzun 15.3.1958 giin ve
3771 sayih karan ile yorirlige konan Side Antik Kenti Koruma Amagh Revizyon imar Plam ile Plan
Hukiimlerinin gegerli olduguna,

Bugline kadar alinan Kurul karardarnin, hazirfatlan planlann Side Antik Kentinin korun-
masina yonelik olmasina ragmen, Kurul karariarina uyulmamasi sonucunda kagak yapilann artarak
Antik Kentin buginkt olumsuz gdrUnistine ulasmasi nedeniyle bu olumsuzluklann 6nlenmesinin Kor-
uma Kurulu kararlannin uygulanmasi ile agiabileceginin, bu hususlarin izlenmesi ve uygulanmasindaki
. binnc derecede sorumiu kurulus olan Yerel Yonetime hatirlatiimasina,

Bu baglamda, Kurulumuzun 28.3.1990 giln ve 733 sayih, 22.8.1995 giin ve 2641 sayi
kararlaninda da belirtildigi gibi 2863-3386 sayih yasalara ve Kurul kararlanna aykin uygulamalarin
ivedilikle, Belediyesince kaldinimasi gerektigine karar verildi.

BASKAN N BASKAN YARDIMCIS|
.Dog.Erkan UGKAN i Orhan ATVUR
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- s 2 < .-
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(BULUNMADI)
Uye Uye

Figure A. 36: The decisions of the High and Regional Conservation Council

227



T.C.
KULTUR VE TURIZM BAKANLIGI
ANTALYA KULTUR VE TABIAT VARLIKLARINI
KORUMA BOLGE KURULU

KARAR
Toplanti Tarihi ve No. : 10.11.2006/39 : Toplant: Yeri
Karar Tarihi ve No. : 10.11.2006/1278 ANTALYA

Antalya [li, Manavgat Ilgesi, Side Antik Kentinde, Antalya Koruma Kurulunun
28.3.1990 giin ve 733 sayih karan ile belirlenen 1.Derece Arkeolojik Sit Alaninda sit alam
derece degisikligi Snerilerek, Antalya Koruma Kurulunun 15.3.1998 giin ve 3771 sayili karar
ile uygun bulunan planda plan tadilati yapimmna iliskin Side Belediye Baskanligi Imar Igleri
Miidiirliiiiniin 11.9.2006 giin ve 553 sayili yazsi okundu, dosyas: incelendi, yapilan
goriigmeler sonucunda;

Antalya ili, Manavgat Ilgesi, Side Antik Kentinde, Antalya Koruma Kurulunun
28.3.1990 giin ve 733 sayih karan ile belirlenen I.Derece Arkeolojik Sit Alaninda sit alani
derece degisikligi dnerilerek, Antalya Koruma Kurulunun 15.3.1998 giin ve 3771 sayili karan
ile uygun bulunan planda plan tadilati yapilmasinin, Dogu Nekropol alaninda kazi ¢aligmasi
veya kapsaml1 bir arkeolojik belgeleme yapilmadigy, ylizeydeki meveut yapi kalintilar ile de
bu alamn Side Antik Kenti biittiniintin bir pargas: oldugundan sit alani derece degisikligi ve
buna bagl plan tadilati Gnerisinin uygun bulunmadigma (Olumsuz), bu alanda Antalya
Koruma Kurulunun 15.3.1998 giin ve 3771 sayili karan ile uygun bulunan plamin gegerli

olduguna karar verildi.

E . R
BASKAN ¢ gilent BAYKAL __ BASKAN YARDIMCISI
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T.C.
KULTUR ve TURIZM BAKANLIGI

KULTUR VE TABIAT VARLIKLARINI KORUMA

YUKSEK KURULU
Toplanti No. ve Tarihi : 74 03.04.2007 Toplant Yeri
Karar No. ve Tarihi : 726 03.04.2007 ANKARA
KARAR

Side Belediyesince hazirlatilan Side- Selimiye Kéyti Dogu Nekropol Alan Koruma
Amagh Imar Plam Revizyonu ve buna dayanarak sit alam derece degisikligi Onerisinin
Antalya Kiiltiir ve Tabiat Varliklanm Koruma Bolge Kurulunun 10.11.2006 tarih ve 1278
sayil karan ile reddedilmesi iizerine Side Belediye Bagkanhfinca Kiltir ve Tabiat
Varliklarim Koruma Yitksek Kuruluna yapilan itirazin degerlendirilmesi sonucunda;

Nekropol alanlarinin, 2863 sayili Kanunun 6 nct maddesi kapsammnda korunmasi
gerekli kiiltir varliklarindan olmasi,

Yiizeydeki meveut yap: kalintilan ile Side Antik Kenti biitliniintin bir pargasi oldufu
anlagilan Dogu Nekropol alamnda kazi ¢aligmas: veya Kapsamli bir arkeolojik belgeleme
yapilmamig olmasi,

Sit derece degisikliginin talebinin bilimsel gerckgelere dayanmamasi, alandaki meveut
izinsiz yapilagmaya dayanilarak onerilmesi,

hususlan goz ontine alindiginda, Antalya Kiiltiir ve Tabiat Varliklanm Koruma Bolge
Kurulunca alinan 10.11.2006 tarth ve 1278 sayih kararin uygun olduguna,

Dogu Nekropol alaminda onayll Koruma Amagh Imar Plaminda yer alan gegici
otopark. izinsiz yapilan futbol sahalan ve tribiinleri ile arkeolojik sit alanmi olumsuz
etkileyen Fen Isleri yapilarinin kaldirilarak sit alam digina tasimmasi gerektiginin belediyesine

bildirilmesine,

karar verildi.
BASKAN
ISEN (Prof. Dr. Mustafa)
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Cevre ve Orman Bak. Vakiflar Gn.Md. Yrd, Enerji ve Tabii Kaynaklar Bak. Gevre ve Orman Bak.
Orman Gn. Md. Yrd. Maden Isleri Gn.Md. Yrd. Doga Koruma ve Milli Parklar
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T:C.
KULTUR VE TURIZM BAKANLIGI
ANTALYA KULTUR VE TABIAT VARLIKLARINI
KORUMA BOLGE KURULU

KARAR
Toplanti Tarihi ve No. : 22.01.2008/63 Toplant1 Yeri
Karar Tarihi ve No. :22.01.2008/2156 ANTALYA

Antalya ili, Manavgat ligesi, Side Turizm Alam kapsaminda kalan Side Antik Kenti
I.Derece Arkeolojik Sit Alaninda Antalya Koruma Kurulunun 7.6.1995 giin ve 2584 sayili
Karariyla uygun bulunan Koruma Amagh Revize imar Planuun onay stireci ve revizyonuna
iliskin millga Kiiltir Bakanlign Hukuk Misavirliginin 20.1.1998 giin ve 287 sayili yazisi,
Antalya Koruma Kurulunun 15.3.1998 glin ve 3771 sayili, 23.7.1999 giin ve 4303 sayih
kararlari, Yatinm ve Isletmeler Genel Miidiirliglingn 5.12.2007 giin ve 203650 sayili yazisi,
okundu, ekleri ile dosyas: incelendi, yapilan gériigmeler sonucunda;

Antalya ili, Manavgat Ilgesi, Side Turizm Alani kapsaminda kalan Side Antik Kenti
LDerece Arkeolojik Sit Alani Koruma Amagh Revize Imar Planina iliskin Yatinm ve
Isletmeler Genel Miidiirltigtiniin ilgi yazisinda Antalya Koruma Kurulunun 15.03.1998 giin ve
3771 sayili karanyla uygun bulunan Side Antik Kenti Koruma Amagh Revizyon imar Planina
iligkin kararm gegen siire gz oniine alindiginda gegerli olup olmadig, planda revizyona
ihtivag duyulup duyulmadif ve soz konusu alana ait 1/5000 élgekli Koruma Amaglh Nazim
imar Planinin bulunmadig hususlarimin degerlendirilmesi istenmistir.

Antalya [li, Manavgat [lgesi, Side Turizm Alam kapsaminda kalan Side Antik Kenti
sticlart ilk olarak Gayrimenkul Eski Eserler ve Anitlar Yitksek Kurulunun 13.03.1976 giin ve
8994 sayili karari ile tescil edilmis, bu kararla aym zamanda Eski Side $ehri Koruma Plammmn
en kisa sitrede olusturulmas) istenilmistir.

