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ABSTRACT

THE GROWING PROBLEM BETWEEN URBAN EXPANSION AND
SUSTAINABILITY OF AGRICULTURAL LANDS, KIRCAMI EXAMPLE IN
ANTALYA

Demirbas Topcu, Elif
Ph. D., Department of City and Regional Planning
Supervisor: Prof. Dr. Baykan Gilinay

September 2015, 256 pages

Land controversy between cities and rural areas is a vital problem of the world’s
natural resources. At the two sides of the problem, there are the land requirement for
expanding cities and loss of arable lands. Absolutely, arable lands have to be
protected for the longer term in Turkey that has reached to its limits. However, due to
political, legal and implementation mistakes, consuming of arable lands is continuing

rapidly.

Antalya city of Turkey has developed rapidly in last 50 years due to the unforeseen
development of tourism sector and migration. Although city had one of the most
important agricultural productions of Turkey, it lost serious amount of its arable
lands due to urbanization. Kircami Area is a 1600 ha agricultural settlement
dominantly with greenhouses that are the 7 per cent of all greenhouses of Antalya
city. Area was a rural recreation area for Antalya residents and called as ki in its
past. Today, although the lands of the area are still primary agricultural lands and
urban agriculture is continuing, the area is planned for urban purposes for several

times since 1996.

Today, the area is locating in the city and supporters of development termed the area
as a void in the macro-form of Antalya city. This thesis approaches to Kircami Area

asa ‘value’ owing to its agricultural and natural richness.



In this thesis, land loss and land conservation problems are initially examined by
theoretical background and literature reviews. Then the data that obtained by
observations, interviews and survey were analyzed through both agricultural and
natural values of urban agricultural lands for the aim of determining the value of
Kircami Area that has to be protected. Finally, legal and political dimension of the
problem are discussed and some suggestions are submitted as being the solution way

for the problem.

Keywords: Value, Urbanization, Agricultural settlement, Agricultural land loss,
Urban Agriculture
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0z

KENTSEL BUYUME VE TARIM TOPRAKLARININ SURDURULEBIRLIGI
ARASINDA BUYUMEKTE SORUN: ANTALYA, KIRCAMIi ORNEGI

Demirbas Topcu, Elif
Doktora, Sehir ve Bolge Planlama Boliimi
Tez Yoneticisi: Prof. Dr. Baykan Giinay

Eyliil 2015, 256 sayfa

Kentler ve kirsal alanlar arasindaki arazi kullanimi problemi diinyanin dogal
kaynaklar1 agisindan hayati bir problemdir. Problemin bir ucunda biiylimekte olan
kentlerin arazi ihtiyaci bulunurken, diger ucunda ise bu durum verimli tarim
topraklarinin yok olusuna neden olmaktadir. Verimli tarim topraklar1 kaynaklarinin
simirina gelmis bulunan Tirkiye i¢in tarim arazilerinin korunmasi kaginilmazdir.
Buna ragmen yasal eksiklikler, siyasal ve uygulamaya doniik hatalar problemin

artarak devam etmesine neden olmaktadir.

Tiirkiye’nin besinci biiyiik kenti olan Antalya, biiyliyen turizm sektoriine bagli olarak
go¢ almasi nedeniyle son 50 yilda oOngililemeyen bir sekilde biiylimiistiir. Kent,
tilkenin en Onemli tarimsal lretim merkezlerinden biri oldugu halde, ¢ok 6nemli
miktarda verimli tarim topragini kentsel biiyiime nedeniyle kaybetmistir. Kircami
Bolgesi, 1600 hektar kentsel tarim alanina sahip olan ve bugiin Antalya kenti iginde
kalmis Onemli bir tarimsal yerlesim bolgesidir. Antalya ilindeki sera alanlarinin
toplaminin %7 si bu bolge kapsamindadir. Gegmisinde, Antalyalilar’in ‘kir’ adini
verdikleri ve bir rekreasyon alani olarak faydalandiklari bu bolge bugiin hala birinci
derece tarim topraklarina sahiptir ve buna ragmen 1996 yili Antalya Plani’ndan beri

imara agilmak istenmektedir.

Imar kararmi destekleyen gruplarin savunduklar1 ‘Boélge, kent makroformu iginde
kalmis anlamsiz bir bosluktur’ goriisiiniin aksine bu tez ¢alismasinin yaklasimu,
Kircami Tarim Bolgesi’nin Antalya kenti i¢in ‘tarimsal ve kiiltiirel bir deger’

oldugudur.
vii



Bu ama¢ dogrultusunda Kircami alaninin degerini ortaya koymak igin 6nceliki olarak
teorik arastirma ve literatiir incelemesi yapilmis; ardindan gozlem, goriisme ve anket
yontemleri yoluyla elde edilen veri kentsel tarim topraklarinin tarimsal ve dogal
degerleri bakimindan analiz edilmis; sonu¢ olarak Kircami Bolgesi’nin korunmasi
gereken bir deger oldugu ortaya koyulmustur. Ardindan soruna neden olan legal
eksiklikler siyasi hatalarla birlikte irdelenmis ve sorunun ¢oziimiine yonelik 6neriler

sunulmustur.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Deger, Kentsel Biiyiime, Tarimsal Yerlesim, Tarimsal Toprak

Kaybi, Kentsel Tarim
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

1.1. INTRODUCTION

This thesis is prepared as to address the consumption problem of arable agricultural
lands in Turkey. This universal problem causes the loss of considerable amount of

arable agricultural land resources especially in developing countries each year.

Essentially, emergence of the problem dates back to humanity’s initial experience of
agricultural production in about B.C. 10000-5000, in the Neolithic Period. Human
beings first benefited from agriculture and animal husbandry for their produce and
reproductions in this period. After a period of time, depending on production and
consumption of plants and animals, products became domestic and thus the predator
societies transformed to agriculturist (making agriculture and bringing up animals)
societies. In following periods, the societies develop their own agriculture structures
albeit the divergent ecosystems of the world. This transformation is the Neolithic
Agriculture Revolution that is the first revolution of humanity and V.G. Childe
emphasize it as ‘the first revolution that transforms the human economy’ (Mazoyer

& Roudart 2007, translated to Turkish by Unsaldi, 2009).

Although of fundamental importance today, agriculture is relatively a recent human
innovation that spread rapidly across the globe only 10000 to 12000 years ago
(Parikh, 2012). Neolithic Agriculture Revolution was also one of the influential
factors on making the human groups settling on the land and establishing the initial
cities. Consumption of arable agricultural lands problem occurred in those periods
due to the establishmenet of neighborhood of ancient cities and agricultural lands;
arable lands started to be used due to the requirements (land and food requirement)

of rapid increasing population in this period. These were the first steps of



urbanization and thus initial urban residents became initial agriculture workers of

ancient cities.

‘It is clear that agriculture sustains and defines our modern lives, but it is often
disruptive of natural ecosystems’ (Parikh, 2012). Urbanization process kept
agriculture in and near urban areas until the technological developments that provide
new methods on storage and transporting foods. Not only industrial and
technological developments but also the increasing population led to rapid
urbanization that cause radical divide between agriculture and cities. Rural and
agricultural lands started to be occupied by the rapid urbanization. ‘Land uses for
residential, industrial and commercial, civic and culture tend to dominate agricultural
lands in the bid for space in the urban place. This dominance tends to deprive
farmers of arable land to cultivate thereby reducing agricultural productivity’ (Naab,

Dinye, Kasanga, 2013).

Urbanization process has two facets: rural with its dominant agricultural qualities
and urban with its predominantly non-agricultural qualities (Keles, 2014). ‘In 1800,
only 3% of the world’s population lived in urban centers of 5 000 or more and many
of these behaved like large villages in their socio-economic activities. By 1900,
14 per cent of the world’s population was living urban centers and this proportion
increased rapidly after 1950 to reach close to 50%’ (Fazal, 2000).

Today, 60% of world’s settlement areas are urban. 54 % of the world’s population
lives in urban areas, a proportion that is expected to increase to 66% by 2050.
Projections show that urbanization combined with the overall growth of the world’s
population could add another 2.5 billion people to urban population by 2050. The
urban population of the world has grown rapidly from 746 million in 1950 to
3.9 billion in 2014 and it is expected to surpass six billion by 2045. The rural
population of the world has grown slowly since 1950 and is expected to reach its
peak around 2020. The global rural population is now close to 3.4 billion and is
expected to decline to 3.1 billion by 2050 (Data source: United Nations Official Web
site,  http://www.un.org/en/development/desa/news/population/world-urbanization-
prospects-2014.html).



‘Globally, it has been forecasted that 24 million hectares of crop land will be
transformed to urban use by the year 2000. This is only about 2 per cent of the
world’s total crop land but it provides the equivalent present-day food supply for
some 84 million peole. The loss of agricultural land to urbanization is most severe in
low and middle-income nations. One estimate suggested that by 2000, more than
476,000 hectares of land a year will be built up in low and middle-income nations’
(Fazal, 2000).

The world’s surface area is 13 billion hectares and 37% of these are used through
agricultural purposes. Food and Agricultural Organization of United Nations
indicates in the study of ‘World Agriculture: Towards 2010°, the world has ‘1,8
billion hectares agricultural land potential for the future and a great deal of countries

and also Turkey are at the limits of their agricultural land potential’
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Graphic 1: Transformation of present and forecasted percentages of urban-rural
population between 1950 and 2050

Data Source: United Nations’ Official Web Site,
http://esa.un.org/unup/p2k0data.asp



Graphic 1 demonstrates the transformation of present and forecasted percentages of
urban-rural population in the 100 years period between the years 1950-2050. One of
the most important effects of urbanization on rural areas is probably the urban use of
arable agricultural lands and losing arable lands due to urbanization. It is also a vital
problem of Turkey’s enlarging cities. Especially in the coastal border, it is seen that
land use transformation is realized from agricultural to housing and tourism and 29,3
% of agricultural lands were transformed to other uses in the period of 1990-2000
(Bayar, 2004). In her thesis Topcu (2012), according to the results of a survey study
that was applied to respondents from universities, non-governmental organizations,
public and special organizations, exposed that the most important problem of
agricultural lands is non-agricultural uses and the urbanization is the main reason of

non-agricultural uses of agricultural lands in Turkey.

According to 2014-2018 10" Development Plan of Turkey, the main sectors that take
place on agricultural lands are industry, housing, tourism, mining and transportation
sectors in order and in the years between 1989 and 2010, 827.000ha of agricultural
area transformed to other uses. In only 2011, for industrial purposes 22400 ha, for
housing sector 12400ha, for tourism sector 12000 ha, for mining sector 7900ha and

for transportation purpose 6500 ha agricultural land transformed in Turkey.

In 1928, while Turkey has 6, 6 million ha agricultural production area, until the end
of 1980s this amount increased to 28 million ha. However, agricultural lands amount

started to decrease in the beginning of 1990s.

Contemporarily, the main causes of the land-use problems are non-existence of
sustainable and/or effective land management policies and exterminating the land
resources because of exterior and wrong agricultural policies (Aksoy & Ozsoy,

2013). Four main factors causing to arable land loss problem in Turkey:

1. Inadequacy of laws associated with arable land protection
2. Inadequacy of ‘urban ecology’ approach in Turkey’s planning and
application practices

3. Highly fragmented lands and ownership of property
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4. National and local policies that lead to urban sprawl because of the

practices that are not appropriate with development plans

Table 1: Decrease in agricultural land amounts in Turkey after 1990s

YEARS TOTAL AGRICULTURAL LAND OF TURKEY (ha)
1990 42.033.000
1995 39.212.000
2000 38.757.000
2005 41.223.000
2011 38.247.000

Data source: 10 Development Plan

Loss of land resources is at the same time means the loss of rural settlements, loss of
rural socio-economic and cultural structures and transformation of rural landscapes,
decreasing of bio-diversity. Comprehending the urban agricultural lands as being
‘value’ of urban eco-system, is the main approach of this thesis due to the

agricultural land loss problem in Turkey.

Antalya city is one of the most important agricultural production cities of Turkey.
According to Antalya Mercantile Exchange (A.M.E.)’s journal of Barsonomi (2014),
Antalya city has the 53% of Turkey’s exportation. However, in last 10 years, Antalya
city lost its 267 000 da agricultural lands as the result of urbanization. Kircami Area
which is expected for development since 1980s is an important agricultural

production area of Antalya city with 1600 ha land.

Kircami Area is an agricultural settlement area and its economic structure is
dominantly based on greenhouse production and greenhouse production is being
done for nearly 50 years. Not only in greenhouses but also in open fields, agricultural
production is still going on in the area. In Kircami Area 1424 ha of total 1660 ha area

is agricultural production area (Report of 1/5000 scaled plan of Kircami). According
5



to the information obtained from Antalya Chambers of Agriculture Engineers, 8% of

greenhouses of Antalya city are locating in the Kircami Area.

Kircami Area is planned for development before about 30 years. Because it is
primary agricultural land, development decision is precluded through the judicial
decisions through the objections of Chambers of Agricultural Engineers, Chambers
of Architectures and non-governmental organizations. However, constructions on the
area are continuing associated with partial development plans and arable lands are

consuming relatedly.

This thesis is done for emphasizing the agricultural land loss problem and
accordingly, exposing an attention on the necessity for conserving the urban
agricultural lands as ‘being value’ in Turkey through the example of Kircami Area’s
development problem. Study is related with the natural and cultural values of

agricultural areas that have to be protected for the longer term.

1.1.1. AIM OF THE STUDY

This thesis is prepared for exposing the ‘value’ of arable urban agricultural lands of
Kircami Area in Antalya city of Turkey. In this study, urban agricultural lands refers
to the agricultural lands locating inside or at the fringe of an urban area and the
concept of ‘value of agricultural lands’ refers to agricultural and natural value.
Under this knowledge, the overall aim of this study indicating the value and the
requirement of conservation of urban agricultural lands through examining the case

of Kircami Region in Antalya.
With regard to the overall aim, study also targets three aims for exposing that are:

1. Determining the main concepts those are related with the problem
area such as: rural, rurality,urbanization, urban fringe, urban
quality of life, urban open green systems, value, value of an

agricultural land



2. Understanding the deficiencies those cause to the problem through
reviewing succesful conservation examples from the world

3. Reviewing both planning history of Antalya city and related legal
mechanism for exposing the legal and implemental deficiencies

The reasons that are underlying such a research study should be listed as:

1. The deficiency of academic studies researching the value of
agricultural lands for urban areas

2. Requirement of presenting the agricultural lands as being one of
the vital elements of urban open green areas systems urban
planning practices in Turkey

3. Exposing the legal deficiencies related with agricultural land

conservation in Turkey

1.1.2. PROBLEM DEFINITION, HYPOTHESIS AND RESEARCH
QUESTION

Loss of arable agricultural lands locating in and at the edge of the urban areas
constitutes the essence of the problem; urban development in Kircami Area of
Antalya city constitutes the problem area of this thesis. The hypothesis of this study
says that ‘there is no rational reason for development in Kircami Area’. According to
this hypothesis, the research question asks: ‘Is Kircami Area a meaningless void in
the urban land-use form of Antalya city or a value in the socio-economic, ecological
and agricultural structure of the city?

1.1.3. SCOPE OF THE STUDY

The scope of the study includes four main stages those are reviewing the theoretical
framework of the problem, reviewing the planning process of both Antalya city and
Kircami Area, making a case study through the research methods of observation and

survey and exposing the legal situation in Turkey.



In the first stage, the issue of conservation of natural resources according to the issue
of conservation of agricultural lands, afterwards terms interrelated with urban and
rural concepts and urbanization are examined and defined. Then, urban open green
systems are defined through the explanation of urban quality of life and urban
agricultural landscape. After that, the former and contemporary agricultural land
conservation approaches are examined through the aim of determining the theoretical
framework of the study. Greenbelt examples, Greenheart of Holland example and
examples for urban agriculture projects were examined for obtaining the common
points of these examples according to the reviewing the role of agricultural lands.
Lastly, the value of urban agricultural lands is exposed as the theoretical basis of
this thesis.

Through the second stage of the study, it is aimed to research for indicating the
Kircami Area as ‘being value’. Through this aim, a general overlook is done for
exposing the socio-spatial structure of Antalya city as the first step. Secondly,
Antalya city’s planning history is reviewed for understanding the Antalya city’s
urbanization process. Then, the demographic, natural and agricultural structure of
Kircami Area is reviewed in the third step and lastly the development process of

Kircami Area is reviewed chronologically as the fourth step.

Thirdly a case study is done to obtain the data for Kircami Areas’ value and finally
the common properties of ‘being value’ of the examined examples in the theoretical

background study are interpreted for the Kircami Area.

Lastly, as the fourth stage of this thesis, legal dimension of the problem is criticized

according to the 5403 numbered Land Conservation and Land-Use Law.

1.1.4. METHOD OF THE STUDY

In the first stage of the study, descriptive-textual data collecting method is used to

make understand the theoretical framework of the study. Articles, books, institutional



and official reports and electronic media sources are benefited to collect the required

data for interpreting the theoretical structure of the thesis’ research question.

In the second stage — Kircami Area case study stage- of the study ethnographic case
study approach is used to gather multiple sources of evidence for the three-stepped
structure of the case study.

In the first step as the preparation step of the case study, interpretative- textual data
collecting method is used for preparing the second step’s observation and interview
methods’ requirements. Electronic local media resources, development plan reports

and aspects of experts for the problem area are benefitted.

In the second and third step of the case study, ethnographic case study methodology
is used. In the second step, observation method and semi-structured interview
method is used to collect data about the problems of the case study area. Interrelated
study of observations and semi-structured interviews’ provided the preliminary
absolute data for the problem area that directs the research study to a survey study.
Then, lastly semi-structured survey conducted as the third step of the stage. Survey
method provided gathering data those are generally more qualitative that do not have

collecting possibility through interview method.

In the third stage of the study, interpretative-textual data collecting method is used to
make understand the legal and institutional dimension of the problem. Laws, legal
documents and articles are benefited for making understand the issue and submitting

suggestions for the solution ways of the problem.

Finally, researches provided creating an organizational framework for land

conservation studies in Turkey as a suggestion.

1.2. CONCLUSION

Under the written information in the above section, basic matters of this thesis should

be summarized as:



CHAPTER 1 is the introduction chapter of the study that presents:

e History of agriculture, urbanization and the arable land loss
problem in the world
e A brief introduction to agricultural land loss problem in Antalya
city
e Brief information about the research design
CHAPTER 2 is the literature review and the theoretical background chapter of the
study. In this chapter, literature review is done through two aims that work parallel
each other that they make understand the theoretical and practical dimensions of the
problem. Thus, for determining the theoretical framework of the study, terminology
of the problem area is examined initially. Then, three examples of land conservation
methods (Green Belt, Green Heart and Urban Agriculture) are reviewed for
examining the land conservation issue for understanding the main approaches for the

problem in the world.

In CHAPTER 3, Antalya city and Kircami Area is examined through researching of
urbanization process, natural and agricultural conditions of Antalya and the Kircami
Area. Firstly, Antalya city is examined through its historical, socio-spatial,
geographical and demographic and agricultural conditions. Then city is examined
through the planning history and arable land loss problem for understanding the
Kircami Area’s spatial and developmental problem in the whole. Secondly, Kircami
Area is examined through its socio-spatial, geographical, demographic and
agricultural conditions. By examining the Antalya Development plans, Kircami
Area’s development problem is analyzed as being parallel to the planning history of

Antalya.

In CHAPTER 4, last development plans of both Antalya city and Kircami Area are

reviewed.

CHAPTER 5 is the case study chapter of the thesis that is prepared through three

steps that are introducing the case study area, survey analyses, and findings for
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exposing the value of Kircami Area as the evidences of the research question and
hypothesis.

In CHAPTER 6, initially arable land loss problem of Turkey is examined through
the legal dimension. Regulations and laws related with land conservation issue are
criticized for designating the legal deficiencies as the major factor of the problem.
Secondly, planning and implementation practices were criticized for submitting

suggestions for land conservation in Turkey.

CHAPTER 7 is the conclusion chapter of the study that draws an overall evaluation
as the results of the research study. Chapter submits an eventual discussion of the
problem area in Antalya and also submits an organizational framework as being a

suggestion for the solution of agricultural land conservation problem in Turkey.
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CHAPTER 2

THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK

2.1. INTRODUCTION

The objects of conservation are known in the western languages by such
epistemologies as heritage, historical building, monument site, or beauty. Such a
terminology exists in Turkish too, however, either consciously or unconsciously,
legislation in Turkey rests on the notion of natural and cultural beings (tabiat ve
kiiltiir varliklart). In spite of such a sophisticated definition, and that Turkey has a
well-developed legislation concerning conservation; it is hard to say that the society

as a whole finds the phenomenon appropriate (Giinay, 2009).

Agriculture has both cultural character as being outcome of human activities and
natural character related to its space of existence. Conversation of agriculture has
meaning of protecting the elements of agriculture if thoughts of conservation
encompass just the ‘being’ of agriculture. However, understanding agriculture as one

of the essential parts of natural and cultural world could mean the ‘value’ of being.

This chapter is written for the objects of ‘What is/are the element/s that constitute the

agricultural lands as ‘value of being’.

2.2. CONSERVATION OF NATURAL RESOURCES

Conservation of urban agricultural lands is the issue of both agricultural conservation
and urban conservation contexts. Agricultural lands as being one of the elements of

human settlements are one of the natural resources that have to be protected.

‘Prior to the 1970’s, the conservation of natural resources was a collection of
practices primarily removed from the urban scene. Conservation as a philosophy or
13



attitude was essentially envisioned as sustaining or increasing the yield of various
resources that lay beyond the jurisdiction or concern of the urban dweller. It was not
until the mid-twentieth century that the sheer numbers of people and consumption
rate joined together to form environmental crises of worldwide dimensions. As
urbanization and suburbanization increased, the burdens of urban wastes, along with
the rapidly rising social costs that were imposed upon the metropolitan environment,

exceeded the traditional delivery systems’ (Havlick, 1974, page no: 7).

According to Havlick (1974), ‘the best way for urban ecological considerations to be
used for management is to undertake an analyses of the critical elements of a human
settlement and then devise management strategies that take into account the vital
urban elements and their interdependencies’. Havlick (1974) examines the anatomy
of human settlements by citing from the C.A. Doxiadis’s study of EKkistics through
five ekistic elements those are: ‘Nature, man, society, shells (buildings) and networks
(communications, canals, electrical transmission lines, transportation and sewerage

lines) as it is seen in Figure 1.

The element of nature is referred to all of the primary resources those are ‘water
resources, mineral resources, soil resources, soil resources, air resources, even the
plan life and animal life exclusive of man make up the raw materials those are
prerequisites for a human settlement. Other subdivisions of the nature element are the
geomorphology, the weather and climate. Included also, there are chemical cycles

and the other biological and ecological forces those are operating.

Classification of natural resources may help examining the urban agricultural land as
a being resource that has to be conserved for having the sustainability of society.
Chiras and Reganold (2005) classify the natural resources as renewable and non-
renewable resources in Table 2. Fertile soil and products of the land are renewable
resources although it costs much money and requires too time. Because agricultural
land loss directly means loss of soil, land loss directly affected on the whole

ecosystem that is based on soil.

14



A. Ekistic units

E. Ekistic units of higher order

Figure 1: Anatomy of Human Settlements

Data source: C.A. Doxiadis (1968), Havlick (1974). In this analyses approach the

place and relation of urban land and nature is seen.
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Table 2:

Classification of Natural Resources

RENEWABLE RESOURCES

NONRENEWABLE RESOURCES

1. Fertile soil

1.Fossil fuel

2. Products of the land
e Agricultural
products
e Forests
e Rangelands

e Wild animals

2. Nonmetallic minerals

3.Products of lakes, streams, and

oceans

3. Metals

4.Ground water and surface

water

5.Ecosystems

Data source: Chiras and Reganond, (2005)

2.3. URBAN, RURAL AND URBANIZATION

‘Land is one of the resources in any city that need to be effectively managed for

better urban management outcomes’ (EI-Hefnawi, 2005). ‘Urbanization is one of the

most significant land use phenomena in the world, if not the most significant’

(Jacobs, 1999). ‘Urbanization process is a dynamic set of processes, responding to

changing values and perceptions of the intrinsic characteristics of rural versus urban

areas. It is not a single process, although all are interrelated. At the macro scale,

urbanization can be defined as the increasing concentration of population in urban

areas both relatively and absolutely. At the same time, urbanization has also been

regarded as synonymous with urban expansion, particularly the type of urban growth
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known as urban sprawl, a set of processes that operate at regional (or-micro) and
local levels’ (Bryant, 2009).

‘The rapid loss of agricultural lands is prevalent throughout the world and clearly
shows that crops cannot compete with the sprawl that is characteristics of cities’
(Mason, 2011). At this point, the terms of urban and rural must be treated together
because they deal with one single geographic concept. ‘Urban and rural are labels
applied to different parts of space based its uses. Rural is that space which is not
urban. We can define an urban area as being one where the land uses from customary
and traditional urban activities produce higher returns than from traditional and
customary rural activities’ (Hite, 1998). Today, ‘countries on every continent are
grappling with significant rural to urban migration, population growth within their
urban areas, and thus the physical spread of their major urban area and most if not all
of their’ (Jacobs, 1999). So, as a result of urbanization, agricultural lands have been
close to cities. Jacobs (1999) says that this result can be evaluated according to three
perspectives as rural perspective, urban perspective and traditional land economic

theory.

According to the rural perspective, land use pattern of closer agricultural lands to the
urban areas, ‘allows producers easy access to markets, especially where
transportation systems may be unreliable and expensive, the products may be
perishable, and producers may be small-scale and not have the capital or facilities for
storage of agricultural goods’. From the urban perspective ‘this land use relationship
benefits urban residents by providing them with some or all of the food they need for
daily life. Urbanization has, in most cases, caused the spread of the city onto
adjoining agricultural lands, often in a pattern of low density residential
development. In some parts of the world (mostly developed countries), this spread
has been the site of middle and upper class housing; in other parts of the world
(mostly developing countries), this spread has been where a country’s poorest people

have settled, often informal or illegal communities’ (Jacobs, 1999).

Thirdly, according to the traditional land economic theory, ‘this land use change has
not and should not be a problem. Higher demand uses (urbanization) are competing
17



for a limited resource (land) and displacing a less intensive resource (agriculture). A
form of market-based economic efficiency is playing itself out. The result should be
that agriculture gets displaced to another location (further out) where its less
intensive demands are economically efficient/reasonable and/or the macro-economic
structure changes to allow for the provision of food products from other sources

(such as imports as a function of regional and/or global trade) (Jacobs, 1999)’.

Reviewing literature about the agricultural land loss problem, it is seen almost all
developed and developing countries are face to face with this problem. Enlargement
tendency and necessity of cities cause to threats of vanishing the world’s arable
agricultural lands. Agricultural lands resisting on rural areas cause to negative effects
both on urban and rural areas. From the rural point of view, this resistance cause to
transforming of arable lands to urban uses and decrease in productivity of lands due
to urban effects. From the urban point of view, agricultural pollution and physical
and functional problems may be seen due to interference of rural and urban
functions. It is apparent that the power of urbanization will go on to win the weaker

rural power day by day.

Conservation and management of agricultural lands is crucial not only for
sustainability and productivity of agriculture but also sustainability of urban
ecosystems. Agricultural production areas are vital natural reserve areas in the
ecosystems that also including urban areas with regard to biological diversity.
‘Biological diversity — or biodiversity — is the term given to the variety of life on
Earth. It is the variety within and between all species of plants, animals and micro-
organisms and the ecosystems within which they live and interact’

(http://www.wwf.org.au/our_work/saving_the natural_world/what_is_biodiversity/)

In developed countries, terms those are related with rural, rurality, urbanization and
agriculture are being redefined due to interference of rural and urban areas and
functions. This recent approaches for the interface of urbanization and rurality, not
only reform the agricultural activities in the urban edge but also lead agriculture

being an urban economic sector. Through specific laws and policies, governments
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aim to provide conservation assurance for the agricultural lands in cities and at the

edge of the cities.

Bryant (1989) classified the functions of rural (and particularly agricultural) land as:

1. A production function (Producing agricultural products and

services)

2. A resource protection function (e.g., the maintenance of
agricultural production of particular types to contribute to the
maintenance and protection of, say, water quality and wild life
habitat, maintaining agricultural land resources for current and

future agriculture production)

3. A landscape protection function (whereby the agricultural
landscape contains valued reminders of historic and cultural
heritage, as well as contributing to aesthetic values, e.g., through
setting off rural, open landscape against urban development zones-

in other words, an urban design function)
4. An educational and scientific function

5. Maintaining land reserves for future non-agricultural and rural

uses

Bryant (1989) identifies four most important land-use conflicts involving agriculture

as:

1. Conflicts associated with the conversion of agricultural-based land
to non-farm uses (i.e. actual conversion to urban development,
scattered residential development and so forth as well as indirect

effects associated with impacts ‘transmitted’ by the urban uses to
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the  continuing  agricultural  structure, e.g. land-use
incompatibilities, higher property taxes and servicing costs, etc.

2. Changes within agriculture that affect the long-term productivity
of the land resource, e.g. technological change and changing
cultural practices

3. Changing tenure patterns (e.g. increasing non-farm and non-

resident ownership of farmland, and associated land rental issues)

2.4. URBAN GREEN SPACES AND AGRICULTURE

2.4.1. URBAN GREEN SPACE SYSTEMS AND AGRICULTURE

Bilgili and Gokyer (2012) define the urban green spaces as urban areas which were
natural or semi-natural ecosystems those were converted to urban spaces by human
influence. Urban green spaces provide the connection between urban and nature. In
this context, green areas are the reflection of nature in the urban spaces.

‘The term of ‘open and green areas’ is used instead of the term of ‘urban green
space’ in the Turkish development legacy. Law categorizes the open and green areas
as active and passive open and green areas. Active open and green areas are the
areas that designed for activities such as entertainment, recreation and health, open to
the public use. These areas can also be commercial areas. Play gardens for children,
exhibition areas, zoos, botanic gardens and picnic areas are the examples for active
open and green areas. Passive open and green areas are the areas those are not open
directly to public use and having purposes such as environmental health,
conservation and urban aesthetics. ‘Fruit production areas, plantation areas,
graveyards, afforested areas because of the topographic reasons, conservation
areas/zones between distinct usages, cultural beings, forest areas are the examples for
passive open-green areas’ (Oztiirk, 2004). According to these definitions, agricultural
areas that locate in the cities and at the edge of the cities are passive open-green areas

in the whole city.
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Urban green areas provide lots of benefits for the cities and urban people. Atiqul Haq

(2011) categorizes the benefits of the green spaces in 3 groups such as:

1. Environmental Benefits

a. Ecological Benefits

b. Pollution Control

c. Biodiversity and Nature Conservation
2. Economic and Aesthetic Benefits

a. Energy Savings

b. Property value
3. Social and Psychological Benefits

a. Recreation and Wellbeing

b. Human Health

Agricultural open green areas in the cities should also serve environmental,
economic, social and psychological benefits for the city under the right conditions for
both urban space and agricultural space. In Turkey, there is still an approach for the
agricultural spaces evaluating these areas as just having rural functions. In other
words, in Turkish planning experiences, agricultural areas do not take place in the
context of open green areas. Whereas, due to the being both natural and cultural
areas, agricultural areas should serve lots of benefits for the urban ecosystem and

urban quality of life.

There is a strong collaboration between the living environment and quality of life.
Quality of life concept includes the subjects that define the life styles of people such
as education, health, culture and economy. By all means, life quality has different
meanings. According to Dissart and Deller (2000), ‘Quality of life can mean
different things to different people, encompassing such notions as ‘well-being’
centered on the individual to ‘good place’ centered on the location’. ‘The lack of a
standard definition has led to the inter-changeable use of the term quality of life with
other concepts, such as well-being, level of living, way of life, life satisfaction,
happiness and morale, to name a few. Some scholars put quality of life on a
continuum; others argue that quality of life is a multidimensional concept. In spite of
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the diversity of concepts to measure quality of life, a number of authors have
observed that there are high intercorrelations between them. This may be why there
has been little effort to impose either empirical or theoretical order on the various
constructs’ (Evans, 1994; Dissart and Deller, 2000).

The factors that effect on the urban quality of life have multi-dimensional structure.
Evans reviewed this multi-dimensional structure through a theoretical model
framework such as (Tiirksever, 2001; Saglik 2014):

1. Satisfaction: It is seen that satisfaction of any areas such as life,
job, family is directly effected on the life quality

2. Abilities
Social Environment

4. Personal factors that are effected by personal characters and
abilities: It is proved that the factors in this group is related with
the personal perception

5. Bio/social-physical environment: Biological, social and physical

environment effected on personal quality of life.

As it is seen, environmental conditions are one of the factors that directly determine
the personal life quality. Nowadays, the terms such as quality of life, livability,
livable spaces are heard as daily life arguments due to the increasing urban restraints
on urban dwellers. Open green areas in and near the close environment of cities gain
more importance in planning the livable future of the cities. As being one of the
components of open green systems of cities, conservation of agricultural areas also

gain more significance in the planning area.

In the Preliminary Report of the 10" Five- Year Development Plan of Ministry of
Development, the determined principles and values about ecology in the planning

context of livable spaces are listed as (Ayatag, 2014):

1. Protection of ecological values for architecture and urban design
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2. Giving attention on local landscape and protection of local
environmental values

3. Ecological sustainability and sustainable development

4. Hygienic environments, preventing noise pollution and improving
the air and water quality

5. Providing balance between ecology and economy

The principles also expose the values and significance of conservation of agricultural
areas as having ecological values, local landscape and environmental values.
Additionally, agricultural lands have to be protected and improved economically
against land speculation according to a balance between ecology and economy.

2.4.2. URBAN AGRICULTURAL LANDSCAPE

In literature there are many definitions of the term landscape according to the
looking approach to it. “The disparity in definitions makes it difficult to communicate
clearly, and even more difficult to establish consistent management policies. ‘The
landscape concept differs from the traditional ecosystem concept in focusing on
groups of ecosystem and the interactions among them- the focus is on spatial
heterogeneity and its impact on process. There are many variants of the definition
depending on the research or management context’ (McGarigal’s Lecture Notes,
http://www.umass.edu/landeco/teaching/landscape_ecology/schedule/chapter3_lands

cape.pdf).

The term of landscape may be defined as ‘view of a space’ in the simplest way.
Landscape may be formed through natural and artificial components and also either

natural or artificial components.

Natural landscape areas are the each kind of natural areas having no human
intervention on. Landscape design study is the designation work of a space through
human usages/requirements by benefiting from both natural and artificial elements of

landscape.
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Agricultural spaces also have both natural and artificial elements. Natural elements

of an agricultural space:

Soil

Vegetation (Flora)
Animals (Fauna)
Geographical features
Geological features

Water resources

N o g bk~ wDd e

Climate (Effects on urban climate, natural visual results of the

seasons
Artificial elements of an agricultural space:

1. Rural houses

2. Rural equipment (Barns, depots, service constructions and area,
production facilities, bazaar)

3. Greenhouses

4. lrrigating channels

Artificial components of an agricultural landscape are the formation of agricultural
living culture. In the landscape architecture disciplinary; it is generally evaluated
through the cultural landscape context. Especially the house architecture that has
local characteristics and settlement characteristics constitutes the cultural landscape

context of an agricultural settlement area.

Under these information, it is seen that an agricultural landscape have to be evaluate
according to both natural and artificial characters of the whole landscape area. As an
example, greenhouses are the artificial ways of agricultural production that benefit
from climatic advantages through the technological equipment. In some of the
agriculturally developed countries, there are increasing ‘greenhouse design and
planning studies’ for improving the visual quality of greenhouse production that
contains on huge lands. Photograph 1 shows the greenhouse production areas in the

Westland Region of Holland.
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Urban agricultural lands locate in the cities with their specific landscape characters

as being one component of the urban open green systems and may present:

Visual diversity

Biodiversity areas for the city
Agricultural-scientific education opportunities
Agricultural job opportunities

Recreational opportunities

Local and fresh food

N o g bk~ wDd e

Effects on urban climate

for both city and city dwellers.

Photograph 1: Westland Region, Holland
Data source: http://www.thehagueevents.com/
Urban climate is highly different from rural climate. Especially at nights in rural

areas temperature decrease more than urban areas; the temperature difference might

be 2,5 °C to 8 °C (Baykan, 2005). Open green arecas have positive effects on urban
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climate due to the presentation of grass and soil ground in contrary to artificial urban
grounds. (Baykan, 2005) categorizes the climatic functions of urban open green areas

as:

1. Decreasing temperature in the city
2. Formation of local air movement function

3. Providing clean air to the city

2.5. AGRICULTURAL LAND LOSS ON THE FRINGE

Peri-urban agricultural lands have both agricultural and environmental values those
are critical to protect against urbanization. Both Jacobs (1997, 1999) and Alterman
(1997) reviewed to expose the agricultural land protection experiences of United
States, North America and European Union and they submit similar results.
According this researches, authors indicates that effective agricultural land protection
requires a comprehensive planning by local governments, a system of strict land use

regulation and a way to purchase agricultural land threatened with conversion.

According to Jacobs (1999) Netherlands, United Kingdom and Sweden are most
successful western European countries at agricultural land protection issue both use
planning systems those are (1) comprehensive planning by local governments, (2)
public purchase of agricultural land which is threatened with conversion, (3) a
purchase price for agricultural land that reflects its value as food production land,
(4) a system of strict land use regulation (zoning) that were put in place shortly after
the World War 1l. Policies and both have the same emerging point that is avoiding
future dependence on food imports and future food shortages.

Land loss dominantly realizes in the peri-urban zones. Jacobs (1999) mentions about

three components of peri-urban land loss as:

1. Land directly converted from agricultural use to urban use
2. Land indirectly lost through a decrease in productive capacity

3. Land idled in anticipation of imminent urban development
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Audirac (1999), points out the two faces of the urban fringe as being urban-rural
fringe or rural-urban fringe. She asks for if they are really the same concepts and
emphasizes that they are generally used to define same concepts but she asserts that
concepts have different meanings according to the urban perspective or farmland

perspective.

She cites the urban fringe definition of T.L. Smith that is appeared for the first time
in 1937 as ‘the built-up area just outside the corporate limits of the city’ (Audirac
1999). She emphasizes that ‘Fringe has become a formal subject of inquiry’ but
definitional issues and attitudinal ambiguities toward its socio-spatial characteristics

as partly urban and partly rural have plagued this research’ (Audirac, 1999).

The fringe concept is ‘too urban for rural researchers despite its semi-rural character
and too rural for to incite urban scholarly inquiry’ (Audirac, 1999). She says, from
the urban perspective ‘The rural-urban fringe may be the last vestige of farmland
needing protection from urban encroachment’, however on the other side from the
farmland perspective ‘urban encroachment may be a welcomed opportunity to
capitalize on the accompanying surge of land values, when pressures such as cash-
flow problems and financial stress, instability from international trade or
macroeconomic and farm policy threaten the farm’s economic viability (Audirac
1999). She also emphasizes that since 1970s, urban-rural fringe ‘has become the
frontier of a new type of post-suburban edge development where industrial and office
parks, outlet malls, and conventional and neo-traditional communities represent new

coveted new tax-bases. Additionally,

‘They represent new employment sources, more spacious
housing, and new ways of consuming land and sense of place
for outward-bound residents. Moreover, green belts or farming
districts and large-lot-zoned acreage temporarily preserve open
space for urbanities and hobby farmers, while wealthy gated
communities, small plat subdivisions, and mobile homes house
ex-urbanities leapfrog on to green field sites’.

According to the author, four zones for rural-urban fringe are identified as:

1. Inner fringe
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2. Outer fringe
3. Urban shadow

4. Rural hinterland
Saxena (2008) defines urbanization in the fringe as:

‘The process of urbanization operating in the fringe has given
rise to typical land use associations where the contemporary and
dynamic land use pattern is developing side by side in the
contemporary context, the various land uses. Old villages, new
residential extensions, commerce and industry, city service and
farming are not neatly sorted out into homogenous areas but are
intermingled in a random fashion which gives a distinctive
quality to the land use pattern of rural-urban fringe. The
haphazard development of slums, unauthorized colonies,
piecemeal commercial development, intermixes of conforming
and non-conforming uses of land coupled with inadequate
services and facilities have become common features in the
fringe. The dynamic change from rural to urban land use is so
fast that the resultant need and complex uses coupled with
shortage of land have led to the speculation and increase in land
values’.

In their study Rahman, Alam and Islam (2008) expose the urbanization process of
operating in the fringe through the Bangladesh’s capital city Daka Case, and ask for a
planned urban development for sustainable urbanization. They emphasize one of the
results of urban growth in the urban fringes is urban sprawl. They cited the
Bosselman’s definition of the term urban sprawl as ‘Growth of a metropolitan area
through the process of scattered development of miscellaneous types of land use in
isolated locations on the fringe’ and ‘Urban sprawl, and the economic and regulatory
systems which create it, not only produce an inefficient and unpleasant environment
on the urban fringe, but adversely affect the inner city and the rural areas as well
(Bosselman, 1968). According to the authors, in the broad sense and long run,

sustainable urbanization should take the following indicators:

1. Process of urban planning

2. Components of sustainable urban environment
3. Definition and expected size of the city
4

Survey and assessment of the existing features of the city area
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5. Development plan to serve national goals
6. Spatial planning and distribution of urban infrastructure and

services

Mason (2011) points out ‘California is the most important agricultural state in
America and produces forty-two percent of its fruit and forty-three percent of its
vegetables’. According to Mason (2011), ‘California had lost three million acres of
its high quality farmlands by 1960 and ‘one third of the prime agricultural land was
gone by 1980, and predictions for the year 2020 show that more than fourteen

million acres of the southern state’s highest quality farmland will have disappeared’.

Hara, Takeuchi and Okuba (2004) point out that “urban sprawl areas as mixtures of
urban and rural land uses are being created increasingly rapidly in the suburbs of the
mega cities located on Asia’s river deltas’. They research to understand the urban
growth control in deltaic suburban Asian mega cities because of the conversion of
large deltaic suburban areas as broad rice field to urban uses. They examined the land
use changes in the suburbs of Bangkok that is under effect irregular urban land uses
that have been expanding since the 1980s along a disorganized road network (Hara,
Takeuchi, Okuba, 2004).

Their study reveals that the present urban land uses are linked with the past
agricultural land use patterns. According to the results of their research, authors
discuss the effects of past agricultural land use on the present urban land use. The
emphasizing point of this discussion is the agricultural land-use type; land parcel size
and shape all have effect on transformation of rural land use to urban land use.
Authors also point out that converting of agricultural infrastructure into urban

infrastructure in the urban fringe is easy.

Another discussion is the authors’ suggestion about the presence of interaction
between land-use changes and landform transformation. They give the example of
land-use transformation related with the increasing urbanization that the local
farmers tendency of producing more profitable food products because of change in

the market demand. ‘Building a new house on an orchard is more economical than
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building on a rice field: an orchard has already been banked up, so building on it is
cheaper than building on a paddy. In fact, we found abandoned fruit trees inside one

townhouse lot during our field survey’ (Hara, Takeuchi and Okuba, 2004).

Authors indicate that Bangkok Metropolitan Administration has created a greenbelt
as a floodwater retention area in 1999, but the authors emphasize the insufficiency of
a mono-functional zoning on the urban fringe because of the highly variable land use
types. And they suggest for planners a mixed-use zoning that is ‘effective to set
mixed used districts depending on the past agricultural land use patterns. Within the
mixed-use district ‘a limit on the maximum volume of landform transformation

should be set’ (Hara, Takeuchi and Okuba, 2004).

2.6. GREENBELT AS A WAY OF LAND CONSERVATION

Green belts are green preventive zones that are encompassing the whole or a part of
city. Controlling the urban land-use form, conserving the historical character of the
cities, providing transition from urban to rural uses, having recreational and sportive
opportunities, conserving the agricultural and forestry areas and rural settlements are

the samples for the roles of the green belt in a city.

Green belt approach was developed in England for providing the conservation of
London against urban sprawl at the edge. ‘Green belt In England, the present London
Green Belt Act and the statutory establishment of Green Belts around several major
cities and conurbations formulated in the 1950s. This incorporated an encircling
Green Belt or green girdle around city as protection against unrestrained urban
expansion. It was also to act as a source area for agriculture and recreation, providing
rural contact to counterbalance the urban settings of the residents in the newly-

created garden cities’ (Fazal et. al. 2012).

Greenbelt is a well-known and an effective planning concept of land-use. Ebenezer
Howard’s Garden City idea around London is known as the origin of the greenbelt

concept. However, ‘Greenbelts have a long, though intermittent history. Towns and
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cities with inviolable rural hinterlands were described in the Old Testament and in

the works of the classical writers (Thomas, 1963).

According to Thomas (1963), London Greenbelt was established as a ‘cordon
sanitary’ 3 miles wide around the city of London in 1580 and developed in years
through several roles such as encircling parkway, suburban parks, open spaces, ring-

road as improving communications around London.

In 1911, George Pepler proposed a ring-road idea as a strip of land should be bought
one-quarter of a mile wide and further from the center of London than the earlier
girdles. It contained a system of roads, railways and tramways interspersed with
grass and trees, which occupied about a quarter of the total.

In 1935, the green belt scheme that ‘provided a reserve supply of open spaces and of
recreational areas and to establish a green belt or girdle of open lands, not necessarily
continuous, but as readily accessible from the completely urbanized area of London
as practicable’ (Thomas, 1963) was launched.

In 1944, Patrick Abercrombie’s proposal for a green belt up to 10 miles wide was
‘Much more than a ring of parkland (Thomas, 1963). His aim, like those of Howard,
restricting urban growth (London’s overspill population was to be channeled into
eight new towns and into a number of expanded towns) and, at the same time,
actively encouraging agriculture, creating recreational and enhancing the natural
beauty of the area, was accepted as the first government’s recognition of the need for

a continuous green belt around London.
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Map 1: London Green Belt

Data source: Carter and Esakin, (2010)

In 1955, green belt concept was recommended under three circumstances. ‘It could
be used to check the growth of a large built-up area, it could prevent the merging of
two neighboring towns, or it could preserve the special character of a town. If
possible, the green belt was to be of sufficient width to ensure that a substantial rural
zone would be preserved. Except in very special circumstances no new buildings, or
change in the use of existing buildings, were to be allowed other than for agriculture,
sport, cemeteries, institutions standing in extensive grounds or other uses appropriate

to a rural area (Thomas, 1963).