Turizm ve Tanitma Bakanliginca 1/1000 dlgekli olarak hazirlatilan Antik Side Sehri
Koruma ve Uygulama fmar Plam, uygulama raporu, imar yonetmeligi Gayrimenkul Eski
Eserler ve Amtlar Yiiksek Kurulunun 12.05.1978 giin ve A-1109 sayih karanyla uygun
bulunmus, daha sonra bu plan 09.10.1982 giin ve A-3829 sayili kararla revize edilmistir.

Onaylanan Koruma Amagh fmar Planinmn Side kentindeki yogun gelismeler nedeniyle
revizyonu giindeme gelmis ve revizyon galigmalan baglatiimstir.

Bu ¢ahigmalar sirasinda Antalya Koruma Kurulunun 28.03.1990 gin ve 733 sayih
karanyla smirlan son seklini alan 1. Dercce Arkeolojik Sit Alam sinmlannda degisiklik
yapilmasi onerileri uygun bulunmanus, daha sonra Gzellikle Bat Nekropolit olarak
adlandirilan kisimda sit siirlanyla ilgili Idare Mahkemesinde agilan davalar da Kiililir ve
Turizm Bakanli1 lehine sonuglanmigtir.

Gide Antik Kenti Koruma Amagh plan revizyonu Antalya Koruma Kurulunun
07.06.1995 giin ve 2584 saylt karariyla uygun bulunmustur. :

Antalya Koruma Kurulunca uygun bulupan planin Side Belediye Meclisince
onaylanmamasi sonrasi Belediyenin bu alanda “Tyrizm Amagh Koruma Imar Plam™
yaptirmak  igin Bakanlhktan yetki istemesi ilizerine miilga Kiltir Bakanhg Hukuk
Miisavirliginin makam onaylt giritglerini igeren 20.01.1998 giin ve 287 sayili yazisinda;

2863 sayih yasansin 6zel bir yasa oldugfu ve sncelikle uygulanmasi gerektigi, o dénem
yitrtirlikteki yasanin 17. maddesine gore, Koruma kurullarinca uygun bulunan degisiklik
tekliflerinin bu tebligattan en geg bir ay icerisinde Belediye Meclisince karara baglanacagy,
karar alinmadig takdirde Belediye meclisi kararina liizum kalmaksizin Koruma Kurullarinca
karara baglanan hususlarda degisiklik teklifinin kesinlegecegi belirtilmistir.
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Figure A. 39: The decisions of the High and Regional Conservation Council
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Hukuk Miisavirliginin sdz konusu gériisi dogrultusunda da Antalya Koruma
Kurulunun 15.03.1998 giin ve 3771, 23.07.1999 giin ve 4303 sayih kararlaniyla Antalya
Koruma Kurulunun 07.06.1995 giin ve 2584 sayili karanyla uygun bulunan 1/1000 Glgekli
Koruma Amagch Imar Plani revizyonunun gegerli olduguna karar verilmistir.

Side Beledive Baskanhginca bu karann iptali igin Idare Mahkemesinde agilan dava da
Killtiir Bakanlii lehine sonuglanmis ve mahkemenin karan Danistay tarafindan
onaylanmigtir.

Bu hususlar dogrultusunda Antalya Koruma Kurulunun 15.03.1998 giin ve 3771 sayih
karaniyla uygun bulunan 1/1000 6lgekli Koruma Amagh lmar Planinim, ilk olarak Turizm ve
Tamtma Bakanhginca hazirlanan ve Gayrimenkul Eski Eserler ve Amitlar Yitksek Kurulunun
09.10.1982 giin ve A-3829 sayih karanyla uygun bulunan plamin revizyonu olduguna ve
alnan karar ile karann eki plan paftalannin ilgili kurumlarla birlikte mitllga Turizm Bakanhg
Yatrimlar Genel Miidirlagiine de gonderildigine,

O donemde hazirlanan ilk planin 1/1000 6lgekli olmasi ve revizyon imar plam
degerlendirmesinin 1/1000 &lgekli onayli plan {izerinden yapiimas: nedeniyle 1/5000 Slgekli
planinin bulunmadiina,

Koruma Kurulu karan sonrasi onay igleminin gergeklestinlmemesiyle ilgili Hukuk
Miigavirligi goriiglt alinarak Koruma Amagli Revizyon Imar Planimmn gegerli olduguyla ilgili
karar alindigina,

Koruma Amagh Imar Planinda asl olamin, plamn plan kararlanyla sinich kalmayip
uygulamasinin yapilmas: ve izinsiz olan uygulamalann kaldinlmasinin olduguna,

Soz konusu planda Belediyesince revizyon talep edilmesi durumunda, 8nerinin 5226-
3386 sayih  yasalarla defiisik 2863 sayih  yasa kapsaminda Kurulumuzca
degerlendirilebilecegtine karar verildi.

ASLl GIBIDIR
BASKAN BASKAN YARDIMCIST
Dog.Dr.Giil ASATEKIN ; Prof.Dr. Havva ISIK
IMZA H.Biilent BAYKAL (BULUNMADI)
Balae Kuruly MOdor
Uye Uye Uye
Dr.Zekeriya SIMSIR Prof Dr.Ziya GENCEL Y .Mim.Feridun UYAR
IMZA IMZA IMZA
Uye Uye Uye
Av.Mesut AKAR Metin CAZ Giiner KOZDERE
IMZA Side Belediye Tem. Side Miize Md.
IMZA IMZA
Uye Uye Uye
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KULTUR VE TURIZM BAKANLIGI
Kilttir Varhiklar: ve Mizeler Genel Mudfrliigi
Antalya Kiiltlir ve Tabiat Varhklarint Koruma Bélge Kurulu Midtirluza

¥ IJ: nul- !
APARgL nunﬂlql

SAYT : B.16.0.KTV.4.07/ 07.10.2./4/126/218 ANTALYA
KONU: Antalya [li, Manavgat Tlgesi, 1L.o%.2c0 ?/ 23e
Side Beldesi, Side Antikkent

LDer Arkeolojik Sit Alant iginde
Bulunan izinsiz uygulamalar.

SIDE BELEDIYE BASKANLIGINA

Ozii yukanida belirtilen konu hakkinda Antalya Kiiitiir ve Tabiat Varhklarm Koruma
Bélge Kurulu tarafindan alinan 01.05.2008 giin ve 2332 sayili kurul karani ekte

gonderilmektedir.
Bilgilerinizi ve geregini arz ve rica ederim.

SN H. Bulent BAYKAL
\}} Bolge Kurulu Midiirii
EK: N e N3
1-Karar o~ \'D
el by
o
Geregi Igin: Bilgi Igin:

-Antalya Valiligi -Kiiltiir Varliklan ve Miizeler Gn.Md.
(Il Ktiltiir ve Turizm Md.) (Kurullar Dai.Bsk.)

(Kurullar Dai.Bgk.)

-Manavgat Kaymakamli g

(Side Miize Md.)

-Manavgat Cumhuriyet Bagsavcilifima

(01.04.2008 giinlii 2008/3246 sorusturma hk.)

-Side Bld.Bsk.

P Y

met 10.05 . Lo2f

X

Adres : Kiligaslan Mahallesi Zafer Sokak No.6 07100 Kaleici/ ANTALYA
Tel :0(242)2478761-2432160  Faks :0(242)248 3533
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KARAR
Toplantt Tarihi ve No. : 01.05.2008/68 Toplant1 Yeri
Karar Tarihi ve No. : 01.05.2008/2332 ANTALYA

Antalya ili, Manavgat [gesi. Side Beldesi, Side Antik Kenti I.Derece Arkeolojik Sit
Alamnda 212, 215, 217,221, parsellerin de iginde bulundugu bat nekropolll i¢inde, Side
Koruma Amach Revize Imar Planinda *Arastirma ve Cevre Dilzenlemesi Yapilacak Alan™
karari getirilen 460 nolu parsel ile Side genelinde bulunan izinsiz uygulamalar ile Antalya
Koruma Kurulunun 25.3.1998 giin ve 3771 sayili karar ile uygun bulunan Side Koruma
Amagh Revize Imar Plaminda “Arastirma ve Cevre Diizenlemesi Yapilacak Alan” karari
getirilen 321 ve 522 parsellerin imar plami ile parsel lgegindeki yapilasma kararlarndaki
celiskiye iliskin Antalya Koruma Kurulunun 28.03.1990 giin ve 733 sayili. 22.08,1995 giin ve
2641, 22.04.1999 giin ve 4200 sayili, 23.07.1999 giin ve 4303 sayih, 30.01.2001 giin ve 4886
sayill, 21.05.2004 giin ve 6324 sayil kararlan ile Antalya Koruma Bélge Kurulunun
25.03.2005 giin ve 320 sayili, 08.11.2007 giin ve 1946 sayili ve 21.02. 2008 giin ve 2186
sayili kararlar, Antalya Koruma Bélge Kurulu Midiirliigtinin 20.03.2008 giin ve 752 sayili
ve 03.04.2008 giin ve 941 sayil yazilan, Side Miize Miidiirliigiiniin 4.4.2008 giin ve 302
sayili, 7.4.2008 giin ve 309 ve 310 sayil, 11.04.2008 giin ve 317 sayil ve 22.04.2008 giin ve
376 sayih yazilar ile Manavgat Kaymakamhg Cumhuriyet Bagsaveiliginm 01.04.2008 giin
ve 20083246 sayili vazisi, Antalya Koruma Bélge Kurulu Midirliigli uzmanlannca
hazirlanan 30.04.2008 giin ve 367 sayili rapor okundu, ekleri ve dosyas: incelendi, yapilan
gériigmeler sonucunda:

Antalya Ili, Manavgat llgesi, Selimiye Koyii, Side Antik Kenti Gayrimenkul Eski
Eserler ve Amtlar Yiiksek Kurulunun 13.03.1976 giin ve 8994 sayili karan ile tescil edilerek
nekropolii ve korunmas: gerekli arkeolojik alam igine alan koruma alanmin uygun bulundugu,
Kiiltiir ve Turizm Bakanh@ Planlama ve Yatimmlar Dairesi Baskanliginca hazirlanan
“Koruma [mar Uygulama Plam™ Yiiksek Kurulun 09.10.1982 giin ve 3829 sayili karar ile
onanarak uygulamaya konuldugu,

Antalya Koruma Kurulunun 28.03.1990 giin ve 733 sayili karan ile de Side Antik
Kenti I. Derece Arkeolojik Sit Alam simirlan 1/1000 8lgekli paftasinda gosterildigi sekliyle
son halini aldig,

Side Antik Kenti Koruma Amagl Revize Imar Plam Antalya Koruma Kurulunun
07.06.1995 giin ve 2584 sayih karan ile uygun bulundugn ve Antalya Koruma Kurulunun
25.03.1998 glin ve 3771 sayih karan ile de kesinleserek uygulamaya konuldufu Antalya
Koruma Bélge Kurulu Miidiirliigii uzmanlannca hazirlanan rapordan anlasilmstir.

Antalya Ili. Manaveat {lgesi, Side Beldesi, Side Antik Kenti I.Derece Arkeolojik Sit
Alaninda “Meveut hali ile korunacak sit alai™ karart getirilen Dogu ve Bati Nekropoliinde
yer alan bazi parsellerdeki izinsiz uygulamalarin Side Miize Miidiirliifii uzmanlarmca tespit
edilerek Antalya Koruma Bilge Kurulu Miidiirltigiine bildirildigi. Antalya Koruma Bélge
Kurulu Midirligtintin 20.03.2008 giin ve 752 ve 03.04.2008 giin ve 941 sayili yazilan ile
izinsiz uygulamalarn kaldimimasina yonelik almmg kurul Kararlar dogrultusunda Side Antik

Figure A. 42: The decisions of the High and Regional Conservation Council
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Kentindeki tiim izinsiz uygulamalanin Beledivesince kaldinlarak hazirlanacak bilgi ve
belgelerin Kurulumuza sunuimak tizere istenildigi halde génderilmediginin anlagildigina, 212,
215, 217, parsellerin de i¢inde bulundugu Dogu ve Bati Nekropol alaminda kalan ve Antalya
Koruma Kurulunun 25.03.1998 giin ve 3771 sayil karan ile uygun bulunan Side Antik Kenti
Koruma Amagh Revize Imar Plaminda kesin insaat yasagi getirilen parsellerin, Antalya
Koruma Kurulunun 25.3.1998 gtin ve 3771 sayih karar ile uygun bulunan Side Koruma
Amagh Revize Imar Planinda “Arasrma ve Cevre Diizenlemesi Yapilacak Alan” karari
getirilen 460 nolu parselin, Side Antik Kenti I. Derece Arkeolojik Sit Alam igindeki tim
_izinsiz_uygulamalarin, 3386-5226 sayilh Yasalarla degisik 2863 sayili yasann 9. ve 16.
maddelerine, Koruma Yilksek Kurulu ilke karerlarna, onayl koruma imar plani ile
Kurulumuz kararlarma aykm olarak yapilan izinsiz uygulamalar haklanda yasal iglem
baslatilip, izinsiz uvgulamalarin Side Belediyesince kaldirilmasi, Antalya Koruma Kurulunun
28.03.1990 giin ve 733 sayili, 22.08.1995 giln ve 2641, 22.04.1999 giin ve 4200 sayl,
123.07.1999 giin ve 4303 sayili, 30.01.200] gfin ve 4886 sayil1,21.05.2004 giin ve 6324 sayih
kararlan ile Kurulumuzun 25.03.2005 giin ve 320 sayili, 08,11.2007 giin ye 1946 sayih ve
21.02. 2008 giin ve 2186 sayili kararlannda bir cok kez istenmistir.

Ancak Side Miize Miidiirliginiin ilgili yazilarindan Dogu ve Bati Nekropolil ile
Koyigi Mevkiini de iceren Side genelindeki izinsiz uygulamalara yonelik gegmisten
ciiniimiize siirekli yasal islem yapildigy; ancak her turizm sezonunda kagak yapilasmalarin
artarak devam ettigi anlaglmigtit.

_Side antik kentindeki tiim bu kagak ve izinsiz yapilagmalar sonucu antik_kentin
bugiinkii olumsuz gdriindsine ulasmas: nedeniyle tiim bu olumsuziuklarn giderilmesi
amactyla,  3386-5226 sayil yasalara deisik 2863 sayih yasanin “izinsiz Miidabale ve
kullanma Yasag” baghkh 9. maddesi kapsamuindaki aykin uygulamalarin “Ruhsatsiz yapt
Yasag” baghkh 16. maddesi uyarinca Side genelindeki tim izinsiz uygulamalara iliskin
alinus olan ve yukarda bahsedilen kurul kararlart Koruma Yiiksek Kurulu ilke kararlari ile
onayl Side Koruma Amagh revize Imar Plan: ve plan hilkiimletine aykiri Side Antik Kenti 1.
Derece Arkeolojik Sit Alam igindeki tim izinsiz uygulamalarmn“Kararlara Uyma
Zorunlulugy” baslikis 61, maddesinde; “Kamu kurum ve kurululari ve belediyeler ile gercek
e tiizel kigiler. Koruma Yiiksek Kurulu ve Koruma Bslge Kurullanmn kararlaria uymak
zornmdadir” denildiginden ivedilikle Belediyesince kaldirilarak Kurulumuza bilgi verilmesine:

Side Antik Kenti IDercce Arkeolojik Sit alamnda 521 ve 522 parsellerde yapilan
izinsiz uygulamalara yonelik ise, Side Miize Miidfirliigli uzmaniarinca hazirlanan rapordan
stz konusu tasinmazlarin Antalya Keruma Kurulunun 25.03.1998 giin ve 3771 sayil karar
ile uygun bulunan Side Koruma Amagh Revizyon Imar Planinda korunmasi gerekli tescilli
Arkeolojik Kiiltiir Varliklarmm gevresinde belitlenen ve bu yapilann korunmasi, ziyaret
edilebilmesi ve incelenebilmesi igin yeni yapilasmadan arindirilarak ve bu planlama
cahismasinin bir pargas: olan 1/500 6lgekli avan projelers uygun olarak uygulama ¢evre

BBlilent KAL
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diizenleme uygulama projelerinin yapiimasi gereken alanlan igeren “Aragtirma ve gevre
diizenlemesi vapilacak alanlar” plan hitkmil getirilen parsellerden oldugu ve plan eki Ek:3
Liste de belirtilen mudahaleler kapsaminda cevreye uyumlu hale getirilmesine ydnelik
mildahale bicimleri belirlendigi, soz konusu plan hitkmiinde yer alan bu alanlarn yeni
vapilasmadan arndinlmasi ile plan eki Ek 3 listeye gére yapilann gevreye uyumlu hale
getirilmesine yonelik parsel &lgegindeki miidahale bigimlerinin ¢eligkili olmasi nedeniyle
Antalva Koruma Kurulunun 25.03.1998 giin ve 3771 sayih karan ile uygun bulunan, Side
Koruma Amagh Imar Plam ve Plan Hilkmiintin esas oldugu, Arastrma ve gevre diizenlemesi
vapilacak alanlann yeni vapilasmadan anndimimasina yonelik bu alanlara iliskin Antalya
Koruma Bolge Kurulu Miidiirliigii uzmanlarinca hazirlanan karanmiz eki listede parsel
numarasi, yapi adi ve miidahale bigimi belirtilen (tescilli yapilar hari¢) tiim yapilarin ilgili
belediyesince ivedilikle kaldirilarak plan hikmii geregi bu alanlarm yeni yapilasmadan
armdirilmasina. sonucundan Kurulumuza bilgi verilmesine, bu alanlara iliskin uygulama
¢evre diizenleme uygulama projelerinin hazirlanarak kurulumuza getirilmesine karar verildi.