Green belts have become a widely accepted planning concept also beyond Britain.
Not only in European cities as Frankfurt, Barcelona, Vienna, Budapest but also in
American cities such as Wash, California, Chicago and Asian cities Tokyo, Bangkok,
Seoul, Taipei greenbelts are seen as planning elements; and recognized as the
integral parts of the ecological networks of cities. How can greenbelts be benefitted
as conservation instruments for the urban-fringe agriculture lands?
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Hong Kong example is reviewed in Tang, Wang, Lee’s (2007) research paper. They
examine the evolution and implementation of the green belt concept in the highly
dense and compact city of Hong Kong. Green belt planning concept developed in
Hong Kong under the effect of British colonial for over 150 years. Authors reveal the
Hong Kong’s green belt experience in three historical evolutions as three different

roles:

1. Early years: Green belt as passive recreation space
2. 1960s- 1970s: Green belt as residual development space

3. 1980s onwards: Green belt as conservation space

In Hong Kong conservation and environmental protection by the green belt as a land
use conservation zone was largely established in 1990s , ‘the Green Belt was
specifically added, in conjunction with other land-use designations including country
parks, coastal protection areas and sites of special specific interests to the amended
Town Planning Ordinance... Specifically, the main planning functions of this zone
included: (a) to conserve existing landscape features, areas of scenic value, (b) to
define outer limits of urbanized districts, (c) to provide additional outlets for passive

recreational uses’ (Tang et al., 2007).

Tang et al. (2007) points out that ‘Hong Kong’s green belt is a transition zone rather
than a zone for conservation. In the statutory land-use plans, it covers the residual or
‘leftover’ pieces of land waiting for timely and permanent ‘urban’ development of

some sorts.’

The Greenbelt is a symbol of Canada’s rural traditions and shows viable and diverse
agriculture in a near-urban setting Capital Ottawa. The Greenbelt farming sector
includes 5,400 hectares of good quality farmland. Greenbelt farms are owned by the
NCC (National Capital of Canada) and rented to farmers. The model of stable public
ownership provides unique opportunities for new farmers to establish farms on
quality farmland without needing large capital investments
(http://www.canadascapital.gc.ca). Ottawa’s, comprehensive plan was done by a

French architect Jacques Greber in the late 1940s. Establishing a green zone around
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the Ottawa portion of the National Capital Region was one of the most significant
elements of the plan. This area, referred to as the ‘green belt’, is 20 000 ha (50 000
acres) in size, has an average width of 4km (2, 5 miles), and is over 40 km (25 miles)
in length. Parts of the greenbelt are only 8 km (5 miles) from Parliament Hill, the
geographic center of the metropolitan region, and almost 500 000 people at present

live within its limits (Taylor et al., 1995).

According to Taylor et al. (1995), Ottawa Green Belt’s specific aims

Were:

1. Preventing further urban sprawl and to protect adjacent
agricultural lands from being developed

2. Providing a reserve of building sites for future government and
public institutional use, once the central area of Ottawa was built
up

3. Greenbelt was intended to place a ‘practical and economic’ limit
on the growth of the Capital by confining development to an area

that could be provided with municipal services at a reasonable cost

Ottawa Green Belt was planned to incorporate several land use types within its
boundaries such as federal facilities, natural areas, recreation facilities, farmland and
land held in reserve to meet future need of the federal capital (Taylor et al., 1995).
Ottawa greenbelt example is not only a good example for conserving and enhancing
agricultural facilities but also is criticized because of its insufficient properties.
According to the Taylor et al. (1995) data, Green Belt landscape is generally in rural
character, incorporating farmland (25%)’ reforested and sensitive natural areas
(15%), government research centers and the Ottawa airport (30%) and other urban
uses such as developed open space, schools, private sector research facilities and

hospitals.

The most criticized three points of Ottawa Green Belt,
1. The Green Belt is ineffective in controlling urban growth outside
the Green Belt
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2. Lack of identity because of incorporation of unrelated functions
within the Green Belt area

3. Poor visibility of the Green Belt

2.7. URBAN AGRICULTURE AS A WAY OF LAND CONSERVATION

Recent studies on land use changes have paid more attention to the conversion
between agricultural land uses in urban fringe. These changes have been regarded as

a type of the sustainability in urban agriculture (Kikuchi, Takatori, 2005).

In 1996, according to the UNDP, around 800 million persons were involved in urban
agriculture (UNDP, 1996; Knapp, 2013). Urban agriculture already started during the
Industrial Revolution in England and continued to develop during the World Wars in
order to combat hunger (Hanna and Oh, 2000; Knapp, 2013) These gardens were
referred to as ‘Victory Gardens’ in order to combat hunger (Hanna and Oh,2000;
Kanpp, 2013). In United States, it started in 1893 with poverty relief programmes
from the government in which vacant land was given to the unemployed in order to
produce for themselves (Hanna and Oh, 2000; Knapp, 2013). Urban agriculture has a
significant role in producing sustainable cities. ‘Sooner or later, cities that have come
to take large-scale food imports for granted may need to consider reviving
agricultural production in urban areas or the urban fringe to reduce the demand for

land surfaces elsewhere’ (Deelstra and Girardet, 2000).

‘Although urban agriculture refers, in general, to activities connected to the
production of fresh vegetables in the city, it does not mean that it has to be strictly
related with production; urban agriculture is also fundamental on including
ecological, cultural, recreational and aesthetic concerns, related to the landscape,
This means, urban agriculture can integrate, and be, a structuring continuum that
assures the occurrence of the processes and flows of the various systems that
constitute the landscape. This structure should be ecologically justified, as well as it
should be developed according to the holistic view that the landscape demands in and

for its understanding. In it, there should be present the ecological, aesthetic, social,
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economic and cultural components and from it there should result spaces and
economic, social, cultural, aesthetic and ecologically balanced structures’ (Matos and
Batista 2013, Page no: 459).

Despite their inherent density, cities have enormous potential for food growing. As a
vital element of livelihoods of urban people, urban food production has a crucial role.
Deelstra and Girardet (2000) says that the major constraints of farming cities as the

lack of space. However they say that urban farming can help to:

Create improving the microclimate
Conserve soils
Minimize waste in cities

Improve nutrient recycling

o~ w DN

Improve water management, biodiversity, the O2-CO2 balance and

the environmental awareness of city inhabitants

Photograph 2: Urban agriculture in Cuba

Data source:

http://reimaginerpe.org/files/images/28.%20cuba%20Power%20Garden.jpg
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Urban agriculture concept is also termed as urban farming and city farming in the
literature. It is an actual concept in the land protection studies; it was developed
against the consequences of rapid and unplanned urbanization in cities for saving the
arable lands that are lasted in the cities or at the fringes of the cities. In general urban
agriculture is known as agricultural activities that take place in and/ or around cities
to provide nutrition requirements and/ or adding income for the inhabitants that live
infor around cities. City farming, or urban agriculture, is the growing of food and
non-food plants and the raising of animals such as cattle, fowls and fish both within

and on the edge of built-up urban areas (Mouget, 1994).

In the literature related with urban agriculture/ farming generally three types of urban

agriculture are distinguished as Foeken and Mwangi (1998) says:

1. Farming activities in backyards, referring to growing food or
keeping animals on one’s own piece of space in the compound.

2. Farming in open spaces of land not belonging to those who use it.
This is the type usually practiced by poor urban households

3. Farming in rural areas which became part of the city due to
expansion of the city boundaries- (Peri-urban agriculture, then
refers to farming activities in the zone between the city boundaries
and the rural areas, although it is often quite difficult and arbitrary

to establish where peri-urban ends and rural starts)

The distinction of urban agriculture from traditional/rural agriculture is its relation
with urban ecosystem. ‘The lead trait of urban agriculture which distinguishes it from
rural agriculture is its integration into the urban economic and ecological system. It is
not its urban location which distinguishes urban agriculture from rural agriculture,
but the fact that it is embedded in and interacting with the urban ecosystem’
(Mougeot, 2000).

According to Nugent (1999), the common characteristics of urban agriculture that
has several types such as ‘in backyards, rooftop containers, community gardens,

green houses and bona-fide commercial farms on the periphery’, are limited space,
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products that have high value or perishability, or both, and which are often consumed
by the growers themselves, or by nearby populations. Each of these characteristics

sets urban agriculture apart from rural agriculture.

‘At the dawn of the 21st century, the largest-scale advances in city farming and
marketing are found in and around major Asian cities. Outside Asia, since the late
1970s, city farming has been growing in many developed and developing countries,
in terms of number of people involved, space used benefits to households and city
economies, and new challenges. Local authorities have been revising long-held
attitudes toward city farming and developing more sustainable urban policies. More
governments are creating agencies and programs to promote and manage city
farming. Beyond private backyard gardening, a growing number of North American
and European city governments are now supporting community and city-level

gardening on public land’ (Mouget,1994).

Ustoglu (2012), categorizes the impacts of urban agriculture in three groups as:
economic impacts, environmental impacts, social impacts as it is illustrated in Figure
2.

Nairobi, the capital of Kenya, case is an interesting example with its urban farming
implementations. ‘Farming activities are everywhere, not only in outskirts but also in
the heart of the city. Along roadsides, in the middle of roundabouts, along railway
lines, in parks, along rivers, under power lines, in short in all kinds of open, public
spaces, crops are cultivated and animals like cattle, goats and sheep are roaming
around’ (Foeken and Mwangi, 1998). Foeken and Mwangi (1998) describe urban
farming in Nairobi in all its aspects; its magnitude, its characteristics, its importance
for those involved, the constraints faced by the farmers, its impact on the

environment, the legal and institutional setting, as well as its prospects.

In Nairobi, open space planning in the city is administered by zoning regulations
dating from the colonial period. Authors indicate that 1948 master plan for Nairobi is
‘ambitious and truly comprehensive urban plan explains a great deal about the way in

which informal urban agriculture has arisen in the city of Nairobi’. However,
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political basement for urban farming is unclear. Several official administrative units
have varying acts representing contradiction for the implementation area. For
example, while the Local Government Act says ‘urban farming can either be
permitted or restricted by local authority by-laws. The Nairobi by-laws only prohibit
cultivation on public streets maintainable by the City’. However, Nairobi City
Council’s Public Health Prosecution Officer do not allow crop farming within the
city boundaries because of the mosquito threat, so, ‘the farming that takes place

within the city boundaries is illegal; hence, sometimes harassments occurred’.

-Food Security
-Poverty
-Source of Income
-Development of
Micro-Enterprises
-Support Family
Budget

-Create new Jobs

ENVIRON-

MENTAL
IMPACTS

SOCIAL
IMPACTS

-Greener Environment
-Recreational Areas
-Better Micro- Climate
-Maintain Bio-
diversity

-Reduce Ecological
Foot Print

-Provide Recycling
-Disposal of Waste
Water and Solid Waste

-Better Nutrition
-Better Health
-Solidarity of Society
-Quality of Life
-Beneficial for
Disadvantages Groups
-Women Participating
-Interaction between
citizens

-Leisure Activity
-Social Gathering

\ Areas /

Figure 2: The main impacts of urban agriculture

Data source: Ustoglu, (2012)
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2.8. ‘GREENHEART OF HOLLAND’ AS AN EXAMPLE FOR LAND
PROTECTION

Another planning initiative example for restricting the urban expansion is the Green
Heart that is a national planning policy concept of Holland. Fazal et.al., (2012)
indicates that ‘space is at a premium in the Netherlands’ and “ There is not enough
space available for all activities. In addition, many uses of the available space
exclude other uses to some extent’. Due to this reason, through the national spatial
planning policies of Netherlands, ‘most efforts were directed mainly to the Randstad,
a distinctive poly-nucleated pattern of urban centers at the western part of the
Netherlands (including the major cities of Amsterdam, Rotterdam, The Hague and
Utrecht and a substantial number of small cities). These settlements locate as a ring
and surround as a horseshoe shape a ‘core of green landscape named as Green Heart
is put forward to check the urban sprawl as planning initiatives’ (Fazal et. al. 2012)

and it covers approximately 1 600 square kilometers area.

Essentially the area of Green Heart was a peat bog and developed as a man-made
landscape initiative’. The term ‘Randstad Holland’ was first used in the 1930s, but
only refer to the group of towns and cities located relatively close to each other at the
Western Netherlands. In 1950s, the Working Comission for the Western Netherlands
developed the basis for an urban strategy for the Randstad Holland. It was started to
construct in 1960 by politicians and planners however, its origins dates back to the
beginning of 1900’s as the years of start in raising the man-made landscape in
Holland. The period of between 1960s and 1990s should be named as the term of
constructing and developing the natural values of Green heart. In 1988, it has given
the status of ‘National Landscape’. It is seen that, after 1990s, a particular emphasize
was paid for developing the cultural values that are existing in the Green Heart
additionally to natural values.

The Green Heart is a central open agricultural area in the Randstad that supports soil-

based agriculture and dairy farming’ (Carter and Esakin, 2010) and agriculture in the

Green Heart is a sector that is strongly influenced by the European Agricultural

Policy (Fazal et.al., 2012). In the Randstad Region, 80 % of the land continues to be
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used for a diverse range of agriculture, including cultivation under glass at the west,
bulb production at the north and large-scale arable farming in the south. In Map 2,
the lands that are showed in yellow color show the agricultural areas in Green Heart
of Holland.

Map 2: Greenheart of Holland

Data source: Carter and Esakin, (2010)
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In Table 3, general features of Green Heart are shown. It is seen the major objevtives

of not be given the natural areas to urban uses and protecting lands.

Table 3: General features of Green Heart of Randstad Holland

GREEN HEART OF RANDSTAD HOLLAND

Area e 160 000 hectares

There should be recreation areas near

great cities

e Productive agricultural land should not be
surrendered to urban uses

e Water catchment areas and recration

should not be given over to urban uses

Major Objectives/Vision o
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Table 3 (continued)

Agricultural Features

In the Randstad Region, 80% of land is
used for range of agricultural activities
including cultivating under glass, bulb
growing and large-scale arable farming
Contains peat meadows, low polders,
dunes and flood plains

Natural Features

Highly scenic

Dykes, ditches, ponds

Three major landscapes are river
landscapes, peat lands and drained lakes

Governance

Considered more of a planning concept
than a legal entity, The Fourth Report on
Spatial Development in the Netherlands
gave the Green Heart the status of
‘National Landscape’ and a policy
document was created to protect and
promote the area’s openness and
landscape identity.

The policy involves development of the
landscape, development of nature and
cultural values, and restriction of urban
sprawl. Although strictly a planning
policy, it is strongly supported by the
Netherlands government

The Green Heart Platform is responsible
for implementing policy relating to the
Green Heart. It is made up of
representatives of the four government
ministries, the Ranstad provinces, the four
major cities in the Randstad ring, other
municipalites, water boards and interest
groups.

Greatest Threat

Housing and development pressures on
open spaces

Construction of new roads and railway
lines

Recreational space is in short supply
Struggle to protect agricultural land
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Table 3 (continued)

Recent Activity

Although the Green Heart continues to be
a national planning policy concept, local
governments now have more discretion in
deciding where to build and which
restrictions to lift

Netherlands government has identified the
Green Heart as part of its response to
climate change

Bottom Line

While the Green Heart remains in need of
continued protection, better conditions
have been created there and it is viewed as
a significant and valuable part of the
Randstad Region, with its diverse
functions of agriculture, recreation, and
water and nature management

Data source: Data source: Carter and Esakin, (2010)

In Table 4, land-use and land cover amounts are shown.

Table 4: Green Heart Region land-use and land cover amounts in 2006

LAND-USE (2006) LAND AMOUNT (ha)
Transport 5184 ha

Built-p 9499 ha

Others 3553 ha

Open Spaces 1604 ha

Recreation 4177 ha

Agriculture 122 688 ha

Nature 5048 ha

Waterbodies 15 585 ha

Total 167 338 ha

Data source: Fazal et.al., (2012)
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2.9. AGRICULTURAL LAND AS BEING ‘VALUE’:

Researching the ‘value’ of agricultural land is required for understanding the concept
of ‘value’. The term of value generally brings the term of ‘price’ to the minds of
people; whereas value is a term that may be used for many meanings. In his study,
Tepe (2008) looks for the answer of question that asks if the values are the meanings.
He asks ‘What is value? What is it that makes anything valuable? Is it the ascribed
meaning that makes something valuable? In colloquial language both value and
meaning are used almost synonymously. Both of them are certainly the facts of the
human world. It is the human beings who make the world valuable, or at least the
achievements of some human beings. Therefore in a world without man there would
not be any value or meaning. Yet the fact that the value or meaning is a fact of the
human world and meaning is always seen or attributed by a human agent does not
render the value or meaning subjective or relative to that person who sees or

attributes values to things’ (Tepe, 2008).

In the following argument, Tepe (2008) points out that value of anything is due to its
meaning that is given by anybody. He underlines the difference between the value
that depended on meaning and meaning that dependent on value. Nothing has any
value if nobody tells about its meaning. So it is obvious that value is subjective
because their natures that cannot be free from personal valuations through the

personal benefit relations.

He emphasizes that, value and meaning might be the same things if the things/
phenomenon that are criticized through their gaining for humanity and world.
Meaning and value coincidence in the approach of the looking sight of being a

person and conservation of person’s values.

In this study agriculture as a human phenomenon and agricultural land as the being
that is both only and not renewable resources of food production and its all aspects
those are both agricultural and natural are accepted as value through its meaning that

is due to the benefits for living quality of humanity.
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Through the literature review and theoretical framework study, it is seen that the
agricultural lands locating in the urban and peri-urban areas have both agricultural
and natural values. Agricultural and natural values are interrelated; they operate

together in the eco-system. Elements of being ‘agricultural value’ are (Figure 3):

1. Agricultural Economics: In this study the agricultural economics
term refers to the all processes and elements of agricultural
production that has bidirectional relations with agricultural
policies and general economy. The processes of agricultural
production include all the steps from methods of producing to
marketing such as source of income, agricultural investments,
agricultural proceeds, food security and the role of it in the general
economy. Elements of agricultural economy refer to agricultural
labor-force, agricultural products, agricultural equipment,
agricultural chemicals, irrigating.

2. Agricultural Settlement and Agricultural Living Culture:
Agricultural settlement refers to settlement area that includes the
agricultural production field and housing together in. Agricultural
living culture refers to ‘the culture of a society is the accepted way
of doing things in that particular society. It is the way in which
people live, their customs, traditions, methods of cultivation and
so on. The culture of a society is learned by each individual
member of that society. Children are not born with this
knowledge; they learn by seeing how older children and adults
behave. There are five particular aspects of local culture that the
extension agent should be aware of: the farming system, land
tenure, inheritance, ceremonies and festivals, and traditional
means of communication (Oakley and Garforth, 1985).

3. Potentials of Agricultural Lands: Potentials of agricultural lands
refer to all the capacities that the land should be served through
combining different elements of being ‘value’ for improving the

social, ecological and economic structure of the agricultural land.
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These potentials should be categorized as adding-value potentials,
multi-functionality potentials, recreational potentials, educational

potentials.

Elements of being ‘natural value’ are:

1.

Geographic and Geological Elements: Geographic and
geological elements refer to land forms, soil, climate and water as
they are the key elements of agriculture.

Landscape: Landscape element refers to agricultural landscape
that provides both cultivated spaces and diversified open green
areas for the whole of urban open-green systems. Landscape value
serves changing views according to changing time and both type
of production and products.

Biodiversity: Biodiversity element refers to habitat of the
agricultural land that includes diversified types of all living
organisms and their interrelated life-cycles.

Environmental Impacts: Environmental impacts element refers to
the positive impacts of agricultural land on cities such as clean air,
temperature decreasing, providing local air movements
Conservation Impacts: Urban agricultural lands should be

benefitted for conservation of soil, preventing of urban sprawl
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AGRICULTURAL LAND VALUE

AGRICULTURAL VALUES NATURAL VALUES
e Agricultural Economics e Geographic and
e Agricultural Settlement geological elements
and Agricultural Living e Landscape
Culture e Biodiversity

e Potentials of Agricultural
Land

Environmental Impacts

Conservation Impacts

Figure 3: Inter-related structure of ‘Agricultural Land Value’

2.10. CONCLUSION

An increasing number of studies carried out by experts in various scientific fields
focus on a new spatial dimension, bridging urban and rural entities. They analyze
functions and shapes of the borders between the city and the countryside, to
characterize these frontier spaces of contact, connection and separation (Torreggiani
et. al. 2011).

This literature review and theoretical framework study is prepared through the aims
of exposing the present situation of the land conservation against urbanization
through examples and analyzing the elements of values of urban agricultural lands
that are under the threat of urban enlargement. Consequential evaluation of the study

designated the study’s approach to being value of agricultural lands for the cities.
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CHAPTER 3

THE SOCIO-SPATIAL STRUCTURE OF ANTALYA CITY AND
KIRCAMI AREA

3.1. INTRODUCTION

Antalya is a city of West- Mediterrenean Region of Turkey with 20.815km? surface
area and this amount is equal to the 2,6 per cent of Turkey’s total surface area. City is
surrounded by Toros Mountains at the north. At the eastern side of the city there are
Mersin, Konya and Karaman cities, at the northern side there are Isparta and Burdur
cities, at the western side of the city there is Mugla city of Turkey. Mediterranean
Sea constitutes the southern borders of the city.

GEORGIA

Map 4: Antalya city in Turkey
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3.2. SOCIO-SPATIAL STRUCTURE OF ANTALYA CITY

3.2.1. ANTALYA IN HISTORY

Antalya city was a part of Pamphylia Region and it was the ‘ancient maritime district
of southern Anatolia, originally a narrow strip of land that curved along the
Mediterranean between Cilicia and Lycia but that, under Roman administration,
included large parts of Pisidia to the north’.
(http://global.britannica.com/EBchecked/topic/440504/Pamphylia).

Antalya was established by the king of Pergamon II. Aktolos in B.C. 159 and city
takes its name from the king’s name. Before Il. Aktalos city was captured by Lydia
Kingdom and Il. Alexander. Antalya integrated to Galatia and became shire with
Lycia in B.C. 36.

In 1207, Seljuk State captured the city by Giyaseddin Keyhiisrev. The Seljuks
captured the city for twice in the history. After seven years of the first capture,
Byzantium State captured the city in 1217 for just two years, then Seljuks took back
it again by Izzettin Keykavus. After Seljuks’ domination, in 1301 Hamidogullari
Beyligi, then Karamans captured the city. Ottoman period started by Yildirim
Beyazid in 1390. Through the ‘Vilayet Nizamnemasi’ in 1865, Antalya was
integrated to Konya Sancagi. In the last years of Ottoman State, Antalya became one
of the sancaks of the state.

After I. World War, Antalya was given to Italians through the Armistice of Moudros
in 30.10.1918. City owned its independence in 05.07.1922 as being one of the
provinces of Turkish Republic State.

Antalya had an important role due to its strong agricultural production throughout the
history.Agriculture was dominant due to the large and arable lands of the Pamphylia
Region and especially oil, grape and types of cereals as the essential agricultural

products.
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3.2.2. GEOGRAPHICAL STRUCTURE

Antalya city locates at the 36.06°-37.25° geographical north latitude and the 39.12°-
32.35° eastern meridians those are at the south of Turkey and west of Mediterranean
Region. The neighbors of Antalya city is Konya city at the north-eastern borderline,
Burdur and Isparta cities at the northern borderline, icel city at the eastern borderline,
and the Mediterranean Sea on the southern borderline of the. City is a harbor city and
has 640 km coastal line that is the 11 per cent of total coastal line of Turkey (A.M.E.
Report, 2012).

Antalya city is the biggest city of West Mediterranean Region that includes Burdur,
Isparta and Antalya cities due to its population.It is seen the amounts of the surface

areas and population of Antalya and West Mediterrenean Region in Table 5.

Map 5: Map of ancient Anatolia

Data source: http:// kahramanmaras.org

Antalya Gulf has a huge cavity at the western side of Mediterranean Sea and city

settles on the farthermost point of the gulf. Gulf expands from Yardimci Burnu
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toward Gazipasa and it is 280 km in length. The eastern and north-eastern borders of
the gulf reach to the Anamur Promontory. On this coastal line, the parts those are
perpendicular to the sea, there are perpendicular cliffs. Coastal line enlarges near

Manavgat River and forms the Side Beaches that is well-known in the tourism sector.

At the western side of Antalya Gulf, geographical structure is plainer with respect to
the eastern side of the gulf except the cliffs those are locating between Antalya and
Kemer. Depth of the sea can be 200 m in a small distance from the shore in front of

the cliffs those are 30-40 m.in height and surrounding the Antalya city center.

Table 5: Surface areas of Antalya, West Mediterranean Region and Turkey

% of o
CITY/ REGION/ iléIEZACE SURFACE | 2000 YEAR P/OOCI)DfU LATION
COUNTRY (km? AREA in POPULATION in TURKEY
TURKEY
Antalya 20.788 2.65 1.697.600 2.50
West Mediterranean 36.798 4.70 2.497.387 3,68
Region
Mediterranean Region 110.000 13.96 8.723.839 12.85
TURKEY 787.577 100.0 67.845.000 100

Data Source: A.M.M. 2008 Development Plan Report

3.2.3. TOPOGRAPHIC STRUCTURE

Antalya city is located on the Antalya Basin that settles on the Antalya cliffs. Lands
of Antalya Basin are constituted of two huge and fragmented plateaus those are
Taseli Plateau at the east and Teke Plateau at the west. These plateaus are fragmented
by Toros Mountains and several rivers and streams of Aksu, Koprii, Manavgat,

Diiden, Kargi, Alara, Karpuz, Korkuteli and Alakir. The slope gradient of the city
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center and its eastern and northern areas is generally is 10%. The areas those have

slopes more than 10% locate at the western side of the urban area.

Antalya Basin has a large variety of surface formations. In the basin, mountains are
the basic formations and settled by two layers. Tahtali Mountain as being the front
layer 616m in height locates at the western side. In the back layer, there are Bey
Mountains and they are approximately 1000- 1300m in height around Geyikbayiri
Area and 2500m around the Saklikent Area. These mountains generally encompass
the eastern and northern parts of the basin and they are approximately 2000m and
more in height. Between these mountains there are partly flovio-karstic and tectonic
pits. Especially in Akseki- Korkuteli Region there are karstic melting pits.

In the southern side of the Antalya Basin there are coastal plains with 100m in height
and at the west and northern side of the basin there are high plains those are 800-
1200m in height. The coastal plains are formed by the alluvial rivers. They are wider
at the western side and become narrower at the eastern side. Because of Toros
Mountains are parallel to the sea, plains generally lie on the coastal line. High plains
are stranded between the high mountains as ‘closed karstic pits’ especially at the

west side.

Figure 4: Three- dimensional view of Antalya

Data source: A.M.M. 2008 Development Plan Report
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3.24. CLIMATE

Annual average temperature is 18.4 °C in Antalya city. Temperature difference is low
between winter and summer months; summers have high temperature and winters are
cool and warm generally. Locating at the hillside of the Toros Mountains is one of
the determinative facts of the Antalya Region’s climate. At the ends of the October
month, Antalya Region gets under the effect of warm and moisturized air. Due to the
impact of this warm and moisturized air to the Toros Mountains intensive and long-
term orographic rainfalls starts. Especially, at the south-western hillside of Geyik
Mountains amount of the rainfalls increase (Kafali Yilmaz, 2008). Map 6 illustrates
the depth and height levels of Antalya Region that has impacts on climatic

conditions.
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Map 6: Depth and height levels in Antalya Region

Data source: Kafali Yilmaz, 2008
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According to the statistical data of General Directorate of Meteorology, the
maximum daily rainfall amount was 331.5 kg/m? in17.01.1969; daily fastest wind
was 155.5km/hour in 22.01.1998 and maximum snow height was 5.0cm in
07.01.1993. Table 6 illustrates the annual temperature amounts, rainfall and sun
conditions those submits appropriate conditions for agricultural production for
Antalya city.

Table 6: Average meteorological values between the years 1950 and 2014

ANTALYA JAN. | FEB. | MARCH [ APRIL | MAY | JUNE [ JULY | AUG [ SEPT. | OCT. | NOV. | DEC.

AVERAGE
TEMPERATURE | 9,9 10,4 12,7 16,2 20,5 25,4 28,4 28,2 24,8 20,0 14,9 11,4
(W9

AVERAGE
MAXIMUM
TEMPERATURE
((9)

14,9 155 18,0 21,3 25,5 30,9 34,2 34,2 31,2 26,6 21,1 16,6

AVERAGE
MINIMUM
TEMPERATURE
(W9

6,0 6,2 8,0 11,2 15,0 19,6 22,7 22,7 19,3 15,2 10,6 75

AVERAGE
SUNSHINE 52 5,6 6,6 8,1 10,6 11,4 12,1 11,4 10,0 8,1 6,3 5,0
TIME (hour)

AVERAGE
RAINY DAY 12,7 10,4 9,0 71 5,6 2,6 0,6 0,6 18 58 78 11,8
NUMBER

AVERAGE
MONTHLY 229,9 | 150,0 | 102,7 56,2 31,9 77 2,8 31 13,5 79,8 136,1 261,7
RAIN AMOUNT

MAXIMUM
TEMPERATURE | 23,9 259 28,6 36,4 38,0 44,8 45,0 44,6 42,1 37,7 33,0 254
(W9)

MINIMUM
TEMPERATURE | -3,4 -4,6 -1,6 14 6,7 11 14,8 15,3 10,6 4,9 0,8 -1,9
((9)

Data source: http://www.mgm.gov.tr/veridegerlendirme/il-ve-ilceler-
istatistik.aspx?m=ANTALYA

3.25. VEGETATION

As the result of diversification on climatic, topographic and soil structure, natural
vegetation has also diversity. The main vegetation/ flora of Antalya city should be

examined in two categories as forests and shrubby areas.
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3.2.5.1. Forest areas:

Total forest areas of Antalya city is 1.135.060 ha. These forests are categorized in
three groups as 512.000ha normal small forest areas, 339.000 ha damaged small
forest areas and 297.000 ha marsh small forest areas (Antalya Agricultural Master
Plan, 2011). Types of trees have diversity according to the height:

1. Between 0-600m in height: Maquies

2. Between 600m - 1200m in height: Maquies+ Pinus brutia (Turkish pine)

3. Between 1000m - 1400m in heigt: Pinus brutia (Turkish Pine)

4. Between 1400m — 1700m in height: Cedrus libani + Juniperus species
(Juniperus excelsa, Juniperus foettidissima, Juniperus oxycedrus,
Juniperus phoenica)+Abies cilicicia

5. Between 1700m — 2100m in height: Juniperus species + Cedrus libani

6. Between 2500m in height - : Alpin vegetation

3.25.2. Shrubby and Pasture Areas:

5 per cent of total surface area of Antalya city is constituted of shrubs and pasture
areas. The shrubby and pasture areas those are closed to coastal line have generally
2" and 3" classified agricultural lands. Today the lands those are used through
grazing are damaged because of excessive grazing and drought. The significant and
valuable vegetation of pasture areas are decreasing and thus less valuable vegetation

occurs instead.
3.2.6. DEMOGRAPHIC STRUCTURE

Antalya city is dominantly affected by population increasing do to migration since
1950s. Today, it is the fifth developed city of Turkey. Table 7 illustrates the order of
thhe population numbers of biggest citiest of Turkey. Migration process has two
periods as before and after 1980s.While in the years between 1950 and 1980
migration was generally from rural areas to Antalya, especially after 1980s migration

from urban areas to Antalya increased due to the development of tourism sector and
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urban business conditions. In the last fifty years, population of Antalya increased 22

times. Graphic 2 shows from which cities Antalya takes migration.

According to data Turkish Statistical Institute, 357.253 numbers of people as being
the 73% of total population of Antalya were living in rural areas with in 1965 and
129.657 numbers of people as being the 27% of total population were living in urban
areas. It is seen a quite opposite situation in 2012 data. According to 2012 population
data, 599.863 numbers of people as being the 29% of total population were living in
rural areas and 1.492.674 numbers of people as being the 71% of total population

were living in urban areas in Antalya.

Today Antalya Metropolitan Municipality (A.M.M.) has eleven first levels of
municipalities. Before 1980, Varsak, Aksu, Calkaya and Dosemealt1 were integrated
to Antalya Municipality. After 1980 Beldibi, after 1990 Yesilbayir and Yurtbayir,
after 1997 Pmarli, Yukari Karaman, Doyran and Ciglik municipalities were
integrated with A.M.M. In the city tourism and agriculture are the dominant sectors
of economy. Before 1980s, Antalya’s economy was dependent on agriculture. After
the development of tourism sector in those years, today agriculture is the second
economic sector in the city. In Table 8, it is seen the change in women-men

population of between the years 2007- 2013 in Antalya.

Table 7 : 2012 population orders of cities in Turkey

ORDER No: CITIES 2012 POPULATION | 2013 POPULATION
1 Istanbul 13.854.740 14.160.467

2 Ankara 4.965.542 5.045.083

3 Izmir 4.005.459 4.061.074

4 Bursa 2.688.171 2.740.970

5 ANTALYA 2.092.537 2.158.265

Data source: www.tuik.gov.tr
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Table 8: Change in the women-men population of Antalya

YEAR WOMEN POPULATION [ MEN POPULATION | TOTAL

2013 1.067.422 1.090.843 2.092.537
2012 1.034.467 1.058.070 2.158.265
2011 1.008.820 1.034.655 2.043.482
2010 976.425 1.001.908 1.948.333
2009 946.175 973.554 1.919.729
2008 917.013 942.262 1.859.275
2007 881.295 908.00 1.789.295

Data source: www.tuik.gov.tr
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Graphic 2: Graphic shows the cities that Antalya takes migration from

Data source: A.M.M 1/ 25000 scaled Environment Plan Report
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3.2.7. AGRICULTURAL STRUCTURE

Agriculture is still crucial sector not only for the Antalya city although it lost serious
amount of agricultural lands especially in the last 50 years. Between the years 2005-

2012, city lost more than 10% of total arable lands due to urbanization.

There are four agricultural basins as Coast Aegean Basin, Coast Mediterrenean
Basin, Eagean Plato Basin and Lakes Basin in Antalya (Map 7). 15% of total
agricultural lands is fruit production area, 1% of total agricultural lands is ornamental
plants production areas, 5% of total agricultural production areas is arable but empty
agricultural fields, 10% of total agricultural lands is greenhouse production areas, 9%
of total agricultural areas is fallowed areas and 55% of total agricultural areas is

cultivated areas (Graphic 3 and Graphic 4).
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Map 7: Agricultural Basins of Antalya

Data source: A.M.E. Report, 2012
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Table 9 demonstrates the changing amounts of the types of products and amounts of
the producing area according to the years. Greenhouse production dates back to the
1940s in Turkey. Initial greenhouses are built in Izmir and Antalya through the aim
of agricultural researches of some agricultural organizations. Between the years
1940-1960, number of greenhouses did not increase due to the high cost of glass.
After 1970, polythene is started to use as the greenhouse covering material which is
a cheaper method. Greenhouse production had increased through15% between the
years 1980-1990s. Table 10 demonstrates the increasing amount of greenhouse areas

according to the years.

Today, Antalya, icel and Mugla cities are the leader cities in greenhouse production
in Turkey. Antalya city is the leader city in greenhouse production with 57% of total
greenhouse production of Turkey. Although today vegetable production is dominant,
in the last decade ornamental plants production was also increased, too (Emekli et.
al., 2008).

There are greenhouse production areas intensely on the coastal line of the area
between Kas and Gazipasa towns. This area is the leader one in greenhouse
production not only in amount of greenhouses but also the production techniques.
According to the data of Turkish Istatistical Institute, in the period of the years 2008-
2009, the total greenhouse area is 259.787da and 84% of total glass greenhouses and
44 % of polythene greenhouses of Turkey settle in Antalya (www.tuik.gov.tr).
Between the years 2010-2012, total greenhouse area production increased through 11
per cent amount that is more than the increasing average amount in Turkey (A.M.E.
Report, 2013).
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Graphic 3: General land-use types distribution in Antalya

Data source: A.M.E. Report, 2013
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Graphic 4: Agricultural land-use types in Antalya

Data source: A.M.E. Report, 2013
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Table 9: Type of producing products and amounts of producing area

Cereals and . Vegetable Fruit's and Ornamental
YEAR Séggtral ;?22:‘“”9 Production ﬁfgg‘jﬁt Product TOTAL AREA
Products Areas Areas Areas
2005 2.423.280 486.250 416.520 541.260 0 3.867.310
2006 2.318.668 485.982 415.485 559.705 0 3.779.840
2007 2.240.160 438.604 438.604 562.220 0 3.726.759
2008 2.245.727 471.796 471.796 593.775 0 3.732.153
2009 2.119.995 452.275 452.275 618.214 0 3.566.431
2010 2.206.217 451.84 451.804 632.53 0 3.672.513
2011 2.076.662 455.264 455.264 654.569 5154 3.603.327
2012 2.080.859 471.602 471.602 701.535 5201 3.681.788

Data source: Antalya Agricultural Master Plan, 2002

Table 10: Change in the amount of the greenhouses areas according to the years

POLYTHENE
GLASS GREENHOUSE
YEARS GREENHOUSE TOTAL
AREAS (da)
AREAS(da)
1990-1991 30.601 63.916 94.517
1995-1996 35.972 118.624 154.596
2000-2001 60.876 153.610 214.486
2004-2005 67.227 171.043 238.270

Data source: Emekli et. al., (2008)
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3.3. UNDERSTANDING  ANTALYA’S URBANIZATION PROCESS
THROUGH DEVELOPMENT PLANS

Antalya city is one of the negatively affected cities of Turkey during 1950-1980s due
to urbanization.1950s were the years of rapid increase in population number due to
migration. The population number of 1950 was about 50.000 and it was increased to
about 200.000 in the beginning of 1980s. Population number was increased to
680.000 in the year of 2000 by an excessive average of population increasing
(Esengil, 2000). According to Manavoglu (2009), ‘spatial formation and
transformation in urban character of Antalya city started in1950s and increased
rapidly after these years. While in 1950, total urban surface area was 270 ha. and
population number was 27.515, total urban surface area is increased to 690 ha. and
population number increased to 50.908 through 85% increasing amount in 1960’
(Table 11).

Antalya city had not a comprehensive plan until 1980 although the presence of this
excessive population growth. Before 1980, there were two plans that were prepared
by General Directorate of Provincial Bank in 1957 and 1965 but it is seen that the
plans did not have effective roles on the spatial development of Antalya. Antalya

city’s planning history should be examined in 5 periods of:

1957 - 1965 Period
1965 - 1980 Period
1980 - 1994 Period
1994 - 2005 Period
2005 - 2014 Period

o > w0 N

3.3.1. 1957- 1965 PERIOD

This period should be evaluated as the beginning term of social, economic and

spatial transformation in Antalya. In this term, Antalya was dominantly settled on

Kalei¢i and the rapid urbanization started to damage the historical settlement

character of Kalei¢i. Due to the urbanization, General Directorate of Provincial Bank
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prepared the first development plan of Antalya and it was approved by Ministry of
Development and Housing in 1957. Plan was dominantly targeting Kalei¢i Area and
its environment that those are Bahgelievler at the west, Sarampol at the north and
Yenikap:t at the east of Antalya. Plan was insufficient about forecasting the

migration and the increasing population of the immediate future.

Table 11: Population growth in Antalya

YEARS POPULATION ,IANI\/ICOREQ‘?'I(';I/OG)
1950 27515 0.990
1955 35.283 2893
1960 50.908 4.428
1965 71.833 4110
1970 95.616 3.310
1975 130.774 3,677
1980 173.501 3.267
1985 261.114 5.049
1990 378.208 4.484
2000 603.190 4.413

Data source: Antalya Agricultural Master Plan, 2002

3.3.2. 1965-1980 PERIOD

1/5 000 Scaled Master Development Plan of Antalya city that was prepared by
General Directorate of Provincial Bank was approved by the Ministry of
Development and Housing in 1965. However, 1/5 000 scaled implementation plans
did not complete and thus never implemented. The most important development
issue of this term should be accepted as the Antalya Project of State Planning
Organization. In this plan coastal line of South Antalya is suggested as being a

tourism development area. In those years, also the construction of Antalya Seaport
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has been completed and the capacity of the Antalya Airport has been increased. The
results of this project are realized rapidly and all these developments caused to an
unforeseen urbanisation of Antalya as the result of housing demand, increasing

constructions and squatter houses in the middle of 1970s.

3.3.3. 1980-1996 PERIOD

In this period, Antalya city is developed according to the 1/ 5 000 scaled Master
Development Plan of Ziihtii Can Planning Office. Plan was approved in 19.02.1980
by the Ministry of Development and Housing. Main decisions of the plan were
suggesting enlargement at the western Antalya and protecting of arable agricultural
lands at the eastern city. Lara Area is defined as a conservation area and limited
development susuggested in the area. Plan was Antalya’s first comprehensive plan
including whole Antalya. However, plan was insufficient especially in population
predictions. Antalya was developed according to the revision and adding plans of this
insufficient plan until 1996. This plan term should be evaluated as the economic
development and spatial-structural transformation term of the city through the

development of tourism sector in the city.

3.3.4. 1996-2005 PERIOD

Antalya city has metropolitan status since 1993. In 1994, a new plan was decided to
prepare by UTTA Incorparated Company through the common decisions of
Chambers of Architects, Chambers of City Planners and A.M.M. 1/5000 scaled
Master Development Plan was approved by A.M.M. and a common decision report is
submitted to UTTA group that includes the requirements of Antalya city for the
planning study. According to Esengil (2002), this report lists the basic aims of the

new plan that must provide as:
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. Antalya must be planned with its close environment

o Historical and natural values must be prevented

o Urban identity must have a new dimension through the city’s
historical and cultural background

. Agricultural lands have to be protected

o Limitation factors such as cliffs and Diiden Waterfall have to
be determined in the urban development borders

o Prevention of water resources

UTTA Plan was approved in 1996 but because of the inappropriateness of the plan
decisions with the demands of common decision report those were listed above, plan
was completely disapproved by Antalya 2. Administrative Court in 14.05.1998.
Then, through the report of committee of expertize; only the inappropriate parts of

the plan were rejected after two months.

3.3.5. 2005-2014 PERIOD

In this period, through the 5216 numbered Antalya Metropolitan Municipality Law,
the borders of A.M.M. is determined over again through participating 11 towns and
17 villages to the city. After the UTTA plan, planning studies continued through
revision and additional plans. Kircami Area’s development issue is the unsolved
problem of Antalya development process since UTTA Plan. One of the objected
parts of UTTA Plan was the decisions about Kircami Area because of being planned
as residential area with E: 0.80.

3.4. KIRCAMI AREA IN ANTALYA DEVELOPMENT PLANS

Kircami Area is in the borders of Muratpasa Municipality of Antalya city and locates

in the Diiden River Plateau as a part of large and arable lands of Altinova, Koyunlar,
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Pmarli and Aksu Areas those are the continuing agricultural lands at the north of
Kircami Area. Area locates at the east of the Antalya city center. Information about
Kircami’s history is too little. In his Seyahatname, Evliya Celebi mentions about a
road that connects Antalya to Burdur, Kiitahya and Bursa. According to Evliya
Celebi, road lies along Diiden River, arrives to Bademagaci, Kestel Lake, Aglasun
and Isparta. This information indicates the connection of Antalya and Kircami Area

region with other cities in the Ottoman period.

The name of ‘kur’ is expressing ‘being a natural recreational area’ meaning, ‘cami’
IS expressing the ‘being together’ meaning. Kircami Area was an agricultural
recreation area in the past according to information of old Antalya inhabitants. They
also mention about the large citrus gardens those they had picnics under the trees

along the Diiden River about 40-50 years ago.

Today, at the east and north-east of Antalya city, there are huge amounts of arable
lands those are under the threat of urban expansion. Kircami Area locates at the
intersection point of urban and rural Antalya and acts as an interface and/or natural
edge between the city and the rural areas (Figure 5 and Figure 6). Although area has
a dominant rural settlement character, there are increasing urban uses on the borders

of the area.
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Figure 5: Figure shows the main areas around the Kircami Area

Data source: Figure is applied from a figure from Kircami 1/5000 scaled
Development Plan Report 2014
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Figure 6: Location of Kircami as the intersection area of urban and rural Antalya

At the eastern side of the area, Diiden River settles as a natural edge. Diiden River is
the resource of irrigation channels not only for Kircami Area but also the agricultural
lands those are at the northern and eastern neighborhoods of Kircami Area. At the
east of Diiden River, there is Antalya Airport that was constructed in 1960. There are
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agricultural settlement areas surrounding the Antalya Airport. In these agricultural
settlement areas there are 2-3 storeyed housing areas making the airport’s close
environment as being a semi-rural character. It is observable that the agricultural
character is more damaged in these areas than Kircami Area. Because of the
existence of Antalya Airport near Kircami Area, high constructions carries risks for

both air transportation and the hosing areas.

In the southern side of Kircami Area, there is Biilent Ecevit Avenue and Sinoglu
Street at the south-east side of the area; Biilent Ecevit Avenue iS connected to
Sinanoglu Street at the south-west side of the Kircami Area. Biilent Ecevit Avenue is
one of the main roads of Antalya city connecting the city center and the eastern
settlement areas of the city. Between the avenue and the coastal line in the southern
side, Lara Settlement Area locates. The high prices of the houses in this region are

also cause to land speculation on Kircami Area.

At the western side of the Kircami Area, Perge Avenue settles as the border element
seperating Kircami Area from urban Antalya. Perge Avenue is a main road that
connects the southern side and northern side of Antalya city. Along the avenue, there
are 5 to 10 storeyed apartment blocks. Along the roads (Biilent Ecevit Street, Perge
Avune, Sinanoglu Street and Aspendos Avenue) acting as the borders of Kircami
Area, there are commercial and housing constructions as the result of urban

development that was allowed by partial development plans.