Bolge Kuruiu Madara

BASKAN BASKAN YARDIMCISI
Dog.Dr.Giil ASATEKIN Prof.Dr.Havva ISIK
(BULUNMADI) IMZA
Uye Uye : ﬁyg
Dr.Zekeriya SIMSIR Prof.Dr.Ziya GENCEL Y Mim.Feridun UYAR
IMZA IMZA MZA
Uye Oye Uye
Av.Mesut AKAR Dr.Sinan GENIM Metin CAZ
(BULUNMADI) MzA Sidel Bld. Tem.
IMZA
Uve Uve Uye
Side Miize Md.
(BULUNMADI)

Toplant Tarihi ve No. : 01.05.2008/68
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KULTUR VE TURIZM BAKANLIGI
Antalya Kiiltiir ve Tabiat Varliklannt Koruma Bolge Kurnlu Miidirligu

SAYI : B.16.0.KVM.4.07.00.02/07.10.2.1 G IS5 ANTALYA
KONU: Antalya lli, Manavgat Ilgesi,Side Beldesi, 2§.../12/2009
Side Antik Kenti 1.Derece Arkeolojik Sit
Alamindaki uygulamalar hk.

DGY.Y.

Ozii yukarida belirtilen konu hakkinda Antalya Kiiltiir ve Tabiat Varliklarim Koruma
Bélge Kurulu tarafindan alnan 22.12.2009 gin ve 3670 sayilt kurul karan ekte

gonderilmektedir.
Bilgilerinizi ve geregini arz ve rica ederim.

Melike GUL
Bolge Kurulu Miidiiri

EK:
1- Karar

DAGITIM:
_Kiiltiir Varliklari ve Miizeler Gn.Md.

-Manavgat Kaymakamlifina
(Side Miize Md.)
-Side Belediye Bask.

24.12.2009 Dakt.A DIKBAS &S
25122009 E.BOYACIOGLU £3
23..12.2009 Mim.U.OGUZ / ux0,

il

Kiligaslan Mahallesi Zafer Sokak No.6 07100 KaleigVANTALYA Ayrmtih Bilgi fcin: FBOYACIOGLUUzman
Tel :0(242)2478761-2432160 Faks :0(242) 2483533
e-posta: antalyakurul @kulturturizm.gov.te Elektronik Ag: www.kulturturizm.gov.tr
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Antalya {li, Manavgat flgesi, Side Beldesi, Side Antik Kenti I.Derece Arkeolojik Sit
Alaninda bulunan ve Antalya Koruma Kurulunun 25.3.1998 tarih ve 3771 sayili karan ile
onaylanan Side Koruma Amagh Imar Planinda bir kismuna “Rekreatif Amagh Ticari
Kullanim” bir kismuna da “Aragtirma ve Cevre Diizenlemesi Yapilacak Alan” karan getirilen
303 parsele verilen 28.02.2005 tarihli ingaat ruhsati ve Antalya Koruma Kurulunun
05.03.2004 tarih ve 6210 sayih karannin Bakanligimiza karsi agilan iptal davasinmm temyiz
sonucuna iligkin Kiiltir ve Turizm Bakanlii Hukuk Misavirliginin 21.05.2009 tarih ve
B.16.0.HKM.0.030.641.02-13733-96396 sayili yazisi eki Damstay 6.Dairenin 23.12.2008
tarih ve E:2008/7208, K:2008/9510 sayili onama kararinda belirtilen ek gerekge ile Side Antik
Kenti I Derece Arkeolojik Sit Alamindaki uygulamalarin celiskili olmast nedeniyle konuya
iliskin Antalya Koruma Bélge Kurulu Miidiirliifiinin 23.07.2009 tarih ve 2291 sayih yazisi,
Kiiltiir Varliklan ve Miizeler Genel Mudiirliigiinin 23.11.2009 tarih ve B.16.0.KVM.0.11.
02.00/07.11.13-223209 sayili yazis1 ve eki Kiiltiir ve Turizm Bakanhg Hukuk Miisavirliginin
03.11.2009 tarih ve B.16.0.HKM.0.030.641.02-2009-75/208488 sayih yazist eki 03.11.2009
tarih ve B.16.0. HKM.0.030.641.02-2009-75/208486 sayih Makam Olur’u okundu, ekleri ve
dosyas incelendi, yapilan gorlismeler sonucunda;

Antalya 1li, Manavgat Iigesi, Side Beldesi, Side Antik Kenti 1.Derece Arkeolojik Sit
Alaninda bulunan ve Antalya Koruma Kurulunun 25.3.1998 giin ve 3771 sayih karan ile
onaylanan Side Koruma Amagh fmar Plaminda bir kismina ‘Rekreatif Amach Ticari
Kullanim® bir kismina da ‘Arastirma ve Cevre Diizenlemesi Yapilacak Alan’ karar getirilen
303 parsele verilen 28.02.2005 tarihli ingaat ruhsati ve Antalya Koruma Kurulunun
05.03.2004 tarih ve 6210 sayili karan nedeniyle Kiiltiir ve Turizm Bakanhgina karsi agilan
iptal davasinin Antalya 1.Idare Mahkemesinin 06.03.2008 tarih ve E:2007/553,K:2008/467
sayil karari ile Kiiltiir ve Turizim Bakanli aleyhine sonuglanmasi neticesinde Kurulumuzun
01.05.2008 tarih ve 2307 sayili karar ile 303 parsele ilisgkin Antalya Koruma Kurulunun
05.03.2004 tarih ve 6210 sayih karari ile uygun bulunan projenin iptal edildigine,

Antalya 1Idare Mahkemesinin 303 parsele yonelik 06.03.2008 tarih ve
F:2007/553,K:2008/467 sayil karannmn temyiz sonucu Dangtay 6. Daire’nin 23.12.2008 tarih
ve E:2008/7208. K:2008/9510 sayili onama karani incelendiginde; Kiiltiir ve Tabiat
Varliklarini Koruma Yiiksek Kurulunun I.Derece Arkeolojik Sit Alanlarina iligkin 05.11.1999
tarih ve 658 sayili ilke kararina gore dava konusu yapi ruhsati ve proje ile ongdriilen
yapilagmaya izin verilemeyecegi gerekgesi de eklenerek onandigina, 3

Antalya Koruma Kurulunun 25.3.1998 giin ve 3771 sayil karan ile onaylanan Side
Koruma Amaglt Revize Imar Plani ve plan hitkiimleri dogrultusunda yapilan uygulamalar ile
ilgi yaz: eki Danigtay 6. Daire’nin onama kararinda belirtilen Kiiltlir ve Tabiat Varliklarim
Koruma Yiiksek Kurulunun I.Derece Arkeolojik Sit Alanlarina iliskin 05.11.1999 tarih ve 658
sayili ilke kararma dayandirilan ek gerekgenin geliskili olmasi nedeniyle Side Antik Kentinin
tescil ve planlama siireci ve Koruma Yiksek Kurulunun ilgili ilke kararlani dikkate ahnarak
Antalya Koruma Bolge Kumlu Midiirligtiniin 23.07.2009 tarih ve 2291 sayil yazisi ile
Kiiltiir ve Turizm Bakanhg Hukuk Miisavirligi gorigline ihtiyac duyuldugunun Kiiltiic
Varliklar1 ve Miizeler Genel Miidiirliigiine bildirildigine, SRy

B6lge Klrulu Midir

Figure A. 46: The decisions of the High and Regional Conservation Council
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Kiiltiir Varliklan ve Miizeler Genel Miidiirligiiniin 23.11.2009 tarih ve B.16.0.KVM.
0.11.02.00/07.11.13-223209 sayili yazisi ve eki Kiltiir ve Turizm Bakanlign Hukuk
Miisavirliginin 03.11.2009 tarih ve B.16.0.HKM.0.030.641.02-2009-75/208488 sayil1 yazist
ki 03.11.2009 tarih ve B.16.0. HKM.0.030.641.02-2009-75/208486 sayilt Makam Olur’u
incelendiginde; Antalya Koruma Kurulunun 25.3.1998 giin ve 3771 sayi ile alinan karar ilke
kararina aykiri veya geliskili hitkiimler tagiyor isc yapilacak uygnlamalarda Koruma Yiiksek
Kurulunun 05.11.1999 tarih ve 658 sayili ilke kararma gore hareket edilmesinin uygun
olacag diistiniilmekte denilerek goriige iligkin Makam Olur’u alindigina,

Darngtay onama karari ve Kiiltiir ve Turizm Bakanligy Makam Olur’unda Side Antik
Kenti IDerece Arkeolojik Sit Alanndaki tim uygulamalarn Antalya Koruma Kurulunun
25.3.1998 giin ve 3771 sayli karari ile onaylanan Side Koruma Amagh Revize Imar Plani ve
plan hiikiimleri dogrultusunda yiiriitiildigd halde stz konusu plan ve plan hitkiimlerinin
dikkate alinmadigina,

Damstay Onama Karari nedeniyle Side Antik Kentinin tescil ve planlama siireci
incelendiginde;

Side Antik Kenti sirlarmimn ilk olarak Gayrimenkul Eski Eserler ve Anitlar Yiiksek
Kurulunun 13.03.1976 giin ve 8994 sayih karan ile tescil edildigine, bu kararla aym zamanda
‘Eski Side Sehri Koruma Plani’nin en kisa siirede olugturulmasinin istenildigine,

Turizm ve Tamima Bakanlimca 1/1000 dlgekli olarak hazirlatilan Antik Side Sehri
Koruma ve Uygulama Imar Plani, uygulama rapom, imar y6netmeligi Gayrimenkul Eski
Eserer ve Amtlar Yiiksek Kurulunun 12.05.1978 giin ve A-1109 sayili karartyla uygun
bulundugunun Side Kaleici ve digmdaki nekropol alanindaki yapilanmanin kesinlikle
sakincalr oldugunun belirtildigine, daha sonra bu planin Bakanlar Kurulunun 26.04.1982
tarihli karari dogrultusunda 09.10.1982 giin ve A-3829 sayil kararla revize edildigine,

Komma Yiiksek Kurulunun 2.2,1990 tarih ve 112 sayili karan dogrultusunda Antaiya
Koruma Kurulunun 28.03.1990 tarih ve 733 sayili karan ile de Side Antik Kenti I.Derece
Arkeolojik Sit smurlart genisletilerek Antik Side Kenti Koruma Imar Plamma iligkin
yiiriirlitkteki tiim kurul kararlarinin gegerli olduguna karar verildigine,

Gayrimenkul Eski Eserler ve Anitlar Yiiksek Kurulunun 08.10.1982 giin ve A-3829
sayili karan ile onaylanan Koruma Amagli fmar Planmin Side kentindeki yogun geligmeler
nedeniyle revizyon galigmalannin baglatildiina, bu kapsamda Side Belediyesi Side Antik
Kenti planlama gabsmalarma iligkin ‘Koruma Plami Sozlegmesi’nin bir 6megini Antalya
Koruma Kurulu Midiirligine gonderdigine, yapilan inceleme sonucu Antalya Koruma
Kurulu Miidiirligiiniin 29.05.1992 tarih ve 943 sayili yazisi ile Kiiltiir ve Tabiat Varliklarim
Koruma Genel Miidiirliigiinden bu alanm ozel konumu nedeniyle planlama alam olarak
belirlenen I.Derece Arkeolojik Sit Alamndaki plan kararlannin 2863 sayth yasa ve ilke

kararlan ile celigmemesi igin nasil bir kullamm karari dizisi iginde planlanacaginin

agiklanmasinin istenildigine,
#\aﬁf"“‘j&:%_
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Kiiltiir ve Tabiat Varliklarim Koruma Genel Miidiirliigiiniin 25 .06.1992 tarih ve 2183
sayilll yazisinda 2863- 3386 sayli yasamn 17. Maddesi geregi sit alam olarak ilan
edilenyerlerde Koruma Amagli fmar Plan: yapilmasiun zorunlu oldugunun, her sit alammn
kendine Gzgii karakterinin olmasinin, sorun ve gbziimlerin diger bir sit alamindan farklilik
gostermesi nedeniyle yapilacak planlama galismalaninn -da tek tip olmasinin olanaksiz
oldugunun, Side Antik Kenti ILDerece Arkeolojik Sit Alani igin yapilacak planlama
caligmalannda, ilkelerin saptanmasi, plan asamalanmn ve uygulamalarimin denetlenmesine
iligkin yetkilerin Antalya Koruma Kurulunda oldugunun ve bu planin 2863- 3386 sayil yasa
dogrultusunda degerlendirilmesi gerektiginin, belirtildigine,

Bu gahsmalar sirasinda Antalya Koruma Kurulunun 28.03.1990 giin ve 733 sayih

@  Laranyla sinlan son geklini alan I Derece Arkeolojik Sit Alam simirlarinda degigiklik
yapilmasi Gnerilerinin uygun bulunmadipina, daha sonra Bati Nekropolii olarak adlandinilan
kisimda IDerece Arkeolojik Sit Alammn IILDerece Arkeolojik Sit Alanma doniistiiriilme
dnerisinin Antalya Koruma Kurulunun 13.09.1993 tarih ve 1961 sayih karan ile uygun
bulunmadigina, bunun iizerine Ozellikle Bat Nekropolii olarak adlandirilan kisimda sit
siurlariyla ilgili {dare Mahkemesinde agilan davalarn da Kiltiir ve Turizm Bakanlig: lehine

sonuglandigina,
Side Antik Kenti Koruma Amagh plan revizyonunun Antalya Koruma Kurulunun

07.06.1995 giin ve 2584 sayil kararyla uygun bulunduguna,
Antalya Koruma Kurulunca uygun bulunan planin Side Belediye Meclisince
onaylanmamas1 SONrasi Belediyenin bu alanda “Turizm Amagh Koruma lmar Plam”
yaptrmak igin Bakanliktan yetki istemesi izerine millga Kiiltir Bakanhfi Hukuk
Miisavirliginin makam onaylt gortiglerini igeren 20.01.1998 giin ve 287 sayili yazisinda;

2863 sayili yasanin 6zel bir yasa oldugunun ve tncelikle uygulanmas: gerektiginin, o
dénem yliriirlitkteki yasanin 17. maddesine gore, Koruma kurullarinca uygun bulunan
depisiklik tekliflerinin bu tebligattan en geg bir ay icerisinde Belediye Meclisince karara

4@  baglanacafinn, karar alnmadigi takdirde Belediye meclisi kararina lizum kalmaksizin
Koruma Kurullarmca karara baglanan hususlarda degisiklik teklifinin kesinlegeceginin,
belirtildigine,

Hukuk Miisavirliginin stz konusw gorisil dogrultusunda da Antalya Koruma s
Kurulunun 25.03.1998 tarih ve 3771 sayili karar ile Antalya Koruma Kurulunun 07.06.1995
glin ve 2584 sayili kararyla uygun bulunan 1/1000 dlgekli Koruma Amagh [mar Plam
revizyonunun gegerli olduffuna karar verildigine,

Kiiltiir ve Tabiat Varliklarm Koruma Genel Miidiirliigiiniin 16.06.1999 tarih ve 2860
sayili yazisinda“... Side Koruma Amagli Revizyon Imar Planinda yer alan bazi bélgeleme ve
plan kararlar ile lejant hiikiimlerinin Arkeolojik Sit alanlarma iligkin alinan ve yuriirlikte
bulunan Yiiksek Kurul Ilke Kararlan ile uyusmadigr’ belirtilerek ilgili ilke kararlar1 esas
alinarak Antalya Koruma Kurulunda yeniden degerlendirilmesinin istenildigine, konunun
Antalya Koruma Kurulunda degerlendirilerek 23.07.1999 giin ve 4303 sayili karar ile Antalya
Koruma Kurulunun 25.03.1998 tarih ve 3771 sayili kararyla yiriirliige konan Side Antik
Kenti Koruma Amagh Revizyon Imar Planinn gegerli olduguna karar verildigine,