Kircami Area is seperated into two parts by Aspendos Avenue. Smaller part of the
area locates at the north of Aspendos Avenue and it includes three districts those are
Mehmetgik, Doguyaka and Topgular Districts. In the southern and largest part of the
area, there are Kircami, Giizeloluk, Ziimriitova, Tarim and Yesilova Districts. This
part of the area is the case study area of this thesis presented in Chapter 5. Kircami
Area is surrounded by urban uses except Diiden River settling as the eastern border
of the area. Agricultural production is still productive especially in the middle of the
area and the parts those are near and close to Diiden River. It is observable that the
agricultural production is less near the other borders of the area. The largest district
of the area is Gilizeloluk District with 484.80 ha surface area. Yesilova District is the
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second largest district with 302.02 ha surface area. Surface areas of the districts are

shown in Table 12.

Until todays, Kircami Area is lasted as a natural threshold against urbanization. Area
is still a rural settlement near the city and relationship between the area and the city
Is weak. Area is isolated from the city not only as visual but also relational. Arriving
to city center from Kircami Area by public transportation vehicles is not possible.
However, because of being settled on the road to airport, the narrow roads of the area

are preferable for city dwellers as being shorter alternatives for arriving to airport.

3.4.1. DEMOGRAPHIC STRUCTURE OF KIRCAMi AREA

Inhabitants of Kircami Area are dominantly agricultural workers who are living in
rural life conditions and generally farmers do not have interaction with urban sides of
the area. Ziimriitova District is the most urbanized district of the area and agricultural
character of the district dominantly damaged due to the results of the partial
development plans. Table 13 shows the population change between the years 1985
and 2007. Data listed in Table 13 includes the population of the urbanized sides of
the districts. It is seen an obvious increase due to the urbanization in the area. Three
is a rapid increase in population of 1997 and a rapid decrease in population of 2007
of Zimriitova District. It is also seen an obscure change in population of Topcular
and Zumriitova District. In the plan there is no information about this radical change

on population.

Table 12: Surface areas of districts and their percentages

DISTRICTS SURFACE AREA(ha) PERCENTAGE (%)
DOGUYAKA 182.29 12.21
MEHMETCIK 80.08 5.36

TOPCULAR 84.90 5.69

TARIM 113.14 7.58

YESILOVA 302.02 20.24

KIRCAMI 141.05 9.45

GUZELOLUK 434.80 29.14
ZUMRUTOVA 153.53 10.29

TOTAL 1491.81 100

Data source: 1/ 5000 scaled Plan report, 2008
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Table 13: Population change in Kircami Districts

DISTRICTS 1985 1990 1997 2007
DOGUYAKA 842 1660 1395 1984
GUZELOLUK 1917 2471 3693 4524
KIRCAMi 1325 1579 2082 2092
MEHMETCIK 586 839 1249 1504
TARIM 1263 1479 1554 1901
TOPCULAR 344 5610 2482 804
YESILOVA 2165 4420 2883 3470
ZUMRUTOVA 595 913 4037 1678
TOTAL 9037 18971 19375 17957
ANTALYA TOTAL 913568

Data Source: A.M.M. 1/ 5 000 scaled Master Development Plan Report, 2008

3.4.2. NATURAL STRUCTURE OF KIRCAMIi AREA

3.4.2.1. Topographic Structure

Kircami Area locates in the Diiden Plain connecting to Yamansaz and airport area at
the east to the southern sides of Masa Mountain. Plain is flat and the slope in the area
is almost 5 per cent and this slope continues until Biyikli Mountain in 25 km

distance.
3.4.2.2. Water Resources and Irrigating Channels

Geological structure is the main factor on the formation of the underground water
resources. This structure is constituted of limestone and travertines and it has 630
km? surface areas among Mediterrenean Sea in the south, Aksu Valley at the east and

Toros Mountains at the north (Antalya Environment Status Report, 2009).

Kircami Area is irrigating by Diiden Waterfall Irrigating Channel since 1966 and
totally irrigates 3500 ha area (Antalya Environment Status Report, 2009, Map 8).
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Kircami Area is on the Diiden River Water Resource and also in the second level of
Duraliler Conservation Area of Drinking Water Resource (Map 9). Emerging point
of Diiden River Basin is Diiden Water fall that is at the north and this waterfall
emerges from Kirkgdz Underground Water Resources at the north-west of Antalya.
Diiden River Basin is feeding up by Kirkgoz Underground Water Resources that is
the biggest underground water resources of Toros Mountains. The basin that is
feeding up by the Kirkgdz Underground Water Resource includes a huge area

containing Burdur, Isparta and Korkuteli.

In Map 8, it is seen the Kirkgéz Water Resources. Resource provides important
amount of water of Antalya and also Kircami Area. CHANNEL 2 transfers the
water to Yedi Ariklar irrigating channel in Mehmetgik District. Here it connects to
Diiden River and Yedi Ariklar irrigating channel provides the water requirement of

Kircami Area.

e

" l— KIRKGOZ WATER RESOURCE

Map 8: Antalya Kirkgdz Water Resource
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Data source: Tunger and Ercoskun, (2007)

3.4.3. AGRICULTURAL STRUCTURE OF KIRCAMI AREA

Kircami Area’s economy is based on agricultural economy. In the area green
vegetables are producing dominantly. There were huge citrus fruit gardens in the past
of Kircami Area. However, today the number of citrus fruit gardens is too little. In
the area, more than half of the agricultural production area is greenhouse production
area with 51.13 percentage an cultivated lands have 38.91percentages ( Table 14).

Kircami Area has the most valuable lands of Antalya city. Maps 10, 11, 12 are
shown the quality levels of the lands of Antalya. In Map 10 it seen that Kircami has
alluvial lands due to locating in a river basin. In Map 11 it seen that lands of Kircami
area in the first level of soil depth group. Map 12 shows that the lands of the Kircami

Area are primary lands as being second level agricultural lands.

In the area irrigating is providing by Diiden River. Yedi Ariklar Irrigating Channel
provides the water requirement of the whole area. Area is well irrigated. However, in
the areas those are close to the urban borders there are some irrigating channels those

are in need to be maintained (Map 13).

Table 14: Agricultural production types, amounts and land percentages

AGRICULTURAL AGRICULTURAL %
PRODUCTION TYPE PRODUCTION AREA (ha)

GREENHOUSE 728 51.13
CULTIVATED LAND 554 38.91
EMPTY LAND 124 8.70
TREE LAND 18 1.26
TOTAL 1424 100

Data source: 2008, 1/5 000 scaled Master Development Plan Report
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Map 9: Duraliler 1. and 2. Level Water Resources Conservation Area
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Table 15 shows the distribution of agricultural production areas according to the
districts. It is seen that Mechmet¢ik, Topcular and Doguyaka Districts those
constitutes the northern part of the area is the agricultural production is weaker than

the southern part of the Kircami Area.

Table 15: Distribution of the greenhouse areas in Kircami Region

AGRICULTURAL

DISTRICT NAME PRODUCTION AREA %
(ha)

YESILOVA 149.29 24.27
TOPCULAR 35.73 5.8
GUZELOLUK 212.64 34,5
MEHMETCIK 26.08 4.2
DOGUYAKA 46.67 7.5
KIRCAMI 48.09 7.8
TARIM 43.33 7.04
ZUMRUTOVA 53.16 8.64
TOTAL 614.99 100

Data source: 2008, 1/5 000 scaled Master Development Plan Report

75



Photograph 3: Diiden River cliff waterfall on Mediterranean Sea

Data source: http://www.antalyakulturturizm.gov.tr/Eklenti/8696,618-
dundenbuguneantalya-1cilt-muratpasapdf.pdf
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Map 10: Map of Large Soil Groups in Antalya

Data source: Antalya Environment Status Report (A.E.S.R.), 2013
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MAP OF SOIL DEPTHIN ANTALTA

Map 11: Map of Soil Depth in Antalya

Data source: A.E.S.R., 2013
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Map 12: Map of Antalya’s Land-Use Capability

Data source: A.E.S.R., 2013
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Map 13: Irrigating system of Kircami Area

Data source: www.google.earth.com
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3.4.4. KIRCAMI AREA’S PLANNING CHRONOLOGY

In this section, planning process of Kircami Area’s development problem is reviewed

chronologically. Kircami Area was suggested to incorporate to the urban planning

area by UTTA plan in 1996. From the approvement of UTTA Plan to today, all

municipal attitudes of both A.M.M. and Muratpasa Municipality is toward the

development of Kircami Area.

1.

1/5000 scaled Master Development Plan of Antalya (City
planner Zihtii Can’s plan) was approved in 19.02.1980 by the
Republic of Turkey Ministry of Development and Housing.
According to the plan decision, area was agricultural settlement
area that its agricultural character had to be protected through E:
0.10

1/25000 scaled Environment Plan was approved by Republic of
Turkey Ministry of Development and Housing in 24.09.1985.
According to the plan decision Kircami Area was accepted as
being an agricultural settlement area that its agricultural character
has to be protected.

Revision plan of 1/5000 scaled Master Development Plan was
approved through the 304 numbered decision of Parliament of
Antalya Municipality in 20.08.1986. In the plan decision, sides of
Aspendos and Termessos Avenues, Asik Veysel Street and D400
Road is planned as settlement area by E: 0.60 — 0.90.

Revision of 1/5000 scaled Master Development Plan was
approved by Parliament of Antalya Municipality in 1993. In the
plan, two sides of the road locating between Demokrasi Kavsagi
and airport area is planned as ‘urban business area without
housing’. However, plan was rejected because of the decision is
not appropriate with the decision of the 1/25 000 scaled upper
plan.

1/5000 scaled Master Development Plan was prepared by UTTA
Group in 1996. This plan is known as UTTA Plan and in the plan
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area was planned as ‘housing area with E: 0.80. Plan was rejected
by Antalya 2. Administrative Court because of being not
appropriate to decision of 1/ 25 000 scaled upper plan.

6. In 1997, 1/1000 scaled Implication Development Plan was
prepared by Muratpasa Municipality. But, because it was rejected
because of being inappropriate to the previous plan’s decision,

plan did not implement.
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Plan 1: 1980 Ziihtii Can Plan

Data source: 1/5000 scaled Master Development Plan of Antalya, Kircami Area is

seen as agricultural settlement area

7. 1/ 25000 scaled Environment Plan was prepared in 2003. Plan
included the borders of Antalya Metropolitan Municipality and
Kircami Area was planned as ‘settlement area with agricultural

character and low density’.
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8.

In 2003, as accordingly with 1/ 25 000 scaled Environment Plan,
1/ 5000 scaled Master Development Plan for Kircami Area was
prepared through the decision of low density and agricultural
character. However, due to the disapprovement of the previous
plans by Republic of Turkey Ministry of Development and
Housing; Parliament of Antalya Metropolitan Municipality also
did not approve the plan.

1/ 50000 scaled Environment Plan was approved by Republic of

Turkey Ministry of Development and Housing in 03.03.2005.

According to the plan decision Kircami Area was planned as

housing area with agricultural character through E: 0.10. Plan

emphasized the national and international dimension of the
agricultural production areas those are locating at the edge of

Antalya (Kircami, Cakirlar and Altinova) and indicated the

requirement of providing connection between these rural areas and
urban Antalya. Plan also indicated that:

e Requirement of an approach that provides the sustainability of
the economic and spatial potentials of the agricultural areas
those are locating at the edge

e Requirement of improving the agricultural character of citrus
fruits and forests in agricultural areas those are locating at the
edge

e Requirement of preventing the non-agricultural uses in the
agricultural areas

e Improvement of the possibilities for organic production and
development of organic marketing ways

e Establishing relations between the agricultural life style and

urban dwellers

10. 1/ 25000 scaled Master Development Plan was approved by the

464 numbered decision of Parliament of Antalya Metropolitan
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Municipality in 17.06.2005. Plan decision determined the area as
being a housing area with agricultural character through E: 0.10

11. 1/25000 scaled 2nd Part of Master Development Plan was
approved by the 525 numbered decision of Parliament of Antalya
Metropolitan Municipality in 10.09.2007. In the plan area was
planned as ‘urban agricultural planning area’. In the plan notes,
urban agricultural planning area is described as being ‘the areas
for ecological urban renewal projects’.

12. In 04.03.2007, according to the 13. Matter of 5403 numbered Land
Conservation and Land Protection Law, decision of ‘public
interest” was accepted by Republic of Turkey Ministry of Interior.

13. In 16.04.2007, 1/100000 scaled Antalya- Burdur Environment
Plan was approved by Republic of Turkey Ministry of
Environment and Urbanisation. Plan was rejected through the
objection of Antalya Bureau of Chambers of Architects due to the
reasonof not including Isparta.

14.In 25. 10.2007, the decision of ‘Lands should be used for non-
agricultural purposes’ is approved by Republic of Turkey Ministry
of Food, Agriculture and Livestock

15. Through the decisions of related ministries (Republic of Turkey
Ministry of Development and Housing and Republic of Turkey
Republic of Turkey Ministry of Food, Agriculture and Livestock)
1/ 50000 scaled 2" Part of Strategical Environment Plan was
accepted by the 101 numbered decision of Parliament of Antalya
Metropolitan Municipality in 18.01.2008. Kircami Area was
planned as ‘Urban Development and Prestige Project Area’.

16. Revision plan of 1/ 25000 scaled Master Development Plan was
approved by the 84 numbered decision approval of Parliament of
Antalya Metropolitan Municipality in 15.02.2008. According to
the plan decision, Kircami Area was planned as being ‘housing
area through E: 0.41-0.80°
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Plan 2: 1/ 50000 Scaled Environment Plan, 2005

Data source: A.M.M 1/50000 scaled Environment Plan, 2005

17.

18.

19.

Antalya’s Body of Lawyers, Antalya Bureau of Chambers of
Architects, Antalya Bureau of Chambers of Mechanical Engineers,
Antalya Bureau of Chambers of Agricultural Engineers and Antalya
Bureau of Chambers of Electrical Engineers objected to the 1/50000
scaled Environment Plan and 1/25000 scaled Master
Development Plan because of the agricultural settlement character
of Kircami Area that is planned as housing area. Court was
demanded the experts’ evaluation related with the objection matter.
1/5000 Master Development Plan was approved by the 550
numbered decision of Parliament of Antalya Metropolitan
Municipality in 14.11.2008. According to plan decision area was
planned as ‘housing settlement area through E: 0.80°.

Revision plan of 1/5000 scaled Master Development Plan was

approved by the 447 numbered decision of the Parliament of
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Antalya Metropolitan Municipality in 16.10.2009. In the plan area

was planned as Housing Settlement Area with E: 0.80.
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Plan 3: 1/25 000 scaled Master Development Plan
Data source: A.M.M. 1/25 000 scaled Master Development Plan

20. In 03.09.2009, 1/ 100000 scaled Antalya-Burdur Environment
Plan that was not including Isparta was approved by Republic of
Turkey Ministry of Environment and Urbanisation. Plan was
rejected by 6th Department of Council of State towards the
objections of Antalya Bureau of Chambers of Architects by the
reason of ‘not being appropriate to the legacy, urban affairs,

planning principles and public interest’ in 30.05.2012
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21. The Turkish Foundation for Combating Erosion, Reforestation and
the Protection of Natural Habitats prosecuted against the ‘public
interest” decision of Ministry of Interior and the decision of ‘using
through non-agricultural purpose’ of Republic of Turkey Ministry
of Food, Agriculture and Livestock. In 30.07.2009, Antalya 1.

Administrative Court rejected the related decisions.
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Plan 4: 1/50000 Strategical Environment Plan approved in 18.01.2008

Data source: A.M.M.
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Plan 5: 1/5000 scaled Master Development Plan

Data source: A.M.M. 1/5000 scaled Master Development Plan, 2008

22.

23.

Antalya Bureau of Chambers of Architects, Antalya Bureau of
Chambers of City Planners, Antalya Bureau of Chambers of
Agricultural Engineers and Antalya Body of Lawyers prosecuted
against the plan decisions those are written in the 14. and 15.
articles of this section above. Antalya 2. Administrative Court was
rejected these decisions for Kircami Area by the 1146 numbered
decision in 30.09.2009.

Antalya Bureau of Chambers of Architects, Antalya Bureau of
Chambers of City Planners, Antalya Bureau of Chambers of

Agricultural Engineers and Antalya Body of Lawyers prosecuted
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against the plan decisions those are written in the 16. article of this
section above. Antalya 2. Administrative Court was rejected the
decisions for Kircami Area by the 1504 numbered decision in
31.12.2009. Due to this objection, Antalya 2. Administrative Court
was demanded the experts’ opinion about the related objection. The
expert commission that is constituted by Prof. Dr. Duran Tarakl,
Assoc. Prof. Dr. Baykan Giinay and Assoc. Prof. Dr. Cagatay
Keskinok is emphasized the necessity of establishment of a strong
relationship between conservation- development and conservation-
usage in the context of evaluation of the problem for obtaining the
public interest. Expert Commission examined the conservation level
of the problem through the subjects of (i) conservation requirement
of agricultural lands, (ii) sustainability of ecological corridor
(Diiden River coming from Toros Mountains and the sustainability
of its environment) and the open areas systems around the area,
(iii) Conservation requirement of the open areas system in the
region that also includes the airport area. In the report, Expert
Commission said that:

e Area is well-irrigated and according to the Turkish 5403
numbered Land Conservation and Land-Use Law lands of
Kircami Area are 1. classified agricultural lands.

e The conditions that may cause to land use through non-
agricultural purposes are not constituted in the area yet now and
area have to be used as agricultural production area.

e It is seen that, until the planning interventions, area was a part
of whole larger region of Diiden River Valley including Aksu,
Altinova, Koyunlar and Pinarli agricultural production areas.
They indicated that Kircami is physically separated from these
agricultural production areas and locating in the urban areas as

being an urban agricultural production area.
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Along the Diiden River Valley, open-green areas systems have
to be sustained and Kircami Area should be play ecological
maintaining and conservation-development role on the
constitution of open green areas system in the metropolitan
borders of Antalya city.

Commission also reported the risk factors of high building
constructions around the airport area. Report described the
reasons of the risks due to the multi-storey speculative housing
areas around the airport area. Commission emphasized the
significance of being aware of those risks at the region due to
the importance of airport area’s planning and designing

principles.

In the Figure 7, the red colored area in the 1/ 50000 scaled Il. Part of Strategic

Physical Plan revision is described as conservation ribbon of aerial corridor. This

corridor is described as Restricted Areas ve Restrictions according to the 7" article of

General Directorate of State Airports Operations Obstruction Control Regulations of

Airports. In the Figure 8, the risk ribbons are determined as I., Il. and Ill. Risk

Ribbon. It is seen that large part of Kircami Area locates in the II. Risk Ribbon of the

airport.

24. Through the 27.04.2011 dated written document, decision of

25.

26.

Antalya Land Conservation Committee of Antalya Directorate of
Agriculture decision for ‘compatibility of non-agricultural uses’ in
Kircami Area is demanded by Antalya Metropolitan Municipality.
Through the 05.05.2011 dated written document of A.M.M.,
decision of ‘public interest’ is demanded from Ministry of Interior
are demanded.

In 01.02.2012, the decision of ‘Area is appropriate for the use of
non-agricultural purposes’ was given by Antalya Land Conservation

Committee.
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Figure 7 and Figure 8: Figures illustrate the aerial risk corridor and risk ribbons

Data source: Expert Commision Report for Kircami Area (2008)

27. Coordination Committee of Chambers of Antalya was organized a
press conference due to the necessity for informing the public
opinion about A.M.M.’s ‘public interest decision’ demand from
Land Conservation Committee for development of Kircami and
Varsak Areas in 28.02.2012. This press conference underlines the
basic issues related with the development demands such as:

e They indicated that conserving the agricultural quality of land
has also public interest

e Committee emphasized the vitality of food security and
indicated the 240% increasing amount of food prices in the

years between the years 2010-2012.
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e Committee said that scientific ones should have to determine the
processes instead of political and speculative approaches

e Committee indicated that there are 70000 redundant houses in
Antalya city and Antalya does not have any housing settlement
areas until the year of 2050 due to this redundant housing and
present empty developed settlement areas.

e They said that, the development problem is not related with the
agricultural productions problems; problem is based to
politicians’ political and speculative undertakings that cause to
decrease in farmers’ desire for continuing agricultural
production. They also said that the decision related with these
areas have to be taken not only according to the demands of

local dwellers, but also the whole city dwellers.

28.In 19.03.2012, a protocol signed by A.M.M., Antalya Bureau of

29.

Chambers of Architects, Antalya Bureau of Chamber of City
Planners and Antalya Bureau of Chamber of Agricultural Engineers
for designing ‘Kircami Area’s Conceptual Project’ that determines
the implication model of master development plan and presenting
the principles and strategies that will direct the planning process of
Kircami Area. Through this protocol, A.M.M. put out the tender of
the conceptual project in 29.08.2012

In 30.04.2012, Consultation and Evaluation Committee of
Kircami Area hold a meeting through the aim of thinking on
common solution ways of Kircami Area’s development problem
through scientific and participatory planning approaches. The
members of the committee were from A.MM., Muratpasa
Municipality, Antalya Bureau of Chamber of Architects, Antalya
Bureau of Chamber of City Planners, Antalya Bureau of Chamber
of Agricultural Engineers, Antalya Bureau of Chamber of
Landscape Architects, Antalya Bureau of Chamber of
Topographical Engineers, Antalya Bureau of Chamber of Trade

and Industry, Antalya City Council, Kircami Area Development,
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30.

31.

32.

33.

34.

35.

Embellishment, Culture and Cooperating Association and
academicians from Middle East Technical University, Istanbul
Technical University, Yildiz Technical University and Akdeniz
University. In this meeting, Kircami is determined as being a
ridiculous void in the macro-form of the city.

In 30.05.2012, 1/100000 scaled Environment Plan was rejected by
6" Department of Council of State due to the objection of Antalya
Bureau of Chambers of Architects.

1/ 100000 scaled Antalya- Burdur- Isparta Environment Plan was
approved by General Directorate of Spatial Planning Republic of
Turkey Ministry of Environment and Urbanisation in 16.09.2013.
This plan played the key role on removing the obstacles against
Kircami Area’s development plan due decision that planned the
Kircami Area as a settlement area. (Plan 5. Yellow colored
agricultural areas are planned as settlement areas 1/ 100000 scaled
Antalya- Burdur- Isparta Environment Plan).

1/25000 scaled Master Plan Revision that was approved by
Parliament of A.M.M. in 29.08.2013 is revised by Parliament of
A.M.M. in 13.01.2014.

In 07.10.2013, Republic of Turkey Ministry of Interior made
decision of ‘public interest’ for development in Kircami.

1/ 5000 scaled Kircami Master Development Plan is approved by
Parliament of A.M.M in 13.01.2014. According to the plan
decision, Kircami Area is planned as business and residential area
with E: 0.80. In the plan, there is no information related with
conservation of agricultural lands or agricultural production.

1/ 100000 scaled Antalya-Burdur-Isparta Plan was approved by
Republic of Turkey Ministry of Environment and Urbanisation in
15.04.2014. In the plan Kircami Area is planned as urban settlement

area.
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Plan 6: 1/100000 scaled Antalya- Burdur- Isparta Environment Plan approved by
Republic of Turkey Ministry of Environment and Urbanisation in 15.04.2014

Data source: Republic of Turkey Ministry of Environment and Urbanisation
General Directorate of Spatial Planning Antalya- Burdur- Isparta Planning Region
1/100000 scaled Environment Plan’s Report

3.5. CONCLUSION

In this chapter, Antalya city’s general structure and the urbanization process is
reviewed periodically and Kircami Area’s planning process is reviewed

chronologically.

From ancient past to todays, Antalya city is an agricultural production center in the
region due to the appropriate climatic, soil, water and other natural conditions.
However, tourism development process made the agriculture as the second economic

sector in the city at the beginings of the 1980s. Thus the city’s economy is
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empowered due to tourism development policies. This development process caused
to loss of serious amount of arable lands due to the inadequacies of development
plans, land speculative policies and implementations. Uncontrolled development is
realized at the eastern plain of Antalya in contrary to the plan decisions about the
conservation of agricultural lands at the east and suggesting enlargement at the

northern areas of Antalya in the initial plans.

Today, Kircami Area is still locating as a natural- agricultural area in the city
although it lost its some features due to the land- speculative urbanization policies.
Researches showed that Kircami Agricultural Area was a part of Antalya’s
agricultural system and it has a verified physical and social structure in the city.

It is seen that since 1996 UTTA plan, Kircami Area is accepted as a meaningless
void in the land-use form of the city. Plans did not evaluate the areas’ specific
properties for conservation; on the contrary, it is decided to transform the area to
urban land use because of the land speculative pressures.

In the next chapter, the recent 1/100000 scaled Antalya- Burdur- Isparta
Environment Plan, 1/ 25 000 scaled Antalya Master Development Plan and 1/5000
scaled Kircami Development Plan are reviewed to make understand the future of

Kircami Area.
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CHAPTER 4

THE RECENT DEVELOPMENT PLANS OF ANTALYA AND KIRCAMI
AREA

4.1. INTRODUCTION

This chapter is prepared for reviewing the last development plan process of Kircami
Area for making understand the present situation and future plans of Kircami Area.
Depending on this aim, the last 1/100000 scaled Antalya- Burdur- Isparta
Environment Plan, 1/ 25000 scaled Antalya Master Development Plan, 1/ 5000
scaled Kircami Master Development Plan and 1/ 1000 scaled Kircami

Implementation Plan are reviewed.

4.2.1/ 100000 SCALED ANTALYA-BURDUR-ISPARTA ENVIRONMENT
PLAN

1/ 100000 scaled Antalya- Burdur- Isparta Environment Plan is approved by
Republic of Turkey Ministry of Environment and Urbanisation in 15.04.2014,
through the 7" article of 644 numbered legislative decrees. Plan targets the year of
2025 and basically aims exposing the conservation and development principles of the
planning region. In this plan Kircami Area is planned as ‘Urban Development Area’

that allows usage through non-agricultural purposes.

4.3.1/ 25000 SCALED ANTALYA MASTER DEVELOPMENT REVISION
PLAN

1/ 25000 scaled Antalya Master Development Plan is approved by the Parliament of
A.M.M. in 13.01.2014 as the revision plan of the 1/ 25000 scaled plan which was
approved by the Parliament of A.M.M through the 84 numbered decision in
15.02.2008. While the previous plan targets the 2020 vision, last plan of Antalya
targets 2030 vision. The report of the plan exposes the target of 2030 Antalya Vision
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as empowering the economic and social structure and increasing the living and

spatial quality of the city due to a ‘sustainable spatial development approach’.

Through this sustainability approach, plan describes the strategic and spatial aims of

the plan as:

10.

Conservation of the natural resources such as forestry, agricultural
areas, water resources and ecological values

Conservation of historical and architectural beings and values;
empowering the identity of the city

Planning the urban land-use form due to the plan that presents a
rational and balanced distribution of urban uses, population and
labor force

Development of urban services

Empowering the identity of the ‘being tourism city’

Verifying the types of tourism that takes place in the city during
all the seasons of the year

Developing healthy, livable urban spaces and empowering the
spatial quality

Planning organized business and service areas at the urban edge
for preventing the urban sprawl through a decentralization
approach

Determining development and transformation areas and describing
general principles of center and sub-center areas for the
development of central business areas.

Describing the essentials of urban renewal for the regions that

have risks or unplanned development

Main aim of the plan is declared as directing the urban land-use form not only due to

Kircami Area’s development but also the other undeveloped areas at the city’s edge.

However, it is appearently seen that, plan dominantly targets the development of

Kircami Area and development of the area has the key role on planning the urban

land-use form of Antalya.
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The aims of the plan that target conserving the natural resources such as forestry,
agricultural areas, water resources and ecological values, conserving the historical
and architectural beings and values; empowering the identity of the city, developing
healthy, livable urban spaces and empowering the spatial quality are directly related
the issue of conservation of Kircami Area. However, A.M.M did not change its
attitude for Kircami Area that is decided to plan the area as an urban area by this
latest plan once more. Kircami Area did not be accepted as a natural resource area
but area should go on playing an active role on developing healthy, livable urban
spaces and spatial quality and empowering the identity of the city through the
environmental aims of the plan. However, by all means, development of Kircami

Area will transform and eradicate the whole natural and cultural identity of the area.

Evaluation of plan decisions according to the Kircami Area shows that in the plan
decision that is ‘The essentials related with preparing the development plan’,
Kircami Area is planned through the Special Planning Area (SPA) decision.
According to the SPA decision, SPAs are defined as the areas that have strategical
significance and priorities for the implication of the development plan. It is said that,
the 1/5000 scaled master development plans and 1/1000 scaled implication plans
have to be prepared based to the both ‘planning area as a whole’ and ‘conceptual
design and/or urban design’ projects. Plan decisions also emphasize that each SPAs

should be determined as ‘planning stages’.

4 SPAs were stipulated for master development plans those are:

1. SPA1- Kircami Urban Development Area and Sub-center Special
Planning Area

2. SPAZ2- Calkaya Expertize Sub-center Special Planning Area

3. SPA3- Masadagi Special Planning Area

4. SPA4- Northern Center Development Corridor Special Planning

Area
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According to the SPAL decision, construction density is determined as E= 0,80 for
the whole area. Plan says that the adequacy of social equipment for the requirement
of the increasing population and usages that will be located in the area, will be

planned by the small scaled plans.

Another plan decision related with settlement areas that have rural qualities defined
those areas as the ‘areas that include the settlement and development areas of rural
qualified units that they are in the scope of the 1/25000 scaled plan’. Plan decision
foresees the minimum parcel amount as 300m? and allows construction of maximum
2 storeyed buildings. It is a certainty that Kircami Area is a rural settlement area due
to having rural qualities. High constructions around the area did not change the main
character of the whole area. However, development plan took Kircami Area into the

scope of the development plan although being a rural settlement area.

The plan decision related with the open and green areas examines the open green
areas under 3 articles those are:

1. Urban-Regional Open and Green Areas: These areas are defined
as public open and green areas such as parks and children
playgrounds that they serve recreational services for the
community in the urban and regional scale.

2. Recreation Spots and Picnic Areas: These areas are defined as
the areas that allotted by the Ministry of Forestry and Water
Affairs for the social, cultural and visual purposes such as
recreation areas in the forests and city forests.

3. Theme Park Areas: Theme Park areas are defined as open and
green areas that focused on themes such as science-fiction,
archeology, botanic and natural living areas that operates in the
urban and regional scale. In the 1/25000 development plan,
there are five types of theme parks those are nature park,

culture park, botanic park, zoo and water park.
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As it is seen above, agricultural areas do not accepted as one of the element of the
open and green areas system of the city in the 1/ 25000 development plan. Plan does
not serve agricultural theme parks or urban agriculture areas and evaluates the

agricultural areas according to their rural identity.

Areas that their agricultural quality will be protected decision says that, in these
areas the required operations will be operated under the regulations and the
instructions of 5403 numbered Land Conservation and Land- Use Law of Republic
of Turkey Ministry of Food, Agriculture and Livestock. As being an agricultural
area, Kircami Area’s development decision is approved by the instructions of Land
Conservation Committee of Republic of Turkey Ministry of Food, Agriculture and

Livestock according to the the legal procedure.

About the conservation of the river beds, plan decisions only says that the natural
beds of the river will be protected and the spate preventing institutions will be
projected and constructed through the opinions of General Directorate of Hydraluic
Works and General Directorate of Antalya Water and Wastewater Management

Institution.

1/25000 plan defines an Ecological Movement Conservation Line as being vital areas
for sustaining the ecological life and conserving the ecological system of the city.
According to the decision, plan does not allow high and middle density in settlement
areas, high amount of vehicle traffic and industrial facilities. In this line, recreational
areas those are appropriate with natural structure such as sportive areas, camping
areas, pedestrian-bicycle and horse trip roads, zoos, arboretums and health tourism

centers such as therapy and rehabilitation services.

Decision about Water Resources and Diiden Conservation Area of the plan says that,
conservation of these areas will be provided by the ‘Water Basins Conservation and
Control Regulation” and ‘Waste Water Control Regulation’ of General Directorate of

Antalya Water and Waste Water Management Institution.
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43.1. CRITIQUE of 1/25000 SCALED ANTALYA  MASTER
DEVELOPMENT PLAN

This thesis submits some critiques that are listed below about the 1/25000 scaled

Antalya Master Development Plan:

1. Plan does not explains the rational reasons of the requirement of
Kircami Area’s development through any scientific reasons such
as statistical data

2. Plan transforms all the areas those have natural-agricultural

qualities around the close environment of Antalya city

Plan 7: 1/ 25000 scaled Antalya Development Plan approved in 13.01.2014

Data Source: 1/ 25000 scaled Antalya Development Plan Decisions Document,
January 2014
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10.

11.

Plan do not emphasize both the natural and agricultural character
of the environment that Kircami Area locates in and the role of
Kircami Area in this area

Plan decisions about Kircami Area were taken according to the
relationship of city with the urbanized parts of Kircami Area

The locational opportunities of Kircami Area is evaluated just for
the aim of urbanization

Plan decisions about multi-storeyed constructions (8 to 12
storeys), may have risks due to the the presentation of the Antalya
Airport in the close environment of the area

Planning process is managed by a ‘participatory process’;
however, this process has not include the participation of
landowners who have little amount of lands and do not support the
development

Plan does not have any decision for the economic satisfaction
ways of the landowners who have little amount of land

Plan does not explains the ways of how the agricultural-workers
will be employed after development

Plan does not have any decision about the ways of ‘providing the
ecology-economy balance’ principle that was presented in the
Preliminary Plan Report of the 10" National Five-Year (2014-
2018) Development Plan of Turkey

Plan does not evaluate the agricultural areas as the components of

open-green areas

4.4. 1/ 5000 SCALED KIRCAMI MASTER DEVELOPMENT PLAN

1/ 5000 scaled Kircami Master Development Plan was approved in 13.01.2014 and
thus 1600 ha agricultural lands of Kircami Area completely transformed to urban
usages. According to the land-use decisions of the plan, 13 types of land-use are
planned these are: Housing areas, Central Development Corridor (MGK), Sub-
center, Mixed Land-Use Area, Commercial Areas, Tourism Facilities Area, Culture

and Convention Center Area, A.M.M. Municipal Service Area, Hospital Area, Area
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for Education, Urban Equipment Area, Active Green Areas ( Plan 8). Plan decisions

of these uses are exposed below.

1. Plan Decisions about Housing Areas
According to the land-use decisions, two types of housing area is
planned as Housing Area | (K 1) and Housing Area Il (K II) through
the construction density as being E: 0,80. For K I, minimum allotment
circumstance was determined as 2500m?, Hmax was determined as
24,50 m and 8 storeys. For K Il, minimum allotment circumstance was
determined as 5000 m? and more, Hmax: 36, 50 m and 12 storeys.
Plan note also says the basement height as being 0,50 m.

2. Plan Decisions about Central Development Corridor (MGK)
In the middle side of the southern part of Kircami Area a central
development corridor plan as MGK is planned (Plan 8, the red
colored corridor area in the middle). In MGK, expertize business
centers, bureaus, office blocks, commerce, showrooms, private health
and education facilities, banks, multi-storey shops, shopping mall,
hypermarket, administrative, social and cultural facilities are allowed
by the plan th Erough: 0,80, allotment circumstance between 2000-
10000m? and Hmax: 18, 50m.

3. Plan Decisions about Commercial Corridor
Plan says that bureaus, office blocks, multi-storey shops, banks,
hotels, cultural facilities such as cinema and theatre, administrative
and municipal facilities should be take place in the commercial
corridor according to E: 0,80, minimum allotment circumstance as
2000 m?,Hmax 21,50m and 7 storeys. Plan also allows housing usages
in the commercial buildings except ground floors.

4. Plan Decisions about Sub-Center Area
The sub-center area is planned at the inner side of the intersection
point of Sinanoglu Street and Perge Avenue (Mapl4 in CHAPTER

5) under the same decisions about commercial corridor that allows
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construction of bureaus, office blocks, multi-storey shops, banks,
hotels, cultural facilities such as cinema and theatre, administrative
and municipal facilities may take place in the commercial corridor
according to E: 0,80, minimum allotment circumstance as 2000 m?,
Hmax 21,50 m and 7 storeys and plan also allows housing usages in
the buildings except ground floors.

Plan Decisions about Mixed Land-Use Area

Mixed land-use area is the area that may be constructed bureaus,
office blocks, multi-storey shops, banks, hotels, cultural facilities such
as cinema and theatre, administrative and municipal facilities should
in with E: 0, 80. For mixed usage areas, 2 types of usages are
determined as Mixed Usage | and Mixed Usage Il. In Mixed Usage |
areas, as being optional, maximum 15% of construction area in total
should be housing usage in the parcel. In Mixed Usage Il areas, as
being optional, maximum 50% of construction area in total should be
housing settlement except ground floors with minimum allotment
circumstance as 5000m?, Hmax: 21,50m and 7 storeys.

Plan Decisions about Commercial Areas

Commercial areas are planned as the center of the districts and
planned through the aim of providing the basic requirements of a
district such as bureau, restaurant, café, market, bank, administrative
and municipal service areas, family medicine services according to
E.0,80, minimum allotment circumstance as 1000 m? and Hmax:8,50
m.

Plan Decisions about Tourism Service Areas

The decisions of Certifying and Qualities of Tourism Facilities
Regulation will be the determinative instrument for the tourism
planning process with E: 0, 80 and unconfined Hmax for the tourism

service areas planning studies.
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8. Plan Decisions about Culture and Convention Center
This area is designed as a symbolic project area for Antalya city with
E:2 and it is decided to obtain the center project through an
international planning project contest.

9. Plan Decisions about A.M.M. Municipal Service Area
This area is planned depending on the decision of E: 2 and unconfined
Hmax.

10. Plan Decisions about Hospital Area
This area is planned depending on the decision of E: 2 and unconfined
Hmax.

11. Plan Decisions about Educational Facility Area
This area is planned depending on the decision of E: 2 and Hmax:
16,50 m.

12. Plan Decisions about Urban Equipment Area
In this area, social facilities such as municipal service areas,
governmental agency areas, urban sport areas, religious areas and
bazaar areas will take place. The construction order of these areas will
be determined in the 1/1000 scaled Kircami Implication Plan
according to the qualities and requirements of the facilities.

13. Plan Decisions about Active Green Areas
The decision about the active green areas of the plan determines the
planning essentials of 3 types of park areas. In the plan, along the
Diiden River, an urban regional green area line planned that will

operate as urban and regional recreation area.

4.4.1. CRITIQUE of 1/5000 SCALED KIRCAMI MASTER DEVELOPMENT
PLAN
This thesis submits some critiques that are listed below for the last development plan

of Kircami Area.

1. 1/5000 scaled Kircami Master Development Plan is not
appropriate with the natural and cultural values of the area and

demographic and economic structure. The inhabitants of the area
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have habits of living in 1-2 storey houses locating in personal
gardens.However, the future of Kircami people is planned

according to the 8-12 storeyed construction decision.

. Kircami Area is an area that has local characteristics. However,
plan does not have any decision that reflects the characteristic

value of the area.

. An open green areas system is planned along the transportation
network in the area. However, the relationship between Kircami
Area’s open green areas and Antalya city’s open green system are

not determined briefly in the plan.

. Diiden River bed is planned as an open green area through the aim
of ‘regional usage’. But, plan decisions do not explain the
meanings of ‘regional usage’ In other words, it is not apparent that
with which regions this recreational area will be in relation and

how they will be connected.

. According to the plan, Yedi Ariklar Water Channel is completely

surrounded by urban uses.

4.5. 1/ 1000 SCALED KIRCAMI IMPLEMENTATION PLAN

The aims of the plan are exposed in the report of the 1/1000 scaled Kircami

Implementation Plan as ‘Sustaining the development of Kircami Area in a planned

way due to having accordance with the decisions of the 1/5000 scaled Master

Development Plan that was approved in 13.06.2014 by the 297 numbered Parliament

decision’ and ‘Providing conservation- usage balance between natural values and

urban development’ are the two aims of the 1/1000 scaled Kircami Implementation

The expression of ‘natural values’ is used only in the description of the aim of the

plan; on the rest of the report there is no emphasis on natural values of Kircami Area

both natural or cultural.
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In the plan report of 1/1000 scaled Kircami Area Implementation Plan, the reasons of

the requirement of Kircami Plan are listed in 7 main headings. These reasons and this

study’s critics about them are listed above:

1.

Inadequacy of transportation network: In the report it was not
clearly defined the implied meaning by the expression of
inadequacy of transportation network. It is not described obviously
that if the inadequate transportation there is in the whole Antalya,
a specific part of Antalya or only in Kircami Area. It is also not
described obviously what conditions cause to this problem and

what is the role of Kircami Area in this inadequacy.

Land speculation on Kircami Area: Land speculation is a
phenomenon that supported by local governors and benefit groups
of the city. Locational advantages such as being closed to city
center and airport makes the area more desirable for development
with regard to benefit groups. However, the general decision of
landowners about the future of their lands has to be evaluated as a
determinative factor of the Kircami Area. Some municipal
resources mention about their survey studies those were done in
the area but there are no tangible documents as the result of this
survey studies. It is seen the participation of the land owners union
that has large amounts of land in Kircami Area to participatory
planning process. However, this union does not represent the raid
opinion in the area. This kind of a planning process briefly means
that the benefit groups will be determinative element for the future
of the landowners who have little amount of lands. The second
critic that has to be exposed is that ‘land speculation on Kircami
Area should be managed by conservation plans’. Economic land
speculation can not be the reason for the plan decision because of
the agricultural and natural value of the area for Antalya city.
Development decision of Kircami Area has to be evaluated in

respect to not only for the area but also for the whole Antalya.
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3.

Irregular urbanization / urban sprawl due to the unplanned
development: Since 1990s, A.M.M. did not embrace a
conservative approach for the Kircami Area. Area is allowed for
construction by the partial development plans of A.M.M. in years.
However, ‘conserving and/ or establishing green areas’ should be
one of the preventing instruments against urban sprawl. As being
one of the basic recreative areas of cities green areas should also
play a preventing role on preventing urban sprawl. However, plan
works as presenting ‘development’decision as the indispensable

solution way for the urban sprawl problem of Antalya city.

Irregular Landscape of Kircami Area due to the unplanned
development: First of all, it is obvious that the unplanned
development of Kircami Area is the responsibility of A.M.M. For
almost 20 years, in spite of the legal regulations, objections and
decision of experts’ expressions through the conservation
requirement of the area, A.M.M. did not embrace and develop any
conservative programs, on the contrary A.M.M. itself allowed the
partial developments in the area.

Deficiency of social equipment in the area: In their studies,
Eminagaoglu and Cevik (2007) mention about that nowadays,
rural settlements include verified qualities and activities due to the
transformation of socio-economic conditions in rural areas. They
also emphasize the increasing significance of rural settlement
areas due to their natural qualities for the urban dwellers and the
essentials of policies and principles of physical planning of rural
settlement areas. Putting into words the deficiency of social
reinforcements in Kircami Area is the irony of both A.M.M. and
Muratpagsa Municipality, because of not serving any municipal

services but development promises for years.

Kircami Area is a rural settlement area that has distinct

geographical, cultural and demographic structure from the rest of
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the city; therefore, these properties have to be evaluate as a whole
in itself and Kircami Area’s physical planning studies’ policies
and principles have to be made by considering these features and
their relations with the city. While small scale agricultural areas
are protected in the urban areas at the western world under the
urban agriculture context for sustaining the distinct living areas in
the world, treating 1600ha rural settlement area as an urban area

cannot be acceptable.

6. Deficiency of employment opportunities in the area: Today
Kircami Area is still an agricultural production area and almost all
of the area’s population is the farmers’ families who work as
agricultural workers for years. This problem expression may be
evaluate as an invitation for urban employment opportunities but
plan do not serve any solution way for the deficiency of
employment opportunities for the agricultural workers of the area
after realization of development in Kircami Area. As a certain,
while the landowners who have large amounts of lands will be
pleased, the consequences for the landowners who have little

amount of land is left uncertain in the plan.

7. Deficiency of sectorial diversity despite being closed to city
center: This problem is again the result of urban approach to an
agricultural settlement area. Plan does not evaluate the area’s own
distinctive properties but tries to evaluate its proximity to city
center. Plan offers an economic development through
opportunities of the urban sectorial diversity; however Kircami
Area’s economic conditions should be developed by planning the

area’s present potentials.

In the plan report of 1/1000 scaled Kircami Implementation Plan, the opportunities
those are submitted for supporting the development decision listed in 6 articles those

are:
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1. Potentials of the area for not only housing but also every types of
urban usages

2. Area’s proximity to city center, Antalya Airport and sea

3. Accessibility of the area

4. Being located on the Aspendos Avenue that has high amounts of
facilities those present opportunities for urban development

5. Partial planned areas of southern and northern sides of Aspendos
Avenue and Perge Avenue presents opportunities for urban
development

6. Presentation of Yedi Ariklar Irrigating Channel and Diiden River

in the area
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Legend 1: Legend Of Kircami Area 1/5000 scaled Master Development Plan

Data Source: A.M.M.
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ANTALYA METROPOLITAN MUNICIPALITY

Plan 8: 1/ 5000 scaled Kircami Area Master Development Plan
Data Source: A.M.M.
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Plan 9: Kircami Area 1/ 1000 scaled Implementation Plan

Data source: A.M.M.
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Legend 2: Legend of 1/ 1000 scaled Kircami Implementation Plan

Data source: A.M.M.

4.6. CONCLUSION

1/25000 scaled Antalya Master Development Plan was approved by the Parliament
of A.M.M in 13.01.2014. Both the inappropriateness to the upper scaled environment
plans and the Turkish land-use and land conservation legislation were the reasons of
the rejections of previous Kircami plans until the decision of ‘public interest’ by
Republic of Turkey Ministry of Interior, in 2007. Kircami Area was planned as
housing settlement area for the first time in 1/ 100 000 scaled Antalya- Burdur-
Isparta Environment Plan in 2008 due to the public interest decision. Because of the
objections for the plan again, in 2009 decision of Experts Committee declared the
requirement of protection of the area as being rural settlement area. However, after
this declaration establishment of Land Conservation Committee was approved by the
Land Conservation and Land-Use Regulation. Land Conservation Committee’s
authority on the decision for land-use by non-agricultural purposes played the key
role on the last Antalya Master Development Plan that approves the urban

development in Kircami Area and the other agricultural lands at the edge of the city.
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Today, there are still some debates especially about the decisions of Kircami
Implementation Plan. However, anymore it is apparent that, the development process

is in an irrevocable way and loss of whole values of Kircami Area will be realized in
the immediate future.
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CHAPTER 5

CASE STUDY OF KIRCAMi AREA

5.1. INTRODUCTION

In this case study chapter, the information obtained by case study method is analyzed
in the following four sub-sections: description of the case study method and its
application specific to this thesis, plotting the case study area, survey analyses and

findings.
5.2. CASE STUDY

‘In Turkey, data sources at national, regional and local levels are quite poor and the
state is the main provider of statistical data’ (Ecevit, 1999). This chapter benefits
from two data sources, those are; the documents of Antalya Metropolitan
Municipality and Muratpasa Municipality (those are also based on the state’s
statistical data) and primary data obtained through observations, interviews and

survey.
5.2.1. DECIDING KIRCAMi AREA AS THE CASE STUDY CONTEXT

Kircami Area is chosen as the case study area of this thesis for five reasons, those
are; being one of Turkey’s rapiply urbanizing cities, having lost a substantial amount
of its arable lands, facing threat of development on its eight districts since 1980s,
‘being value’ for Antalya and emcompassing all qualities that yield answers for all
the research questions of the study.

5.2.2. DETERMINING THE BORDERS OF CASE STUDY AREA

The Kircami area is named after one of its eight districts and it is 3 km distant to the

Antalya city-center. Area has 1660 ha surface area in total and is constituted of two
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parts i.e. northern and southern those are divided by the Aspendos Avenue. Aspendos
Avenue separates these parts. The southern side is constituted by five districts that
are Kircami District, Tarim District, Yesilova District, Giizeloluk District and
Zumriitova District, which are determined as the case study area of this study (Map
14). 1t has 1103.56 ha surface area and 10958 inhabitants. It has borders to Aspendos
Avenue and the partially developed housing area at the north, Perge Avenue and the
partially developed housing area at the west, Sinanoglu Street and the partially
developed housing area at the south-west, Biilent Ecevit Avenue and the partially

housing area at the south and lastly Diiden River at the east.

Map 14: Case study area
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5.2.3. PHASES OF THE CASE STUDY
Case study has three major phases as follows:

e Phase I: Introductory knowledge
e Phase II: Initial field study (July 2-6, 2012)
e Phase IlI: Second field study (October 7-12, 2013)

5.2.3.1. PHASE I: INTRODUCTORY KNOWLEDGE

This preparation step of the case study is targeted to have initial information before
the field research for having general insight about the area and its dwellers. This
general notion about the field helped to decide and organize the main study’s
method. In this step, electronic local sources, Antalya development plan reports,
experts’ decisions and literature review about Antalya are used to form the latter

steps.

For having introductory knowledge especially local electronic media resources were
examined. Local authors’ articles were read to understand the prominent views about
Antalya related with development of Kircami. Also the development plan reports,

objections to them, and experts’ decisions reports are read as informative sources.

For having information about the Kircami dwellers, general opinions and the
agricultural production in Kircami, some electronic blogs were watched to

understand the general condition in Kircami.

Literature review about urbanization and agriculture of Antalya helped to form the
structure of the field study. This literature review also yielded the fact that there was

a lack of data and documents about Kircami.

In this step also interviews were conducted by telephone with two local governors
from Kircami Area as to have further insight about the development process. In this
step, City Directorate of Land Registry and Cadaster (Tapu Kadastro i1 Miidiirliigii)
and City Directorate of Agriculture (Tarim I1 Miidiirliigii) are also visited for
obtaining official information and documents.
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At the end of this introductory step, the writer of this study had four general ideas for

the latter step as follows:

1. Kiurcami is an important agricultural and recreational area in
Antalya’ history.

2. Areais a part of Antalya’s agricultural land system.

3. Agricultural production is under the negative effects of soil,
water, and climate conditions and hence agricultural production is
almost ending today.

4. Almost all Kircami dwellers support development plan.

5.2.3.2. PHASE II: INITIAL FIELD STUDY- INTERVIEW AND
OBSERVATION

The first field study was done in July 2-6, 2012. In this step interviews and
observations were done. Interviews were conducted with the chairman of the
Chambers of Agricultural Engineers, mukhtars of Kircami and Giizelova Districts,
two planners from Antalya Municipality and Muratpasa Municipality and lastly with

Kircami dwellers.

The aim of the interview with Vahap Tuncer, the chairman of the Chambers of
Agricultural Engineers, was to collect information about the development process,
the reasons of the objections of the chamber as well as how they plan to take a
position in the following process. He talked about the significance of the area in
Antalya’s agriculture sector as being the first classified production area and a part of
the whole agricultural lands of Antalya as well as their objections to development

plans.

The aim of the interview with Kircami, Yesilova and Giizeloluk District’s mukhtars,

was to understand the general opinions of what they are thinking about development

of Kircami and present condition of both agricultural production and life in Kircami

Area. Mukhtars were asked not only their personal ideas but also the general

thoughts of Kircami dwellers if they knew. It is seen that these two mukhtars have

distinct ideas about agricultural production in Kircami and its development. While
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one of them was advocating the sustainability of lands, the other was supporting
development by expressing the reasons of bad conditions for agricultural production.
One of them is supporting the idea of ‘Agricultural production should be continuing
perfectly by some maintenance on irrigating channels and greenhouses’. However
the other mukhtar was supporting development if the plan gave permission to high
buildings. The other mukhtars did not want to answer the questions about Kircami

and its development; did not about Kircami Area’s development problem.

The purpose of the interviews with planners from Antalya and Muratpasa
Municipalities was to explore the development process’ past, present and future.
Through these interviews official documents related with Kircami development issue
were also collected. Planners informed the researcher about the land necessity of

Antalya and emphasized the need for the development of Kircami.

In the interviews step, people who were approached casually were asked about their
family, opinions about living in Kircami, agricultural production (land, production,
marketing, and problems), educational and economic conditions and also their
opinions about development. For these interviews semi-structured questions were
prepared to leave room for the prominent questions during the interviews. These
interviews were done in the houses of the dwellers and this condition also provided
possibility for making observations about rural life and agricultural production in
Kircami. By these interviews with Kircami dwellers and observations on the area, the
essential information of the study was obtained about the present situation in
Kircami. This information revealed the need of a questionnaire as to collect detailed
data about agricultural production, demographic and socio-cultural structure. Since,

at the end of this secondary step, it is obviously seen that:

1. Agricultural production is still continuing in the area.
2. Area is still an important vegetable production area for not only
Antalya’s markets, but especially for big cities of Turkey.
3. Almost each adult member of the families is agricultural worker.
4. Educational level is low and especially all women work in
agriculture.
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5. All landowners do not want development; only the land-owners
who have large lands want development. The landowners who
have smaller lands do not support the development idea.

6. Almost all participants indicated that they want to go on
agricultural production in other agricultural areas of Antalya if
development realized.

7. Kircami dwellers who support development do not want to tell the
certain information about their amount of production; they are in
tendency of indicating that they are in hard income conditions.

8. Kircami dwellers are bored about the development issue and they
do not trust governors.

9. Although some areas have irrigating problems Diiden, River is still
irrigating the whole area. Through maintenance every farm should
be irrigated easily.

10. Generally greenhouses need maintenance. People do not want to
invest in their greenhouses because of the development
speculation.

11. Development speculation prevents the farmers from having more

attention on their production.

By these collected information, the ‘value’ of Kircami Area and the necessity for
conserving the area are observed. However, the third step —Survey- of the case study
is planned for having quantitative data in order to further invetigate the ‘value’ of

Kircami.

5.2.3.3. PHASE I11: SECOND FIELD STUDY-SURVEY &
OBSERVATION:

The last field study was realized in October 7-10, 2013. In this step, a survey with 32

semi-structured questions is prepared and implemented in three days with 50

respondents that were chosen conveniently. From Tarim District 9 people, from

Kircami District 10 people, from Giizeloluk District 13 people, from Yesilova

District 13 people and from Ziimriitova District 5 people answered the questions
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(For survey see Appendix A and Appendix B). Questions of the survey were

targeted to have information about five main issues that are:

1. Demographic Profile: For obtaining household demographic
information 6 questions were asked, those are; the relationship of
the respondents with the landowner, household size, household
members, their ages, education levels and jobs.

2. Housing and Land Profile: For obtaining data about housing and
land profile, 4 questions were asked; the ownership status of the
land, amount of the land, land ownership history and the number of
its current inheritants.

3. Economic Profile: For determining the economic profile of the
respondents’ family, 5 questions were asked: annual income from
agricultural production, existence of other income sources,
additional house ownership and rent status, number and type of
vehicles owned.

4. Agricultural Production Profile: For obtaining the data of
agricultural production of respondents’ family, 13 questions were
asked: who is/are operating the land, type of the agricultural
production, types of agricultural products and animals, the type of
products in the previous years, having tractor/s, having irrigating
systems, applying medicine and doing fertilizing, renting any
agricultural equipment, renting out agricultural equipment, amount
of annual agricultural product, number of annual harvesting, type
of marketing approaches for products, the cities where products are
marketed to.

5. Kircami’s Dwellers’ General Ideas about Kircami and
Development: For obtaining information about the general ideas of
Kircami dwellers’ about Kircami, development and related
problems, 4 questions were asked to respondents: the main
problems of agricultural production in Kircami, the expectations

about their lands (question is also asked for women and children of
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the houses), the most important problem of Kircami Area and the

future of agriculture sector in Kircami.

5.3. CASE STUDY AREA

5.3.1. ENVIRONMENT OF THE CASE STUDY AREA

Case study area covers urban housing, trade and trade within housing except Diiden
River on the eastern border. Aspendos Avenue, Perge Avenue, Biilent Ecevit Avenue
and Sinanoglu Streets are important in the transportation system of Antalya city.
Perge and Aspendos Avenues and Sinanoglu Street connect city center and Antalya
airport. Sinanoglu Street and Biilent Ecevit Avenue are the main roads of connection

between the city center and the eastern regions of the city (Map 15).

Area is in 3 km distance to Antalya Airport, has traffic problem because of the
drivers who prefer the area’s roads and want to arrive to the airport by a shorter
distance especially in the morning and evening hours. Especially the 1830 numbered
road that is connecting Yali Street to the Aspendos Avenue by passing through
Giizeloluk and Yesilova Districts. Another intense traffic problem is seen in Kircami
Distict on the Gdéller Street that connects the Perge Avenue to the airport road. 9
Eyliil Street is the most disadvantaged road because being on the connection point of
these roads (Map 15).

At the urban side of the area, there are housing and trade as the results of partial
development plans. Because of being an agricultural settlement with first classified
agricultural lands, area is developed through partial development plans as the result
of consuming the arable lands of Kircami Area. At the borders of the area there is
urbanized areas that are 5 to 10 storeyed buildings, trade, trade under housing,
private school, private hospital, shopping mall and some small industrial sites. In
Figure 9, it is seen the land-use of Kircami Area and the locational relations between
urban Antalya and Kircami Area. Being on the intersection points of main roads and

proximity to city center and Antalya Airport cause to land speculation in the area.
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Figure 9 : Land-use in Kircami Area and Urban Antalya- Kircami Area Relation
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Map 15: Streets those have traffic problem in Kircami Area

Data source: www.maps.google.com

Photograph 4: Perge Avenue
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Case study area is surrounded by arable lands throughout its eastern border. Due to
being located near to the Diiden River, the lands between the airport and the case
study area have the most arable lands of the whole area. However, by partial
development plans, there is also urban housing in the area and the buildings are

maximum 3 storeys.

Although case study area has agricultural character, in the area there are two driving
training roads (both in Giizeloluk and Yesilova Districts) and small commercial
shops that are selling agricultural products i.e. agricultural chemicals and seeds.

There are two housing sites in Giizeloluk District that were constructed through

partial development plans.

Photograph 5: A housing area on the location between Kircami Area and Antalya
Airport.
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Photograph 6: A view from Tarim District shows the rural settlement character of

the case study area

Photograph 7: Connection point of urban and rural sides of Giizeloluk Distric
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Photograph 8: An example for commerce in the area

5.3.2. DEMOGRAPHIC STRUCTURE OF THE CASE STUDY AREA

There is no actual rural inhabitant population data for people living in the rural side
of the Kircami Area. Data given in Table 16 is from 2002 and it is obtained from
1/5000 scaled Master Development Plan that was approved in 14.11.2008.
Population in the area is increasing due to the urbanization on the borders of the area

as a result of the partial development plans.

In the area generally two or three families live together in two or three-storey houses.
It is seen that rural inhabitants of the area dominantly work as agricultural workers in
their own lands. Their houses are located on their lands and agriculture is the
dominant factor that leads the Kircami dwellers to live in the area. They indicate that
they would prefer to live in another agricultural area and continue to agricultural

production if agriculture ends in Kircami.
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Table 16: 2002 rural population, rural area and population density of the districts

POPULATION
DISTRICT 2002 NUMBER OF
AREA (ha) DENSITY
NAME POPULATION HOUSING(*)
(person/ha)
KIRCAMI 1752 207 141.05 8
YESILOVA 2986 410 302.02 10.1
GUZELOLUK 3415 720 434.80 12.7
TARIM 1780 190 113.14 6.35
ZUMRUTOV
1025 165 112.55 10.9
A
TOPLAM 10958 1692 1103.56 10.07

Data source: 2008, 1/5000 scaled Master Development Plan Report, (*) Number of
Housing Data is obtained by Elif Demirbas Topcu.

5.3.3. AGRICULTURAL STRUCTURE OF THE CASE STUDY AREA

Dwellers of Kircami Area generally work in the agricultural sector. Especially
almost all women are agricultural workers. Young population dominantly does not
continue to higher education and join in the family’s agricultural labor. In the area,
essentially, two types of agricultural production are done that are open-field/
cultivated production and green house production. Greenhouse production is the
dominant type of agricultural production. Initial greenhouses were built in the area
about 50 years ago. While in those years vegetable and fruit (e.g. dominantly citrus
fruits) were produced, today, a few types of green vegetables are dominantly
produced (Related data is given in the questionnaire section).

Today in Kircami, development issue interests almost any Kircami dwellers. Every

land-owner is wondering about his/her land’s future. There are empty and neglected
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greenhouses because of the expectation of the development plan. It is apparent that
this 30 years ambiguity reverberates on the agricultural production negatively.
However, area is still productive and agricultural production is continuing even
though as it is not as in the past. In the area, agricultural production is continuing
especially in Yesilova and Giizeloluk Districts because both are affected less from
urban uses than the other districts. Being closer to Diiden River provides irrigating of
whole area by channels. However, in the parts of the area locating near to urban areas

have some deficiency because of maintenance problems. However, area does not

have a vital irrigating deficiency.

ASPENDOS AVENUE

PERCGE
AVENUE .
YESILOVA IRRIGATED
DISTRICT 7 PRIMARY
AGRICULTURAL
LANDS
IRRIGATED
PRIMARY
BORDERS OF

OPEN-FIELD
: == DISTRICTS

DUDEN RIVER

IRRIGATED
PRIMARY

GREEN HOTUSE
LANDS

BULENT ECEVIT AVENUE
PARTIAL DEVELOPMENT AREAS

Map 16: Types of agricultural production lands in Kircami Area
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In the Table 17, the greenhouse areas are presented. Case study area is 1103.56 ha
and 506.51 ha of land in total (48%) are greenhouse.

Table 17: Total sizes and percentages of greenhouses in the case study area

DISTRICT NAME GREENHOUSE AREA (ha) | PERCENTAGES (%)
KIRCAMI 48.09 9.49
YESILOVA 149.29 29.47
GUZELOLUK 212.64 41.98
TARIM 43.33 8.55
ZUMRUTOVA 53.16 10.49
TOTAL 506.51 100

Data source: 2008, 1/5 000 scaled Master Development Plan Report
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Photograph 9: A view from a productive greenhouse
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Photograph 10: Irrigating channel (arik) in Giizeloluk District. Channels are
observed all along the area.

Photograph 11: Glass and polythene greenhouses and open-field agriculture are

together.
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5.3.4. HOUSING IN THE CASE STUDY AREA

Housing typology in Kircami Area is generally one, two or three storey. Generally
houses are two-storey and are located in the agricultural land. Houses generally are
grouped as five or more. Giizeloluk District is the most crowded district of the area
with 720 houses and 3415 number of people. Yesilova District is the second crowded

district of the area with 410 houses and 2986 number of people.

Photograph 12: Generally one or two storey houses locate in the agricultural

production land.
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Photograph 13: An example of one-storey house and irrigating channel in the

garden.

5.3.5. OWNERSHIP STATUS IN THE CASE STUDY AREA

According to the ownership status map (Map 17) the number of parcels is listed in

Table 18. Table 19 that represent the average, small and large parcels’ size in the

case study area.

Table 18: Table shows the number and percentages of land parcels

e | Toaeesor
GUZELOLUK DISTRICT 222 31.53
YESILOVA DISTRICT 166 23.57
KIRCAMI DISTRICT 148 21.02
ZUMRUTOVA DISTRICT 99 14.06
TARIM DISTRICT 69 9.80
TOTAL 704 100

Data source: 2008, 1/5 000 scaled Master Development Plan Report
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5.4. SURVEY ANALYSES AND RESULTS

5.4.1. DEMOGRAPHIC PROFILE OF RESPONDENTS

The first part of the survey was designed to gather demographic information about
the sample. Accordingly, demographic data constituted of age, education level and
employment condition of 203 people who share household with the respondents. The
age groups of the 50 respondents are shown in Table 20 and age groups of 203
household members are listed in Table 21.

Table 19: Average, small and large parcels’ size

AVERAGE
SMALL PARCELS’ | LARGE PARCELS
DISTRICT NAME PARCEL
SIZE SIZE
SIZE

KIRCAMI 13617 4500 28125
YESILOVA 14451 5312 26000
GUZELOLUK 29780 4675 69000
TARIM 19402 3750 38000
ZUMRUTOVA 15972 3000 75000
TOTAL 93222 21237 236125

Data source: 2008, 1/5 000 scaled Master Development Plan Report

In Kircami, younger parents between 30-50 years old generally have two children.
However, the parents from the older generation, between 50-60 years old generally
have three or more children. This shows that the older generation tends to have more
children in the household. Graphic 6 shows the population distribution of the

families ranging between 1 and 14.
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Map 17: Ownership status in the case study area

Data Source: Muratpasa Municipality

It is seen that the average age of household is 38.7 and the dominant age group is 40-

49 years old in Kircami Area. This is followed by 30-39 and 50-59 age groups.

Graphic 5 shows that young and middle age groups are the dominant age group in

the area.
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Table 20: Age groups and proportions and percentages of households

AGE GROUPS NUMBER OF HOUSEHOLD PEOPLE | PERCENTAGE %
0-9 ages 19 9.35
10-19 ages 25 12.31
20-29 ages 23 11.33
30-39 ages 34 16.74
40-49 ages 42 20.68
50-59 ages 30 14.77
60-69 ages 12 17.64
70-79 ages 12 5.91
80-89 ages 6 2.95
TOTAL 203 100
AVERAGE AGE 38,7 -
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Graphic 5: Household age distribution according to number of people
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Graphic 6: Proportion of 50 families’ population

Secondly, for obtaining the educational level of household members, the respondents
were asked their education level. It is seen that, while almost 15% of participants
received no schooling; almost 3% went to primary school but did not graduate and
32% graduated from high school. This amount is almost equal to 50% of the total
population. 14.28 % of people is graduated from high school mostly younger
generation. Higher education attendence is very low in the middle age groups. Only
4.43% of people have a university degree, 2.46 % left university education and
2.46% of people is currently attending university education. Table 22 shows the

educational level in Kircami Area.

It is also observed that education is still not valuaed for Kircami inhabitants.
Although it seems higher education gains more importance for the younger age
groups, nevertheless education does not have significance according to their
agricultural-rural based life. Through the interviews, almost half of the young people
indicate that they prefer to work as workers in their land or in any work in Antalya or

Turkey instead of other jobs.
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Table 21: Educational data of the case study area

EDUCATIONAL DATA NUMBER OF PEOPLE | PERCENTAGE (%)
Not go to any school 30 14.77
Less than primary school 6 2.95
graduate

Less than secondary school 3 1.47
graduate

Less than high school 4 1.97
graduate

Less than university graduate 5 2.46
Primary school graduate 65 32
Secondary school graduate 20 9.85
High school graduate 29 14.28
University graduate 9 4.43
Primary school student 19 9.35
High school student 13 6.40
University student 5 2.46
TOTAL 203 100

Thirdly, the respondents were asked about their employment status. Answers that
are seen on Table 23 show that 75% of respondents work in agriculture sector.
Although 24% indicate that they have other employments, however they do not have
expertise of any work other than agricultural labor.

Fourthly, the respondents were asked the other households’ employment data.
Answers expose that the 65% of household population are working in agriculture
sector. Essentially this percentage and the 75% percentage of the previous data are
almost corresponds to all labor force of the area (except children and old people)
(Table 24).
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Table 22: Employment situation of the respondents

JOB/EMPLOYMENT NUMBER OF PERCENTAGE
PEOPLE %

Agriculture worker 26 52

Agriculture worker + Anotherjob 12 24

(marketing, mukhtar, worker trade...

Worker 9 18

Housewife 1 2

No employment 2 4

TOTAL 50 100

Table 23: Household’s employment data except respondents

JOB/EMPLOYMENT NUMBER OF PEOPLE | PECENTAGE%
Agriculture worker 58 62.5
Agriculture worker + worker 2 25
Housewife 8 10
Government employee 1 1.25
Retired 2 2.5
Worker 8 10
Teacher 1 1.25
TOTAL 80 100

5.4.2. ANALYSES OF AGRICULTURAL LAND PROFILE

For exposing the agricultural land profile in Kircami Area, the first question-land
size that they have, is asked to the respondents. By this question, data related with
totally 362600 m? lands is obtained. The data about who the owner of the land is (the
relationship with the survey respondent), size of the land, house-land relation, type of
the house, way of owning the land, separation of the land in the future and who is
operating the land are obtained. Answers are illustrated in Table 25, Table 26, Table
27, and Table 28.
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Table 24: Landowner - land size amounts in the case study area

Land Owner/Owners (Relationship Number of Owned Land
with the Survey Respondents) People Size (m?)
Respondent 19 65900
Respondent’s Wife/Husband 2 7500
Respondent+ 4 Brothers 1 5500
Respondent + 5 Brothers 1 5300
Father + Father-in law +Mother+ 22 215400
Mother-in-law+ Grandfather

Aunt 1 5000
Landowner (Rented) 4 58000
TOTAL 50 362600

Secondly the respondents were asked the ownership, type and use conditions of
housing. 48 respondents said that the houses that they live in are located on their land
and 2 people said that they do not have any house in their land. 29 people of 50
respondents (58%) indicate that the houses that they have are single-storey. 16
people of 50 respondents (32%) said that they have two-storey house and one of
these houses is rented, the others are in use of families. 3 people of 50 respondents
(6%) said that they have three-storey houses that are in use of their families. 2 people

of 50 respondents (4%) said that they do not have any house in the Kircami Area.
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Table 25: Housing in the case study area

NUMBER OF
TYPE OF HOUSING LOCATION
RESPONDENTS
SINGLE STOREY on the land 29
TWO-STOREY on the land 16
THREE-STOREY on the land 3
NO HOUSE - 2

Thirdly the respondents were asked the way of acquiring the land that they have in
Kircami Area. 18 people of 50 respondents (36%) indicate that they obtained the
land by inheritance. 27 people of 50 respondents (54%) indicate that they bought the
land. The reason of why they bought the land was also asked to respondents. 4 of
them said for investment, 14 of respondents indicated for agricultural production, 5
of respondents indicated for housing/living, 4 of respondents indicated for housing
and agricultural production. 2 respondents (4%) indicated that they obtained their
lands not only by inheritance but also by purchase. 3 respondents (6%) indicated that

they do not know the answer.

Fourthly the respondents were asked how many heirs their land will be divided in the
future. The answers are illustrated in the Table 28. 47 respondents answered the
question. According to the answers, it is seen that, 47 private lands will be divided
among 180 heirs in the future. Average parcel amounts in Kircami Area are shown in
Table 18 and Table 19. It is understood that lands will be divided in very smaller
parcels in the future.

Lastly the respondents were asked the operator/s of the farmland right now. The
answers demonstrate that the 39 farmlands (%78) are operated by family members
and the 5 farmlands (%10) are operated by renters and 6 farmlands (%12) are not
operated (Table 29).
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Table 26: Land acquisition type

NUMBER OF
WAY OF ACQUIRING THE LAND PERCENTAGE (%)
RESPONDENTS

BY INHERITANCE 18 36

BY BUYING 27 54

BY INHERITANCE+BUYING 2 4
UNKNOWN 3 6

TOTAL 50 100

Table 27: Number of shareholders of the lands

NUMBER OF NUMBER OF HEIRS OF EACH
RESPONDENTS RESPONDENT’S LAND NUMBER OF TOTAL
(person/people) (person/people) HEIRS
5 1 5
12 2 24
9 3 27
6 4 24
4 5 20
6 6 36
3 8 24
2 10 20
3 Unknown -
TOTAL: 50 TOTAL: 47 TOTAL: 180

Table 28: Operator of the farmlands, their numbers and percentages

PRODUCER NUMBER OF THE

(OPERATOR) OF THE PRODUCERS PERCENTAGE (%)
LAND (OPERATORYS)

FAMILY MEMBERS 39 78
RENTERS 5 10
NON-OPERATING 6 12

TOTAL 50 100
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5.4.3. ANALYSES OF AGRICULTURAL PRODUCTION PROFILE

Initially the respondents were asked what type of agricultural production they make.
Four types of agricultural production are determined that are Production in
greenhouses (P. in G.), Production in open fields (P. in O.F.), P.in G. + P.in O.F. +
Floriculture. Numbers of producers according to the type of production is illustrated
in Table 30.

In Kircami Area, general type of production iS greenhouse production with 80
percantage. Non-operating farmlands are 12 per cent of the area. The last 8 per cent
of includes 4 per cent floriculture, 2 per cent production in open field and 2 per cent
of both production in greenhouses and open fields.

Table 29: Producer’s numbers and agricultural production type

PRODUCTION TYPE NUMBER OF PERCENTAGE

PRODUCER %

P.in G. 70 =

P.in O.F. 1 5

P.inG.+P.inO.F. 1 3

Floriculture 2 2

No agricultural production 6 R

TOTAL 50 00

Secondly, the respondents were asked the types of agricultural products that are
produced in their lands. There are different types of agricultural products ranging
from greens to vegetables, little amounts of fruits and floriculture. The general
agricultural product types are parsley, rucola, cress, lettuce, spinach, faba bean,
radish, cucumber, melon, water melon, tomato, green pepper, dill, chili pepper,
eggplant, artichoke plant, mandarin, orange, medlar, pomegranate, floriculture.

Table 31 illustrates the types of products and the number of producer families.
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As thirdly, the respondents were asked the changes in the types of agricultural
products in Kircami in years. According to the answers of respondents, it is generally
seen that changes in agricultural product type started in the middle of 1980s. In those
days, it is seen that almost all the farmers were generally producing tomato, chili
pepper, cucumber and eggplant. However today, 29 farmers are only producing
greens due to several reasons associated with the area-related, economic and
marketing problems. 13 families are dominantly producing greens with vegetables.
While only 4 families indicate that they are producing little amount of fruits, 2

respondents are floweriest.

Table 30: Types of products and the number of producer families

TVPE OF PRODUCTS NUMBER OF PRODUCER
FAMILIES

Several types of greens 29
Greens+ several vegetables 22
Pomegranate 1

Melon + Water Melon 2

Orange 2
Mandarin 1

Faba Bean 1
Eggplant 9

TOTAL 67
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Photograph 14: Photograph is from a flower production field in the case study area

Photograph 15: Area is well- irrigated
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Photograph 16: First and second ones were taken in the beginning of 1990s. Last
one is the situation of today; greenhouse that was made of glass in the left is non-

operated today; new one is constructed in the beginning of 2000s.
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As the third question re agricultural equipment possessed demonstrates 11 people of
50 respondents (22%) said that they have tractor, 16 people of 50 respondents (32%)
said that they have hand tractor, 1 person (2%) said that they have palet and 2
floweriest (4%) indicates that they have grass cutter, hoeing machine, scythe, and
wood machine (Table 31).

Table 31: Numbers of agricultural equipment having by the farmers

AGRICULTURAL NUMBER OF PERCENTAGE
EQUIPMENT RESPONDENTS (%)
TRACTOR 11 22
HAND TRACTOR 16 32
PALET 1 2
FLOWERIST EQUIPMENT

HAVING NO EQUIPMENT 20 40
TOTAL 50 100

Fourthly, the respondents were asked if they have irrigating systems for making
disinfection and using fertilizers. 36 people of 50 respondents (72%) said that they
have dropping irrigating system, 1 person (2%) said that they have sprinkling
irrigating system, 3 people (6%) said that they have probing, and 1 person (2%) said
that they have running water system. Farmers especially indicate that they do not
take permission for probing and they have problems with inadequate irrigation. 42
farmers (84%) indicate that they make disinfection and fertilizing.

Fifthly, the respondents were asked how they plough the soil. 18 people of 50
respondents (36%) said that they plough with their own tractor. 17 respondents
(34%) said that they plough by renting a tractor one or two times a year and they pay
40-45 Turkish Lira for 1000 m?, and one respondent (2%) said that they use their

own hoeing machine.

149



e M ) : i
\‘\\;\_‘_\\\_ — g & — = L T

o )
/[
— !‘

—

5

E E A

Photograph 17: Old glass and new polythene greenhouses
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Sixthly, the respondents were asked if they are renting any agricultural equipment
and other land or greenhouse. 17 respondents said that they rent tractor for
ploughing, 2 respondents said that they rent land for agricultural production from
other agricultural regions of Antalya and 1 respondent said that they rent a
greenhouse. No respondents indicate that they have agricultural equipment for

renting.

Seventhly, the respondents are asked the number of harvest annually and the amount

of their products. Answers are illustrated in Table 32 and Table 33.
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Photograph 18: A view from greenhouse production areas

Table 32: Numbers of harvest annually in the case study area

NUMBER OF PRODUCER FAMILY NUMBE&SHFUZ')“RVEST
4 1
8 2
15 3
3 4
> 5
3 6
2 7
1 10
Total: 41 Total: 144
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Table 33: Types and amounts of the agricultural products producing in the case

study area
TYPE OF PRODUCT AMOUNT OF PRODUCTS
Eggplant 73 ton
Tomato 43 ton
Marrow 25 ton
Melon- Water melon 10 ton
Cucumber 250 kg
Faba bean 200 kg
Spinach 50 kg
Lettuce 496 700 unit
Greens 1 410 000 unit
Shrubby plants 10 000 unit

Eighthly, the respondents are asked how they are marketing their products. More
than half of the total products (51%) are bought by the wholesalers. Farmers who
have vehicles for carrying their products prefer to sell the products in the wholesale
market. Data also shows that the area is still preferable by the whole-selling traders.

Answers are illustrated in Table 34.

Ninthly, the respondents were asked where they send their products. The answers
show that Kircami Area is still an agricultural production area that its products are
marketed in different markets of not only in Antalya but also other places.
Respondents declared that the products are selling in the wholesale markets of
mainly Istanbul, Ankara, Konya, Bursa, izmir and some others cities of Turkey. And
also one farmer asserted that his products are selling in export market. Answers are
illustrated in Table 35.
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Table 34: Ways of the marketing of the agricultural products

NUMBER OF o
TYPE OF MARKETING PERSON PERCENTAGE (%)
Through wholesaling to traders 25 51

coming from wholesaling-market

Through wholesaling in wholesaling- 14 28.57
market by the farmer

Through retailing in wholesaling- 4 8.1
market by the farmer

Through wholesaling to some big 4 8.1
markets’ customers coming from
Antalya and other cities

Through sending to hotels in Antalya 2 4.05
and other cities’ traders
TOTAL 49 100

Table 35: In where the products are selling

IN WHERE PRODUCTS SELLING PERSON
In Antalya (1.A.) 10
Out of Antalya (O.A.) 10
I.LA. + O.A. 20
Exportation 1
Unknown 1
Big Markets 1

As lastly, the respondents were asked the problems that they have related in
agricultural production. Respondents were mainly mentioned about the cost of
expenditures and the irrigating and marketing problems. Generally respondents
indicated that traders earn much money than the producer. They indicate that they

want to sell their products personally. The answers are illustrated in the Table 36.
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Table 36: The problems of the farmers related with agricultural production in the

case study area

ggggbi¥%ﬂz AGRICULTURAL PERSON
Cost of Expenditures (chemicals, maintenance of 32
greenhouses)

Irrigating problems 13
Marketing problems 11
Infertility of soil 9
Negative effects of high construction surrounding 5
the greenhouses

Agricultural diseases 2
No problem 2
Air pollution 1

5.4.4. ANALYSES OF ECONOMIC PROFILE

Initially, the respondents were asked their annual income from agricultural
production for having a general opinion related about economic situation of the

Kircami inhabitants. Table 37 illustrates the income groups.

Secondly, the respondents were asked if the households have any jobs apart from
agricultural work. It is seen that only 17 people have other jobs. However, as it is
seen in the table, they generally work as unqualified workers due to the low
education level as it is mentioned in the demographic profile section above. Only 1
of 17 people who is a female teacher. The jobs and the numbers of people are
illustrated on Table 38.
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Table 37: Annual income amounts of inhabitants in the case study area

ANNUAL INCOME (Turkish Lira) NUMBER OF FAMILY
2500 - 5000 1
5000 - 10000 2
10000 -15000 12
15000 -20000 8
30000 - 40000 10
40000 - 50000 1

50000 - 60000 -

60000 - 70000 1
70000 - 80000 1
500000 1
No answer 13
TOTAL 50

Thirdly, the respondents were asked if they owned another property (house, land,
second house) other than the one they have in Kircami. 13 respondents (26%) said
that they have houses other than their houses in Kircami. 7 people of 50 respondents
(%14) indicated that they have totally 14 houses in Antalya, 6 respondents (%12)
indicate that they have totally 6 summer-village houses in Korkuteli. 37 respondents

indicate that they do not have any house except their houses in Kircami Area.
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Table 38: Other Job/Employment/Gender situation of Kircami inhabitants

NUMBER
JOBS GENDER
(Person)
FEMALE MALE
Teacher 1 1
Hair-dresser 1 1
Worker 9 9
Trade 2 2
Driver 2 2
Secretary 1 1
Mukhtar 1 1
TOTAL 17 1 16

Fourthly, the respondents were asked if they have any other income sources. 10 of 31
people said that they have worker retirement salary from Social Security Institution.
5 of 32 people indicated that they also have operating lands other than the one in
Kircami. 9 of 31 people indicated that they have minimum worker wage. Answers
are listed in Table 39.

Lastly the respondents were asked how many and what type of motor vehicle they
have as to obtain extended data about the people’s economic level. It is seen that 24
families have 29 automobiles; 17 families have pickup truck for carrying the
agricultural products to the market and 11 families declared that they have tractors

for agricultural activities (Table 40).
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Table 39: Other income resources of the families

INCOME SOURCES NUMBER OF
PEOPLE
Retirement salary 10
Mukhtar salary 1
Cyprus War veteran salary 1
Another land operating 5
Rent income 3
Worker salary 9
Trade/ Marketing 2
TOTAL 31

Table 40: Number of vehicles the farmers possess.

TYPE OF MOTOR NUMBER OF MOTOR NUMBER OF
VEHICLE VEHICLES PRODUCER FAMILY
Motorcycle 7 6
Pickup Truck 17 17
Automobile 29 24
Grader 1 1
Tractor 11 11
Panelvan 1 1
Service minibus 1 1
Commercial taxi 1 1
TOTAL 68 62
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5.4.5. ANALYSES OF THE QUESTIONS OF GENERAL APPROACHES OF
KIRCAMIi DWELLERS

In this section the respondents provided their general opinions about what they think
about Kircami Area’s future and development plan. It is seen 48% of respondents are
approving development. However, 4% asserted that they want development if it
permits taller constructions. 38% of dwellers indicate that they absolutely do not
want development. While 8% of people are ambivalent, 2% declared that they
approve the partial development plans. These results indicate that in the area,
generally there are two separate opinions (approving and not approving) with almost
same percentages. Table 41 illustrates the Kircami inhabitants’ opinions about

development plan.

Secondly, the respondents were asked the other households’ opinion about
development plan for Kircami Area. As it is seen in the observation and interviews
young generation and women with total 57.2% want development. Women’s main
motivation for this view is the possibility of reduced labor work that they are heavily

engaged in. Answers are illustrated in Table 42.

Table 41: General opinions of respondents about future of Kircami Area

OPINION RELATED WITH NUMBER OF PERCENTAGE
DEVELOPMENT PLAN PEOPLE %
Approving the dev. Plan 24 48
Approving a development plan with high 2 4

construction

Not approving the development plan 19 38
Ambivalent 4 8
Approving partial development plans 1 2
TOTAL 50 100
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Table 42: Other household’s opinions about development plan for Kircami Area

OPINION OF WOMEN AND NUMBER OF PERCENTAGE
CHILDREN PEOPLE (%)
Women want 30 27.2
Women do not want 26 23
Women ambivalent 4 3.6
Children want 33 30
Children do not want 14 12.7
Children ambivalent 3 2.7
TOTAL 110 100

Thirdly, the respondents were asked what they think about the present situation and

the future of agriculture in Kircami Area. According to the answers:

e 13 respondents indicated that due to economic conditions farmers
live on very little money. They express the high expenses of
production and emphasize that merchants who buy and sell their
products earn much more money than them.

e 9 respondents indicate that soil of Kircami is unproductive.

e 9 respondents indicate that there is no problem for agricultural
production. Present conditions are adequate for the continuation of
agricultural production in Kircami Area.

e 7 respondents indicate the inadequacy of irrigation.

e 3 respondents indicate that they want to buy agricultural land in
Serik, Aksu, Kursunlu and live and continue to agricultural
production if the development plan puts in action.

e 1 respondent said that Kircami is the only green area lasted in
Antalya center so it must be protected.

e 1 respondent emphasized the decrease in the size of parcels.

e 2 respondents indicate that if they can earn money, they prefer to

continue agriculture.
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e 2 respondents said that the problems of Kircami are solvable.

e 2 respondents said that there are no young people wanting to be
agricultural workers after their generation.

e 1 respondent said that he is not happy under these agricultural
income conditions in Kircami Area.

e 1 respondent said that expectation of development cause decrease

in agricultural production in Kircami Area.

The last question was about the most important problem of Kircami Area. It is
obviously seen that the inhabitants of Kircami Area are mostly complaining about
the lack of municipal services. Following that, they indicate the difficulties of
transportation from Kircami Area to other sides of Antalya due to inadequate
transporting possibilities. Lack of transportation problem is dominantly observed by

the researcher in the area. Further answers are illustrated in Table 43.

Table 43: Problems of inhabitants related to Kircami Area

PROBLEMS NUMBER OF PERSON
No services from municipality 16
Transportation 12
Development problem 10
Lack of maintenance in irrigation channels 4
Infertility of soil 3
Being aired of greenhouses 1
High buildings around the area 1
Unprofitable agricultural products 1
Not competing with big sized farms 1
No problem 8
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Photograph 19: A private hobby garden enterprise in Kircami Area.

5.5. FINDINGS
8 main findings are obtained by the case study:

1) Findings about the Environment of Kircami Area
2) Findings about the Physical Structure of Kircami Area

3) Findings about the Demographic and Socio-Cultural Structure of

Kircami Area
4) Findings about the Agricultural Structure in Kircami Area
5) Findings about the Economic Structure of Kircami Area
6) Findings about Transportation

7) Findings about General Opinions of Kircami Inhabitants About Kircami

Area and Development

8) Findings about the Potentials of Kircami Area
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1. Findings about Environment of Kircami Area:

Kircami was a part of the agricultural corridor that is constituted of Altinova, Piarli
and Koyunlu agricultural production areas. At the northern parts of these huge
agricultural corridor there is a mountainous geography surrounding Antalya. Diiden
River situates as the eastern border of the area and Kircami Area locates at the
southern part of the Diiden River Basin. Diiden River arrives to Mediterranean Sea

with Karpuzkaldiran Waterfall through the cliffs that are 40m in high.

At the eastern side of the Diiden River there is Antalya airport in 6 km distance.
Between the Kircami Area and airport there are greenhouse production areas and 3-
storey housing constructions. At the south-eastern neighborhood of the area there is

the Lara settlement area.

Along the southern, western and northern borders of case study area, urban uses such
as housing and commerce completely surround the area. These urban uses are the
results of the partial development plans. The urban sides and agricultural sides of the

areas have distinct landscape features both urban and rural.
2. Findings about the Physical Structure of Kircami Area:

There are two facets of the case study area as being urban and rural. Rural side is a
typical model of Antalya’s rural settlement. There are white colored low rural houses
those require maintenance. Houses locate in the agricultural land, near the green
houses. Area dominantly covered by greenhouses. Greenhouses require maintenance

dramatically.

The natural areas of the case study area also need maintenance. There are irrigation
channels coming from Diiden River along the roads. There is no effective visual
connection between Diiden River and the area due to the urban uses. Diiden River
also seems like needing maintenance. Area has alluvial primary lands owing to its
location on Diiden River Basin. Lands are the parts of Antalya’s agricultural lands

system surrounding Antalya’s environment.
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Area is a natural open-green area of Antalya city that lays along Diiden Waterfall
Basin and it ingrates Kursunlu Waterfall Basin and Koyunlu-Pimarli and Altinova’s

arable lands at the northern and eastern neighborhoods.

Kircami Area is a bio-diversity area that is the habitat of the agricultural land
including diversified types of all living organisms and their interrelated life-cycles.

At the urban side of the area there is a dominant urban landscape with high buildings
that is completely different from the rural characteristics of the case study area.

Kircami provides an open space for the urban Antalya.

3. Findings about the Demographic and Socio-Cultural Structure of

Kircami Area:

2002’s rural population of Kircami Area is 10958 people. Giizeloluk District is the
most crowded district of the area. The dominant age group is the 30-50 years old.
The parents of this age group dominantly have two children and it represents the
highly populated households. Older parents generally have three and more children.

Case study area’s population has low educational degrees. Both older and young
generation is not interested in education. 15% of people never go to school. The
highest educational level is primary school. University education degree is increasing
a little among the younger generations; however, young people are dominantly show

tendency to working in their lands as agricultural workers and/or as something else.

Adult members of the families are agricultural workers. Almost all women of
farmers’ families work in their lands. People mostly do not have any expertise in any

job.

Rural population of the case study area adopts a traditional life-style. People are not
in direct relation with urban Antalya. People enjoy to spend the most of their times in
the gardens of their houses. Especially women wear traditional garment of salvar.

Gozleme, bazlama and ayran are the frequent traditional foods consumed in the area.
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4. Findings about the Agricultural Structure in Kircami Area:

In Kircami Area, mostly greenhouse production is done. There are also vegetable
open-fields and little amount of orange-production fields. Total greenhouse areas of
Kircami Area constitute the 7% of Antalya city’s total greenhouse production areas.
Kircami people know greenhouse agriculture for nearly 50 years. Agriculture
production is the dominant sector in the area with very little floriculture production,

animal-husbandry, bee-keeping and horse farming.

Area is still productive; agricultural production is done by almost each family, and
area is irrigated. However, especially in the parts of the areas those are close and/or
next to urban sides of Kircami Area there are non-operating green houses and those
areas have deficiencies in irrigation. Generally the greenhouses need maintenance;

most of them are constructed in 1990s.

21 types of vegetables and fruits that are produced in the area are determined such as
parsley, rucola, cress, lettuce, spinach, faba bean, radish, cucumber, melon, water
melon, tomato, green pepper, dill, chili pepper, eggplant, artichoke plant, mandarin,
orange, medlar and pomegranate. Small green vegetables of the area are lettuce,
parsley, rucola, dill, cress, spinach and tomato, cucumber, green pepper chili pepper
and eggplant. It is observed that diversity in the type of agricultural products has
decreased. While in 1980s, farmers prefered to produce mostly vegetables eggplant,
tomato, today they prefer greens due to easy production and marketing, low cost, few

harvest opportunity during the year and their less demanding nature.

In the area few farmers have their own tractors. The farmers who have large lands
both in Kircami Area and in the other agricultural areas of Antalya have their own
tractors. However, the farmers who have smaller lands do not have tractors; they
prefer renting a tractor of their neighbors once every year. Farmers indicate that
almost all of them use fertilizer and disinfection chemicals. Also almost all of the
farmers irrigate their lands by the irrigating channel of Diiden River. Area is an

intercity production area.
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The products of Kircami Area are marketed not only to Antalya but also to the big
cities of Turkey and yet very little amount is exported. Products are mostly bought by
traders coming from both Antalya Hal and big traders of hypermarkets of big cities.
Very few farmers prefer to sell their products in the hal by themselves. The
commercial agreement between the farmers and the traders determine the type of the

products.

Moreover, it is observed that agricultural worker numbers among young generation
is decreasing; soil has been heavily cultivated for years and needs resting; and small

producers need financial support.
5. Findings about the Economic Structure of Kircami Area:

The economy of the area is depended on agricultural production. In the area almost
all the families are in agriculture sector and almost all adult members of the families
work in agriculture sector. Especially women are the main actors of agricultural

production.

There is not any facility for adding value for the products. At the same time there are
not any multiple agriculture initiatives that are verifying the agricultural activities for

having alternative income sources.

Farmers do not want to give certain amount of income information. The reasons of
their avoidances are related with the ambiguous development process that effect
people through concealing the real information from researches who come to the area
often. However, information obtained from the interested respondents with the
interviews indicated that ‘A farmer who have a productive, well-maintained 1000 m2
greenhouse, under the optimum production conditions, maye have 6-10 green
vegetable harvest annually and it is also possible to earn 5 000 to 10 000 Turkish
Liras by just one harvest. Total income may be 30000 to 100000 Turkish Liras. This
amount may be increase or decrease according to the changeable conditions such as
number of harvest, climatic conditions, general economy of Turkey and demands’.
Under this information, it is seen that the answers of the survey illustrates the 30000-

50000 Turkish Liras income amount as the mostly given answers. However, there are
165



also answers changing from 2500 to 500000 Turkish Liras. Also, a little amount of
respondents indicated that they have retirement salary or work as workers with
minimum wage or have other operated agricultural lands in other agricultural areas

of Antalya. Almost all families have minimum one any type of motor vehicle.