Ty
sLt Glgipir

Rl
< 5

Bolae Kurulu Modura

Figure A. 48: The decisions of the High and Regional Conservation Council

239




1.0
KULTUR VE TURIZM BAKANLIGI
ANTALYA KULTUR VE TABIAT VARLIKLARINI
KORUMA BOLGE KURULU

KARAR
Toplanti Tarihi ve No. : 22.12.2009/109 Toplant1 Yeri
Karar Tarihi ve No. :22.12.2009/3670 ANTALYA
4

Side Belediye Bagkanlifinca bu kararin iptali igin Idare Mahkemesinde agilan davanin
da Kiiltiir Bakanlig: lehine sonuglandifn ve mahkemenin kararimn Danistay tarafindan
onaylandigma,

Antalya Koruma Kurulunun 28.3.1990 giin ve 733 sayih karan ile belirlenen L.Derece
Arkeolojik Sit Alaninda sit alani derece degisikligi onerilerek, Antalya Koruma Kurulunun
25.3.1998 giin ve 3771 sayih karan ile uygun bulunan planda plan tadilati yapimmna iligkin
Side Belediye Bagkanligi Imar Isleri Miidiirliigiiniin 11.9.2006 giin ve 553 sayih yazisi
nedeniyle konunun Kurulumuzun 10.11.2006 tarihli toplantisinda yeniden degerlendirilerek
1278 sayih kararin alindifina, soz konusu kararda, dogu Nekropol alaninda kazi ¢aligmasi
veya kapsaml bir arkeolojik belgeleme yapilmadigindan yiizeydeki meveut yap: kalintilan ile
de bu alanin Side Antik Kenti biitiiniiniin bir par¢asi oldugundan sit alam derece degisikligi ve
buna bagh plan tadilati nerisinin uygun bulunmadi@ belirtilerek bu alanda Antalya Koruma
Kurulunun 15.3.1998 giin ve 3771 sayili karan ile uygun bulunan planin gecerli olduguna
karar verildigine,

Side Belediye Bagkanlifinca yukarida detayli agiklanan karara karsi Kiiltiir ve Tabiat
Varhiklanm Koruma Yiiksek Kuruluna yapilan itiraz nedeniyle konunun Koruma Yiiksek
Kurulunda degerlendirilerek 03.04.2007 tarih ve 726 sayili karar ile Kurnlumuzun 10.11.2006
tarih ve 1278 sayih karanimin uygun oldugunun, belirtildigine,

Side Turizm Alam kapsaminda kalan Side Antik Kenti [.Derece Arkeolojik Sit Alamt
Koruma Amach Revize Imar Planina iliskin Yatinm ve Isletmeler Genel Miidiirliigiiniin
05.12.2007 giin ve 203650 sayih yazis1 ile Antalya Koruma Kurulunun 25.03.1998 giin ve
3771 sayih karariyla uygun bulunan Side Antik Kenti Koruma Amagh Revizyon fmar Planina
iligkin kararin gegen siire géz oniine alindiginda gegerli olup olmadifinin, planda revizyona
ihtiyag duyulup duyulmadifmm ve séz konusu alana ait 1/5000 olgekli Koruma Amagh
Nazim Imar Plamnin bulunmadifi hususlarinin degerlendirilmesinin istenilmesi iizerine ve
Kurulumuzun 22.01.2008 tarih ve 2156 sayih kararinda, Antalya Koruma Kurulunun
15.03.1998 giin ve 3771 sayili karariyla uygun bulunan 1/1000 8lgekli Koruma Amagh Imar
Planimin, jlk olarak Turizm ve Tanitma Bakanlifinca hazirlanan ve Gayrimenkul Eski Eserler
ve Amtlar Yiiksek Kurulunun 09.10.1982 giin ve A-3829 sayili karaniyla uygun bulunan
planin revizyonu oldugunun ve alnan karar ile kararin eki plan paftalarnin ilgili kurumlarla
hirlikte miilga Turizm Bakanlif Yatinmlar Genel Miidiirliigiine de génderildiginin,

O dénemde hazirlanan ilk plamn 1/1000 olgekli olmasi ve revizyon imar plam
degerlendirmesinin 1/1000 &lgekli onayl: plan iizerinden yapiimas: nedeniyle 1/5000 8lgekli
plaminn bulunmadiginin,

Koruma Kurulu karan sonras: onay isleminin gerceklestirilmemesiyle ilgili Hukuk
Miisavirligi goriisii almarak Koruma Amagh Revizyon Imar Planmin gegerli olduguyla ilgili
karar almdiginin,

Koruma Amagh Imar Planinda asil olanin, plamn plan kararlariyla suurl kalmayip
uygulamasinin yapilmasi ve izinsiz olan uygulamalarin kaldirilmas: oldugunun,

Stz konusu planda Belediyesince revizyon talep edilmesi durumunda, Snerinin 2863
sayili yasa kapsaminda Kurulumuzda degerlendirilebileceginin belirtildigine,
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Diger yandan 5226-3386 sayili yasalar ile degisik 2863 sayih yasa kapsamindaki
alanlardaki uygulamalann, bu yasa dogrultusunda hazirlanan Koruma Yiiksek Kurulu ilke
kararlar1 dogrultusunda yiiritiildiigiine,

Aym yasa kapsamindaki alanlarda karar alma yetkisinin Koruma Bélge Kurullarina ait
oldugu, bu alanlarda Resmi Kurumlarca ya da gahislarca yapilan tiim uygulamalarin, Koruma
Yiiksek Kurulu flke Kararlan dogrultusunda Koruma Bolge Kurullarinin kararlarina gére
yapilmasi gerektigine,

Koruma Yiksek Kurulunun 05.11.1999 tarih ve 658 sayih ilke kararna gore;
LDerece Arkeolojik Sit Alanlarinin, korumaya yonelik bilimsel galigmalar diginda aynen

S korunacak sit alanlari olduguna ve bu alanlarda zorunlu altyap: uygulamalan ve gezi yolu
diizenlemesi, agik otopark, we, bilet gisesi bek¢i kuliibesi gibi tinitelerin  haricinde
yapilagmaya izin verilmedigine,
Kiiltiir ve Tabiat Varliklarini Koruma Genel Miidiirliigiintin 18.4.2001 tarih ve 2283
sayill genelgesinde, . Derece Arkeolojik Sit alanlarinda kesinlikle yapilagmaya izin
verilmedigi, 5.11.1999 tarih ve 658 sayil ilke karari geregi soz konusu alanlarda tescilsiz
yapilann onarilamayacagi, ancak tescili yapilara ilgili 660 sayili ilke kararina gore islem
yapilabileceginin belirtildigine,
Sadece INl. Derece Arkeolojik Sit Alanlarimin Koruma- Kullanma kararlan
dogrultusunda yapilagmaya izin verilen Arkeolojik Alanlar cldugu, bu alanlarda, Koruma
Amagl Imar Plan1 yaprlincaya kadar, Koruma Kurulunca Gegis Donemi Koruma Esaslari ve
Kullanma Sartlan belirlendigi ve buna gore yapilagmaya izin verildigine,
Koruma Yiiksek Kurulunun ‘Kentsel Arkeolojik Sit Alanlam Koruma ve Kullanma
Kosullarr’na iligkin 15.04.2005 tarh ve 702 sayil: ilke kararinin da meveut ve tescilli yapilara
yénelik uygulamalara iligkin olduguna,
Antalya Koruma Kurulunun 25.3.1998 giin ve 3771 sayili karari ile onaylanan Side
Koruma Amagh Revize Imar Plan1 ve plan hiikiimleri incelendiginde; planda dogu ve bati
g nekropol alanlanmn ‘Mevcut hali ile korunacak sit alani’ karar ile kesin ingaat yasagi
getirilen alanlar olduguna, ancak koyigi mevkiinde arkeolojik degerler ile birlikte korunmasi
gerekli kentsel dokunun bulundugu ve planin yeni yapilagsma hiikiimlerini de icerdigine, Plan
ve Plan hiikiimleri dogrultusunda kurulumuzea da cesitli defalar yeni yapilagma projelerinin
degerlendirildigine, dolayisiyla Side Antik kenti Koruma Amagh Imar Plani uygulamalarin
Koruma Yiiksek kurulunun 658 sayilt ilke kararimn I.Derece Arkeolojik Sit Alani ile ilgili
kismi ve 702 sayili ilke karar: hiikiimleriyle 6rtiismedigine, 3