In the area almost all families have their own houses in their lands with maximum 2

storeys. Also a few families indicated that they have any other houses in Antalya.
6. Findings about Transportation

Case study area is surrounded by main roads that connect eastern-western and
southern-northern Antalya. Area locates between the Antalya Airport and Kircami
Area. Especially the Aspendos and Perge Avenues have high amounts of traffics.

People use the narrow Streets of Kircami Area for arriving to airport sooner.
Especially the 1830 numbered street is the mostly used road by the urban drivers.
Also there is lack of public transportation services from Kircami Area to the other

parts (especially to the city center) of Antalya.

7. Findings about General Opinions of Kircami Inhabitants about

Kircami Area and Development

It is observed that development problem causes to decreasing in agricultural
production in the area. Especially landowners, whose lands are on the borders of
urban sides of the area, have tendency to sell their lands and they do not prefer
continuing farming in their lands. Non-operating farms cause to visual pollution for
the urban environment and this cause perception for the requirement of development
on the urban dwellers; they complain about the pollution of the unproductive and old
greenhouses. It is diffucult for agricultural earnings competing with the land

speculative earnings from the lands of Kircami

Development problem of the area is a political problem. It is obviously seen that,
there is an effort for affecting people for convincing the requirement and benefits of

Kircami’s development in the local media.
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Kircami dwellers are generally in a disgusted manner due to the development issue.
Generally they do not want to answer the survey questions because of both do not
want to be known their thoughts about development because of development issue
causes controversy among neighbors and they are implemented a few numbers of

surveys in the previous period; surveys are loss of time for them.

For Kircami dwellers, living in Kircami Area are just based on agricultural
production. In other words, agricultural production is the only factor that connects
people to the area; it is obviously seen that they are not interested with the natural or
agricultural value of the area and they do not have sensitive approaches about their
living area when they are asked about development. They indicate that, if
development realizes, they should buy land from other agricultural producing areas

of Antalya and live and continue producing there.

It is also observed that, some dwellers do not want to say their agricultural and other
income conditions. Some of the respondents did not give the right answers about
their land size and income amounts, however some answers were obtained from

indirect ways such as neighbors and some additional observations.

The numbers of people supporting the development and the not supporting the
development is almost equal. Mostly the women demand development for having
modern houses and not working in agriculture anymore. People who have small

lands do not support development.

The most problems those the people indicate are related with the lack of municipal

services and agricultural incomes due to the agricultural sector.
8. Findings about the Potential of Kircami Area

Kircami Area is known as Kir Camii was agricultural recreation and picnic area by
Antalya people in the past. Kircami has significant potential that could improve the
farmers’ economic sustainability. First of all, farming capacities should be
strengthened. Farms should have additional income sources (diversification of on-

farm activities) such as agri-tourism, hobby gardens, adding value enterprises and so
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on. These activities are the types of multi-functional farming that provides farmers
‘new marketing opportunities, adding value to agricultural production and
diversifying and bolstering income sources’ (Topcu, 2007). Area has both natural
and recreational potentials that should be evaluated for alternative tourism such as
agri-tourism. ‘Agri-tourism refers to an enterprise at a working farm, ranch or
agricultural plant conducted for the enjoyment of visitors that generates income for
the owner. Agricultural tourism refers to the act of visiting a working farm or any
horticultural or agricultural operation for the purpose of enjoyment, education, or
active involvement in the activities of the farm or operation that also adds to
economic viability of the site’ (American Farm Bureau Federation 2004, Topcu
2007). Recreation and tourism activities should be diversified as hobby gardens, tree

renting, outdoor camping and agricultural education area.

Urban agriculture should be another way of providing the connection of the area with
Antalya. Because Kircami Area locates in the city, by the way of urban agriculture,
Kircami Area should have alternative marketing opportunities that provide local and
fresh food for Antalya people. Urban agriculture also should provide income sources
for urban poor by farming activities. Agricultural products generally sell in other
cities of Turkey and send to exportation. However, agricultural production does not
have an urban character; do not provide the main requirements of the city although it
is locating in the city. Although the farmers are grumbling about the traders earn
more, farmers do not have any initiative for selling their products to urban
inhabitants. Also farmers should have alternative marketing and/or income sources

due to the advantages of the location and potentials of the area.

Agricultural production is dominantly continuing in the area. Not only producing
there are also animal husbandry, horse farm, beekeeping and flower production in the
area. Also agricultural living culture and rural settlement’s features have a distinct

and unique character in the urban Antalya as a significant value.

Organic farming is another way of increasing agriculture income. There is no
farmers’ union or cooperative among the Kircami inhabitants. By establishing a
producer union, farmers should gain more and they can have a diversified
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agricultural status in Antalya. Also location of the area (area is close to city center,
airport and wholesaling market) can have advantageous conditions for creating

alternative local marketing opportunities.

Area provides recreational opportunities for city dwellers. Diiden River and the basin
it is located in is the most vital and attractive element of the landscape that has
recreational potential. Branches of the river circulate in the Kircami Area; in some
larger parts of the river children enjoy playing in the water. By landscape improving
projects such as renting the farms seasonally or using them as agricultural training
area, this potential should be turned into interesting landscape and recreation
opportunities.
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Photograph 20: Children enjoy playing in the channels of Diiden River
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5.6. CONCLUSION

It is observed that through its local-rural structure, Kircami Area seems an ‘urban
village’ at the heart of Antalya. While the area was attractive for people being an
open-green agricultural area in the past, today Antalya’s people have indirect
relationship with the area by just using the roads that circulate around or through it.
Visual appearance of greenhouses in the middle of this open-green area may have
negatively affected the views of its habitan. At the same time, surrounding high

constructions damages the visual cohesion between the city and the area.

This case study is done for obtaining the answers for the following research question
of this thesis: ‘Is Kircami Region a void in the macro form of Antalya city or a value
in the socio-economic, ecological and agricultural structure of it?. This study
exposed the Kircami Area’s active agricultural structure and its natural as well as
cultural value for Antalya city. Case study demonstrated the agricultural and natural
value of Kircami area both for Antalya’s past and future. By doing so, it has
confirmed the hypothesis of this thesis that there is no rational reason for urban

development in Kircami Area.
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CHAPTER 6

LEGAL AND INSTITUTIONAL DIMENSION OF AGRICULTURAL LAND
LOSS PROBLEM IN TURKEY

6.1. INTRODUCTION

Food requirements, need for productivity cause to of optimal use of lands due to the
limited sources of agricultural lands in Turkey. Relationhip between land and
increasing demand of agricultural products not only effects on agricultural
production but also cause to wrong management of lands, environmental vanishing,

migration and political unsteadiness (Aksoy and Ozsoy, 2013)

Today in Turkey is at the limits of its arable lands and problematic of land protection
is not only the vital issue of food security but also ecological threats and sustainable
development.

The current Turkish political and legal approach of land-use is not appropriate for the
protection of capabilities and potentials of agricultural lands. Deterioration of soil
directly means the deterioration of value of lands. Non-agricultural use of arable
lands mean directly vanishing of arable lands from the earth surface. The actual
agenda of Turkey is also full of non- agricultural and anti-environmental
implementation practices those cause to some of public protestations today. As an
actual example, development decision of Historical Yedi Kule Bostans in Istanbul
permits to vanish of both cultural and natural values of the area. Area that was
accepted as the ‘Renovation Area’ in 2006, decided to develop through the law of
5366 Numbered of ‘Yipranan Tarihi ve Kiiltiirel Tasinmaz Varliklarin Yenilerek
Korunmast ve Yasatilarak Kullamilmasi’. 1t is a certainty that the meaning of
deterioration of historical and cultural beings should be criticized through the

appropriation of the decision, related law and public interest context as another study

171



issue. However, the example shows the prensentation of the problem of this thesis in

several valuable areas in Turkey.

When reviewing the past legislative experiences of Turkish Republic, it is obviously
seen that today the state is far away from its initial targets for farming. Especially it
is seen that since 1980s, very strong changes were realized in legal and implemental
area related with agricultural lands due to the non-agricultural uses. Agricultural land
destruction is permitted under the justification of ‘public interest’ and ‘development’

concepts.

Photograph 21: Historical Yedikule Bostans is valuable with its cultural and natural

value

Data source: http://www.hurriyet.com.tr/gundem/27612614.asp
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Essentially, non- agricultural land-use problem is depended to the legislative

deficiency of sustainable management of all natural resources that directly effects on

sustainable development. Aksoy and Ozsoy (2013), describes this relationship

between sustainable development and sustainable soil management in Figure 10.

SUSTAINABLE DEVELOPMENT

f

\ SUSTAINABLE NATURAL RESOURCES /
MANAGEMENT

i

SUSTAINABLE LAND
MANAGEMENT

{

\ SUSTAINABLE AGRICULTURE /

SUSTAINABLE SOIL
MANAGEMENT

Figure 10: Figure illustrates the relationship between sustainable land management

and sustainable development

Data Source: Aksoy and Ozsoy, (2013)
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6.2. ANALYZING THE LEGAL PROCESSES OF AGRICULTURAL LAND
LOSS PROBLEM

6.2.1. 1937- PROPOSAL FOR AGRICULTURAL IMPROVEMENTS LAW

This proposal of law is submitted as a suggestion by Mustafa Kemal Atatiirk in the
opening meeting of Grand National Assembly of Turkey in 1936. His suggestions
about improvements in agricultural sector was submitted as being proposal of law in

1937. Proposal law was suggested:

e Each farmer will have his own land

e Agricultural lands will never be divided because of any reasons

e The amount of big families’ and farmers’ lands those they have
will be determined according to both population density of the
region that the land locates in and the productivity level of the soil

This proposal of law may be evaluated as the result of conservative-statist approach
of the state that was dominant in the years of 1930s in Turkey. Proposal never
realized as a law according to the developments related with the political situations
due to the Il. World War.

6.2.2. 1945-LAW OF PROVIDING LAND FOR FARMERS

Balta (2002) evaluates this law as one of the first attempts of giving up the state’s
conservative-statist approach. She does not interpret this law as a reform. She says:
‘Law did not allow a judicious allocation of the agricultural lands for the farmers
who do not have land or have little amounts of lands. Law just provided the
development of middle size enterprises by the way of increasing the small meta

production through the aim of increasing the agricultural production.

Law has the aim of operating all lands by the way of acquiring lands to the small
farmers. Another proposal of this law was the expropriation of lands that are larger
than 5000000m?. This was the most criticized proposal in the parliament by the

landowners who has large amounts of lands.
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Law is never had the targeted success. However, it is important because of providing

radical transformations about land ownership status in Turkey.
6.2.3. 52 NUMBERED ARTICLE OF 1961 CONSTITUTION

‘Legal process of land-use and land conservation begins with 52 numbered article of
1962 Constitution. This article of the constitution defines the role of state as: ‘State
takes precautions on society’s nutrition, increasing of agricultural production as it is
being appropriate to the public interest, preventing the loss of land and bringing
added value for the agricultural products and the labor of workers’ (Aksoy and
Ozsoy, 2013).

6.2.4. 44 AND 45 NUMBERED ARTICLES OF 1982 CONSTITUTION

In the 1982 Constitution, 44™ and 45" articles indicate the role of the state on the
issues related with agricultural production and animal husbandry and conservation of
land. In the 45 numbered article, the speech of ‘according to the principles of
agricultural production planning’ is used for the first time in the legal process of

land-use and agricultural production.

According to Aksoy and Ozsoy (2013), ‘this legal process should be categorized in
two as being before and after 1989 due to the beginning of the periods of regulations
in 1989 as Regulations Period and Laws Period after 2001. Essentially the period of
the years after 1989 should be termed as Period of non-agricultural use of arable

lands’.

6.2.5. 11. 03. 1989- REGULATION ABOUT NON-AGRICULTURAL USE
OF AGRICULTURAL LANDS

This regulation should be evaluated as being the law of legaislative permissions for
the usage of arable lands through non-agricultural purposes. From 1989 to 2001,

additional regulative orders are added to 11.03.1989 regulation.
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6.2.5.1. 23.02. 1990 REGULATION

According to the aim of this regulation that refers to producing and marketing
products for exportation, some opportunities were provided for firms and
cooperatives to construct industrial and commercial center constructions on 1%, 2",

3"and 4™ land capability level of irrigating agricultural lands.
6.2.5.2. 2.10. 1991 REGULATION

1991 Regulation allows the industrial constructions on 1%, 2", 3 and 4" level of
irrigated agricultural lands for the investments of production of plane, ship and

automobile industry.
6.2.5.3. 11. 07. 1994 REGULATION

1994 Regulation allowed the land-use for purposes other than agricultural production
on all capability level of irrigated agricultural lands through the aim of roads and

energy production facilities such as barrages and energy centrals.
6.2.5.4. AUGUST 1999 REGULATION

1999 Regulation provided the usage of arable lands for the high technology

investments that are supported by foreign capital.

6.2.5.5. 10.08.2001 REGULATION CONCERNING CONSERVATION
LAND USE OF AGRICULTURAL LANDS

2001 Regulation determined the role of Ministry of Agriculture as ‘Under the
conditions of lack of an alternative area, Turkish Ministry of Agriculture may give
permission for land-use through the purposes other than agricultural land-use
towards to non-requirement for land survey analyses. In Turkish legislative area, the
speech of ‘conservation of agricultural land’ is used in this regulation for the first
time.However, although the law was emphasized about land conservation issue, it
was already given the authority to the related ministry for non-agricultural uses

without land survey analyses.
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6.2.6. 5403 NUMBERED LAND CONSERVATION AND LAND-USE LAW

The law was approved in 03.07.2005. The aim of the law is defined as:
‘Conservation of agricultural lands against destruction due to natural and unnatural
reasons and preventing the destruction of qualities of soil and providing preservation
and development of lands and also due to the sustainable development principles,
determining the essentials of land-use planning. Law also determines the terms and

roles of the governmental levels from top to bottom.
The contents of the law should be summary as:

1. Conservation of agricultural lands and plains that have high
qualities of lands

Establishment of the Land Conservation Committee

Determining the areas that are under the risks of erosion

Land consolidation areas and distribution rules for these areas
Agricultural supports

o g~ w N

Criteria of trade of agricultural lands towards the aim of industrial
constructions

7. Land classification and land capability levels

8. Criteria of parcelling sizes of agricultural lands

It is seen that the ‘land classification according to the land capabilities’ issue is
determined in the first definitions section of the law. However, law does not interpret
the context of agricultural land-use according to the land capability classification and
thus the protection of primary and secondary lands does not be explained.

In May 2014 an additional regulation (6537 numbered Regulation), of the law was
approved that submits additional regulations for land-division and land
consolidation. According to this additional regulation minimum size of agricultural
lands will be designated by the ministry and the regional, societal, ecological and
technical properties of the regions will be the determinative factors of this

designation. Regulation is designated the amount of the minimum land parcels for
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primary lands, marginal lands and special product lands as 2 hectare, for cultivated

lands as 0,5 hectare and for greenhouses as 0,3 hectare.

6.3. CONCLUSION: AN EVALUATION AND CRITICS OF THE LEGAL
AND IMPLEMENTAL STATUS IN TURKEY

Today Turkey is far away from the sensibility of the early years of the republic’s
approach on agricultural productions and farmers. It should be apperantly said that,
the current Turkish legislation related with land-use and land protection issues
provides the legal ways of using the arable lands through the non-agricultural
purposes. It is ironic that while the regulations before 2005 giving permission for
non-agricultural purposes directly, 5403 numbered law both directly and indirectly

submits the ways of using the agricultural lands by non-agricultural purposes.

Law also submits Land Conservation Committee as the decision mechanism of land
conservation and identifies its tasks and authority. However, because of presence of
contradictions between the second and fourth sections, law acts as an instrument for
identifying the authority of the committee that explains when and how it may allow
the non-agricultural usages of arable lands. Most important deficiency of the 5403
numbered law may be evaluate as the lack of the definitions and identifications of
requirements and regulative-conservative mechanism of land conservation issue in
Turkey. Hereafter, Turkish legislative mechanism needs a law that has to provide the

certainty of conservation of primary lands.
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CHAPTER 7

CONCLUSION

7.1. DISCUSSIONS AND SUGGESTIONS

Today, using urban open green areas through the purposes other than essential
purposes is still continuing in spite of the debates, objections and legal regulations in
the enlarging cities of Turkey. This thesis is written in the days of approvement of
the recent development plan of Kircami Area that was approved by A.M.M. in
January of 2014. By the plan 1600 ha of open green areas of Antalya city decided to

transform to urban settlement area.

Conserving agricultural areas is already known as a significant issue for the
sustainability of life. However, the answers of the question that asks ‘Why the
agricultural lands have to be protected?’ are generally constricted and/or cliché in
respect to clarifying the ‘value’ of an agricultural area for the world’s future. The
concept of ‘value of urban agricultural areas’ is a subject that was not reviewed
comprehensively at all in the Turkish academic literature. This thesis is prepared for

reviewing the values of agricultural lands that locating in or at the fringe of the cities.

According to the explanation of Tepe (2008) that says ‘Nothing has any value if
nobody tells about its meaning’ and ‘value and meaning might be the same things if
the things/ phenomenon are criticized through their gaining for humanity and world’,
this study evaluate the gaining of Kircami Area’s urban agricultural lands as the
value for Antalya city. Value of an urban agricultural land that is beyond its

agricultural functions but with its agricultural functions is reviewed.

Through this aim, in the preparing process of theoretical framework that aims

determining the valuable elements of an urban agricultural area, acceptation of
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agricultural areas as being the parts of urban open-green systems has the initial role.

According to this acceptance, urban agricultural lands are exposed as:

« Being the element of urban life quality

» Being the element of urban landscape

* Being the element of urban sprawl prevention practices

« Being the essential element of urban agriculture phenomenon

« Being the element of urban social, cultural and economic structure

« Being one of the components of natural resources

These valuable elements of urban agricultural lands are grouped in two categorizes
these are agricultural values with agricultural economics, agricultural settlement and
agricultural living culture and potentials of agricultural land and the natural values
with the elements of geographic and geological elements, agricultural landscape,

biodiversity, environmental impacts and conservational impacts.

These results directed the research question as asking if the urban agricultural lands
of Kircami Area is a meaningless void in the urban land-use form of Antalya city or

a value in the socio-economic, ecological and agricultural structure of the city?

The definitions those are about urban and rurality subjects are redefined over again
according to the reality of both the conditions of enlargement of the cities and the
necessity of providing the sustainability of the natural resources in the world. Rural
areas at the edge of the cities and accordingly the rural functions are accepted as the

elements of urban areas according to these approaches.

‘In the formation and diversifying processes of cities socio-cultural and economic
identity, settlement area that the cities are located in and the natural elements of its
environment plays determinative roles’ (Karadag and Kogman, 2007). Under the
theoretical context of the study that is summarized above, agricultural and natural
components of Antalya city and Kircami agricultural settlement and production area
are reviewed for proving the hypothesis of the study that asserts there is no rational

reason for urban development in Kircami Area.
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Through the researches it is obviously seen that, Kircami Area is one of the
geographical components of Antalya city and at the same time due to its typical rural
living and settlement characteristics and agricultural production, Kircami Area is a

unique settlement area that lasts in Antalya city borders.

In Chapter 2, three land conservation approaches were reviewed to determine the
role of agriculture through land conservation context. Greenbelt Approach is
reviewed as an example for preventing urban sprawl on rural areas. Greenheart of
Holland example that was planned for providing healthy and natural areas containing
dominantly agricultural production areas for Holland by the method of rehabilitation
of swamp areas and urban agriculture approach that aims conserving the lasted
agricultural lands in the cities is reviewed. These three examples all have the role of
both conserving and being conserved. In other words, a conserved agricultural area
also plays significant role on conserving the natural living areas, the local and rural
types of livings and sustainability of economic diversity. All three examples are also
examples for ‘being value’ for their environments that they improve, and they ‘will
become increasingly vital to society in light of changing global conditions such as
climate change impacts, water scarcity, rising oil prices and food price inflation’

(Carter and Esakin, 2010).

The recent planning and conservation approaches in the developed countries
incorporate the conservation of local diversifications to the urbanization process.
These approaches do not prefer eradicating the elements of natural living cycle; in
contrary supports the approaches of conservation and development of essence values

of natural life cycle. By reviewing examples, it is also obtained that:

1) Urban agricultural lands have both agricultural and natural values
in an urban ecosystem

2) Agriculture is also an urban economic sector

3) Agricultural settlement areas have unique characters in urban areas

4) Urban agricultural lands have diversified potentials for both urban

and rural society
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5) Urban agricultural lands should be benefitted as natural land
conservation zones
6) Urban farmlands should be interrelated the urban and rural

societies

Conservation of the agricultural lands in the cities and at the edges of the cities is the
issue of both urban and rural planning studies. Kircami Area’s development problem
is the result of an aspect that evaluates the city according to land-use form and do not
accept the urban-rural cooperation. This aspect causes to loss of arable agricultural
lands in the all developing cities of Turkey. It has to be understood that, land is not
the only lost element in the land loss process. By this loss all the values both
agricultural and natural are lost, those not only dependent to the land but also the all
urban and rural environment. In other words, ‘conserving agricultural land’ and
‘making of the agriculture in another land/opening newer agricultural production
areas’ are not the same things. Conserving agricultural land means conserving the all
life components of an agricultural area and its environment; do not means only

conserving the agricultural production activity and soil.

In the theoretical framework chapter, it is seen that the urban life quality depended
on the sustainability of the natural components of the city in an urban planning study.
All the vital components of the city have to be protected unless having a rational
reason that is related with public benefits and has no alternative. As it is emphasized
by the Coordination Committee of Chambers of Antalya, conserving the quality of
agricultural land has also public benefits. Benefits of agricultural areas as being the
components of urban open green areas system are determined through their
ecological benefits and their positive impacts on pollution control, biodiversity and
nature conservation energy savings, property value, recreation and wellbeing, human
health.

It is a certainty that the land conservation issue will become more vital in the future
both for the world and Turkey because the urban development continues to be the

most destructive threat on arable lands. Today, Turkey is at the limitation of its
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arable lands’capacity. However, the controversy between urban expansion and arable

lands is continuing day by day.

‘As being parallel with the urbanization process of Turkey, spatial formation of
Antalya city and accordingly urban identity change started in 1950s and gain
acceleration in the following years. While the urban land-use area was 270 ha in
1950 and population was 25 515 people in the year of 1950, it is increased to 690 ha.
land-use area and 50 908 people in the year of 1960 (Manavoglu, 2009). Antalya city
is one of the rapidest developing cities of Turkey and continuing to lose its arable
lands especially since 1950s. By the Kircami Development Plan Antalya will also
lost 1600 ha primary urban agricultural lands. This lost essentially means loss of a
significant part (water, soil, plants and other living organisms) of open green areas

and 8% of greenhouse economy of Antalya and almost 1700 farmer families.

Antalya city has distinct geological structure of cliffs, rich water resources, large
arable lands, and appropriate Mediterranean climate for both tourism and agriculture
those make the city vital in the region that it locates in. Researches show that,
agriculture has always taken place in this geography and city’s economy is still
dependended on agriculture. Antalya city as being the fifth developed city of Turkey
is an important agricultural production center due to its geographical advantages in
the region that it locates in. 187 types of products are produced in Antalya. Annually,
20% of fruit- vegetable exportation of Turkey is done from Antalya. 2,4 per cent of
bee-keeping of Turkey takes place in Antalya. Also ‘Antalya is a rich geography of
aromatic and medical plants’ (Olhan, 2011).

Agriculture sector was the dominant economic sector of the city since the
development of tourism sector as the result of the tourism development plans in the
beginning of 1980s. Due to the rapid economic development due to the tourism
sector, city had an unplanned population increase because of migration. After those
years tourism sector became the biggest economy of the city. Antalya city lost of its
267000 da agricultural lands in the last 10 years as the result of urbanization (A.M.E.
Report, 2012).
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It is a certainty that, while the city’s future is planning according to its tourism
potential, agriculture sector’s future did not plan well. This situation is also effects on
the agricultural character of the city; today Antalya city is mostly known as a tourism

city.

Development problem of Kircami Area may be reviewed in the terms of before and
after 1996 UTTA plan that planned the area as an urban settlement area. According
to the TUIK data, population number of Antalya was 378208 people in the year of
1990 and 603190 people in the year of 2000. Kircami was deceided to develop as an
urban area in those years due to the population projections and accordingly urban
land requirement. However, according to press conference of Coordination
Committee of Chambers of Antalya in 2012, currently there are 70 000 redundant
houses in Antalya and Antalya is not in need of recent housing settlement areas until

2050 due to the redundant housing and present empty developed settlement areas.

Planning the two sides of the Aspendos and Termessos Avenues, Asik Veysel Street
and highway by the revision plan of 1/5000 scaled Master Development Plan that
was approved by A.M.M. through the 304 numbered decision in 20.08.1986 that
paved the way for partial development plans in Kircami Area might be one of the
factors that UTTA Plan’s decision about Kircami Area. About the development
decision of Kircami Area three is still no rational reasons that are exposed by

AM.M.

In spite of the Report of Expert Commission, objections of all chambers of jobs for
many times and declaration of Coordination Committee of Chambers of Antalya’s by
a press conference towards the significance of protection of Kircami Area, approve
of Kircami Development Plan realized in January 2014 once more. For obtaining the
required public benefit decision and legal permission for non-agricultural uses,

related ministries paved the ways for urban development politically.

Although Kircami Area is evaluated as a meaningless void in Antalya city in the

current days, area played a crucial conservative role as being a natural obstacle
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against urban sprawl in the rapid urbanization process of Antalya since the
beginnings of 1980s. Today Kircami Area is the only area that has the rural socio-
cultural and agricultural identity of Antalya city and protected against urban
development through the civil initiatives. In the area, typical rural living conditions
are observed. Parents generally in tend to live in single to 2 storeyed houses with
their families of children. Houses have gardens that they enjoy to spend their time in
and houses locate in their lands near the production areas. Irrigating channels may be

playing areas for the children in the summer days.

As another result, area has significant role on providing the openness- compactness
balance of the city. Area presents diversified landscape elements according to being
agricultural landscape. Kircami Area has also recreational opportunities for Antalya
inhabitants. In the past Kircami Area was called as Kir Camii that was an agricultural
recreation area for the Antalya dwellers and people were enjoying having picnics
near the Diiden River. Today Antalya dwellers do not have recreational relationship
with the area and Kircami Area’s value is also not known by them as the result of
urbanization. Due to the impacts of partial development plans 1600 ha open green
area’s only urban side is known by them. This situation seems as a public perception

that is created and supported by the local governments.

Area is vital for Antalya city according to the functions such as the aerial movement,
urban climate, clean air and water resources. Kircami Area is settled in the second
level of Duraliler Conservation Area of Drinking Water Resources (Map 9). In this
conservation area, there is Kirkgdz underground water resources at the north of the
area that is feeding up the Diiden Waterfall. Kircami Area is a well-irrigated area by
Diiden River Irrigating Channel since 1966. This channel carries the waters of
Kirkgoz Water Resources by a channel (Map 8) to the Yedi Ariklar Irrigating
Channel (Map 13) that locating at the northern part of Kircami Area. Due to the
being located in the Diiden River Basin, area has valuable alluvial soils. Area also
has the climatic impacts of this geography and thus water and climatic conditions

make the area appropriate for agricultural production.
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Kircami Area has another importance for Antalya city as being local and fresh food
production area in respect to food security. Area provides an important amount of
fresh vegetables of the city through the amount of 8% of Antalya city’s total
greenhouse production.

With regard to agriculture sector, area is a resource for economic diversity and
agricultural employment. Greenhouse production is realizing in Kircami Area and
almost all families’ livelihood is dependent on agriculture. It is an urban area that the
agricultural economy is continuing; in other words Kircami Area has a vital role on

the diversification of urban economic sectors in Urban Antalya.

As the economic problems, case study showed that, farmer families have economic
problems those are related with agricultural policies that cause to high expenditures
as seed, chemicals and maintenance of greenhouses. However, they also complain
about the negative impacts of high buildings surrounding the area those cause to
preveting of being aired of greenhouses. Being closed to Hal and city center, area is

preferable for food traders. Farmers generally have economic contracts with traders.

It is observed that the farmlands near the urban development areas of Kircami Area
are the mostly effected lands from the urbanization. However, expectancy of
development causes to this situation. In the middle parts of the area agricultural
production is still going on normally and the landowners who have small lands do

not support the development decision.

Economic problems of the area are surmountable problems by the regulative orders
of both national and local governments. Agriculture sector may be developed
according to the policies those provide adding value to the agricultural products and
by diversifying the agricultural activities do to the both agricultural and natural

values of the area.

It is apparently seen that Kircami people do not related with the values of Kircami
Area. Value means their livelihood for them and they are just related with their
sustainability of livelihoods. It is obvious that if development may provide their

livelihood the landowners who have small lands also support development. However,
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they also indicate that they want to go on agricultural production in other agricultural
lands of Antalya. This situation means that earning more income is the vital element
for the farmers and earning more money is more valuable than sustainability of

Kircami Area for Kircami inhabitants.

Looking to Antalya as it is a map and deciding its land-use form of future according
to the land-use form of Kircami Area have no rational basis. This kind of an
approach ignores all the qualities of Kircami Area and their environmental, social
and economic impacts for its whole environment. For example, this kind of an aspect
claims that all agricultural and natural values of Kircami Area such as Diiden River
and its basin, being a food production area for not only Turkey and also exportation,
bee-keeping, animal husbandry, hundreds of farmer families are meaningless; have
no any vital impact on Antalya city. Also, demolishing 1600 ha arable lands and
planning open green areas instead of it, demolishing all the natural effects of Diiden
River and its basin, enforcing all the local inhabitants of the area due to the
development or causing to migration to another agricultural areas have no rational

reason as it is explained by A.M.M. through the public interest context.

Kircami Area resist against development for about 20 years by the objections those
are based on legal conditions. For realizing the development, there were 3 obstacles
that have to be overcome by A.M.M. These were Environment Plan decision that
accepted Kircami Area as an urban area, public interest decision and ‘appropriate
for non-agricultural use’ decision. This process is completed and all the obstacles are

overcomed by the latest legal regulation that was approved in 2014.

Rational basis of public interest decision about the non-agricultural uses of Kircami
Area’s lands have to be explained to public opinion by the local governments. Public
interest concept also has to be criticized according to the values of the area that
Antalya will be lost by the development plan. When the local media is reviewed it is
seen that almost all the writers support the development through ‘public benefit’
context and work for creating a positive perception for development. However,
Antalya people have no awareness about the area and its vitality for Antalya.
Interviews with a few numbers of Antalya people show that people have no
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information about development problem; they just know Kircami Area’s urban
sides, they do not interested in rural Kircami. In the last development plan of Antalya
city, it is seen that public interest decision is taken through the legal regulations.
However, a rational comprehensive plan has to expose all the rational reasons of
such a plan decision; if there is or there is not any alternative of the decision has to

be criticized rationally.

It is an argumentative issue if these decisions are political or not. But it is obvious
that it is hard to protect the arable lands against urbanization legally in Turkey.
Today in Turkey, legal framework about agricultural land conservation works for
determining the ways of uses of agricultural lands through non-agricultural purposes.
Since 1980s, Turkey has lost serious amount of arable lands by the helps and
supports of legal regulations. In other words, legal process has all the regulations for
the urban-land uses. It is a certainty that for protection of urban agricultural lands
there must be legal and institutional mechanisms same as with the mechanisms
related with the non-agricultural uses that are provided by related ministries. Turkey
needs a land conservation law independent from land-use issues. The essential
problem of present 5403 numbered Land Conservation and Land-Use Law is
submitting two distinct and main issues together. Land Conservation Committee’s
roles and authority have to be defined over again, committee have to act for just only

conservation.

When the local media is reviewed it is seen that almost all the writers support the
development through ‘public benefit’ context and work for creating a positive
perception for development. However, Antalya people have no awareness about the
area and its vitality for Antalya. Interviews with a few numbers of Antalya people
show that people have no information about development problem; they know

Kircami Area’s urban sides of the area, they do not interested in rural Kircami.

Whereas there is still chance for Kircami Area if a liable aspect that evaluates the

agricultural and natural values of the area should be developed by both national and

local governments. As additional information for Conclusion Chapter, it is designed

a framework of required land conservation approach in Turkey in Figure 11 (page:
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191). In the Figure 11, governmental dimension of the problem is defined in two
levels as national and local. Under the title of national level of the Land
Conservation Approaches of Turkey (L.C.A.T.), the roles of the related ministries are
defined. In Turkey, Republic of Turkey Ministry of Food, Agriculture and Livestock,
Republic of Turkey Ministry of Environment and Urbanisation, Republic of Turkey
Ministry of Interior, Republic of Turkey Ministry of Forestry and Water
Management, Republic of Turkey Ministry of Development are the actors at the

national level those create the legal framework of the conservation approach.

As being the main actor Republic of Turkey Ministry of Food, Agriculture and
Livestock has to define decisively the terms related with soil, land and conservation
areas by the laws. 5403 numbered Land Conservation and Land-Use Law has to
define the responsibilities of the governmental organizations/institutes on the
process. Through the joint works of related ministries, Republic of Turkey Ministry of
Food, Agriculture and Livestock has to define a Land Conservation Act (L.C.A.) for
Turkey, which draws the framework of conservation. L.C.A. defines the conservation

areas, conservation approaches and implemental essentials of the national level.

Republic of Turkey Ministry of Development plays the role of creating the related
laws and regulations and preparing the framework of ecological based plans through
the aim of sustainability. Ministry of Internal Affairs has the role of defining and
deciding ‘public interest’. At this point determining the context of ‘public interest’ as
a result of common decision is important for providing a healthy operation for laws
and L.C.A.

Republic of Turkey Ministry of Forestry has to have common roles with other

ministries for determining conservation areas at the both national and regional level.

Local level of L.C.A.T. includes the implementation levels of L.C.A. In the local
level, local government acts as the main actor of the implementation process for both
pplanning and implementing works. Local governments also have the role of
establishing the finance, monitoring and implementation mechanisms. For the

planning studies, each local government determines its Land Conservation
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Programme (L.C.P.) according to the land conservation area’s socio-spatial
properties. L.C.P is the planning and implementation programme that determines the
actors and the conservation approaches according to the rules and essentials of
L.C.A. Actors of the land conservation process on the local level are the local
governments (provincial and municipal), producer unions such as farmers’

cooperatives, non-governmental organizations, chambers of jobs and urban users.

L.C.P. should be a general approach such as greenbelt, greenway, zoning, urban
agriculture or any new approach that is appropriate for the conserving area. Local
governments should appoint a body/unit as the conservation governance entity for
designing L.C.P and this body/unit should also provide the public contact with L.C.P.
Local governments, producer/farmer unions, NGOs, chambers of jobs and public

should be act together especially as being the decision mechanisms.
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APPENDIX A

SURVEY QUESTIONS FORM

This survey study is done in the scope of the thesis of Elif Demirbas Topcu who is
the student of City and Regional Planning Department of Faculty of Architecture in
Middle East Technical University. Data obtained by this thesis is just only used for
this mentioned academic study and do not be published in any publications. Data

related with the participants will be confidential by the researcher.

Date:
District Name: Street No:

Household population:

Household AGE EDUCATION EDUCATION JOB
Demographic LEVEL (CONTINUING)
Profile

Head of
Household (H.
H.)

H.H.’s

H.H.’s

H.H.’s

H.H.’s

H.H.’s

H.H.’s

H.H.’s

H.H.’s

QUESTIONS:

1. House- Land Relation:
2. Type of housing:

Number of houses in Kircami: ( )
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Status of the house: ( ) Family use ( ) In rent
Number of storey: ( )

Number of other houses in other locations: ( )
Status of the other houses ( ) Family use ( ) In rent
Other: ()

3. Who is the legal owner of the land? (The relationship of the respondent
with the landowner)
4. What is the size of owned land?
5. What is the way of acquiring the land?
a. Inheritance
b. Purchasing
c. Both inheritance and purchasing

d. Reasons of purchasing ( ) Agricultural Production
( ) Second house

( ) Investment for the future
( ) Other
6. How many shareholders will share the land in the future?
7. Who is/are operating the land?
8. What is / are the types of agricultural production?
a. () Greenhouse

b. () Cultivated agriculture

o

. () Organic agriculture

o

. () Animal husbandry
e. () Others

9. What are the types of agricultural products and animals (if there are)?
a. ( )Vegetable
b. () Fruit

c. () Animal husbandry
d. () Flower production
e. () Others
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10.

11.
12.
13.
14.
15.
16.

17.
18.

19.

20.
21.

22.

What kind of transformation is realized about the types of products in
the last 10- 20 years?
a. () What are the changing products?
b. () When?
c. () Why?
Do you have a tractor?
Do you have an irrigating system?
Do you use chemicals and fertilizers?
Do you rent any agricultural equipment?
Do you give your agricultural equipment for rent?
Do you indicate amount of your annual production by the terms of ton,
kilo, bag ...etc?
What is the number of your annual harvest?
What is/are the types of marketing your products?
( ) I'sell my products in the whole-sale market
( ) I'sell my products in the local bazaar
( ) Traders are coming and buying the products
( ) I'have my specific customers, just only they take my products
( ) Other
In where your products are selling?
() InAntalya () Where?
( ) Out of Antalya () Where?
() I do not know
What is your annual income from agricultural production?
Do you and/or other members of the family have any other income
source?
( ) Other work/ job
() Other operated land
( ) Retirement salary
( ) Rent income
() Other

Do you have any other house?
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23.

24,

25.

26.

27.

28.

()Yes ()No () Number

Do you have any other house in rent?

()Yes ()No ()Number ()Where () Type of housing?
Do you have any motor vehicles?

()Yes ( )No () Number () Types

What are the problems that you have in agricultural production?

( ) Deficiencies related with irrigation

() Effects of high building surrounding the area on the greenhouse
production conditions

( ) Cost of maintenance of greenhouses

( ) Cost of chemicals

( ) Cost of fertilizers

( ) Problems that are related with marketing; please explain

( ) Other

What is/are your expectation/s about your land?

For men:

( ) Development () Partial Development () No development ( )
Other

For women:

( ) Development () Partial Development () No development ( )
Other

For the youngs of the families:

( ) Development () Partial Development () No development ( )
Other

What is the main problem of Kircami Area for you? Please explain.

() Irrigation

( ) Transportation

() Urbanization

() Problems with agricultural production

According to your idea, in Kircami, is agriculture have to continue or
not ?

() Continue ( ) Not continue ( ) Reasons
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APPENDIX B

DISTRICTS’ INFORMATION OF SURVEY
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APPENDIX C

ANTALYA 2. iIDARE MAHKEMESi BASKANLIGI BiLiRKiSi RAPORU
DOSYA NO: 2008/896

DAVACILAR : Antalya Barosu Baskanligi, Mimarlar Odas1 Antalya Subesi,
Makina Miihendisleri Odasi Antalya Subesi, Elektrik Miihendisleri Odas1 Antalya
Subesi, Ziraat Miihendisleri Odas1 Antalya Subesi

DAVALILAR : Antalya Biiyiiksehir Belediye Baskanligi, Antalya il Ozel Idaresi

KONU : Antalya Biiyiiksehir Belediyesi Meclisinin 18.1.1008 tarihli 58 sayili
karar1 dogrultusunda onaylanan Antalya 1/50000 6l¢ekli Cevre Diizeni Planini ile bu
plan1 onaylayan Antalya il Genel Meclisi'nin 8.2.2008 tarih 101 sayili kararinin ve
Antalya Biiyliksehir Meclisi’nce 15.2.2008 tarihinde 84 sayili karar1 ile onaylanan
1/25000 lik Nazim Imar Planimin iptali istemi.

KESIF VE BILIRKiSI INCELEMESI:

Antalya Biiyiiksehir Belediye Meclisinin 18.01.2008 giin ve 58 sayili karar1 ve
08.02.2008 tarih ve 101 sayili Antalya il Genel Meclisi karar1 ile onaylanan Antalya
1/50000 o6lcekli Cevre Diizeni Planinin ve Antalya Biiyiiksehir Belediye Meclisince
15.02.2008 giin ve 84 sayili karar1 ile onaylanan 1/25 000 6l¢ekli nazim imar planin
iptali istemiyle Antalya Biiyiiksehir Belediye Baskanlig ile Antalya Il Ozel Idaresine
kars1 agilan davada kesif ve bilirkisi incelemesi, 8.1.2009 tarihinde naip iiye Hakim
Is1l Yilmaz baskanliginda gergeklestirilmistir. Naip tiye, Bilirkisi Kurulumuzdan,
*dava ve islem dosyalarinda bulunan bilgi ve belgelerin 15181 altinda taraf iddia ve
savunmalart ile ihtilaf konusu bolgenin tarimsal niteligi ve "Kent I¢i Tarimsal
Planlama Alan1" olarak belirli bulunmasi hususu dikkate alinarak mahallinde
yapilacak inceleme sonucunda,

sihtilaf konusu Meclis karar1 ve Il Genel Meclis karar1 ile "Kentsel Gelisim Alan1"
kullanim karar1 getirilen alanin, yerlesim bolgesi olarak planlamasinda, zorunluluk
ve kamu yarar1 bulunup bulunmadiginin,

syerlesime acilan alanda belirlenen arazi kullanim kararlarinin planlama ilkeleri,
sehircilik esaslar1 ve kamu yarar1 bakimindan uygun olup olmadiginin,

*imar Kanunu ve Plan Yapimina Ait Esaslara Dair Yonetmelik hiikiimlerine gore
degerlendirmesi yapilarak tespiti ve agiklanmasinin yapilmasini istemistir.

DAVA DOSYASININ DOKUMU
2.6.2008

Davacilar, Antalya Barosu Baskanligi, TMMOB Mimarlar Odas1 Antalya Subesi,
Makine Miihendisleri Odas1 Antalya Subesi, Elektrik Miihendisleri Odas1 Antalya
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Subesi, Sehir Plancilar Odas% Antalya Subesi, Ziraat Miihendisleri Odas1 Antalya
Subesi Antalya Nobetci Idare Mahkemesi Baskanligi'na yaptiklart dava
bagvurusunda,

» Antalya 1/50000 o6lgekli Cevre Diizeni Planinin, Antalya Biiyiiksehir Belediyesi
Meclisinin

18.1.1008 tarihli 58 sayil1 karar1 dogrultusunda Antalya il Genel Meclisi'nin 8.2.2008
tarih 101 sayili karartyla onaylanmis oldugunu, Antalya Biiyliksehir Meclisi’nce
1/25000 lik Nazim Imar Planmin da 15.2.2008 tarihinde 84 sayili karan ile
onaylanarak askiya ¢iktigini,

planlar1 yapilan ve imara agilan davaya konu Kircami Bolgesinin hala yogun tarim
yapilmakta olan bir alan oldugunu, alanin tarimsal 6zelligini yitirmemis oldugunu ve
birinci smif tarim topragi oldugunu,

*daha Onceki planlarda tarim alani olarak goziiken bolgeye iliskin Toprak Koruma
Kurulu’nun olumlu gériis bildirerek yerin imara ac¢ilmasina izin vermis oldugunu,
sancak Antalya 1. Iidare Mahkemesi’nin 2007/1992 E sayili dosyada 17/3/2008
tarthinde "5403 sayili kanuna gore tarim arazisinin imara acilmasi i¢in, kanunda
sayilan kamu yararina yonelik hizmetlerin gergeklestirilmesi i¢in yapilmasi gereken
faaliyetlerle ilgili olarak alternatif alan bulunmasi gerekirken dava konusu olayda
maddede sayilan kamu yararina yonelik faaliyetlerle ayni tiirde ve agirlikta olmayan
konut ihtiyac1 ve sehrin planli yapilagsmasini saglamak i¢cin mutlak tarim alaninin
imara agilmak istendigi, bu amacin, 5403 sayili kanunun genel olarak amaciyla
bagdasmadigi, tarim alanlarinda amag¢ disinda kacak yapilasma varsa, bunun
¢Ozlimiiniin oranin imara agilarak diizgiin yapilasmasini saglamak degil, bilakis tarim
alaninin kagak ve amac¢ dis1 kullaniminin engellemek oldugu, sehrin konut ihtiyaci
icin alternatif alan bulunmadigina iliskin somut bilgi veya belgenin ortaya
konulamadig1 goriilmiis olup, bu sebeple dava konusu islemde mevzuata ve kamu
yararina uygunluk bulunmamaktadir" denilerek yiiriitmeyi durdurma karar
verildigini,

*Toprak Koruma Kurulu karariin yiiriirliigiiniin durdurulmus olmasi nedeniyle, s6z
konusu planlarin yasal dayanagini kaybettigini,

*Antalya Biiyiiksehir Belediyesi'nce hazirlanan alt 6lcekli planlar ile 1/8/2007
tarihinde Cevre ve Orman Bakanligi'nca onaylanan Burdur-Antalya 1/100.000
Olcekli Cevre Diizeni Plani arasinda uyumsuzluk bulundugunu, Cevre ve Orman
Bakanligi’nin planlar arasindaki uyumsuzlugun giderilmesi amaci ile yazi yazmis
oldugunu, ancak bu islemlerin plan paftalar izerine islenmedigini,

*Bakanlik yazisinda, iist 6lgek plan uyumsuzlugu oldugu ancak bu islemin alt dlgekli
plan kararlarinin aynen kabul edilmek suretiyle giderildigi ifade edildigini, oysa alt
Ol¢ekli planlarin st 6lgekli planlara tabi oldugunu ve ona aykiri olamayacagini,
Cevre ve Orman Bakanligi'nin iist 6l¢ekli plan {izerinde higbir degisiklik yapmadan
ve bir yaziyla alt olgekli plandaki uygunsuzluklar1 kabul etmesinin yasal olarak
miimkiin olmadigini, her tiirlii degisikligin tist dlgekli paftalara islenmesi ve ilgili
makamlarca onaylanmasi gerektigini,

*1/100 000 olcekli planda Kircami bdlgesinin mutlak tarim alanm1 olarak
belirlendigini, bu planin Genel Hiikiimler bashkli 6.11. Maddesinde; plan
hedeflerine, kararlarima aykir1 olarak hicbir 6l¢ekte, imar plani, plan degisikligi,
revizyonu ve ilavesi yapilamaz." notunun bulundugunu,
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*6.14 maddesinde; mutlak tarim arazileri (tarimsal niteligi korunacak alanlar) ile 6zel
iiriin arazilerinin (tarimsal niteligi korunacak 6zel mahsul alanlar1) korunacagi
hiikmiiniin yer aldigini, bu planda tiim tarim alanlarinda, tarim dis1 amacla
kullanilmasima dair taleplerde Il Toprak Koruma Kurulu'mun uygun gériisiiniin
alinmasi gerektigini, mutlak tarim alanlari, 6zel {irtin alanlari, ekili tarim alanlar ile
sulu tarim alanlarinin, tarimsal iiretim disinda kullanilamayacagi hiikiimlerinin
bulundugunu, —~Kircami bdlgesinin bu hiikiimlere aykiri olarak imara agildigini,
*Antalya Ulagim Master Planinda, Antalya'nin 2020 yilinda niifus kestiriminin 2 500
000 kisi olarak belirtildigini, 1/50000 Olgekli Cevre Diizeni Planinda ise, 2020
projeksiyonunun 2 308 000 kisi oldugunu, 2020 yili niifus projeksiyonunun 2 308
000 kisi hedefinin tutturulabilmesi i¢in Uygulama Imar Planlari ve imar
uygulamalar1 yapilarak Tapuya tescili yapilan Varsak Dosemealt1, Pinarli ve Calkaya
ilk kademe belediye sinirlari igerisinde bir ¢ok alanin planinin iptal edildigini, ayni
belediye siirlari igerisinde bazi bolgelerde yogunluk azaltilmasina gidildigini,

*buna karsin, Kircami bolgesinde 1500 hektar mutlak tarim arazilerinin (1. siif
tarim topraklar1) imara ag¢ildigini, bunun bir ¢eligki oldugunu,

*bir bolgede imarli alanlarin imarini iptal ederek o bdlgedeki insanlarin haklarinin
elinden alinip veya yogunluk azaltmak suretiyle yine kazanilmig haklarinin
ellerinden almip Kircami Bolgesinde birinci sinif tarim topraklarini rant amaciyla
imara ac¢ilmasinin bir ¢eliski ve hukuksuz oldugunu,

eayrica mevcut planl alanlardaki niifus projeksiyonlarinin ¢ok saglikli olmadigini,
niifus projeksiyonu hesaplanirken yasa ve yonetmeliklere aykirt olarak belediye
meclis karar1 ile getirilen plan notlar1 ve Antalya Biiyiiksehir Belediyesi Imar
Yonetmeligi ile getirilen yogunluk artirict kararlar dikkate alinmadan niifus
projeksiyonu yapildigini, mevcut planlt alanlarin barindiracagi niifusun yaklagik 3
500 000 kisiyi buldugunu, bunun hedef projeksiyon niifusun ¢ok iizerinde oldugunu,
bu nedenle 1. sinif tarim topraklarinin imara agilmasinda zorunluluk ve kamu yarari
bulunmadigini, bu yogunlugun devam etmesi durumunda, ayni yogunluk rakami
uygulandiginda (bes yil i¢in %16 lik bir artig) Antalya'nin merkez niifusunun 2020
icin 1 500 000 kisi olacagini, bu yeni imar plani ile 6ngoriilen tarim topraklarinin
imara acilmasi ile getirilen iskan kararinin, hem dogal ¢evrenin, hem de kullanilacak
kit kaynaklarin bos yere israfi olacagini,

*Ozellikle imara acilmis bdlgelerde plan iptalleriyle niifus azaltilmasi yoluna
gidilirken (Varsak, Dosemealt1, Calkaya 6rneklerinde oldugu gibi) tarimsal bir alanin
imara acilmasinin anlasilir bir tutum olmadigini,

eayrica bu niifusun ihtiyaci olan sektorlerin belirlenmesi, sektorlerin alana dagilmasi
ve ulasim baglantilarinin kurulmasi gerekirken, planda bu yaklasimin izlenmedigini,
*Kircami Bolgesinin, Mehmet¢ik, Yesilova, Giizeloluk vb. mahallelerin yer aldigi,
tarimsal nitelikleriyle 6ne ¢ikan, bir bolgenin pargasi durumunda oldugunu, planlama
caligmalarinda eskiden beri bolgenin bu konumunun goéz Oniine alindigini, 1978
planlarinda "tarimsal kullanim" karari, 6nceki 1/50 000 o&lgekli planda tarimsal
niteligi korunacak 6zel mahsul alan1 ve "irdelenecek alanlar" olarak birakildigini,
daha once onaylanmis olan Cevre Diizeni Planinda, Akdeniz Universitesi’nce
hazirlanan Tarim Raporu dogrultusunda tarim alanlarinin smiflandirilmasi ve bu
kapsamda Kircami bdolgesindeki yapilasma kararlarinin Toprak Kurulu kararlar
sonrast hazirlanacak planlara birakildigini, Toprak Koruma Kurulu’nun tartismali bir
kararla 0,50 emsali agmamak kaydiyla bolgede 1503 hektarlik bir alanin imara
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acilmasina izin verdigini, tarimsal faaliyete son verilerek alanin konuta
doniistiiriilmesi siirecinde niifus yoniinde bir dayanak ise 2020 yilinda projeksiyon
sonuglara gore kent merkezindeki ticari ihtiyacin artmasi ile 190 hektarlik alanin
"is merkezi alanina" doniigsmesi ile artacak 90 000 kisilik niifusun desantralizasyonu
ve niifusun ihtiyaci olan yerlesim alami ihtiyacinin Kircami bolgesinden
karsilanacaginin gosterildigini,

*Toprak Koruma Kurulu karari aleyhine acilan davada Antalya 1. Idare
Mahkemesi’nin 2007/1992 E sayili dosyada 17/3/2008 tarihinde yiiritmeyi durdurma
karar1 verdigini, boylece anilan alanin tarim arazisi oldugu Mahkeme tarafindan
kabul edildigini, bolgeye 0.50 yogunluk verilerek tarimsal biitlinselligin
korunmasinin imkansiz oldugunu, bdyle bir alanin yerlesime agilarak 90-100.000
kisinin daha ilave edilmesinin kamu aleyhine sonuclar doguracagini,

*bolgenin, plan agiklama raporunda ve analiz ¢alismalarinda “mutlak koruma alan1”
olarak gosterildigini,

*Planlama hedefleri olarak mevcut imarl alanlarda niifus azaltmasina gidilmesine
karsin, Kircami gibi bir dnceki planda tarimsal niteligi korunacak 6zel mahsul alani
olarak belirlenmis bir bolgenin imara a¢ilmasinin anlasilir olmadigini,

*Bolge igin ge¢miste 1/5000 Olgekli Nazim Imar Planinm iptali istemiyle Meslek
Odalarinca agilan davada Antalya Idare Mahkemesi’nin14.05.1998 tarih ve
E.1997/523 ve K. 1998/463 karar say1l1 karari ile planin iptal edildigini,

*Plan i¢in belirlenen yilin 2020 olmasi, onayli 1/100 000 lik planin hedef yilinin
2025 olmast nedeniyle hangi kistaslara gore 2020 yilinin secildiginin belli
olmadigini, Ulasim Master Planimin 2020 i¢in yapilmis olmasinin ya da 1. Etap
Nazim Imar Planin ile uyumlu olmasi icin bu hedef yilmin secilmis olmasinin
gercekei goziikkmedigini,

*Antalya bir turizm kenti olmakla birlikte, turizm sirketlerinin merkezlerinin Ankara,
Istanbul gibi biiyiik kentlerde oldugundan ekonomik anlamdaki girdilerin daha gok
bu merkezlere gittigini, oysa tarim sektOriiniin turizmin arindan ikinci sektor
olmasimin yaninda ekonomik girdisi olarak kente katkisinin zaman zaman turizmden
¢ok daha biiyiik oldugunu, mevcut ekonomik girdilere iligkin veriler agisindan
Antalya'nin tarim sektoriine en az turizm sektorii kadar 6nem verilmesi gerektigini,
*bu nedenle kentle ilgili politikalarin bir bolge plan1 mantig1 cercevesinde
hazirlanmas1 ve s6z konusu 6zelliklerin de 1/100 000 6lgekli Antalya-Burdur Cevre
Diizeni Planinda diizenlenerek Nazim Imar Planlarin da buna gore sekillendirilmesi
gerektigini,

*Plan agiklama raporlarinda ve hedeflerinde Antalya kentinin bir turizm kenti oldugu
ozellikle vurgulandigmi, buna karsin kent merkezinde Turizm ve Kiiltiir
Bakanligi’nca ilan edilen turizm merkezleri ve ekolojik tarim alanlari ile yaylalarda
verilen turistik tesis izni diginda turizme yonelik getirilen kararlarin, gerek plan
paftasinda gerekse de plan hiikiimlerinde agiklikla goriilmedigini,

*Antalya'nin yeni iskana agilacak alan ihtiyacinin olmamasi, mevcut iskan yerlerinin
2020 kestirim niifusundan dahi fazla olmasi nedeniyle dava konusu planlama
kararinda kamu yarari olmadigi, planlanan yerin tarim topragi olmasi nedeniyle
imara ag¢ilmasinin 5403 sayili Toprak Koruma ve Arazi Kullannm: Kanuna
aykiriliklar olusturdugunu,

*1/100.000 olgekli planla uyumsuzluklar olusturdugunu, turizmin gelismesine
yonelik planlama hedefleri agisindan eksiklikler bulundugunu belirtmekte ve
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*Antalya Biiyiiksehir Belediyesi Meclisi 58 sayili Karari ile 18/1/2008 tarihinde ve
8/2/2008 tarih 101 sayili Antalya Il Genel Meclisi karariyla onaylanan Antalya
1/50000°1ik ¢evre diizeni plam1 ile Antalya Biiyliksehir Meclisince 15/2/2008
tarihinde 84 sayili karar ile onaylanan 1/25000°lik Nazim Imar Planinm yiiriitmesinin
durdurularak iptalini istemektedir.

12.6.2008

Antalya ikinci idare Mahkemesi, ara kararinda, yiiriitmeyi durdurma isteminin karara
baglanabilmesi icin; davali Antalya Biiyiiksehir Belediye Baskanlig1 ile Antalya Il
Ozel Idaresi’nden, ihtilaf konusu 1/50 000 ve 1/25 000 6lgekli imar plan pafta
ornekleri ile degisiklik Oncesi uygulanmakta olan ayni oOlgekteki plan pafta
orneklerinin, plan onama smirlarin1  belirtmek suretiyle istenilmesine, plan
degisikligine ait ilan aski tutanaginin, degisiklige konu 1/50 000 6lgekli ve 1/25 000
Olcekli planlara ait plan lejant hiikiimlerinin ve plan notunun istenilmesine, plan
miiellifi yeterlik belgesi ile plan miiellif raporunun istenilmesine, bolgede tist dlgekli
plan bulunuyor ise ihtilaf konusu planlar ile planlamasi yapilan alanlarin isaretli
olarak gosterildigi iist Olgekli plan pafta Orneginin istenilmesine, ara kararinda
belirtilen hususlarin yerine getirildikten ve savunmalar alindiktan sonra yliriitmenin
durdurulmasi isteminin goriisiilmesine karar vermistir.

28.7.2008

Antalya 11 Ozel idaresi Mahkeme Baskanhigina yanitinda,

Antalya Biiyiiksehir Belediyesi Meclisinin 58 sayili1 Karari ile 18/1/2008 tarihinde ve
8/2/2008 tarih 101 sayili Antalya Il Genel Meclisi karariyla onaylanan Antalya 1/50
000’lik Cevre Diizeni Plani ile Antalya Biiyiiksehir Meclisince 15/2/2008 tarihinde
84 sayili karar ile onaylanan 1/25000’lik Nazim Imar Planminmn iptali i¢in agilan
davada, s6z konusu planlarin birincil dereceden hazirlayici ve kontroliinii takip eden
kurumun Antalya Biiyiiksehir Belediye Baskanligi oldugu belirtilmekte ve davanin
reddi istenmektedir.

25.7.2008

Antalya Biiyiiksehir Belediye Baskanhgi, Mahkeme Baskanhgina yamtinda,
*Davacilar tarafindan Kircami bolgesi ile ilgili alinmis olan Toprak Koruma Kurulu
kararinin yiirtitmesinin durduruldugu iddia edilmekte ise de, sz konusu davada
Antalya 1. idare Mahkemesi tarafindan verilen yiiriitmeyi durdurma kararma karsi
yapilan itiraz neticesinde Antalya Bolge Idare Mahkemesi tarafindan 2008/403 sayili
karar ile ytliriitmeyi durdurma kararinin kaldirilmasina karar verildigini,

*Muratpasa ilk kademe belediyesi sinirlar1 iginde bulunan, etrafi yillardir imar planl
ve uygulamasi bitmis alanlar ve ruhsath yiiksek katli binalar ile cevrili sehir
merkezinde kalmigs Kircami Bolgesinde yan yana fiziksel, sosyal-ekonomik ve
kiiltiirel yapr farkliliginin var olmasi ve bu farkliligin kentlesme siireci iizerinde
yapacag1 olumsuz etkiler goz Oniine alindiginda, toplumsal esitsizlige neden olan
bolgenin ekonomi-ekoloji dengesi i¢inde planli gelisimi, kentsel yasamin daha
verimli kilimmasi, kentsel teknik altyapr biitiinliigliniin saglanmasi esaslarinin
gergeklestirilebilecegi sekilde kirsaldan 6te kentle uyumlu bir sekilde planlanmasinin
kentlesme siireci dolayisiyla kamu yarar i¢in gerekli oldugunu,
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sbu amagla yapilan basvuru sonucunda Igisleri Bakanliginca da uygun goriilerek
14.10.2007 tarihinde s6z konusu bolgenin tarim disi amagla kullanilmasinin kamu
yararina oldugu hakkinda karar alindigini,

edavaya konu planda 2020 yili projeksiyon niifusuna hizmet edecek ticari alan
miktarinin arttirilmasi, merkezin ihtisaslastirilmasi, desantrilizasyonu gibi stratejik
fiziki planin temel stratejileri dolayistyla 190 ha'lik konut kullanimli alanin "Merkezi
Is Alanina" déniistiiriilmesi neticesinde desantralize edilen yaklasik 90 000 kisilik
niifusa gerekli konut alani ihtiyact dogdugunu, bu konut alaninin kent ile
biitiinlestirilerek planlanmasinin kamu yarar1 karar1 alman Kircami bolgesinde
planlandigini,

*5403 sayili1 Toprak Koruma ve Arazi Kullanim1 Kanununun Tarim arazilerinin amag
dist kullanimini diizenleyen 13.maddesinde; "Mutlak tarim arazileri, 6zel {iriin
arazileri, dikili tarim arazileri ile sulu tarim arazileri tarimsal iiretim amaci disinda
kullanilamaz. Ancak, alternatif alan bulunmamasi ve Kurulun uygun gormesi
sartiyla;

*Bakanliklarca kamu yarar1 karar1 alinmis plan ve yatirimlar igin bu arazilerin amag
dist kullanim taleplerine, toprak koruma projelerine uyulmas: kayd: ile Bakanlik
tarafindan izin verilebilecegi,

sbelirtilen Yasa hiikmii dogrurtusunda Igisleri Bakaninin ekli kamu yarar1 olurlariyla;
Tarim dis1 kullanma hususunda alternatif alan bulunmadigindan Kircami Bdlgesinin
5403 sayil1 Toprak Koruma ve Arazi Kullanimi1 Kanunu’nun 13. maddesinin d bendi
uyarinca imar plani ¢aligmalarinda kullanilmak {izere kamu yarar1 karari verildigini,
*Kircami Bolgesinin de i¢cinde bulundugu Antalya Merkezine ait 1/5000 olcekli
Nazim Imar Planlarinin 1996 yilinda onaylandigini, s6z konusu planlarin iptal
edilmesine iliskin dava acildigini, 1998 yilinda planlarin iptal edildigini, 1/1000
olcekli Uygulama Imar Planlar1 da iptal edilen yaklasik 1600 hektarlik bdlgenin
bdylelikle plansiz kaldigini,

*Tarim 11 Miidiirliigii'niin 21.07.2003 tarih ve 11451 sayili yazilar ile 09.08.2007
tarih ve 12447 sayili yazilarinda saha sulu tarim alani olarak goziikmesine karsilik,
DSI 7. Bélge Miidiirliigiiniin 25.8.2005 tarih ve 13309 sayili yazilarinda Kircami
bolgesinde sulama sahalarimin bulunmadiginin belirtildigini, ayn1 zamanda Koy
Hizmetleri Antalya Il Miidiirliigii’niin 21.4.2004 tarih ve2730 sayili yazilarinda da
bolgede sulama sahalarinin bulunmadiginin belirtildigini,

*Toprak Koruma ve Arazi Kullanimi Kanununun 13/d maddesi geregi, Kircami
bolgesini de kapsayan 1503 ha'lik alanin Antalya Toprak Koruma Kurulunca
belirtilen sartlara uyulmasi kaydiyla tarim disi amagla kullanilmasinin uygun
bulundugunun belirtildigini,

starimsal biitiinliik ile alternatif alanm bulunmadigmmn Bakanlhk Il Miidiirliigiince
hazirlanan etiit raporunda agik¢a ifade edildigini,

sI¢isleri Bakanligi'ndan 5403 sayili Kanunun 13.maddesi kapsaminda kamu yarari
karar1 alinmasi nedeniyle taleplerin olumlu degerlendirildigini,

*Antalya Kentinin 1980'li yillarin basina kadar normal bir gelisim egrisi igerisinde
70- 100 bin niifusu barindiran orta dlgekli bir kent iken 6zellikle 1980'1 yillarin
ortasindan itibaren llkesel alanda degisen turizm politikalarinin "odak noktas1"
haline gelmesi ve nitelikli ve yogun tarimsal faaliyetlerin olusturdugu art1 degerin de
meydana getirdigi beklenmedik bir biliyiime ve gelisme egilimi ile kars1 karsiya
kalarak 10 yili ¢ok da asmayan bir siire¢ icerisinde niifusu 10 kat1 agarak 1 milyon
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noktasina yaklastigini ve bir metropol niteligi aldigini, kentin giineyde kiy1 seridi
kuzeyde Kepezalti platosu arasinda Dogu - Bati yonlinde hizli bir biiylime
gosterdigini,

*Kircami Bolgesinin, Kuzey-kuzeydogu yoniindeki tarimsal havzanin devami
niteligindeki Koyunlar, Altinova, Pmarli havzasi ile fiziksel olarak koptugunu ve
kentsel alanin ortasinda "kapali" tarimsal nitelikli bir alan olarak kaldigini, Kircami
bolgesinin ¢evresinin kentsel yerlesim alani olarak planlandigi ve kullanilmakta
oldugunu, Kircami Bolgesinin bugiin itibariyle metropoliten kentsel alanin ortasinda,
planin tarimsal biitiinligli koparilmis nitelikte bir tarim alani1 oldugunu,

*bolge biitlinlindeki her tiirlii yapilasmanin Belediyesince (Muratpasa Belediyesi)
3194 sayili imar Kanunu ve Plansiz Alanlar Imar Yonetmeligi hiikiimlerine gore
denetlenmekte oldugunu, Antalya Biiyiiksehir Belediyesi siirlari igerisinde
metropoliten alanin ortasinda yer alan yaklasik 1500 hektarlik bir alanin, ilgili
yonetmeligin kapsam kisminda bile tanimlanmayan (ek) ve 5216 sayili Biiyiiksehir
Belediye Kanunu ve Antalya Biiyiiksehir Belediyesi Imar Yonetmeligi hiikiimleri
disinda bir yonetmelik hiikiimlerine gore denetlenmeye calisildigin,

edavaya konu Kircami Bdlgesinde 3 adet ilkogretim okulu bulundugunu, Egitim
Tesislerinin mevcut Akdeniz Universitesi Giizel Sanatlar Boliimii de dahil olmak
tizere 4.56 hektarlik bir alan1 kapladigini, 14 adet cami, 1 adet saglik ocagi ve 2.80
hektar aktif yesil alan bulundugunu, oysa mevcut niifus hesaba katilarak 3194 sayili
Imar Kanunun 'Plan Yapimia Ait Esaslara Dair Y6netmelik' hiikiimlerinin 15.000 -
45.000 kisi niifus araligr icin Kentsel Sosyal ve Teknik Altyapt standartlar
irdelendiginde temel sosyal ve teknik altyapiya doniik alanlarda ciddi bir olumsuz
fark oldugu gozlenebilecegini,

ealanda artan rant ve arazi fiyatlarinin zirai faaliyetlerin azalmasina ve imar
beklentilerinin artmasma neden oldugunu, 2003 yili igerisinde yapilan bir
aragtirmanin, alanin 140 hektarlik tarla vasfinda bir kisminda herhangi bir ekim
dikim faaliyeti yapilmadigimi ortaya koydugunu, artan arazi fiyatlarinin tarimsal
faaliyetleri rantabl olmaktan ¢ikardigini,

ealanin mevcut durumuna iliskin son tespitlere gore her ne kadar tarimsal alan
niteliginde goriilse dahi alanin igerisinde siiriicli egitim pistleri, hali saha, gida ve
ingsaat malzemeleri toptan ticaret alanlari, toplu konut uygulamalari, Akdeniz
Universitesi Giizel Sanatlar ve Miihendislik Fakiiltesi gibi kentsel nitelikli
kullanimlarin bulundugu,

*bolgenin esasen 0ziinii olusturan degerli tarim alan1 6zelliginin yitirmekte oldugunu
ve donemler igerisinde parca parca kentsel kullanimlara dahil edildigini ancak bu
stirecte temel kentsel sosyal ve teknik aityapr gereksinimlerinin karsilanmadigini
ortaya koydugunu,

*Akdeniz Universitesi ile yapilan protokol uyarca Ekolojik Arazi Ydénetim Plani
hazirlandigini, bu plan esaslarina gore yetki alanindaki tarimsal alanlarm, 1/25.000
olcekli Nazim Imar Planinda 5403 sayili Toprak Koruma ve Arazi Kullanim
Kanununda belirtilen toprak siniflarina da uygun olacak sekilde 7 temel sinifa
ayrildigini, Kircami Bolgesinin, “kent i¢i tarimsal planlama alanlan" olarak
ayrilmasi, hazirlanacak olan imar planlarinin oncelikle bu alanlarin ekolojik
ozellikleri 1ile halihazir fiziksel (kentsel-kirsal yapilasma dagilimi) o6zellikleri
arasindaki ve ayrica halkin sosyo-ekonomik ve kiiltiirel yapis1 ve halkin talepleri
arasindaki uyumun saglanmasi ve daha sonra da gerek yore halki ve gerekse sivil
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toplum kuruluslar1 tarafindan artik benimsenmis olmasi gereken bu imar planinin
uygulanabilirliginin yasal olarak da saglanmasi bakimindan gerekli goriildiigliniin
gorisiiniin gelistirildigini,

*Devlet Su isleri Genel Miidiirliigii XII1.Bolge Midirligi’niin 25.08.2005 giin ve
13309 sayili yazis1 ile Kircami ve Altinova Bolgelerinde sulama sahalarinin
bulunmadiginin, Antalya Tarmm 1l Miidiirliigi’niin  Kircami Bolgesine iliskin
Tarimsal Etlit Raporunun sonug ve oneriler kisminda, Kircami olarak adlandirilan
yaklagik 1486 hektar alana sahip sahanin tarim digina ¢ikarilmasinin tarimsal
biitlinliigii bozucu etkisi bulunmadiginin belirtildigini,

+ilk Kademe Belediyelerinin Biiyiiksehir Belediyesi sinirlarina dahil olmadan 6nce
hazirlanmis ve onaylanmis oldugu hukuken de gecerli olmasina ragmen herhangi bir
bilimsel esas ve planlama ilkesine dayanmayan imar planlari bulundugunu, so6z
konusu planlar ile Antalya Kentinin niifusunu 4.5 milyon kisi mertebesine ¢ikaracak
yapt ve niifus yogunluklari Antalya Biiyiiksehir Belediyesi tarafindan 1/25.000
Nazim imar Plani ile diizenlenmis ve 2.5 milyon kisi mertebesine ¢ekildigini, bu
sekilde ilave herhangi bir alan konut amach kullanima ag¢ilmadigini, Biiyiiksehir
biitiiniinde planlama ilke ve prensiplerine uygun disipline edilmis bir kentsel
makroform olusturulmasinin esas alindigini,

+Antalya Biiyiiksehir Belediyesi’nin gerek Icisleri Bakanligi’ndan kamu yarari talebi
esnasinda gerekse Toprak Koruma Kuruluna basvurusu esnasinda konut agirlikli bir
kentsel gelisme amaciyla bir talepte bulunmadigini, oysa davacilar tarafindan
Kircami'nin 5403 sayili yasa uyarinca alternatif gelisme alanlar1 bulunurken imara
acilmak istenmesinin yasayla uyarlilik tasimadigi ve Ddsemealt:, Yesilbayir gibi
kentin kuzey kesiminin alternatif bir konut alani olabilecegi iddia edilmekte
oldugunu,

sdavacilar tarafindan imara agilabilecegi iddia edilen bolgenin topraklar1 cok énemli
bir tarimsal havzay1 olusturan Mutlak Tarim Arazisi niteliginde ve sulanabilir bir
alanm1 kapsamakta oldugunu, s6z konusu boélgenin Kirkgbdzler Su Kaynaklar
devaminda 1. ve 2. derece yeralti suyu kaynaklari koruma alanlar1 igerisinde
kaldigin,

*Kircami Bolgesi ise her ne kadar tarimsal alan niteliginde goriilse dahi alanin i¢inde
kentsel nitelikli kullanimlarin bulundugunu, artan rant ve arazi fiyatlar ile birlikte
alanin temel 6zelligi olan zirai faaliyetlerin azaldigini,

«ilk kademe belediyelerinin, 1980'li yillardan Biiyiiksehir sinirlarina dahil olduklari
donemlere kadar onaylamis olduklar1 ve yasal olarak gecerli olan imar planlar ile
bolgeye 700.000 kisilik bir niifus yiiklediklerini, oysa Biiyiiksehir Belediyesince
yapilan 1/25.000 6l¢ekli Nazim imar Plani ile bu planlar diizenlenerek planlama
ilkeleri ve sehircilik esaslar1 dogrultusunda niifusun 300 000 kisiye ¢ekildigini,
+Antalya 1. Idare Mahkemesi tarafindan verilen yiiriitmeyi durdurma kararina karst
yapilan itiraz neticesinde Antalya Bolge idare Mahkemesi tarafindan 2008/403 say1li
karariyla ytiriitmeyi durdurma kararinin iptal edildigini,

*1/50 000 o6lgekli Stratejik Fiziki Planin 1/100 000 tist 6lgekli Antalya-Burdur Cevre
Diizeni Planina uygunlugu Cevre ve Orman Bakanligi’nin 06.02.2008 tarih ve 984
sayili yazist ile belirtildigini, s6z konusu yazi ve Mabhalli Idareler Miidiirliigiiniin
21.02.2008 tarih ve 48 sayili yazisi dogrultusunda IL.LEtap Cevre Diizeni Plani
degisiklikleri 1/100 000 olgekli planlara islenmek {izere Cevre ve Orman
Bakanligi’na gonderildigini,
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«ilgili yasa ve yonetmelikler agisindan planlarin hedef yillar1 ile ilgili bir zorunluluk
bulunmadigini, yasa ve yonetmeliklerde yapilan sik degisikliklerde planlarda
giincellemelere gidilmesi zorunlulugunun ortaya ¢ikabildigini, planlama hedef yili
i¢in iddia edilen durumun tamamen goreceli ve yasal zorunlulugu olmayan bir iddia
oldugunu,

*5403 sayil1 Yasanin ongordiigii iizere gerek toprak yapisi gerekse konum olarak
alternatifi olmayan bir alan i¢in tesis edilmis oldugundan anilan kanunun 13.maddesi
ile tam uyarlik gosterdigini,

*Kircami Bolgesinde imar izni isteminin konut alani olusturmak amacindan ok
(Toprak Koruma Kurulunun vermis oldugu maksimum yapilanma izni ile bolgede
mevcut niifusa ilave 60.000 civarinda ek niifus gelebilecektir.) oncelikle gerek kent
biitiiniinde gerekse Kircami Bolgesinde olmazsa olmaz ihtiyag duyulan teknik ve
sosyal altyapr alan ve hizmetlerinin planlama ilke ve esaslariyla elde edilmesine
yonelik olarak Antalya 1. idare Mahkemesi’nin Esas No: 2007/1992 nolu kararinda
da ifade edildigi gibi, sehir yasaminin daha nitelikli olmasi, sehrin teknik altyapi
biitiinliigliniin kurulmas1 amaghi mutlak kamu yarar1 tagiyan bir islem niteligi
tagidigina,

*Antalya Biiyiiksehir Belediyesi Muratpasa ilk kademe Belediyesi sinirlari icerisinde
bulunan Kircami bélgesinin etrafi gecmis yillarda imar planlar1 onaylanmus,
uygulamasi bitmis ve ruhsatl yiiksek katli binalar ile ¢evrili oldugunu,

*bolgenin kentin merkezinde kalmasi ve imar plani bulunmamasi nedeniyle gerek
kentteki ulasim aginin bu bolgede sekteye ugramasi gerekse aityapr hizmetlerinin bu
bolgede tikanip kalmasi nedeniyle biitiinciil bir altyap1 aginin olusturulmasina engel
teskil ettigini, s6z konusu altyap1 yatirimlarinin tamamlanabilmesi i¢in hazirlanacak
bir plan kapsaminda Imar Kanununa uygun olarak almacak kesintiler ile kent
biitiiniinii ilgilendiren bahsi gegen eksikliklerin giderilmesinin saglanabilecegini,
*5403 sayili Toprak Koruma ve Arazi Kullanimi Kanunu uyarinca Kircami
Bolgesine iliskin 04.03.2007 tarihinde Icisleri Bakanligi’ndan kamu yarari karari
almmistir. 25.10.2007 tarihli Tarim ve Koyisleri Bakanligi yazisinda, 5403 sayili
Kanunun 13. maddesinin d bendi geregince bolgenin Toprak Koruma Kurulunda
belirtilen sartlara uyulmasi kaydi ile tarirm dist amagla kullanimmin uygun
gorildigiinii,

*Antalya Biiyiliksehir Belediyesi sinirlari igerisinde hazirlanan 1/25 000 o6lcekli
Nazim Imar Planinda Akdeniz Universitesi’nce hazirlanan bilimsel rapor ve bolgenin
mevcut kullanimi ile talepler dogrultusunda yapilan iist 6l¢ekli planda Kircami
Bolgesinin orta yogunluklu konut alani olarak planlandigini,

*bu bolgenin tarim dist amagla kullanilmasina iligkin alinan karar ile plansiz
yapilagsmanin engellenmesi, kentsel yasamin daha verimli saglanabilmesi ve kentsel
teknik altyap1 biitiinliigiiniin saglanmasimnin hedeflendigini belirtmis ve davanin
reddini istemistir.

6.8.2008

Antalya 2. Idare Mahkemesi Baskanligi, dava konusunda Hakim Isil Yilmaz
baskanliginda kesif ve bilirkisi incelemesi yapilmasina ve yiiriitmenin durdurulmasi
isteminin kesif ve bilirkisi incelemesinden sonra degerlendirilmesine karar vermistir.

19.9.2008
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Davacilar, Mahkeme Bagkanligina yanita yanit yazilarinda,

*5403 sayili Toprak Koruma ve Arazi Kullanim Kanununa gore; mutlak tarim
arazilerinin amag dis1 kullanimi, tarim dis1 kullanim i¢in alternatif arazi bulunmamasi
ve kamu yarar1 karar1 bulunmasi ile miimkiin olacagini,

skamu yarar1 karar1 alinirken, Kircami bolgesinin koruma-kullanma dengesinin iyi
kullanilmadigini, 1. smif tarim topraklarimin korunmasi yoniinde bolge halkinin
c¢ikarlarinin korunmadigini, kentin yesil dokusunun korunmasi ve bir tarim kenti olan
Antalya'nin en biiyiik zenginligini olusturan seraciligin dikkate alinmadigini,
salternatif yeni konut alanlarina ihtiyag bulunmadigini, Antalya Biiyliksehir
Belediyesi imar Yonetmeliginin 3.04.04 gegici maddesi ile mevcut uygulama imar
plan1 yapilmis ve planla getirilmis alanlarda yap1 yogunluklarinin % 70 arttirildigini,
yine mevcut planl alanlarda, subasman kotu Belediye Meclis kararlar ile +250 m.ye
c¢ikarildigini, birinci bodrum kat olarak adlandirilarak emsal harici iskana agildigini,
bu sayede yogunlugun yaklasik %100 arttirilmasiin saglandigini ve ayrica konut
alan1 olarak planlanmis alanlarin yaklasik % 50’sinin halen yapilasmadigini,

syore halkinin uzun siiredir topraklarini siirmedigi ve tarimla ugrasmadigl savinin
dogru olmadigini, alanin biiylik boliimiintin {istii Ortiilii tarim alani, kalaninin ise
dikili tarim arazisi olarak kullanildigini, tarim yapilmayan kiigiik bir bolim
bulunmakla birlikte bu bdliimlerin, siyasilerin bu verimli topraklar1 imara agmak i¢in
her donem se¢im Oncesi verdigi sozler nedeniyle spekiilatdrlerce rant amacl satin
alinmis alanlar oldugunu,

*Bolgedeki tarim arazilerinin DSI' nin Koyunlar (Altinova) regiilatdriinden beslenen
Diiden, Sag sahil ana kanali mansabina bagli Sarampol Arki aracigiyla sulanmakta
ve bolgedeki mevcut halk sulama kanallar1 ile bahgeler ve seralar sulanmakta
oldugunu, ciftcilerin agtiklar1 derin kuyular ile seralarini sulamakta olduklarini,
kisacast DSI' nin burada sulama sahasinin olmamasmin bélgenin sulanamadig
anlamina gelmedigini,

*Kircami bdlgesinin metropoliten kentsel alanin ortasinda plansiz, tarimsal biitiinliigi
koparilmis nitelikte bir tarim alanmidir seklindeki degerlendirmenin, arazi ¢aligmasi
yapilmadan, toprak kalitesi belirlenmeden, halen alanin ne kadarinda ortii alt1 ne
kadarinda dikili tarim yapildiginin rakamsal ve oransal 6l¢iimii belirlenmeden, tarim
yapilmayan alanlarin miilkiyetleri tespit edilmeden ( miilkiyet ger¢ek sahibe mi aittir
yoksa imar beklentisi icerisindeki sahislara m1 ge¢mistir?) hicbir arastirma ve
bilimsel verilere dayanilmadan yapilan bir degerlendirme oldugunu,

Davali Idarenin gegmiste iptal edilen planlarin iptal gerekgeleri hakkinda bilgi
vermedigini, Mahkemece kesif yapilmis, kesif sonucunda bilirkisilerin, Kircami,
Mehmetgik ve Cakirlar bolgesindeki verimli tarim topraklariin imara agilmasinda
kamu yarar1 olmadig1 yoniinde rapor sunduklarini, Mahkemenin de bilirkisi goriisleri
dogrultusunda planlari iptal ettigini,

edava konusu tarim alanlarin1 imara acan planlar iptal edilmekle birlikte alanin
plansiz alan oldugu savinin dogru olmadigini, dava konusu plandan 6nce yapilan ve
halen yiirtirliikte olan Antalya Biiyiiksehir Belediyesince yapilan ve onanan 1/50.000
Olcekli cevre diizeni planinda alanin, " Tarimsal Niteligi Korunacak Alan" olarak
belirlendigini, Cevre ve Orman Bakanliginca onanan 1/100.000 6lgekli Cevre Diizeni
Planinda alanin, "Mutlak Tarim Arazisi" olarak planlandigini, dava konusu alanin
plansiz olmadigmni, konut alan1 olarak planlanmadigini, idarenin iki kavrami
karistirdigina,
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*Kircami'nin kentsel alan igerisinde sikismis oldugu ve bu nedenle degerli tarim alanm
Ozelliginin yitirilmekte oldugu ve donemler icerisinde parga parca kentsel
kullanimlara dahil edildigi, ancak bu siirecte temel kentsel sosyal ve teknik alt yap1
gereksinimlerinin kargilanmadigr ileri siiriilmekle birlikte, Kircami'nin batis1 ve
giineyinin planh alanlar oldugunu, kuzeyinde iddia edildigi gibi yiliksek yogunluklar
bulunmadigini, bu nedenle sikigmis bir bolge oldugu iddialarinin yerinde olmadigini,
kent biitliniinde, bu sekilde imarli alanlarin arasinda kalan bir¢cok tarim alanlari
bulundugunu, bu tiir alanlarda tarim yapilamaz seklinde bir diisiince ile hareket
edildigi taktirde, Antalya biitliniinde tarim arazileri kalmayacagini,

*Davali Idarenin alanin degerli tarrm alami oldugunu kabul ettigini, ancak tarim
alanlarm1 koruma yoOniinde tedbir almamakta oldugunu, alan igerisindeki dogal
sulama kanallarinin bakimini yaparak koruma yerine kanalin sulama o6zelligini
yitirmesine sebep oldugunu, kagak yapilara miidahale etmeyerek parga parca imara
acillmasini sagladigini, bu sekilde hem gorevlerini yerine getirmeyerek alani
korumamakta, hem de yok oldu gerekcesi ile korumadigi alani imara agmakta
oldugunu,

*Biiyiiksehir Belediyesince 1125000'lik Nazim Imar Plani alth@ olarak kullanilan
Ekolojik Arazi Yonetim Planinda Kircami bolgesinin tarimsal yapisi irdelenirken
Biiyiiksehir Belediyesince de ifade edilen benzer sekilde bu bolgede seralarla
konutlarin i¢ ige gectigi ve tarimsal biitlinliiglin bozuldugun ifade edildigini, bu
yapmin Antalya'min yerel tarimsal isletme yapis1 ve iretim bigiminden
kaynaklandigini, bu yapinin 6zellikle seracilikta ve aile tipi isletmelerde iiretimin
stirdiiriilebilmesi i¢in en 6nemli avantajlardan biri oldugunu,

Tarim {1 Miidiirliigii'niin raporlarinda bélgenin sulu mutlak tarim arazisi oldugu agik
ve net olarak ifade edildigini,

*Bir tarafta mevcut imar planlarinin yogunlugu asagi ¢ekildigini, diger tarafta sanki
ithtiya¢ varmis gibi verimli tarim topraklarinin imara agilacagini

Davali Idare; Akdeniz Universitesi ile Antalya Tarim il Miidiirliigii gibi Akademik
ve Ihtisas kurumlarmin hazirlamis olduklar etiitlerde "ad1 gegen bolgede tarim
arazisi yapisinin ayni olmasi nedeniyle alternatif alan yoktur" goriisiinde
bulunduklarini, biitlin bu unsurlarin Kircami Boélgesinin dogal yapi olarak da
alternatifinin olmadigini ortaya koydugunu gosterdigini, adi gegen bolgenin dogal
yapisinin alternatifi yoksa korunmasi gerektigini,

sdavali idarenin hem onaylanan planin 1/100 000 Olgekli planlara uygun oldugunu
belirttigini hem de II Etap Cevre Diizeni Planinin 100 000 6lgekli planlara islenmek
tizere gonderildigini belirttigini,

salanin sulu tarim alanmi oldugunu ve sulama kanallarinin mevcut oldugunu, dava
konusu karara dayanak yapilan Toprak Koruma Kurulu kararinin hatali oldugunu,
tarim topraklarini korumakla gorevli kurulun aldigi 1500 hektar tarim alaninin
korunmamasi ve amag disi, hem de yetkisi olmamasina ragmen E=0.50 emsalle
konut amacli imara a¢ilmasini uygun bulan kararinda hukuka uyarlik bulunmadigini,
starim arazisinin,tarim dig1 amacla kullanimina y6nelik alinan kamu yarar1 kararinin
yanlis oldugunu, alternatif alan bulunmadig1 iddialarinin gergegi yansitmadigini,
eniifus projeksiyon hesabinda hedef yilinin ulasim master planina gore
belirlenmesinin hatali oldugunu, dava konusu plan iist 6l¢ekli ¢cevre diizeni planina
aykir1 oldugunu belirtmekte ve dava konusu islemlerin iptali istemini yinelemektedir.
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Davaci iddialar:

Davaci, imara agilmak istenen Kircami Bolgesinde halen yogun tarim yapildigini ve
alanin birinci smif tarim topragi oldugunu, bu araziler lizerindeki bahge ve seralarin
halk sulama kanallar1 ile sulanmakta oldugunu, ¢ift¢ilerin agtiklar1 derin kuyular ile
seralarini sulamakta oldugunu, bdlgenin, tarimsal nitelikleriyle one ¢ikan daha genis
bir bdlgenin parcasi durumunda oldugunu,

Gegmis planlama ¢alismalarinda bolgenin bu konumunun g6z dniine alindigini, 1978
planlarinda "tarimsal kullanim" karari, onceki 1/50000 olgekli planda tarimsal
niteligi korunacak 6zel mahsul alan1 ve "irdelenecek alanlar" olarak birakildigini,
dava konusu plandan 6nce yapilan ve halen yiiriirliikte olan 1/50 000 6lcekli Cevre
Diizeni Planinda, alanin, "Tarimsal Niteligi Korunacak Alan" olarak belirlendigini,
Cevre ve Orman Bakanligi’nca onanan 1/100 000 6l¢ekli Cevre Diizeni Planinda da
"Mutlak Tarim Arazisi" olarak planlandigini,

Alanla ilgili olarak, Antalya Biiyiiksehir Belediyesi'nce hazirlanan alt 6l¢ekli planlar
ile 1/8/2007 tarihinde Cevre ve Orman Bakanligi'nca onaylanan Burdur-Antalya
1/100 000 dlgekli Cevre Diizeni Plan1 arasinda uyumsuzluk bulundugunu,

[k kademe belediyeleri sinirlar1 icerisinde bir ¢ok alanin planinin iptal edilerek bazi
bolgelerde yogunluk azaltilmasina gidilmesi ve buna karsin, Kircami bolgesinde
1500 hektar mutlak tarim arazisinin imara agilmasinin bir ¢eliski oldugunu,

1. Simf tarim topraklarinin imara agilmasinda zorunluluk ve kamu yarari
bulunmadigini, Antalya'nin yeni iskana agilacak alan ihtiyacinin olmadigini, Antalya
Biiyiiksehir Belediyesi imar Yoénetmeliginde yapilan degisiklikle planli alanlarda
yapt yogunluklarinin arttirildigini, birinci bodrum katlarin emsal harici iskana
acildigini, bu sayede yogunlugun arttirildigini,

Daval1 yanitlari

Davali taraf, Kircami boélgesinin, etrafi yillardir imar planli ve uygulamasi bitmis
alanlar ve ruhsath yiiksek katli binalar ile ¢evrili, sehir merkezinde kalmis bir bolge
olmasimin fiziksel, sosyal-ekonomik ve kiiltiirel yap1 farkliligina yol agtigini, bunun
kentlesme siireci lizerinde olumsuz etkiler yapacagini ve toplumsal esitsizlige neden
olacagini, bolgenin ekonomi-ekoloji dengesi i¢inde planli gelisimi, kentsel yasamin
daha verimli kilinmasi, kentsel teknik altyapi biitiinliiglinlin saglanmasi agisindan
kentle uyumlu bir sekilde planlanmasinin kentlesme siireci dolayisiyla kamu yarari
i¢in gerekli oldugunu,

Tarim dis1 kullanma hususunda alternatif alan bulunmadigini, Kircami Boélgesinin,
Kuzey-kuzeydogu yoniindeki tarimsal havzanin devami niteligindeki Koyunlar,
Altinova, Pimarli havzasi ile fiziksel olarak koptugunu ve metropoliten kentsel alanin
ortasinda, planin tarimsal biitiinligii koparilmis nitelikte kapali bir tarim alam
oldugunu, yaklasik 1500 hektarlik bir alanin, ilgili yonetmeligin kapsam kisminda
bile tanimlanmayan (ek) ve 5216 sayili Biiyiiksehir Belediye Kanunu ve Antalya
Biiyiiksehir Belediyesi Imar Yonetmeligi hiikiimleri disinda bir ydnetmelik
hiikiimlerine gore denetlenmeye ¢alisildigini,
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Artan rant ve arazi fiyatlan ile birlikte alanin temel 6zelligi olan zirai faaliyetlerin
azaldigin1 ve imar beklentilerinin arttigini, tarimsal faaliyetlerin rantabl olmaktan
ciktigini, bolgenin kentin merkezinde kalmasi ve imar plan1 bulunmamasi nedeniyle
gerek kentteki ulasim agmin bu bdlgede sekteye ugramasi gerekse altyapi
hizmetlerinin bu bdlgede tikanip kalmasi nedeniyle biitiinciil bir altyapr aginin
olusturulamadigini, plansiz yapilasmanin engellenmesi ve kentsel teknik altyap:
biitlinliigiiniin saglanmasi i¢in alanin planh gelismeye ac¢ildigini ileri siirmiistiir.

DEGERLENDIRME
Dava konusu bolgeye iliskin planlama kararlari

19.02.1980 onay tarihli 1/5000 Olgekli Nazim imar Plam

Bu planda Antalya kenti k1y1 boyunca degil, kiyidan i¢ kesimlere dogru biiyiimesine
yonelik bir strateji benimsenmistir. Kiyinin turizm ve dinlence islevlerine ayrilmasi
Oongoriilmiistiir. Kircami Bolgesi, kuzeyde Altinova Bolgesi, Hava Limani ve cevresi
konut gelisimine agilmamakta, tarimsal yerlesme ve tarim alani nitelikleri
korunmaktadir.

10.03.1986 onayh 1/25.000 6l¢ekli Nazim imar Plam

Bu planda Hava Limant’nin ¢evresindeki tarimsal kullanimlar korunmaktadir.
Kircami Bolgesi, kuzeyde yer alan Altinova ve Piarli Bolgeleri tarimsal kullanima
ayrilmistir.