Sonug olarak, Side Antik Kentinin yukarida detayl agiklanan tescil ve planlama
siireci, Koruma Yiiksek Kurulunun meveut ilke kararlan, Danistay onama karan ve Kiiltiir ve
Turizm Bakanligi Makam Olur’u, Antalya Koruma Kurulunun 25.3.1998 tarih ve 3771 sayil
karan ile onaylanan Side Koruma Amagli Revize Imar Plami ve plan hu]cumlcnmn 50z kom‘JSL_l
planda yeni yapilasmalarim da yer almasi, Antalya LIdare Mahkemesinin 6.3.2008 tarihli
E:2007/553, K:2008/467 sayili kararina konu olan 303 parsele iligkin verilen karar esas olarak
iligkin oldugu konuda kesin hitkiim tegkil etmekle beraber daha dnce ruhsat almig ve Kurulca
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onaylanmig ingaatlanin 658 sayil ilke karannin getirdii yasak gergevesinde durumlarnmn ne
olacagi, 1978 yilinda plan onaymun ardindan gerek Yiksek Kurul gerekse de Kurulumuz
kararlariyla bu alanda yapilagmaya yonelik izinler verildigi, uygulamalann tamamlandify ve
bu durumun hukuki agidan sorunlar tegkil edecegi dikkate alindiginda;

Side Antik Kentinin 1978 yilindan giiniimiize kadar gegen siireg igerisinde lizerindeki
yerlesim alantyla birlikte yagamim koruma amagh imar plani ile birlikte stirdiirdtgd, bu alanin
planlanma siirecinde Killtir ve Tamitma Bakanhgi, Killiir Bakanhi, Kiltir ve Turizm
Bakanh: gibi isimlerle Kilttr ve Turizm Bakanhigmin Bakanlar Kurulu ile birlikte yer
aldigina,

Antalya Koruma Kurulu ve Kumlumuzea bahse konu koruma amagh imar planina
tigkin 1992 yilindan baglayarak koruma amagh imar planm ve ilke kararlan ile ilgili hususun
Kiiltir Varhklan ve Miizeler Genel Mildirliigi ve Koruma Yilksek Kurulu goriisleri ile
birlikte yurutiildigine, 1992 wilinda Kiiltir ve Tabiat Varhiklanm Koruma Genel
Mikdiirliigiinee verilen her sit alamnn kendine 8zgl karakterinin oldugu, sorun ve gbziimlerin
digier bir sit alamndan farkhilik gostermesi nedeniyle yapilacak planlama galigmalarinin da tek
tip olmasimn olanaksiz oldugunun, Side Antik Kenti LDerece Arkeolojik Sit Alaninin
Koruma amagh imar plam ile korunmasi, bu alandaki plan kararlaninin siirekliliginin devam
etmesi gerektiginin Kurulumuzca da benimsendigine,

Tiim bu hususlar dikkate almarak bundan sonra yapilacak uygulamalara esas tegkil
edecek siirece yonelik izlenilecek yontemin Kiiltiir ve Turizm Bakanlif Kiiltiir Varliklan ve
Miizeler Genel Midiirliigiince degerlendirilmesine, bu siire igerisinde Antalya Koruma
Kurulunun 25.3.1998 giin ve 3771 sayili karan ile onaylanan Side Koruma Amaglh Revize
Imar Plani ve plan hiikiimleri dogrultusunda konulann degerlendirilemeyecegine, karar
verildi.
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Antalya ili, Manavgat {lgesi, Side Beldesi, Side Turizm Merkezi igerisinde Side Antik
Kenti 1.Derece Arkeolojik Sit Alanina yénelik hazirlanan Side Koruma Amagli Imar Plam
Revizyonu kapsaminda Koyigi Mevkiinin Kentsel ve Ill.Derece Arkeolojik Sit Alam olarak
belirlenmesinin prensipte uygun bulundugu ve sit simrlarina iliskin paftanin Antalya Kultir
Varliklarnin Koruma Bélge Kurulu Midirliigiince hazirlanarak iletilmesinin istendigi Antalya
Kiiltiir Varliklarim Koruma Bélge Kurulunun 26.12.2011 tarih ve 225 sayil karan, Antalya
Koruma Bélge Kurulu Miidiirliigii uzmanlanmn 17.01.2012 tarihli raporu okundu, ekleri ve
dosyast incelendi, yapilan gdriismeler sonucunda;

Antalya Ili, Manavgat figesi, Side Beldesi, Side Turizm Merkezi igerisinde Side Antik
Kenti 1.Derece Arkeolojik Sit Alamnda Kurulumuzun 26.12.2011 tarih ve 225 sayih karari
dogrultusunda Side Koruma Amagh fmar Plam Revizyonu kapsaminda Koyigi Mevkiinin
Kentsel ve Il.Derece Arkeolojik Sit Alani olarak belirlendigi ve I. Derece Arkeolojik Sit
Alani siirlannm gincellendigi karanmiz eki 1/2000 6lgekli haritanm uygun bulunduguna
(olumlu),

Kurulumuzun 26.12.2011 tarih ve 225 sayih karaninda belirtildigi gibi Side Koyigi
mevkiinde yer alan Apollon Tapmagi, Liman Hamami, Biiyiik Hamam gibi arkeolojik yap:
kalintilart gevresinde onceki planlarda getirilen ve arkeolojik rezerv alam niteligini tasiyan
«Arastirma,_ve. Cevre Diuzenleme Caligmalan  Yapilacak Alan” karann smirlannin
hazirlatlmakta olan Revize Koruma Amagh Imar Planinda aymi sekilde korunmasiun temel
prensip olmasina; ancak, arkeolojik yap1 kalintilarina ait meveut ve olasi arkeolojik izlerin
Kaz Bagkanhin goriisiiyle birlikte degerlendirilerck bu plan karan sininnin revize koruma
amagli imar planinda gelistirilebilecefine,

Antalya Kiiltir ve Tabiat Varhklanm Koruma Kurulunun 25.3.1998 tarih ve 3771
sayill karariyla uygun bulunan Side Koruma Amagh Imar Plammn gegerli oldufuna,
Karanmizla belirlenen Kentsel ve 111, Derece Arkeolojik Sit Alam dogrultusunda hazirlanacak
olan Koruma Amagh Imar Plam Revizyonunun kum{uRmuza iletilmesine karar verildi.

BASKAN BASKAN YARDIMCISI
Prof.Dr.Ziya GENCEL H.Btilent BAYKAL
(BULUNMADI) IMZA
Uye . y Dige 5 =70
Prof.Dr.Nevzat CEVIK Daog.Dr.H.Sabri ALANYALI ¥rd Dog.Dr.Zekeriya SIMSIR
IMZA IMZA IMZA
Uye Uye Uye
Dr.Jsmail DEMIR Giilay TAS Giiner KOZDERE
IMZA Side Bld.Tem. Side Miize Md
IMZA IMZA
Uye Uye Uye

Figure A. 52: The decisions of the High and Regional Conservation Council
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T.C.
_ KULTUR VE TURIZM BAKANLIGT
ANTALYA KULTUR VARLIKLARINI KORUMA BOLGE KURULU

KARAR
Toplant: Tarihi ve No. : 19.01.2012/11 Toplant Yeri
Karar Tarihi ve No. : 19.01.2012/353 ANTALYA

Antalya Ili, Manavgat {lgesi, Side Beldesi, Side Turizm Merkezi igerisinde Side Antik
Kenti LDerece Arkeolojik Sit Alamna yonelik hazirlanan Side Koruma Amagly fmar Planmi
Revizyonu kapsamuinda Ko6yigi Mevkiinin Kentsel ve II1.Derece Arkeolojik Sit Alam olarak
belirlenmesinin prensipte uygun bulundugu ve sit sirlarina iligkin paftanin Antalya Kiltir
Varliklarini Koruma Balge Kurulu Midirligiince hazirlanarak iletilmesinin istendigi Antalya
Kiiltiir Varliklarini Koruma Bélge Kurulunun 26.12.2011 tarih ve 225 sayili karan, Antalya
Koruma Bolge Kurulu Miidiirliigii uzmanlanmn 17.01.2012 tarihli raporu okundu, ekleri ve
dosyast incelendi, yapilan g8riismeler sonucunda;