29.05.1997 onay tarihli 1/25.000 olcekli Antalya Biiyiiksehir Belediyesi Nazim
Imar Plam

29.05.1997 tarih ve 20 Sayili Biiyiiksehir Belediye Meclisi karari ile onaylanan
1/25.000 6lgekli Antalya Biiyiiksehir Belediyesi Nazim imar Plani, Danistay Altinct
Dairesi’nin 25.3.1997 giinii aldigi: “3194 sayili ve 3030 sayili Yasa’nin hiikiimleri
uyarinca Biiyliksehir Belediyelerine 1/5000 o6lcekli Nazim ve 1/1000 olcekli
Uygulama Imar Plani disindaki bir plani yapmak ya da onaylamak yetkisi
verilmemistir” karar1 uyarinca yasal olarak gecersiz hale gelmistir. Hava Liman ile
kent merkezi arasinda Kircami Bolgesi bu planda, AKS 7 (Duyarlilig1 yiiksek
alanlarda koruma — kullanma — yenileme akslari) olarak belirlenmistir.

Planda temelde tarim alani olan bu bolgede kullanma ve yenileme stratejilerinin
onerildigi anlagilmaktadir. Buna karsilik Hava Limani ile Lara kiy1 seridinde daha
once gelisme alan1 olarak planlanan bolge, tarim alani olarak korunmaktadir.
30.07.1998 / 36 giin ve sayil1 Biiyiiksehir Belediye Meclisi karari ile, 1/5000 6lgekli
Antalya Nazim Imar Plam, daha &nce Antalya Idare Mahkemesi tarafindan
14.05.1998 tarihinde iptal edilen plandaki iptale neden olan konular disarida
birakilarak onaylanmistir.

Bu donemde Hava Limani ile kent merkezi arasinda kalan Kircami Bdlgesinin

tarimsal kullaniminin  siirdiiriilmesi ya da yapilasmaya acilmasi yoOniindeki
tartigmalarin devam ettigi ve konunun belirsizligini korudugu anlagilmaktadir.
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3.03.2005 tarihinde Bayindirhk ve iskan Bakanhg tarafindan onaylanan 1/50
000 olcekli Cevre Diizeni Plam

Bu plan Antalya Biiyiiksehir Belediyesi sinirlart igindeki alami kapsamaktadir.
Planda Kircami Bolgesi Tarimsal Niteligi Korunacak Alanlar olarak yer almaktadir.

17.6.2005 tarih ve 464 sayih Biiyiiksehir Belediye Meclis karar ile onaylanan
Antalya Biiyiiksehir Belediyesi sinirlari icerisinde kalan alanmin 1/25 000 6lcekli
Cevre Diizeni Planm

Bu planda dava konusu Kircami Bolgesi, planlama alan1 disinda kalmistir. Bu planda
bu bolgede kentsel gelisme ongoriilmedigi anlagilmaktadir.

2006 Onayh 1/50 000 olcekli Fiziki Stratejik Plan

(Dava dosyasinda yer almamaktadir)

16.4.2007 onay tarihli Burdur-Antalya Planlama Bolgesi 1/100 000 olcekli Cevre
Diizeni Plan1

Bu plan Danistay 6. Dairesi’nin 2007/10511 Esas sayili 30.6.2008 tarihli karariyla
iptal edilmistir.

Iptal gerekgesi, bolge ve havza temelinde hazirlanacak planlarimn yapilmasma iliskin
usul ve esaslarin Bakanlik¢a c¢ikarilacak bir Yonetmelikle belirlenecegi kuralina
aykiriliktir.Bu planda Kircami Bdlgesi tarim alani olarak korunmus oldugu
anlasilmaktadir.

1.8.2007 onay tarihli 1/100 000 6lcekli Burdur-Antalya Cevre Diizeni Plani

(Bu plan dava dosyasinda bulunmamaktadir).

Dava dosyasinda sunulan bilgi ve belgelerden, 16.4.2007 onay tarihli Burdur-
Antalya Planlama Bolgesi 1/100 000 6lgekli Cevre Diizeni Planinin Danistay 6.
Dairesi’nin 2007/10511 Esas sayili 30.6.2008 tarihli karariyla iptal edilmesi
oncesinde yargilama siirecinde hazirlanmis oldugu anlagilmaktadir.

Bu planda dava konusu Kircami Bolgesi’ne iliskin “tarimsal alan” kararinin
korunmus oldugu, planin biitiiniinde ise 16.4.2007 tarihli planin kararlarinin ve plan
notlarinin ana kapsaminin korunmustur anlasilmaktadir.

10.9.2007 tarih ve 525 sayih 1/25 000 6lcekli Nazim imar Plam (askiya cikarilan)
2006 yilinda Antalya Biiyiiksehir Belediyesi Meclisi ve Il Genel Meclisi tarafindan
onaylanan 1/50000 Olgekli Fiziki Stratejik Plani sonrasinda ayni planlama siir
icerisinde 1/25000 dlgekli Nazim Imar Plam1 hazirlanmis ve Biiyiiksehir Belediye
Meclisince 10.09.2007 tarihinde onaylanmustir.

Bu planda dava konusu Kircami bdlgesi Kent i¢i Tarimsal Planlama Alani1 olarak
Ongoriilmiistiir. Bu planda dava Konusu Kircami Tarimsal Planlama Bolgesi, kuzey
yoniinde Organik Tarim Alanlari, Entegre Sera Isletme Alanlar ile bir biitiinliik
gostermektedir.

Bu plana ait Planlama Raporunda, “Kent i¢i Tarimsal Planlama Alan1”,
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1) “Ekolojik Kentsel Doniisiim Projelerinin” hazirlanacagir alanlar, ii) 5403 sayili
Toprak Koruma ve Arazi kullanimi Kanunu kapsamina gore, Dikili Tarim Arazisi,
Ortii Alt1 vasfindaki arazilerin yer aldig1 alanlar olarak tanimlanmaktadir.

14.1.2008 tarihinde Cevre ve Orman Bakanhgi tarafindan onaylanan Antalya-
Burdur Planlama Bolgesi 1/100 000 6lcekli Cevre Diizeni Plam

(Danistay 6. Dairesi’nde goriilmekte olan 2008/2247 Esas sayili davada yliriitmesi
durduruldu)Bu planda Kircami Bolgesi “tarimsal nitelikli araziler” kullanimina
ayrilmistir.Planin Genel Hiukiimler baglikli 5.10. Maddesinde; plan hedeflerine,
kararlarina aykir1 olarak higbir dlgekte, imar plani, plan degisikligi, revizyonu ve
ilavesi yapilamaz" notu yer almaktadir. Dava konusu Kircami Boélgesi, planda,
kuzey-giiney dogrultusunda siirekliligi olan, -koruma alanlarini /tarimsal ve dogal
niteligi olan alanlar1 ve ormanlari, Diiden Cay1 Havzasini kapsayan- bir acgik alanlar
sisteminin pargasidir. Hava Limaninin da bu agik alanlar sistemini giiglendirdigi
belirtilmelidir.

Antalya Biiyiiksehir Belediyesi Meclisinin 18.1.2008 tarihli 58 sayih karari
dogrultusunda

Antalya il Genel Meclisi'nin 8.2.2008 tarih 101 sayih karariyla onayh Antalya
1/50000 olcekli II. Etap Stratejik Fiziki Plan degisikligi

Antalya Biiyiiksehir Belediyesi, 1/50000 6lgekli plana yapilan itirazlar ile birlikte
1/25000 olgekli planin hazirlanmasi sirasinda yapilan ayrintili ¢aligmalara bagh
olarak 1/5000 olgekli Fiziki Stratejik Planda kimi degisikliklerin yapilmasina karar
vermistir.

Dava konusu Kircami Bdolgesi bu alanlardan biridir. S6z konusu bolge, 5403 sayili
Toprak Kanunu’na tabi olmasindan dolayr 1/50000 6lgekli Fiziki Stratejik Planda
M2 ve M3 olarak kodlandirilmis “Tarimsal Planlama Alan1” (TPA) ve idari Merkez
olarak planlanan yaklagik 1500 ha’lik bir alandir.

Biiytliksehir Belediyesi, Antalya Biiyiiksehir Belediyesi smirlari igerisinde bulunan
bu alanm, etrafinin yillardir imar planli ve uygulamasi1 bitmis alanlar ve ruhsath
yiiksek katli binalar ile ¢evrili oldugunu, sehrin merkezinde kaldigini, bu alanda yan
yana fiziksel, sosyo-ekonomik ve kiiltiirel yap1 farkliliginin var olmasinin kentlesme
stireci ilizerinde olumsuz etkiler yapacagini ve s6z konusu bolgenin kentle uyumlu bir
sekilde planlamasinin kentlesme siireci dolayisiyla kamu yaran i¢in gerekli oldugunu
isleri siirerek bu plan degisikligine gitmistir.

Icisleri Bakanlhigi’nca 14.10.2007 tarihinde s6z konusu bdlgenin tarim dis1 amacla
kullanilmasinin kamu yararina oldugu hakkinda karar alinmistir. Kamu yarar1 karari
sonrasinda s6z konusu boélgenin Tarim ve Koyisleri Bakanliginca 25.10.2007
tarthinde "tarim dis1 amagla kullanilmast' uygun goriilmiistiir.

Biiyiiksehir Belediye Bagkanligi, bu kararlarin, sehir merkezinde kir-kent seklinde

gelisme gostermis toplumsal esitsizlik gdsteren bolgenin ekonomi-ekoloji dengesi
icinde planli gelisimi, kentsel yasamin daha verimli kilinmasi, kentsel altyapi

233



biitlinliigiiniin saglanmasi esaslarinin gergeklestirilebilecegi sekilde planlanmasini
olanakl1 kildigin1 diistinerek s6z konusu plan degisikligini yapmustir.

1/25 000 &lgekli Nazim Imar planinda 2020 projeksiyon kent niifusuna hizmet
edecek ticari alan miktarmin artirilmasi, merkezin ihtisaslagsmasi, desantrilizasyonu
gibi stratejik fiziki planin temel stratejileri dolayisiyla 190 ha’lik konut kullaniml
alanin merkezi Is Alanina déniistiiriilmesi neticesinde desantrilize edilen yaklasik 90
000 kisilik niifusa gerekli konut alan1 ihtiyaci dogmustur. Bu konut alaninda .... kent
ile biitiinlestirilerek planlanmasi1 kamu yararina karar1 alman Kircami bolgesine
fonksiyon olarak atanmasi planlanmistir. Bu nedenle s6z konusu bolge Toprak
Koruma Kurulu karar1 dogrultusunda 0.50 emsalli orta yogunluklu konut alan1 olarak
planlanmistir ve bolgenin 2002 yili itibariyle mevcut 16418 kisi olan niifusu 2020
yil1 projeksiyonuna gore 80 000 olarak tahmin edilmektedir. Bolge 1/25000 ve
1/5000 o6lgekli Nazim Imar Planlar1 6ncelikli yapilacak alanlar olarak tespit
edilmistir.

Bu plan 2006 onay tarihli Il. Etap 1/50 000 olgekli Stratejik Fiziki Plam
degistirmektedir. Bu plan degisikligi ile dava konusu Kircami Bolgesi kentsel
gelisme alanlar1 olarak ayrilmistir.

Antalya Biiyiiksehir Meclisi’nce da 15.2.2008 tarihinde 84 sayih karar ile
onaylanan1/25000 lik Nazim imar Plam

Dava konusu Kircami Bolgesi bu planda E: 0.41-0.80 degerleri arasinda Orta
Yogunluklu Kentsel Gelisme Bolgesi olarak ayrilmistir.

Antalya Biiyiiksehir Belediye Meclisi’nin 10.09.2007 giin ve 525 sayih karan ile
onaylanarak yiiriirliige giren Antalya Il. Etap 1125000 6l¢ekli Nazim Imar Plami
Revizyonu

02.10.2007- 02.11.2007 tarihleri arasinda askiya ¢ikarilmistir. Kabul edilen itirazlar
ve maddi hatalarin giderilmesi sonucu hazirlanan 1125000 6lcekli yeni plan, Antalya
Biiytliksehir Belediye Meclisi 'nin 15.02.2008 tarih ve 84 sayili karan ile uygun
bulunan dava konusu plandir. Itirazlarin biiyiik bir boliimii dava konusu Kircami
bolgesine iliskindir.

Sehircilik ilkeleri ve planlama esaslar1 acisindan irdeleme
Dava konusu degisiklik sirasinda ilgili planlama otoritesinin gerekgeleri su

sekilde Ozetlenebilir:
1.Kircami Bolgesinin tarim alani olmasi nedeniyle 1996 onayli planin 1998 tarthinde
iptal edilmesi sonrasinda yaklasik 1600 ha alan uzun yillar plansiz kalmistir.
2.Bolge imar planli ve uygulamasi bitmis alanlar ve ruhsath yiliksek katli binalarla
cevrilidir.Sehir merkezinde kalmistir. Yan yana fiziksel, sosyal-ekonomik yap1
farkliliginin var olmasi, kentlesme siirecinde olumsuz etkiler yaratmakta, esitsizlige
yol agmaktadir.
3.Bolgenin ekonomi-ekoloji dengesi iginde planli gelisimi, kentsel yasamin daha
verimli kilinmast
ve kentsel teknik altyapi biitiinliigliniin saglanmasi i¢in kentle uyumlu bir sekilde
planlanmasi1 kamu yarart i¢in gereklidir.
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4.2020 yili i¢in kente hizmet edecek ticari alan miktarinin artirilmasi, merkezin
ihtisaslasmas1 ve desantrilizasyonu i¢in 190 ha’lik konut kullanimli alanin MiA’ya
doniistiiriilmesi nedeniyle yaklasik 90 Bin kisilik niifusa gerekli konut alan1 ihtiyaci
dogmustur. Bu konut alaninin kent ile biitlinlestirilerek planlanmasi i¢in Kircami
Bolgesi gelismeye acgilmistir.

5.Biiyiiksehir Belediyesi sinirlarina dahil edilmeden once, ilk kademe belediyelerin
hazirlamis ve onaylamis olduklar1 imar planlar1 bilimsel esas ve planlama ilkelerine
dayanmamaktadir. Bu planlar ile Antalya kentinin niifusunu 4.5 milyon kisiye
cikaracak bir yap1 ve niifus yogunlugu ongdrilmiistiir. 1/25 000 6l¢ekli Nazim Plan
ile bu niifus 2.5 milyona cekilmektedir. ilave herhangi bir alan konut amach
kullanima agilmamustir. Bu sekilde Biiyliksehir biitiiniinde disipline edilmis bir kent
tist bigimin olusturulmasi esas alinmustir.

6.Biiyliksehir Belediyesince planlart iptal edilen bolgelerin topraklari ¢ok Onemli
tarimsal havzayi olusturan mutlak tarim arazisi niteliginde ve sulanabilir alanlar
kapsadigindan ve Kircami Bolgesi i¢inde kentsel kullanimlarin bulundugu, artan rant
ve arazi fiyatlar1 ile birlikte alanin temel &zelligi olan zirai faaliyetler azalmas,
donemler i¢cinde parca parca kentsel kullanimlara acilmistir. Buna karsin sosyal ve
teknik alt yap1 gereksinmeleri karsilanmamis, imar beklentileri artmistir.

7. Dava konusu planin 1/100 000 6l¢ekli plana uygunsuzlugu bulunmamaktadir. 1/50
000 olgekli

Stratejik Fiziki Planin 1/100 000 6lgekli Antalya-Burdur Cevre Diizeni Planina
uygunlugu Cevre ve Orman Bakanligi’nin 6.2.2008 tarih ve 984 sayili yazisi ile
belirtilmistir.

Bilirkisi Kurulumuz dava konusu planlama karariin, sehircilik ilkeleri ve planlama
esaslar1 kapsaminda irdelemesini iki diizeyde yapacaktir. Bunlar; A) koruma
gereklilikleri ile B) kentsel gelisme dinamikleri, biiylime egilimleri ve kentsel {ist
bicim iliskisini igermektedir. Kuskusuz, her iki konunun, koruma-gelisme arasinda
saglikli bir iligkinin yaratilmas1 ve koruma-kullanma dengelerinin kurulmasi
acisindan birbirleriyle iliskili olarak degerlendirilmesi kamusal yararlara ulagilmasi
acisindan gereklidir. Birinci diizeydeki irdeleme, su konular icermektedir: i) Tarim
topraklarinin korunmasi, 11) ekolojik koridorun siirekliligi (Toroslardan gelen Diiden
Cay1 ve gevresindeki sistemin siirekliligi) ve yakin ¢evredeki acik alanlar sisteminin
korunmasi, iii) hava liman1 da dahil olmak iizere bolgedeki agik alan sisteminin,
kentsel riskler agisindan korunmasi gerekliligi.

Bilirkisi Raporunda, tarimsal niteligi ve Onemi, ge¢cmis planlama g¢aligmalarinda
kabiil edilmis olan ve halen bu niteligini siirdiiren Kircami Bdlgesinin, kentsel
gelismeye agilmasini gerektiren kamusal yararin olup olmadigr sehircilik ilkeleri
acisindan degerlendirilmektedir. Bu cercevede Kurulumuz, dava konusu bolgenin
kentsel gelismeye agilmak istenmesini, bir yandan tarimsal alanin niteligi, diger
yandan sehircilik ve kentsel gelisme agisindan alanin kullaniminin zorunluluk sunup
sunmadigi kapsaminda irdelemektedir.

A) Koruma gereklilikleri
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i) Tarim topraklarinin korunmasi acisindan irdeleme

Dava konusu olan arazinin 5403 sayili "Toprak Koruma ve Arazi Kullanimi
Kanunu"nun ilgili maddeleri ve 6zellikle anilan kanunun 13.maddesine gore tarim
dis1 amagla kullanilmasinin bu kanuna uygunlugu ortaya konulmaya calisilacaktir.
Ancak Bilirkisi Kurulumuz, dava dosyasinda yer alan belgelerden bazi alintilar
yaptiktan sonra konunun irdelenmesine girmeyi uygun goérmektedir.

Antalya Valiligi Tarim i1 Miidiirliigii'niin Antalya Biiyiiksehir Belediye
Baskanhgi’na 21.7.2003 tarihli yazisi:

Yazida, Antalya Merkez ve yakin gevresine ait Nazim imar Plan1 yapilmasi ile ilgili
olarak Antalya Biiyiiksehir Belediyesi ve Miicavir Alanini kapsayan 44775,347
hektar yiizol¢iimlii sahada, arazinin tarimsal yonden degerlendirilmesi yapilmaktadir.
Yazida, yapilan incelemeler ve 13.6.2003 tarihli Tarim Arazilerinin Korunmasi ve
Kullanilmasina Dair Yonetmelik geregi, tarimsal yonden nazim imar plani
calismasina veri olacak 1/25 000 olgekli, lejantli Antalya Biiyiiksehir Belediyesi
“Nazim Imar Plan1 Tarimmsal ve Toprak Etiit Sonu¢ Onay Haritas1” eklenmistir. Bu
haritada dava konusu Kircami Bdolgesi, mevcut imarli sahalar ile kdy ve mahalle
yerlesik alanlar1 lejant maddesi altinda yer alan kiiciik bir boliim alan disarida
tutuldugunda tiimiiyle Sulu-Kuru-Dikili Tarim Alanlarinda kalmaktadir.

Antalya Valiligi Tarim Il Miidiirliigii'niin 21.7.2003 tarihli yazis1 eki 1/25 000
olcekli,

Antalya Biiyiiksehir Belediyesi “Nazim Imar Plam1 Tarimsal ve Toprak Etiit
Sonu¢ Onay Haritas1”

Haritada Kircami Bolgesi, Sulu-Kuru-Dikili Tarim Alanlarinda kalmaktadir.

Antalya Valiligi Tarim Il Miidiirliigii'niin 8 Ekim 2007 tarihli yazis::

Antalya Valiligi Tarim il Miidiirliigii'niin 8 Ekim 2007 tarihli yazisinda, Biiyiiksehir
Belediye Bagkanlig: tarafindan ilave imar plani yapilmak istenen 1503,22 hektar
blytikliiglindeki sahada 1/6000 6lgekli haritada yaptiklari ¢alismada, 1219,90 hektari
( % 81,16 ) yogun sera ile kapli mutlak tarim alani, 146,29 hektar1 ( % 9,73) mutlak
tarim alani, 120,29 hektar1 dikili mutlak tarim alani ve geri kalan 16,70 hektar (%
1,11 ) alan da imarh alan olarak verilmektedir. Kisaca sahanin % 98,89'unun mutlak
tarim alan1 oldugu bildirilmektedir.

Tarim ve Koy Isleri Bakanhg, Koy Hizmetleri Genel Miidiirliigii, Antalya
Bolge Miidiirliigii'niin 21.2.2004 tarihli yazisi:

Tarim ve Koy Isleri Bakanlhigi, Koy Hizmetleri Genel Miidiirliigii, Antalya Bolge
Miidiirligii'niin 21.2.2004 tarihli yazilarinda,

" 1/10000 Slgekli halihazir harita iizerinde belirtilen alanlar Il Miidiirliigiimiiz teknik
elemanlar1 tarafindan yerinde etiit edilmis olup, sdz konusu sahalarin il
Miidiirliigiimiiz sulama sahasi igerisinde kalmadig1 goriilmiistiir." denilmektedir.

Enerji ve Tabii Kaynaklar Bakanhg, Devlet Su isleri Genel Miidiirliigii, XIII.
Bolge Miidiirliigii'niin 25.8.2005 tarihli yazisi:
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Enerji ve Tabii Kaynaklar Bakanlig1, Devlet Su Isleri Genel Miidiirliigii, X11I. Bolge
Midiirliigli'niin 25.8.2005 tarihli yazilarinda da " ... Bu paftalar icersinde yer alan
Kircami ve Altinova'da sulama sahalarimiz bulunmamaktadir" ifadesi yer almaktadir.

Bilirkisi Kurulumuzca, oncelikle Kircami sahasi i¢in her iki kurulusun saptamasi
dogru olmakla beraber, eksiktir. Konunun diger yonleri ortaya konulmadiginda
yaniltict sonuglar ¢ikarilmast miimkiindiir. Her iki kurulusun saptamalar1 alt alta
konuldugunda, Kircami Bolgesinde sulanan arazi bulunmadigi ve kuru tarim
yapildig1r sonucuna ulasmak miimkiin olabilir. Bu iki ekle Bakanliktan onay almak
icin basvuru yapildiginda, Tarim ve Koy Isleri Bakanligi, Tarimsal Uretim ve
Gelistirme Genel Miidiirliigii'niin Ekim 2007'de olusturdugu, "5403 sayili Toprak
Koruma ve Arazi Kullanimi Kanunu'nun 13. maddesinin (d) bendi geregi; 1503
ha.lik alanin Antalya Toprak Koruma Kurulunca belirtilen sartlara uyulmasi kaydiyla
tarim dig1 amagla kullanilmast uygun bulunmustur." hiikmiinde de uygunluk
diisiiniilebilir. Ancak bu konuda temas edilmeyen iki 6nemli konu gozlerden uzak
tutulmaktadir. Kurulumuz bu konuda iki saptama yapmaktadir:

Bunlardan birincisi, iilkemizde her iki kurumun disinda da sulanan alanlar bulundugu
tespitidir. Bu alanlar " Yerel Sulama Alanlar1 " olarak adlandirilmaktadir. Kircami
bunlardan biridir. Ikincisi ise, Antalya ikliminde sulanmadan seracilik yapilmasi ve
birgok bitki, meyve ve sebze tiiriiniin yetistirilmesi miimkiin degildir.

Bilirkisi Kurulumuz, bu tespitlerden hareketle, Kircami sahasindaki alanin tamamina
yakininin sulanan, mutlak tarim alan1 oldugu sonucunu ¢ikarmaktadir. Nitekim
dosyada bu sonucu kanitlayan belgeler bulunmaktadir. Kurulumuzun kesif
sirasindaki gozlemleri ve saptamalar1 da bu yondedir. Diger yandan, sulama suyunun
olmasma ragmen mutlak tarim topragimin sulanmamasi, ekilip bigilmemesi, tarim
yapilmayip bos birakilmasi, o toprak parcasinin dogal yapisinin géz ardi edilmesini
gerektirmemektedir. Toprak dogal bir zenginliktir, bir kere tahrip edilip elden
cikarildiginda bir daha yerine konulmasi s6z konusu olmamaktadir.

Bugiinkii haliyle kentsel kullanma alanlar1 ile ¢evrilmis olan dava konusu Kircami
bolgesinde, yogun olarak ortii alt1 sebze yetistiriciligi (sera yetistiriciligi)
yapilmaktadir. Bu alanda sulama suyu bulunmaktadir. Alan, 5403 sayili "Toprak
Koruma ve Arazi Kullanim: Kanunu"nun 3. maddesinin i) bendindeki "Sulu tarim
arazisi: Tarimi yapilan bitkilerin biiyiime devresinde ihtiya¢ duydugu suyun, su
kaynagindan alinarak yeterli miktarda ve kontrollii bir sekilde karsilandig1 araziler"
tanimina uydugundan "Sulu Tarim Arazisi" niteligindedir.

Ayrica halihazir arazi kullanimi, toprak yapisi, meyil ve topografya gibi temel
ozellikleri nedeniyle de; anilan "Toprak Koruma ve Arazi Kullanimi Kanunu"nun 3.
maddesinin (e) bendinde tanimini bulan; " Mutlak tarim arazisi: Bitkisel iiretimde;
topragin fiziksel, kimyasal ve biyolojik 0Ozelliklerinin kombinasyonu yore
ortalamasinda iirlin alinabilmesi icin simnirlayict olmayan, topografik sinirlamalar
yok veya ¢ok az olan; bolgesel ve yerel dnemi bulunan, halihazir tarimsal tiretimde
kullanilan veya bu amacla kullanima elverisli olan arazileri" tarifi ile de, Kircami
alanindaki dava ve inceleme konusu arazi "Mutlak Tarim Arazisi" niteligindedir. Bu
nedenle s6z konusu 5403 sayili "Toprak Koruma ve Arazi Kullanim: Kanunu"nun

237



13. maddesinin "Mutlak tarim arazileri, 6zel uriin arazileri, dikili tarim arazileri ile
sulu tarim arazileri tarimsal {iretim amaci disinda kullanilamaz" amir hiikkmiine gore,
dava konusu alanin tarim dis1 amaclarla kullanilmasi miimkiin degildir. Ileri
stiriildiigii gibi 5403 sayili "Toprak Koruma ve Arazi Kullanimi: Kanunu"nun 13.
maddesinin  (d) bendinde Ongoériilen kamu yarart1 da dava konusunda
saptanamamaktadir. Aksine bir uygulama ve kullanim, yasanin agik hiikmiiniin yok
sayilmasi anlamina gelecektir.

Sonu¢ olarak Kircami sahasindaki tarim alanlarinin tarim dis1 amaglarla kullanimi
icin gereken kosullar olusmadigi igin, amag dist kullanilmamasi, tarim alani olarak
kullanilmas1 gerekmektedir.

Dava konusu Kircami Bolgesi, her ne kadar kiyidaki kimi gelismeler ile kesintiye
ugramakla birlikte, Toroslardan gelen Diiden Cayi ve c¢evresindeki ekolojik
koridorun ve hava limani da dahil olmak iizere bolgedeki agik alan sisteminin deniz
yoniinde agilan bir parcasidir.

Kentsel kullanma alanlar1 ile ¢evrilmis olan dava konusu Kircami bdlgesinde, yogun
olarak oOrtii alt1 sebze yetistiriciligi (sera yetistiriciligi) yapilmaktadir.

Bu alanda sulama suyu bulunmaktadir. Alan, 5403 sayil1 "Toprak Koruma ve Arazi
Kullanim1 Kanunu"nun 3. maddesinin i) bendindeki "Sulu tarim arazisi: Tarimi
yapilan bitkilerin biiylime devresinde ihtiya¢ duydugu suyun, su kaynagindan
alarak yeterli miktarda ve kontrolli bir gsekilde karsilandigi araziler" tanimina
uydugundan "Sulu Tarim Arazisi" niteligindedir.

i1) Ekolojik koridorun siirekliligi (Toroslardan gelen Diiden Cay1 ve g¢evresindeki
sistemin siirekliligi) ve yakin ¢evredeki agik alanlar sisteminin korunmasi

Gecgmis planlama caligmalarindan baslayarak, dava konusu planlama calismalarina
kadar Kircami Bolgesi ile Altinova, Pmarli, Yesilova Bolgelerini de kapsayan ve
Diiden Cay1 Havzasi i¢inde yer alan daha genis bir bolgenin tarimsal alan-agik alan
kullaniminin siirdiirildiigii gozlenmektedir.

Davali Idare, Kircami Bélgesinin, Kuzey-kuzeydogu yoniindeki tarimsal havzanin
devami niteligindeki Koyunlar, Altinova, Pmarli havzasi ile fiziksel olarak
koptugunu ve kentsel alanin ortasinda "kapali" tarimsal nitelikli bir alan olarak
kaldigini ileri siirmiistiir. Davali Idare s6z konusu savinda, Kircami Bélgesinin,
Kuzey-kuzeydogu yoniindeki tarimsal havzanin devami niteligindeki Koyunlar,
Altinova, Pinarli havzasi ile iliskili oldugunu kabul etmektedir.

Bu bolgede tarimsal alanlarin yani sira Diiden Cay1 boyunca agik alan sistemlerinin
stirdiiriilmesinin, metropoliten alan i¢inde agik alanlar sisteminin olusumuna katkisi
ve belirli diizeyde de ekolojik onarim ve koruma-gelistirme agisindan sunacagi
olanaklar yadsinamaz. Oysa bu konu dava konusu Planlama Raporunda goz ardi
edilmistir.
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Dava konusu 1/25 000 6l¢ekli Nazim Imar Plan1 Raporu’nda dava konusu Kircami
Bolgesi'ne iligkin kararlar1 belirleyen bir Ekolojik Arazi YOnetim Plant yer
almaktadir. S6z konusu Rapor, dava konusu Plan Raporuna aynen aktarilmistir.

Akdeniz Universitesi Uzaktan Algilama Arastirma ve Uygulama Merkezi tarafindan
2007 yilinda hazirlanan bu Antalya Biiyliksehir Yetki Alaninin Ekolojik Arazi
Yonetim Plani’nda,

*Antalya’da tarim alanlar iizerindeki yapilagmalarin 1981-2000 yillar1 arasinda 54
kat artt1g1,

Antalya platosunun ve Diinyaca iinlii Terra-Rosa topraklarinin milyonlarca ve Aksu-
Calkaya aluviyal arazilerin yanlis kullanim kararlar1 nedeniyle kaybedildigine,
*Antalya Biiyiiksehir Belediyesi’nin yetki alani icerisindeki kimi arazilerin yanlis
arazi kullanimlar1 sonucunda ideal kullanim sekillerinden uzaklastigi, eko-sistem
cesitliliginin alan kullanim taleplerindeki degisime bagli olarak Onemli o6l¢iide
azalma gosterdigine,

*Varsak, Koyunlar, Topgular, Kircami, Giizeloba ve Calkaya gibi alanlardaki tarim
arazilerinin biliyik bir kismmin tarimsal niteligini artik geri doniistimsiiz olarak
kaybettigine ve bu alanlar icin bugiin yapilabilecek herhangi bir miidahale sekli
bulunmadigina isaret edilmektedir.

Raporda, bu alanlar i¢in “Ekolojik Kentsel Doniisiim Projeleri” onerilmistir. Diger
yandan, anilan Raporda Antalya Kentinin simgelerinden olan akarsular ve diidenler
Ekolojik Devinim Koruma Bandi kapsaminda degerlendirilmistir. Bu alanlarda,
“biyotoplardaki biyotik ve abiyotik degerlerin biitlinliigli ve siirdiiriilebilirligi
acisindan” son derece 6nemli oldugu ve bu alanlarin bitki ve hayvanlar i¢in yasam
ortami ve besin kaynagi yaratilmasi yani sira biyolojik ¢esitliligin artirilmasinda
onemli yararlar saglayacagina isaret edilmektedir. Kircami Bolgesini dogu yoniinde
smmirlayan  Diiden Cayi, Ekolojik Devinim Koruma Bandi kapsaminda
degerlendirilmektedir.

Raporda, Kircami Bolgesi ile iligkili su saptamalar yapilmaktadir:

*Antalya iilkemizin en stratejik tarimsal tiretim merkezlerinden birisidir.

*Biiyiiksehir Belediyesi yetki alani i¢indeki sahil kusagi, 6zellikle subtropik ve hatta
baz1 tropik bahge bitkileri ile birlikte pamuk, bugday, misir gibi tarla bitkileri ve
nihayet Ozellikle turfanda sebze iiretiminin gergeklestirildigi ortii alti tarim
yoniinden de iilkemizin ger¢ek anlamda ulusal ve uluslararast kimlikli profesyonel
bir tarim sektoriinii biinyesinde barindirmaktadir.

*Kentte planli/plansiz olarak ve ¢ogunlukla da yiliksek yogunluklarla gergeklesmis
olan yapilasmalarin aralarindaki dar ve/veya genis mekanlardaki tarim alanlar
bulunmaktadir.

*Kircami Bolgesi bunlardan biri olup kimi eski tarim alanlarimin {izerleri, bu giin
onemli Olclide yapilagmis ve bu alanlarin biiyiik bir kismi, tarimsal niteligini artik
geri dontisiimsiiz olarak kaybetmistir.

*Ekolojik planlama adina s6z konusu alanlar i¢in bu giin yapilabilecek herhangi bir
miidahale sekli bulunmamaktadir.
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*Eski tarim arazilerinin iizerine kurulmus olan simdiki 10-15 katli apartmanlarin
hemen bitisigindeki arazilerdeki eski kirsal komsular ise, hemen hemen her birisi
arazisinin bir kdsesine yaptig1 diisiik kaliteli ve kirsal nitelikli bir evle birlikte bu
alanlarda halen tarimsal iiretim yapmaya calismaktadirlar. Boyle bir uygulamanin
sonunda ortaya cikan fiziksel, sosyo-ekonomik ve kiiltiirel tabloyu bilimsel ve teknik
yaklasimlarla tanimlayabilmek ise miimkiin gériilmemektedir.

*Antalya Biiyiiksehir planlama alani icerisinde yan yana iki farkli fiziksel, sosyo-
ekonomik ve kiiltiirel yap1 farkliligina sahip kimi alanlarin, onlem alinmadig
takdirde kent planlamasinda ve kentin yonetiminde sosyal bir huzursuzluk kaynagi
olacagi ¢ok agik bir gergektir.

*Kentsel yapilagsma alanlar1 arasinda kalmis bulunan alanlar i¢in "kent i¢i tarimsal
planlama alanlar1" seklinde bir alan kullanimi1 karar1 verilmistir.

*S6z konusu alanlarin "kent i¢i tarimsal planlama alanlar" olarak ayrilmasi,
hazirlanacak olan imar planlarinin &ncelikle bu alanlarin ekolojik ozellikleri ile
halihazir fiziksel (kentsel-kirsal yapilagsma dagilimi) 6zellikleri arasindaki ve ayrica
halkin sosyo-ekonomik ve kiiltiirel yapisi ve elbetteki halkin talepleri arasindaki
uyumun saglanmasi ve daha sonra da gerek yore halki ve gerekse sivil toplum
kuruluglar1 tarafindan artik benimsenmis olmasi gereken bu imar planinin
uygulanabilirliginin yasal olarak da saglanmasi bakimindan gerekli goriilmektedir.
Raporda 6zetlenen saptamalar 1s181nda kent ici tarimsal planlama alanlar1 Antalya'nin
“cok ciddi sosyal sorun bolgeleri” olarak tanimlanmaktadir. Dava konusu Kircami
Bolgesi de bu bolgelerden birisi olarak gosterilmektedir. Anilan Raporda, Kircami
Bolgesinin de yer aldig1 cevredeki daha genis bir bolge i¢in asagidaki saptamalar
yapilmakta ve dngoriilerde bulunulmaktadir:

*“Antalya Biiyiiksehir yetki alani icerisinde kent i¢i tarimsal planlama alanlar1 olarak
tahsis edilmis olan en 6nemli ve Oncelikli alanlardan birisi de ... Diiden ¢aymnin
denize dokiildiigii alanin sag ve sol c¢evresindeki hatali yapilasmanin gerceklesmis
oldugu alandan kuzeye ve doguya dogru ve Diiden ¢ayinin g¢evresindeki arazileri
Altinova bdlgesine baglayan alana kadar uzanan kisimda yer alan arazilerdir”
«“....Biiylik cogunlugu T2 ve TG 1 /2 smifi topraklarla kapli bulunan bu alanin
halihazirda biiyiik bir bolimii, ortii alti turfanda sebze yetistiriciligi ve kismen de
kesme ¢icek iiretimi amaciyla kullanilmaktadir. Az bir kisminda ise bahge ve agik
tarla tarimi1 yapilmaktadir. Biiyiik bir cogunlugu lls yetenek sinifinda olan s6z konusu
alan, 5403 sayili Arazi Kullanim1 ve Toprak Koruma Yasas1 kapsaminda da Ortii-alt1
alanlar1 (SA), Dikili Tarim (DT) ve Mutlak Tarim (MT) arazisi niteligindedir.

*“... Dogu sinir1 askeri ve sivil havaalani ile neredeyse tamamen kusatilmis olan bu
alan, batisinda Kircamisi yapilagmasinin, gilineyinde Antalya falezleri iizerindeki
oldukca genis bir serit halindeki yapilagsmanin ve kuzeyinde de Antalya-Alanya ¢evre
yolu cevresindeki yapilagsmanin baskisi altinda bulunmaktadir. DOrt bir tarafi
tamamen kentsel unsurlarla ¢evrili bulunan bu alan tizerindeki yukarida tanimlanmis
olan kentsel baski, tamamen ge¢misteki hatali ve yanlis imar planlar1 ve uygulama
imar planlar1 sonucunda olusturulmustur. Kentsel doku icerisinde kalmanin 6tesinde,
birka¢ mevzi imar uygulamasi ile bu alan igerisinde yapilagsmasini tamamlamis
alanlarin varlig1 yani sira, kentlilik ile koyliiliik arasina sikistirilmis yore insanlarinin
yakin g¢evresinde gordiigli kentsel yasami, kisitli olanaklari ile kirsala tasimaya
kalkmas1 ile ortaya ¢ikmis bulunan ilging "kent-kdy" yapilasmalar1 sonucunda,
kimligini neredeyse tamamen yitirmis bir bolge yaratilmig bulunmaktadir.”
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*S6z konusu bu sosyo-ekonomik ve kiiltiirel karmasa igerisindeki bu alanda
yuriitilmekte olan tarimsal faaliyetler, kesinlikle ekonomik optimumlardan yoksun
isletmelerde, ¢ogunlukla bilingsiz giibreleme, ilaglama ve sulama faaliyetlerine
dayali bir iiretim siireci neticesinde Ozelliklerini 6nemli Ol¢lide yitirmis olan
topraklarda ve nihayet komsusunun arazisinde insa edilmis c¢ok katli binalarin
arasinda ve hepsinden 6nemlisi, yore halkinin biiyilik bir tarimsal {iretim isteksizligi
ile yiirtitilmektedir...”

*““... Kent bilesenlerinin biiyilkk bir karmasa ve diizensizlik igerisinde bir arada
bulundugu, tanimlanmasi bilimsel olarak miimkiin olmayan iligkilerin yasandigi ve
oldukca da genis bir alansal dagilima sahip olan bu yore i¢in, alan kullanim ile ilgili
cok acil ve uygulanabilir bir ¢oziim iretilmesi zorunlulugu bulunmaktadir. So6z
konusu bu alan kullanimut ile ilgili sorunun ¢oziimiine katki saglamasi amaciyla; bu
ekolojik planlama c¢alismasi kapsaminda kullanilan bilimsel, teknik ve yasal
arglimanlarin yani sira bu alanin sahip oldugu ve yukarida ifade edilmis olan
halihazir fiziksel, sosyo-ekonomik ve kiiltiirel yap1 da dikkate alinarak s6z konusu bu
alanin "kent i¢i tarimsal planlama alani" olarak ayirt edilmesi gerektigine karar
verilmistir...”

*““... Bu alan ile ilgili olarak yerel yonetimlerce hazirlanmasi muhtemel bir imar
planinda, alanin yukarida tanimlanmis olan sosyo-ekonomik ve kiiltiirel yapist ve
yore halkinin beklentileri yani sira, ilgili yasa ve yonetmelik esaslar1 da dikkate
aliarak, modern ve ¢agdas yeni bir kentsel tarimsal alan kullanim1 tanim1 yapilmali
ve bu alandaki tarimsal arazi kullaniminin sekli ve boyutuna bu yeni yaklasim
cercevesinde karar verilmelidir...”

Yapilasmaya acilmak istenen dava konusu Kircami Bolgesinin tarimsal niteliginin
geri doniisiimsiiz olarak kaybettigi gorlisine Kurulumuz katilmamaktadir.
Kurulumuzun, boélgenin tarimsal niteligine iliskin degerlendirmeleri Bilirkisi
Raporunun onceki sayfalarinda yapilmistir. Yukarida 6zetlenen ve dava konusu
Planlama Raporuna aynen aktarilan raporda dile getirilen Ekolojik Kentsel Doniistim
Bolgesi kavraminin dava konusu Kentsel Tarimsal Planlama Alani olarak belirlenmis
alan ile iliskisi kurulamamustir.

Anilan Planlama Raporunda, Ekolojik Devinim Koruma Bandi ile dogrudan iliskili
olan Kircami Bolgesinin Ekolojik Kentsel Doniisiim ile ne tiir bir gelismeye acilmak
istendigi konusunda belirsizlikler vardir. Oysa, Raporda Ekolojik Devinim Koruma
Band1 olarak tanimlanan Diiden Cay1 ve Havzasinin, Kircami Bolgesi ile biitlinsel
iliskisi g6z ardi edilmektedir.

Rapor, bu bolgede imar planlamasi ile yonlendirilecek bir gelisme ile ne tiir bir
Ekolojik Doniistimiin beklendigi konusunda belirsizlikler iiretmektedir.

Kurulumuzca kent i¢i tarim alanlarina iligkin olarak dile getirilen sorunun ¢oziimii,
tarim kesiminin modernlestirilmesi, kentsel hizmetlerden yararlanma diizeylerinin
gelistirilmesi, ve tarim kesimindeki {retim verimliliginin artirilmasiyla, geri
toplumsal iligkilerin terk edilmesiyle ve de teknolojik gelismenin saglanmasiyla
iligkili olup tam da Tarimsal Planlama Alan1 kavramina denk diismektedir. Bu
nedenle, Kurulumuz Raporda dile getirilen ve hatta “6nlem alinmadig: takdirde kent
planlamasinda ve yonetiminde sosyal bir huzursuzluk kaynagi olacagi ileri siiriilen,
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iki farkli toplumsal ve kiiltiirel biinyenin varligi sorununun, tarimsal alanlarin
korunmasi yaklagimindan farkli bir sey oldugu ve tarimsal alanlarin yapilagmaya
acilmasi i¢in gerekge yapilamayacagi goriisiine sahiptir.

Raporda Havaalaninin “sag1” [Dogusu] “Ender Tarim Alanlar1” kapsaminda
degerlendirilirken benzer 6zellikleri siirdiiren ve Diiden Cay1 Havzasi i¢inde yer alan
ve Diiden Cay1 ile beslenen Hava Limani batisindaki Kircami Bolgesinin, Ender
Tarim Alanlart disinda tutulmasi, Kurulumuzca, Raporun soru isaretleri igeren bir
yani olarak degerlendirilmistir.

Kurulumuz, ayrica hatali kullanim sonucu ideal kullanim seklinden uzaklasmis
alanlar sorununu ve Ekolojik Onarim kavramin dile getiren Raporun, Kurulumuzca,
tarimsal Ozelliklerinin ve toprak niteliklerinin hala siirdiiglinii saptadigi, Kircami
Bolgesi ile ilgili olarak “geri doniistimstizliik” tespitlerine katilmamaktadir.

Kurulumuza gore, iizerindeki tarimsal {iretim nedeniyle yapilagmamis olan Kircami
Bolgesinin, Akdeniz’e dogru ekolojik siirekliligi ve biitlinliigii bulunan Diiden Cay1
Havzasimin siirekliligine katkida bulundugu ve onun 6nemli bir pargasi oldugu
kanisina sahiptir.

Ozetle, Bilirkisi Kurulumuz, davali idare tarafindan ileri siiriilen baska yerdeki
nitelikli tarim topraklarinin ve diger Oncelikli alanlarin korunmasi i¢in Kircami
Bolgesi’nin gelismeye agilabilecegi, bu bolgede koruma gergeklestirilemeyecegi icin
bolgeyi yapilagmaya agarak, yapilasmayi en azindan diizenlemenin yararli olacagi
seklindeki gerekce ve savlart dogru bulmamaktadir.

Planlama Raporunda dava konusu Kircami Bolgesi, Kentsel Tarimsal Planlama
Alanlart olarak, hatta Ekolojik Doniisiim Alanlar1 olarak tanimlanmaktadir. Oysa,
gerek Rapor iceriginde gerekse dava konusu planlardan Kentsel Tarimsal Planlama
Alanlart kavraminin, kent i¢indeki tarimsal alanlarin korunmasi ve diizenlenmesi ve
bu alanlara uygun ve akilct hizmet sunum diizeninin belirlenmesi ve yaratilmasi gibi
bir igerige sahip olmadig anlasilmaktadir. Tersine, bu alanlar, tarimsal gelisme ile
iligkisi kurulmasi olanaksiz ve farkli bir gelismenin diizenlenmesinin aract olan imar
planlamasi ile diizenlemeye calisilmaktadir.

Diger yandan dava konusu Kircami Bolgesi gibi 1500 ha’in tizerindeki bir alanin
iligkili oldugu tarimsal alan sistemlerinden koptugu ve kent i¢inde kapali bir alana
dontstiigii seklindeki sav Kurulumuzca anlamli bulunmamistir. Alanin biiytkligi
s0z konusu savin gegerligini ortadan kaldiracak ol¢iilerdedir.

Kurulumuz, plansiz yapilasmanin engellenmesi i¢in korunmasi gereken alanin
yapilagsmaya acilmasina razi olunmasi gibi bir anlayisi red etmekte, kentsel
gelismenin diizenlenmesinin aract olan imar planlamasi kavramiyla s6z konusu
tarimsal planlama alanlarina yaklagsmanin yanlisligini, bu ve benzeri alanlarin imar
planlamasinin araglariyla ele alinmasinin alanlarin tarimsal niteliginin tiimiiyle
yitirilmesini beraberinde getirecek sonuclar doguracagini ileri siirmektedir.
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iii) Yakin cevredeki acik alan sisteminin kentsel riskler ac¢isindan korunmasi
gerekliligi

Dava konusunda, tartisilmasi gereken diger bir nokta da, dava konusu Kircami
Bolgesinin hemen dogu bitisiginde yer alan Antalya Hava Limanidir. Antalya Hava
Limani, kentin turizm sektoriindeki yeri ve tarimsal ve diger iiriin piyasalarina agilim
konusunda stratejik oneme sahiptir. Dis turizm gelismesi Ongoriillen Antalya
bolgesinde hava limaninin stratejik dneminin giderek arttigi saptanmaktadir. Hava
Liman1 bugiin Tirkiye’nin énemli kapasiteye sahip limanlarindan biridir. Kapasite
kullanim1 acisindan Istanbul Atatiirk Hava Limani’ndan sonra ikinci siradadir.

DLH Genel Miidiirliigii'niin verilerine gére 2008 yilinda Ulkemizde hava limani ve
hava alanlarma inis ve kalkis yapan ugak sayisi 688 189°dur. Antalya Hava Limani
inen ve kalkan ugak sayis1 agisindan Atatiirk Hava Limanindan sonra ikinci siradadir.

2001 wverileri ile 2008 wverileri karsilastirildiginda, aradan gecgen siire iginde
Antalya’ya yil i¢inde inen ve kalkan ugak sayisinda % 206.2, yolcu trafiginde %
204.9 ve yiik trafiginde ise % 290°lik bir artis olmustur. Zirve glinde inen ve kalkan
ucak sayisindaki artig orani ise % 189.3’dur.

Hava liman1 kente uzaklig1 a¢isindan uygun konumdadir. Hava Limanindan kente ve
ozellikle Dogu yoniindeki oteller bolgesine erisim kolay olup erisim siiresi kisadir.
Ucus giivenligi acisindan yaklasildiginda, alanin yonlenme (kuzey— giiney)
olanaklari iyidir. Hava Limani topografik veriler ile riizgar yonii agisindan uygun bir
alanda kurulmustur.

Hizmete girdigi yillarda kentin niifusu 50 Bin civarindadir. Hava alaninin kente
uzaklig1 o giinlin kosullarinda da kolay erisebilirlik sinirlart i¢indedir. O tarihlerde,
Hava Limaninin konumu kentsel gelisme agisindan herhangi bir ikilem
yaratmamaktadir. Kentin ulastig1 biiyiiklik Hava Limani etkileyecek boyutlarda
degildir. Buna karsin, Hava Limaninin hizmete girdigi tarihlerde olmasa bile, bugiin
kent ilizerindeki hava trafiginin onemli bir risk etkeni olusturdugu belirtilmelidir.
2008 Verilerine gore, Hava Limanina zirve giinde inen ve kalkan ugak sayis1 746’dir.
Y1l i¢inde Hava Limanma inen ve kalkan ugak sayisi1 gilinliik ortalamasi 350
civarindadir. Bu 6nemli bir sayidir. Zirve giin i¢inde yaklasik 2 dakikada, ortalama
giin i¢inde ise 4 dakikada bir ucak inis ve kalkisi anlamina gelmektedir. Hava
Limanin stratejik Onemindeki ve tasidigi yiikteki artis risk etkenini giderek
giiclendirmektedir. Diger yandan, bu sayisal degerlere askeri hava alanina iliskin
bilgilerin dahil edilmedigi dikkate alindiginda Kircami Bolgesi bitisigindeki Hava
Liman1 bolgesinin 6nemli bir hava trafigi merkezi oldugu sonucu ¢ikarilmalhdir.
Hava Koridoru Koruma Kusagi icinde zirve giinde 746, ortalama olarak da giin
icinde 350 civarinda ugagin siirekli hareket halinde oldugu belirtilmelidir. Dile
getirilen riskler yalnizca ucak ve yolculariyla siirl degildir. Inis ve kalkis giivenligi
konusundaki tehlikeler, olas1 bir kazanin yerdeki sonuglarini da icermektedir.

Antalya Bolgesinde turizm sektoriiniin giderek biiylimesine bagli olarak zaman
icinde dile getirilen risk etkeninin boyutlarinin daha da artmasi beklenmelidir. Bu
veri kabul edildiginde risklerin azaltilmasi konusu bugiinkiinden ¢ok daha 6nemli bir
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soruna doniisecektir. Siiphesiz, yap1 ve insan yogunlugunun goreli olarak daha az
oldugu tarimsal kullanimlar, veya farkli durumlarda diger acik alan kullanimlart s6z
konusu risklerin azaltilmasi agisindan yeglenmesi gereken plan kararlar1 olacaktir.

Diger yandan, 6ngoriilen yapilasma gergeklestigi kosulda, zaman i¢inde, dile getirlen
risk etkenlerinin ava Limanmin konumunu tartigmali hale getirmesi olasidir. Bu
durumda Antalya gibi degerli tarim topraklarina sahip bir bolgede yeni bir hava alan
yeri segeneginin yaratilmas: ya da risk etkenlerinin azaltilmasina yonelik diger
araclarin devreye sokulmasinin ekonomik maliyetlerini diistinme geregi vardir.

Kuskusuz, bu risk etkeni Hava Limaninin ilk kurulus yillarindaki yer se¢iminden
kaynaklanmamaktadir. Bunun nedenleri, zaman i¢inde hizli kentsel gelismenin
yonlendirilmesinde, Hava Limaninin konumunun dikkate alinmamis olmasinda
aranmalidir. Hava Limaninda ugus koridorunun i¢inde ve g¢evresinde zaman iginde
spekiilatif konut boélgelerinin olusturuldugu bilinmektedir. Geg¢mis yanliglarin
yinelenmemesi agisindan Hava Limani ¢evresindeki gelismeler konusunda titiz
davranilmasi gerektigi agiktir. Antalya Hava Limani’nin kuruldugu doénemde
cevresinde herhangi bir yerlesim bulunmamaktadir. Bu hava alanlarinin ve
limanlarinin planlanmasi ve tasarimi ilkeleri ve Olglitleri agisindan son derece
onemlidir. Antalya Havalimaninin kurulusundan bu yana olumlu bir 6zelligi olarak
var olan bu 6zelliginin korunmasi agisindan Kircami Bolgesi de dahil olmak iizere
havalimaninin ¢evresinde yapilasma kararlar iizerinde dikkatle durulmali ve bu ve
benzeri kararlardan 6zellikle kaginilmalidir.

Antalya 1. Idare Mahkemesi’'nde goriilmiis olan 2000/710 Esas sayili Bilirkisi
Raporunda, Bilirkisi Kurulunca Hava Limani’nin kentsel gelismeyi yonlendirmede
dogru kullanilmadigi, zaman i¢inde ucgus konileri ve giivenlik 6énlemleri konusunda
titiz davranilmadig saptanmaktadir. Bilirkisi Kurulumuz, s6z konusu Bilirkisi
Raporunda dile getirilen goriislerin 15181 altinda, dava Ornegimizdeki, Kircami
Bolgesindeki yapilasma ongoriisiiniin de benzer sonuglar yaratabilecek bir yapilasma
karar1 olacagini saptamaktadir.

1/50 000 olgekli II. Etap Stratejik Fiziki Plan Degisikligi paftasi iizerine
islenmis olan Havaalan1 Hava Koridoru Koruma Kusagi

Devlet Hava Meydanlari Isletmesi Genel Miidiirliigii Hava Alanlar1 Mania Kontrol
Yonergesinde 7. Maddede, “Kisitlama Uygulanan Sahalar ve Kisitlamalar”
belirlenmistir.

“Madde 7 : ICAO EK-14 (Hava Alanlar1) dokiimani ¢ergevesinde, genel ifadesiyle,
pist orta noktasi merkez alinmak iizere 6 000 metre (6km) yaricapl bir daireyle, pist
uzantilarinda 15 000 metrelik bir sahada belirlenmis Olgiitler dogrultusunda
yapilagma kisitlamalar1 uygulanmasi gerekmektedir.”

Devlet Hava Meydanlari Isletmesi Genel Miidiirliigii Hava Alanlar1 Mania Kontrol
Yonergesi’'nde ongoriilen 6l¢li ve kisitlamalardan hareketle Bilirkisi Kurulumuzca
elde edilen Risk Kusaklarina gore,

Yapilagsmaya acilmak istenen dava konusu Kircami Bolgesinin biiyiik bir boliimii I1.
Risk Kusaginda, diger boliimii de I1I. Risk Kusaginda yer almaktadir.
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Riskler A¢isindan Degerlendirme

Bilirkisi Kurulumuz, s6z konusu olgiilerle olusturulan Hava Koridoru Koruma
Kusagini Risk Etkeni gercevesinde degerlendirmektedir. Yonergede belirtilen Serit
Saha, Gecis Yiizeyi, Yaklasma Yiizeyi, Tirmanma Yiizeyi, i¢ Yatay Diizlem ve
Konik Yiizey olarak tanimlanan saha ve sinirlari ugus giivenligi yani sira yerdekilerin
can giivenligi agisindan degerlendirmis ve Risk Diizeyleri belirlemeye ¢alismistir:

I. Risk Kusagi:

Serit Saha :

Pist boyunca, pist merkez hattindan her iki tarafa 75 veya 150’ser metre genisliginde
ve pist sonunda pist referans koduna uygun uzunlukta “Durma Uzantis1”(Stopway)
uzunluklar1 da dahil olmak iizere dikdortgen seklinde bir sahadir.

Gecis Yiizeyi :

Pistin yan yiizeyinde, serit sahadan itibaren 315 metre genisligindeki sahadir. Gegis
yiizeyi, serit sahadan itibaren 315. metreye ¢izilen paralel ¢izginin inis ve kalkis
konisini kestigi yerde biter.

Yaklasma Yiizeyi:

Serit Sahanin bittigi yerde, kdse noktalardan her 100 metrede 15 metre yanlara
acilmak kaydi ile uzunlugu 15 km’yi bulan sahadir. Bu yiizeyde egim %2’dir. Eger
pist her iki tarafindan da kullaniliyor ise hem yaklagma yiizeyi hem de tirmanma
yiizeyi 15 000 metre boyunca %2 egimle yiikselir

Tirmanma Yiizeyi:

Serit Sahanin bittigi yerde, kdse noktalardan her 100 metrede 15 metre yanlara
acilmak kaydi ile uzunlugu 15 km’yi bulan sahadir. Bu sahada durma uzantisindan
itibaren ilk 3000 metrede egim (yukariya dogru) %2, kalan 12 000 metrede ise egim
%2.5°dir

I1.Risk Kusag:

I¢ Yatay Diizlem

Pist referans noktast merkez olmak tizere, 4 000 metre yar1 capli dairenin
olusturdugu, serit saha, gecis ylizeyi, yaklagsma-tirmanma yiizeyi diginda kalan
sahadir. S6z konusu 4 000 metre yarigapli daire icerisinde, gecis ve yaklasma-
tirmanma yilizeyi disinda kalan sahada, pist referans noktas1 yliksekligi 0 metre
olarak kabul edildiginde yiikseklik 45 metredir

ITII.Risk Kusag1

Konik Yiizey:

Pist referans noktasi merkez olmak iizere 6 000 metre yar1 ¢apli dairenin
olusturdugu, i¢ yatay diizlemin bittigi yerden baslayan ve egimi %35 olan 2 000
metrelik sahadir. Pist referans noktasi yiiksekligi 0 metre olan pistler i¢in, i¢ yatay
yiizeyde maksimum yiikseklik 45 metre oldugundan, konik yiizey 45 metreden
baslayarak %5 egimle 145 metreye ulasacaktir.
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Tarimsal alan kullanimlari, agik alan sistemlerinin korunmasi yaklagimi yani sira bu
bolgeninyapilagsmaya a¢ilmamasinin, turizm gelismesi, insan ve mal trafigi agisindan
stratejik Ooneme sahip Havalimaninda ugus giivenligi agisindan katkisi goz ardi
edilemez.

Hava Limaninin hizmete girdigi tarihlerde olmasa bile, bugiin kent iizerindeki hava
trafiginin 6nemli bir risk etkeni olusturdugu belirtilmelidir. Risk etkeninin nedenleri,
zaman i¢inde, hizli kentsel gelismenin yonlendirilmesinde, Hava Limaninin
konumunun dikkate alinmamais olmasinda aranmalidir. Geg¢mis yanlislarin
yinelenmemesi agisindan Hava Limani ¢evresindeki gelismeler konusunda titiz
davranilmasi1 gerekir. Havalimaninin ¢evresinde yapilasma Kkararlar1 {iizerinde
dikkatle durulmali ve bu ve benzeri kararlardan 6zellikle kaginilmalidir.

Gecmis planlama galigmalarindan baslayarak, Kircami Bolgesi’nin, Altinova, Pinarli,
Yesilova Bolgelerini de kapsayan ve Diiden Cay1r Havzasi i¢ginde yer alan bdlgenin
tarimsal alan-agik alan kullaniminin siirdiiriildiigii gézlenmektedir. Tarimsal alan
kullanim1 ve tarimsal alanlarin korunmasi ve Diiden Cayir boyunca agik alan
sistemlerinin siirdiiriilmesi yani sira bu bolgenin yapilagsmaya agilmamasi, Hava
Limanindaki ucgus giivenligi, alana yaklagma, inis ve kalkis trafigi acisindan 6nemli
bir olanaktir. Bu olanagmn, bolgenin yapilasmaya agilmasiyla yitirilecegi aciktir.
Bunun da, giderek islevi ve stratejik 6nemi artan Hava Limanin1 zaman ic¢inde her
yoniiyle kisitlamasi beklenmelidir. Bu nedenle, Kircami Bdlgesinde Ongoriilen
yapilagmanin ~ Havaliman1  agisindan  iligskisini g6z ardi etme olanag
bulunmamaktadir.

Risk etkenlerinin yani sira dava konusu yapilagma karar1 ile Hava Limaninin dogal
olarak yarattig1 ve yaratacag: cevresel kirlilikle (hava kirliligi, giirtiltii kirliligi vb)
dogrudan kars1 karsiya kalmasi kag¢inilmaz olan bir kent g¢evresi yaratilacaktir.
Bolgenin tizerindeki tarimsal kullanim nedeniyle diisiik yogunlugu nedeniyle dile
getirilen kirlilikten toplam etkilenme diizeyi kaginilmaz olarak daha diisiiktiir. Bu ise,
dava konusu plan ile bolgede ongoriilen 90 Bin kisilik niifusun dogrudan kirlilikten
etkilenmesi anlamina gelmektedir.

Kentsel gelismeye karsin, kentin bu bolgesinde, Hava Liman1 da dahil olmak iizere
kuzey-giiney ekseninde, dava konusu Kircami Bolgesini de igine alan oldukga genis
bir acik alan sisteminin/koridorunun varligi Hava Limani ¢evresinde olusan kirliligin
belirli noktalarda sikismasini ve toplanmasini engelledigi belirtilmelidir. Ozetle, kent
ve Hava Limani arasinda kesintisiz bir kentsel gelisme bdlgesi yaratilmasinin,
cevresel etkiler, kentsel riskler agisindan sakincali olacagi belirtilmelidir. Bu
nedenle, cevresel etkiler ve kentsel riskler acisindan, dava konusu Kircami
Bolgesi’nin, tarim dis1 amagla kullanilmasinda kamu yarar1 olmadig belirtilmelidir.

B) Kentsel gelisme dinamikleri, biiyiime egilimleri ve kentsel iist bicim iliskisi

1990-2000 arasinda Antalya Ili kentsel niifusu yillik % 4.4 artis gdstermistir. Ayni
donemde kirsal niifus artis hiz1 ise %3.9 olarak gerceklesmistir. Kentin niifus artis
hizt % 4.7 olarak Olgiilmektedir. 1980’li yillardan sonra O6nemli niifus gelismesi
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gosteren kent Antalya Ovasi’na dogru biiylimiis, giderek deger kazanan kiy1 gerisi de
kentsel gelismeye agilarak kent-kir, kent-kiy1 catigsmalar1 6n plana ¢ikmistir.

II. Etap Kent Merkezi 1/50 000 6l¢ekli Cevre Diizeni Plan1 Planlama Raporundan,
UTTA Planlama Grubu tarafindan yapilan niifus kestirimlerinin, metropoliten alan
genelinde (Varsak, Aksu, Calkaya, Yesilbayir, Cakirlar ve Dosemalti belediyelerini
de kapsayan metropoliten alan) gergeklesme diizeylerine iligskin verilerinden, kentin
planlanmasina iliskin sorunun metropoliten alanda niifusun biiylimesinin dogru
kestiriminden ¢ok niifusun metropoliten alan ic¢inde dagilimi ile ilgili oldugu
anlasilmaktadir.

23.7.2004 tarih ve 25531 sayili Resmi Gazetede yayinlanarak yiirtirliige giren 5216
sayili Yasa ile onceden Antalya Biiyiiksehir Belediyesi smirlari diginda kalip,
metropoliten alan i¢inde yer alan beldelerde gereginden fazla yaratilmis olan imarh
alanin yeniden diizenlenmesi ve biiyliksehir sinirlar1 i¢inde niifusun gelecekteki
dagiliminin yeniden belirlenmesine ve diizenlenmesine izin vermistir. Yasa ile,
Antalya Biiyiiksehir Belediyesinin siirlar1 ilk kademe belediyeleri de kapsayacak
sekilde tim metropoliten alam1 kapsar hale gelmistir. Bu sekilde Biiyiiksehir
Belediyesinin alan1 40 Bin hektardan 138 Bin hektara ulagsmistir. Siiphesiz bu,
metropoliten alan i¢inde gelismenin mekansal olarak diizene sokulmasi, koruma
onceliklerinin belirlenmesi ve koruma alanlarini dikkate alan bir geligme saglanmasi
acisindan 6nemli olanaklar sunmustur. Bu sekilde, daha 6nce birbirleriyle esgiidiimii
saglanmamis bi¢cimde, sinirsiz ve abartili imar haklarinin yaratilmasina yol agan, alan
kullanimlar1 agisindan tarimsal alanin niteligi ve korunmasi konularini géz ardi eden
bir gelismenin denetlenmesi olanag yakalanmustir.

Gegmis planlama deneyimleri degerlendirildiginde, bu gelismeyi zaman icinde
yonlendirme, diizenleme kaygilarini tagiyan planlama yaklagimi ile egilimlerin 6ne
¢ikarilmasina dayali bir planlama yaklagiminin siirekli bigimde g¢atigmakta oldugu
gozlenmektedir. Dile getirilen kir-kent, kent-kiyr ¢atismalarini giderecek ve koruma
ve gelisme etkinliklerini  birlikte gozetecek bir planlama ¢ergevesinin
olusturulamamas1 ve bunu destekleyecek kentsel ve bolgesel gelisme siyasalarinin
yaratilamamis olmasi nedeniyle koruma alanlarini tehdit eden bir gelisme egilimi
siireklilik kazanmistir. Biitlin bunlara karsin, ge¢cmis planlama calismalarindan
baslayarak, Kircami, Altinova, Pimarli, Yesilova bolgelerini de kapsayan ve Diiden
Cay1 havzasi i¢inde yer alan ¢ok daha genis bir bolgenin, olumsuz kimi geligsmeler
olmus olsa da tarimsal niteliginin ve agik alan kullanimimin siirdiirildigi
gbozlenmektedir. Antalya kentinin kentsel iist bi¢iminin az ¢ok bu agik alanlar
sistemine gore olustugu belirtilmelidir.

Gegmis planlama c¢alismalarindan baslayarak, Kircami, Altinova, Pimarli, Yesilova
bolgelerini de kapsayan ve Diiden Cay1 havzasi iginde yer alan ¢ok daha genis bir
bolgenin, tarimsal niteligi ve agik alan kullanimi stirdiirilmiistiir.

Antalya kentinin kentsel {ist bi¢giminin, kimi olumsuz 6rnekler digarida tutulursa bu
acik alanlar sistemine gore olustugu gozlenmektedir.

Konu kent iist bicimi agisindan degerlendirildiginde, metropoliten alan ig¢inde,
“derisik” (Ing.“compact”) bir kent {ist bi¢iminin her kosulda stirdiiriilebilir bir kentsel

247



gelisme bigimi oldugu seklinde bir sehircilik ilkesi bulunmamaktadir. Siiphesiz,
Antalya gibi énemli koruma alanlarini igeren bir metropoliten bolge iginde, farkl
bi¢im arayislarinin olmasi, bu farkli bigimleri rasyonellestiren bir kent planlama ve
tasarim yaklagiminin gelistirilmesi, belediye hizmetleri sunum diizeninin ve teknik
alt yapi1 sisteminin yaratilmasi ve ulasim altyapinin olusturulmasi beklenir. Nitekim,
dava konusu plan degisikliginin dayandigi

1/25 000 o6lgekli Nazim Imar Plam1 Raporunda da Bilirkisi Kurulumuzun dile
getirdigi goriisii destekleyen bir yaklasim izlenmektedir. Bu yoniiyle Kurulumuz,
dava konusu plan degisikligine iliskin gerekgeleri 1/25 000 6l¢ekli planin dayandigi
Planlama Raporunda dile getirilen ana yaklasim ve ilkeler ile tutarsizligi olan
gerekgeler olarak saptamaktadir. Planlama Raporunda dile getirilen “Merkeze Bagh
Alt Merkez Odakli Kentsel Gelisim Stratejisi”, dava konusu plan degisikligine iliskin
olarak Kurulumuzun yukarida dile getirdigi goriisleri desteklemektedir.

Davaya konu planda 2020 yil1 projeksiyon kent niifusuna hizmet edecek ticari alan
miktarinin arttirilmasi, merkezin ihtisaslagtirilmasi, desantrilizasyonu gibi stratejik
fiziki planin temel stratejileri dolayisiyla 190 ha 'lik konut kullanimli alanin
"Merkezi Is Alanin" alani ihtiyac1 dogdugu, bu nedenle bu konut alaninin kent ile
biitiinlestirilerek planlanmasi1 amaciyla, kamu yarar1 karan alinan Kircami bolgesinde
planlanmast 6ngoriilmiistiir. Davali Biiyliksehir Belediyesi planlama c¢aligmalarinda
yeralt1 ve yertiistli kaynaklarinin ve koruma alanlarinin siirdiirebilirlik ilkesi uyarinca
disiplinli korunmasi amaciyla 5216 sayili yasa uyarinca yetki alanina giren
kisimlarda oncelikle 40 000 hektarin iizerindeki tarim alanlar1 ile 50 000 hektarin
tizerindeki orman alanlarinin korunmasina yonelik tedbirleri aldigini, su kaynaklari
koruma alanlarinin planlara islendigini ve kent kuzeyinde yer alan Kirkgdzler,
Diizlercami, Dosemealt1, Ciglik Belediyelerinin 6nemli bir kisminin su kaynaklari
koruma alani olarak belirlendigini, bunlarin yanmi sira ilk kademe belediyelerinin
Biiytiksehir Belediyesi sinirlarina dahil olmadan 6nce hazirlanmis olan planlarin,
Biiyiiksehir biitiiniinde planlama ilkelerine uygun olarak disipline edilmesinin ve bir
kentsel {ist bicim (makroform) olusturulmasinin esas alindigini belirtmektedir.

Daval1 Biiytiksehir Belediyesi, ilk kademe belediyelerinin bir¢ok alanin planinin iptal
edilmesi ya da yogunluk azaltimma gidilmesi yaninda Kircami nin imara agilmak
istenmesinin ¢eligkili oldugu seklindeki davaci iddialarima karst Biliyliksehir
Belediyesi smirlarinin  ¢ok Onemli tarimsal havzalar1 ve sulanabilir alanlari
kaplamakta oldugunu, buna karsin Kircami bolgesinin her ne kadar tarimsal alan
niteliginde olsa dahi alanin igerisinde tarim dis1 kullanim alanlarinin ortaya ¢iktigini,
imar beklentilerinin arttig1 kosullarda, temel kentsel sosyal ve teknik altyapi
gereksinimlerinin karsilanmadigini, alanda ongoriilen gelismenin siirdiiriilebilirlik
anlayisi ile gelismedigini belirtmistir.

Kurulumuz, alanin tarimsal niteliginin degistigine iliskin gerekgeleri dogru
bulmamistir. Dava dosyasinda sunulan bilgi ve belgelerden, alanin kiiciik bir
boliimiinde ortaya ¢ikan tarim dis1 kullanimlarin tekil 6rnekler oldugu gézlenmistir.
Diger yandan, bu konuda denetim sorumlulugu ve yetkisi olan davali idarenin s6z
konusu diizensiz yapilasma Orneklerini gerekge gostermis olmasi Kurulumuzca
anlamli bulunmamaktadir. Yine dava dosyasinda sunulan bilgi ve belgelerden ve
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kesif sirasindaki gozlemlerden hareketle, Kircami Bolgesinin tarimsal niteligi ve
kullanma diizeninin siirdligli, tarmmsal niteliginde bir degisikligin olmadig
belirtilmelidir. Alana yonelik rant beklentilerinin, alanin tarimsal kullanimindan
vazgecilerek kentsel gelismeye acilmasinin gerekcesi olamayacagi agiktir. Diger
yandan, bu alan1 degisik zamanlarda planlama ¢alismalariyla kentsel gelismeye agcma
girigsimlerinin rant beklentilerini canli tutmus oldugu da belirtilmelidir.

Dava konusu plan, Merkez Bolgesinde yogunlasma ongérmektedir. Buna karsin
Merkez Bolgesindeki yogunlasmanin, koruma-kullanma dengesi agisindan, dava
konusu tarimsal niteligi giiclii Kircami Bolgesi’nin yapilagsmaya acilmasi 6rneginde
gorildiigli tlizere, tarimsal alanlarin korunmasi agisindan bir katkis1 da
bulunmamaktadir. Merkez Bolgesindeki yogunlasmanin bir boliim gerekgesi,
metropoliten alan i¢inde koruma gerekleri olarak konuluyorsa da, dile getirilen
yogunlasma karari, dava konusu yaklasitk Kircami Bolgesindeki 1500 ha
biiyilikliigiindeki bir alanin tarimsal alan olarak korunmasina yonelik sonuglar
dogurmamaktadir.

[lk kademe belediyelerin, imar planlariyla 6ngdriilmiis olan abartili niifus
kabullerinin ve buna uygun imarli alan arz1 sorunu ile ilgili olarak, 1/25 000 dlgekli
Nazim Imar Planinda konut bélgelerinde emsal diisiirerek abartili niifus yiiklemesi
sorunu giderilmeye calisilmaktadir. Oysa Kurulumuzca, metropoliten alan iginde bu
beldelerde emsal yapilasma kosullarinin diistiriilmesi, toplam imara agilan alan
miktarinda bir diisiise isaret etmemektedir. Bu nedenle, bu yaklagimin tarimsal
alanlarin korunmasina katkida bulundugunu séylemek zordur.

Diger yandan, yogunluk azaltimi imarli alan-korunacak alanlar oraninda koklii bir
degisiklik anlamina gelmemektedir. Planda ana yaklasim olarak degerlendirildiginde,
planlama alanindaki niifus diisiiriilirken imara agilan alan miktarinda bir dists
ongoriilmemektedir. Yeni diizenleme ile, bu kez, metropoliten alanda daha once ilk
kademe belediyelerinin planlama yetkilerinin sonucu olarak daha yaygin bir kentsel
gelisme bigimi yerine Merkez Bdlgesinde bir yogunlagsma yani sira yeni gelisme
alanlar1 ongoriilmektedir. Niifus dagilimimin ilk kademe belediyeleri ile Merkez
Bolgesi arasinda dagiliminin yeniden diizenlenmesi disinda alan kullanim1 agisindan
abartili imar haklar1 sorunu hala ¢6ziimsiiz kalmaktadir. Oysa, bu imarl alan i¢inde
yalnizca imara acilan alanda emsal yapilasma kosullarinin disiiriilmesiyle
yetinilmemesi, sorunun ¢éziimii acisindan yararli olurdu. S6z konusu imarl alanin
korundugu ve yalnizca lzerinde oOngoriilen niifusun diisiiriilmesiyle yetinildigi
dikkate alindiginda, alan kullanimi agisindan izlenen yaklasimin tarimsal alanlarin
korunmas: agisindan katkist olamamaktadir. Bu yapilamadigi kosulda, daha once ilk
kademe belediyelerince ongoriilmiis olan imarli alanin, kent i¢inde kalan tarimsal
alanlarin korunmasi agisindan bir olanak olarak degerlendirilmesi daha anlaml
olurdu.

Kuskusuz burada Kurulumuz yerindelik ilkesine miidahale etmek niyetinde degildir.

Ancak, Kurulumuz, dava konusu Kircami Bolgesinin se¢eneginin bulunmadigi ve
metropoliten alanda tarimsal nitelikli 6nemli bir alanin tiiketilmesinde ve kentsel
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gelismeye agilmasinda kamu yarar1 oldugu savlarina, farkli gelisme se¢eneklerinin
bulunabilecegini anlatmak i¢in s6z konusu degerlendirmeleri yapmaktadir.

Dava oOrneginde, ne gereginden fazla gelismeye acilmis olan imarli alanda bir
kiiciilme yaratilmakta ne de bu imarli alanin, Antalya Merkez Bdlgesindeki
gelismenin  “desantralize”  edilebilmesi  agisindan  sundugu  olanaklardan
yararlanilmaktadir. Dile getirilen kosullar altinda, Kircami gibi tarimsal niteligi giiclii
bir bdlgenin, kentsel gelismeye ac¢ilmak istenmesinin ne tiir bir kamusal yarara
yonelik oldugu sorusu yanitsiz kalmaktadir.

Ilk Kademe Belediyeleri i¢inde imar planlarinin dayandigi niifus dagilimlarinda yeni
niifus Ongoriileri ile degisiklik yapilan belediyeler:

Kentsel rant beklentilerine karsi tarimsal ranti korumak icin, koruma kararlarinin tek
basina yeterli olamayacag agiktir. Buna karsin bu yeterli olmayis, tarimsal alanin
kentsel gelismeye acilmasini gerektirmemektedir. Kent icindeki tarimsal alanlarin
korunmasi, bu alanlarda tarimsal verimin artirilmasina yonelik diizenleme ve
planlamalarla desteklenmediginde koruma kararlarinin zaman icinde terk edilmesi
giindeme gelebilmekte ve farkli gelisme beklentilerini tetikleyebilmektedir.

Kent i¢indeki tarimsal alanlara uygun alt yap1 ve donati olanaklarinin gelistirilmesi
vb konular turizm yan1 sira tarimsal yonii giiclii olan Antalya kenti icin 6zel 6neme
sahiptir.

Diger yandan, her ne kadar dava konusu yapilmamissa da Kurulumuz, davali idare
tarafindan dava konusu ile iligskilendirilen Merkez Bolgesindeki ihtisaslasma ve
yogunlagma kararlart ile ilgili olarak belirli diislinceler gelistirmistir.

Diinya kentlerinde, kent merkezlerinde asir1 ihtisaslagsmanin yarattti§i sorunlara
¢Oziim olarak kent merkezlerinde karma kullanim, cok-islevlilik gibi ¢oziimler
tretilirken ve gelistirilirken, Antalya Metropoliten Alanda Merkez Bolgesinde 190
ha.lik bir konut bolgesini gerektirecek ve konut niifusunun bu oranda yer
degistirmesini gerektirecek kapsamli bir doniisiimiin ve ihtisaslasmanin tartigilmasi
ve dogru irdelenmesi gerekir.

Diger yandan dava konusu 1/25 000 6lcekli planda kent merkezinde yogunlasma
getiren bir ihtisaslasma ongoriilmektedir. Bu kent merkezinde MIA olarak ayrilan
bolgede doniisiime isaret etmektedir. Bu doniisiimiin sonucu gerektirdigi konut
gereksinmesi Kircami Bolgesinin  tarimsal  kullanimdan kentsel kullanima
doniistiiriilmesiyle karsilanmaya calisilmaktadir. Buna karsin, dava konusu plan
raporunda,

+ Kentteki konut stokuna, kent merkezindeki konut stokuna iligkin herhangi bir veri
yer

almamaktadir.

Bir baska deyisle, dile getirilen donilisiimiin gerektirdigi yeni konut alani
gereksinmesi kentteki konut stokuna iligkin herhangi bir incelemeye ya da veriye
dayanmamaktadir.

* Kent Merkez Bolgesinde saglanan ek imar haklarinin yarattigi yapili alan stokuna
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deginilmemektedir.

Biitiin bunlara iligkin verilere dayanmaksizin bir gereksinme tariflenmesi ve bu
gereksinmenin tarimsal niteligi  giliglii  bir bodlgede saglanmaya ¢alisiimasi
Kurulumuzca kamusal yararlar ac¢isinda dogru bulunmamaktadir.

Hizmet sunumu ve teknik alt yapir siirekliligi gerekgesi Kurulumuzca anlamh
bulunmamaktadir.

Alanin biiytikliigl, Diiden Cay1 Havzasi ve Havaliman gibi acik alan kullanimlar1 ve
sistemiyle biitiinlesen konumu ve siirekliligi dikkate alindiginda, kentsel alan ile
yakinlik kadar dile getirilen acik alanlar sisteminin parcasi olmasi daha giiclii bir
Ozellik olarak ayirt edilmektedir.

Dogru yaklasim, kentsel gelisme alanlar1 ile yan yana onlarla biitiinlesen konumda
yer alan koruma alanlarinin varliginin zorunlu olarak ortaya cikardigi kent {ist
bicimini akilct (rasyonel) hale getirecek bir hizmet sunum ve teknik altyapi
diizeninin yaratilmasi olacaktir.

Dava konusu planin 1/100 000 6l¢ekli Antalya-Burdur Cevre Diizeni Planina uygun
olmadig1 savi ile ilgili olarak davali Biiyiiksehir Belediyesi, Cevre ve Orman
Bakanligi’min 1/50 000 o6lgekli Stratejik Fiziki Planin 1/100 000 olcekli Cevre
Diizeni Planina uygun oldugunu belirten 6.2.2008 tarih ve 984 sayili yazisina
gonderme yapmaktadir.

Oncelikle belirtilmelidir ki, dava konusu 8.2.2008 tarih 101 sayili karariyla onayl
Antalya 1/50000 olgekli II. Etap Stratejik Fiziki Plan degisikligi ile Kircami Bdlgesi
“kentsel gelisme alan1” kullanimina ayrilmistir. Oysa, 1/100 000 6lgekli Antalya-
Burdur Cevre Diizeni Planinda dava konusu bolge “tarimsal alan” kullanimi ile
korunmaktadir. Ozetle dava konusu planin sonradan iptal edilen 1/100 000 &lgekli
Cevre Diizeni Planina uygun olmadigi savi dogrudur.

Diger yandan, 24.2.2008 tarihinde Antalya Il Ozel Idaresi’nin Antalya Biiyiiksehir
Belediye Baskanligi’na yazisinda, “Il Genel Meclisince 8.2.2008 tarih ve 101 sayili
karar1 ile onaylanan II. Etap 1/50 000 olcekli Cevre Diizeni Planinin, Valilik
Makaminin 15.11.2007 tarihli oluru ile olusturulan komisyon tarafindan incelenmesi
sonucunda II. Etap 1/50 000 6lcekte Cevre Diizeni Planinda yapilan degisikliklerin
1/100 000 olgekli Antalya-Burdur Cevre Diizeni Planina islenmesiyle uygun
bulundugu” belirtilmistir.

Bilirkisi Kurulumuz, anilan yazidaki, alt 6lgekli planda yapilan degisikliklerin {ist
Ol¢ekli planan islenmesiyle uygun bulunmasina anlam verememistir. Kurulumuz,
1500 ha gibi 6nemli biiyiikliikteki bir bolgenin gelismeye acilmasi konusundaki alt
ve Ust Olcekli planlar arasindaki tutarsizlifi, basit¢e alt ve {list Olgekli planlar
arasindaki uyumsuzluklarin giderilmesi, geri beslemeler yapilarak planlar arasinda
tutarligin saglanmasi vb kapsamda goriilemeyecegi goriisiindedir. Diger yandan bu
bolge, korunacak tarim alami olmasi yami sira oldukca genis bir acgik alanlar
sisteminin bir pargasidir.

SONUC
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Antalya Biiyiiksehir Belediyesi Meclisinin 18.1.1008 tarihli 58 sayili karari
dogrultusunda onaylanan Antalya 1/50000 6lgekli Cevre Diizeni Planini ile bu plani
onaylayan Antalya i1 Genel Meclisi'nin 8.2.2008 tarih 101 sayili kararinin ve
Antalya Biiyiiksehir Meclisi’'nce 15.2.2008 tarihinde 84 sayili karar1 ile onaylanan
1/25000 lik Nazim Imar Planinim iptali istemiyle agilan davada Bilirkisi Kurulumuz
asagidaki sonug goriislerine ulagsmistir.

Dava konusu planlama kararlari ile gelismeye acilmak istenen Kircami Bolgesiyle
ilgili olarak Kurulumuz dava konusu planlama kararini, A) koruma gereklilikleri ile
B) kentsel gelisme dinamikleri, biiylime egilimleri ve kentsel iist bi¢im iliskisi
kapsaminda degerlendirmistir. Kurulumuz, her iki konunun, koruma-gelisme
arasinda saglikli bir iligkinin yaratilmasi ve koruma-kullanma dengelerinin kurulmasi
acisindan birbirleriyle iliskili olarak degerlendirilmesinin kamusal yararlara
ulasilmasi agisindan gerekli oldugunu diisiinmektedir.

A) Koruma gereklilikleri,

i)Tarim topraklarimin korunmasi agisindan,

*Kircami sahasindaki alanin tamamina yakininin sulanan, mutlak tarim alani oldugu,
sulama suyunun olmasina ragmen mutlak tarim topragmin sulanmamasi, ekilip
bigilmemesi, tarim yapilmayip bos birakilmasi, o toprak parcasinin dogal yapisinin
g0z ard1 edilmesini gerektirmeyecegini,

*Bugiinkii haliyle kentsel kullanma alanlar1 ile ¢evrilmis olan dava konusu Kircami
bolgesi, 5403 sayili "Toprak Koruma ve Arazi Kullanimi Kanunu"nun 3. maddesine
uygun olarak "Sulu Tarim Arazisi" niteliginde oldugu,

» Kircami alanindaki dava ve inceleme konusu arazinin "Mutlak Tarim Arazisi"
niteliginde oldugu,

Yasaya gore dava konusu alanin tarim dist amaglarla kullanilmasinin miimkiin
olmadig1, burada tarim dis1 amaglarla kullanimi igin gereken kosullarin olusmadigi,
*dava konusu Planlama Raporunda dile getirilen ve hatta “Onlem alinmadig: takdirde
kent planlamasinda ve yonetiminde sosyal bir huzursuzluk kaynagi olacag: ileri
siriilen, 1ki farkli toplumsal ve Kkiiltiirel biinyenin varligi sorununun, tarimsal
alanlarin korunmasi yaklasimindan farkli bir sey oldugu ve tarimsal alanlarin
yapilagmaya agilmasi i¢in gerekg¢e yapilamayacagi,

ii) Ekolojik koridorun siirekliligi ve yakin cevredeki acik alanlar sisteminin
korunmasi agisindan,

*dava konusu Kircami Bolgesinin, her ne kadar kiyidaki kimi geligsmeler ile kesintiye
ugramis olsa bile, Toroslardan gelen Diiden Cay1 ve ¢evresindeki ekolojik koridorun
ve hava liman1 da dahil olmak tizere bolgedeki acik alan sisteminin deniz yoniinde
acilan bir pargasi oldugu ve korunmasinda yarar oldugu,

*bu bolgede tarimsal alanlarin yani sira Diiden Cay1 boyunca agik alan sistemlerinin
stirdliriilmesinin, metropoliten alan i¢inde ag¢ik alanlar sisteminin olusumuna katkisi
ve belirli diizeyde de ekolojik onarim ve koruma-gelistirme agisindan sunacagi
olanaklarin yadsinamayacagi, tizerindeki tarimsal liretim nedeniyle yapilagmamis
olan Kircami Bolgesinin,
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Akdeniz’e dogru ekolojik siirekliligi ve biitiinliigii bulunan Diiden Cay1 Havzasinin
stirekliligine katkida bulundugu ve onun 6nemli bir pargasi oldugu,

iii) Kentsel riskler acisindan

*Gegmis planlama ¢alismalarindan baslayarak, Kircami Bdlgesi’nin, Altinova,
Pmarl1,

Yesilova Bolgelerini de kapsayan ve Diiden Cay1 Havzasi i¢inde yer alan bdlgenin
tarimsal alan-agik alan kullanimmin siirdiiriildiigli, tarimsal alan kullanimi ve
tarimsal alanlarin korunmasi ve Diiden Cayr boyunca acgik alan sistemlerinin
stirdiiriilmesi yan1 sira Kircami Bolgesinin yapilagmaya acilmamasinin, Hava
Limanindaki, gerek ucgus giivenligi gerekse yerdeki giivenlik agisindan onemli bir
olanak oldugu, bu olanagin, bélgenin yapilagsmaya agilmasiyla yitirilecegi, bunun da,
giderek islevi ve stratejik 6nemi artan Hava Limanim1i zaman i¢inde her yoniiyle
kisitlamasinin beklenmesi gerektigi, bu nedenle, Kircami Bolgesinde 6ngoriilen
yapilagsmanin Havalimani acisindan iligkisini géz ardi etme olanagi bulunmadig,
erisk etkenlerinin yani sira dava konusu yapilagsma karar1 ile Hava Limaninin dogal
olarak yarattig1 ve yaratacagi ¢evresel kirlilikle (hava kirliligi, giiriiltii kirliligi vb)
dogrudan kars1 karsiya kalmasi kagmilmaz olan bir kent ¢evresinin yaratilacagi,
bolgenin ilizerindeki tarimsal kullanimin sonucu olarak diisiikk yogunlugu nedeniyle
dile getirilen Kirlilikten toplam etkilenme diizeyinin kaginilmaz olarak daha diisiik
oldugu, dava konusu plan ile bolgede 6ngoriilen 90 Bin kisilik niifusun dogrudan
kirlilikten etkilenmesinin kaginilmaz oldugu,

edava konusu Kircami Bolgesini de igine alan olduk¢a genis bir agik alan
sisteminin/koridorunun varligit Hava Limani c¢evresinde olusan kirliligin belirli
noktalarda sikismasin1 ve toplanmasini engelledigi, 6zetle, kent ve Hava Liman
arasinda kesintisiz bir kentsel gelisme bolgesi yaratilmasinin, ¢evresel etkiler, kentsel
riskler agisindan sakincali olacagi, cevresel etkiler ve kentsel riskler agisindan, dava
konusu Kircami Bolgesi’nin, tarim dist amagla kullanilmasinda kamu yarar
olmadigi,

B) Kentsel gelisme dinamikleri, biiyiime egilimleri ve kentsel iist bicim iliskisi
acisindan,

salanin tarimsal niteliginin degistigine iligkin gerekgelerin dogru olmadigi, alanin
kiiciik bir boliimiinde ortaya c¢ikan tarim dis1 kullanimlarin tekil 6rnekler oldugu, bu
konuda denetim sorumlulugu ve yetkisi olan davali idarenin s6z konusu diizensiz
yapilasma Orneklerini gerek¢e gostermis olmasmin anlamli olmadigi, Kircami
Bolgesinin tarimsal niteligi ve kullanma diizeninin siirdiigli, alana yonelik rant
beklentilerinin, alanin tarimsal kullanimindan vazgecilerek kentsel gelismeye
acilmasimnin gerekgesi olamayacagi, bu alanm1 degisik zamanlarda planlama
caligmalariyla kentsel gelismeye agma girisimlerinin rant beklentilerini canli tutmus
oldugu,

edava konusu Kircami Bolgesinin se¢eneginin bulunmadigi ve metropoliten alanda
tarimsal nitelikli

onemli bir alanin tiiketilmesinde ve kentsel gelismeye acilmasinda kamu yarari
oldugu savlarmna karsin, farkli gelisme se¢eneklerinin bulunabilecegini,

edava Orneginde, ne gereginden fazla gelismeye agilmis olan imarli alanda bir
kiiclilme yaratilmakta ne de bu imarli alanin, Antalya Merkez Bolgesindeki
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gelismenin ~ “desantralize”  edilebilmesi  a¢isindan  sundugu  olanaklardan
yararlanilmakta oldugu, dile getirilen kosullar altinda, Kircami gibi tarimsal niteligi
giiclii bir bolgenin, kentsel gelismeye acilmak istenmesinin ne tiir bir kamusal yarara
yonelik oldugu sorusunun yanitsiz kaldigi,

sdava konusu 1/25 000 dlgekli planin kent merkezinde MIA olarak ayrilan bdlgede
doniislime isaret etmekte oldugu, bu doniisiimiin sonucu gerektirdigi konut
gereksinmesinin  Kircami Bolgesinin tarimsal kullanimdan kentsel kullanima
dontistiiriilmesiyle karsilanmaya c¢alisilmakta oldugu, buna karsin, dava konusu plan
raporunda, kentteki konut stokuna, kent merkezindeki konut stokuna iligkin herhangi
bir verinin yer almamasinin, bir baska deyisle, dile getirilen doniisiimiin gerektirdigi
yeni konut alan1 gereksinmesinin, kentteki konut stokuna iligkin herhangi bir
incelemeye ya da veriye dayanmamasinin ve kent Merkez Bdolgesinde saglanan ek
imar haklarinin yarattigi yapili alan stokuna deginilmemesinin énemli bir eksiklik
oldugu, bunlar yapilmaksizin yeni konut gereksinmesi tariflenmesi ve bu
gereksinmenin tarimsal niteligi giiclii bir bolgede saglanmaya calisilmasinin kamusal
yararlar agisinda dogru olmadigi,

*Hizmet sunumu ve teknik alt yapr siirekliligi gerekcgesi ile ilgili olarak, dogru
yaklasimin, kentsel gelisme alanlar1 ile yan yana onlarla biitiinlesen konumda yer
alan koruma alanlarinin varliginin zorunlu olarak ortaya ¢ikardigi kent iist bi¢imini
akilc1 (rasyonel) hale getirecek bir hizmet sunum ve teknik altyapi diizeninin
yaratilmasi olacagi sonug goriislerine ulagmistir.

Saygiyla Mahkemenize sunulur.

Prof. Dr. Durak Tarakli Dog¢.Dr. Baykan Giinay

Dog¢.Dr.Cagatay Keskinok
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