Antalya Ili, Manavgat ilgesi, Side Beldesi, Side Turizm Merkezi igerisinde Side Antik
Kenti I.Derece Arkeolojik Sit Alamnda Kurulumuzun 26.12.2011 tarih ve 225 sayili karar
dogrultusunda Side Koruma Amagh {mar Plam Revizyonu kapsaminda Koyigi Mevkiinin
Kentsel ve IlLDerece Arkeolojik Sit Alam olarak belirlendigi ve I. Derece Arkeolojik Sit
Alani simrlanmn gincellendigi karerimiz eki 1/2000 8lcekli haritanin uygun bulunduguna
(olumlu),

Kurulumuzun 26.12.2011 tarih ve 225 sayih karannda belirtildigi gibi Side Koyi¢i
mevkiinde yer alan Apollon Tapmagi, Liman Hamami, Biiyiik Hamam gibi arkeolojik yapt
kalintilar gevresinde Gnceki planlarda getirilen ve arkeolojik rezerv alani niteligini tagiyan
“Aragtirma.ve. Cevre Diizenleme Calsmalan  Yapilacak Alan” karan sinirlannin
hazirlatilmakta olan Revize Koruma Amagh Imar Planinda aym sekilde korunmasmun temel
prensip olmasina; ancak, arkeolojik yap1 kalintilarina ait meveut ve olasi arkeolojik izlerin
Kaz1 Baskanhg goriisiiyle birlikte degerlendirilerek bu plan kararl sinirinin revize koruma
amagch imar planinda gelistirilebilecegine,

Antalya Kultur ve Tabiat Varlklanm Koruma Kurulunun 25.3.1998 tarih ve 3771
sayill karariyla uygun bulunan Side Koruma Amagh Imar Plammin gegerli oldufuna,
Kkaranmizla belirlenen Kentsel ve 111, Derece Arkeolojik Sit Alam dogrultusunda hazirlanacak
olan Koruma Amagh Imar Plam Revizyunumiu kumllumuza iletilmesine karar verildi.

R

BASKAN BASKAN YARDIMCISI
Prof.Dr.Ziya GENCEL H.Bilent BAYKAL
(BULUNMADI) / IMZA
urul
Uye Uye Uye :
Prof.Dr.Nevzat CEVIK Dog:.Dr.H.Sgibri ALANYALI Yrd.Dog:.Dr._Zekeriya SIMSIR
IMZA IMZA IMZA
Uye Uye Uye
Dr.fsmail DEMIR Gillay TAS Giiner KOZDERE
IMZA Side Bld.Tem. Side Miize Md
IMZA IMZA
Uye Uye Uye

Figure A. 53: The decisions of the High and Regional Conservation Council
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APPENDIX B

THE RELATED LISTS TAKEN FROM SIDE MUNICIPALITY

Visuals are presented in following pages
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SIDE (ANTALYA) ANTIK KENTI
KORUMA AMAGLI REVIZYON IMAR PLAN| PLAN HUKUMLERI

SIDE / MART
EK 1
Tescil Kaydi Devam Edecek Arkeolojik Kiiltiir Varhklari
Sira Envanter Ady
No No
! | Antalya, Manav_;:_r,at l!g:esi. SelimiyeAKﬁ}:U(Side) Birinci
Derece Arkeolojik Sit Alam ve Antik Limani
2 2 Liman Hamami
3 3 Vespasianus Aniti
4 4 _ Ug Havuzlu Cesme -
S 5 Biiyiik Bazilika
6 6 Nekropol Alam
i 7 Dogu Mavsoleum N
8 3 Bati Mavsoleum - ]
9 9 w;th;;la ve Apollon Mabetleri
10 10 Men Mabedi
11 11 Biiyiik Hamam
12 12 Su Kemerleri
13 13 Tiyatro
14 14 M Binasi (Devlet Agorasi, Kiitiiphane)
15 15 Agora
16 16 Hamam
17 i7 Direkli Cadde
18 18 Nimpheum
19 19 Sehir Kapisi
20 20 Kara Surlar
21 21 Dogu Kapist
22 22 Bizans Evleri

Figure B. 1: The list showing the registered archaeological edifices
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SIDE (ANTALYA) ANTIK KENTI
KORUMA AMACLI REVIZYON iMAR PLANI PLAN HUKUMLERI

SIDE / MART -
Ek2 ;
Tescilli Sivil Mimarhk Ornegi Yapilar
S;;a Em::}lter Kl
1 46 291
2 24 313
3 38 332
4 35 338 ]
5 33 339
6 36 - 340
7 41 341
8 49 364
9 50 366
10 27 388
11 48 420
12 51 432
13 37 463
14 34 464
15 32 468
16 30 469
17 25 470
18 39 471
19 23 475
20 42 471
21 31 490
22 29 493
23 28 494-495-496
24 47 503-504
25 26 508
26 44 511
WMW

Figure B. 2: The list showing the registered buildings and lots
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SIDE (ANTALYA) ANTIK KENTI
KORUMA AMAGLI REVIZYON IMAR PLANI PLAN HUKUM}!{RI

SIDE/MART
27 45 513
28 290
29 —;3
30 385
31 414
32 419
33 430
34 451
35 474
36 481-482-483
37 485
38 487
M

Figure B. 3: The list showing the registered archaeological edifices
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SIDE (ANTALYA) ANTIK KENTI
KORUMA AMAGLI REVIZYON IMAR PLANI PLAN HUKUMLERI

SIDE / MART |
Ek3
Geleneksel Yapilar
Sira

No Adi
I 461
2 868
3 T
4 492
5 504
6 506
7 509
8 466
9 479
10 517
11 423
12 372
13 342
14 379
15 380
16 345
17 347
18 368
19 436
20 415
21 416
2 417
23 417
24 386
25 389
26 314

Side / 2013 Sayfa 25

Figure B. 4: The list showing the “traditional buildings”
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SIiDE (ANTALYA) ANTIK KENTI
KORUMA AMAGLI REViZYON IMAR PLANI PLAN HUKUMLER_I

SIDE / MART
27 439
28 439
29 442
30 410
31 411
32 393

e e R e S o S oty
Side / 2013 Sayfa 26

Figure B. 5: The list showing the “traditional buildings”
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APPENDIX C

EXAMPLE OF A SURVEY SHEET

). | METU FACULTY OF ARCHITECTURE

/| ARCHAEOLOGICAL SITES:SIDE

ASSESING THE PRESENTATION PRINCIPLES FOR THE FRAGMANTED REMAINS IN

Apvf

Archaeological Remains and Sites-
Physical, Visual, Functional

O 4. All of them

Surveyor: Adress: Cam ID:
=2
2| Date: Name and ID:
=
é Excavation: Presentation: Condition:
£ [J Never [ In progress [ Finished [J Not presented []Only with information panels CJSufficient [Good COMedium [JBad
g Implementations: Periods:
&
Y| ONot applied [IProject exists,but not implemented Oin progress [ Finished
H Accessibility: ) Integration with the environment (built and open spaces):
5 UL InacceS§|bIe . . [ 1. Having no relation
5 02 LEga”Y |nacge5|hlefForb|dden [O2. Partially related with the environment
g Qs Accesn.ble with some obstacles 3. Having no designed relation but in related with the environment
H O 4. Accessible [J4. Having a designed relation with the environment and context
- | Visibility: Visual Perception:
2 O 1.Invisible [J1. No relation with the surrounding environment
g [ 2. Invisible from far away,visible at close range 02,
3 [ 3. visible at close range, invisible from far away [13. Related with the environment, but disintegrated from the city
E]
g [ 4. Visible from any point [J4. Related with both the environment and city
Functional Relation: Visual Perception:
[ 1. The site and surrounding environment has no function [J1. No relation with the surrounding environment
[ 2. The site has no function but surrounding environment has 0a.
[0 3. The site has function that is not related with the environment 3. Related with the environment, but disintegrated from the city
z [ 4. The site has function related with the environment and the city [14. Related with both the environment and city
:
e | Type of Users: User Density:
g O 1. No user 1. Not used or visited
E [ 2. Only tourists/researchers/specialists [J2. Used for the reason of the route
2 [ 3. Only inhabitants [J3. Rarely used

[J4. Frequently used

Current function of the site:

Former functions of the site:

Figure C. 1: The survey sheet prepared for field survey
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