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ABSTRACT

CRITICAL EVALUATION OF “ADJACENT AREAS” CONCEPT FRM
URBAN GROWTH PERSPECTIVE IN TURKISH URBAN PLANNINGEHE
CASE OF ANKARA

YILDIRIM, Sibel

M.S., Department of Regional Planning
Supervisor: Assoc. Prof. Dr. H. Gatay Keskinok

May 2008, 201 pages

The effects of expansion of cities on the fringeaaare still the common problems of
several countries as well as Turkey. The main gmbstemming from rapid urban
growth was described as urban sprawl that has bsesh as waste of land, time, and
natural resources. Although sprawl becomes usuaiplanned, uncontrolled, and
uncoordinated, it can be claimed that some locdl @ational government policies

triggers the urban sprawl by creating planned amea® than required.

The growth management policies are utilized to pi®va responsible balance
between development and the infrastructure needednanage the impacts of
development and to control urban sprawl. Four typésurban containment
techniques have been used in several countriesrivot urban sprawl according to
fundamental purposes of “where to grow” and “whe to grow”. These are

greenbelt, urban growth boundary, urban servica anel adjacent area.

The main objective of this thesis is to investigdte impacts of urban growth on
physical development of metropolitan cities andctiically evaluate the “raison
d'étre” and changing meaning of adjacent areasepirio Turkish urban planning

experience in a historical context. Ankara plagnexperiences are examined as a

iv



case study to what extent adjacent area is a bmaltiand effective tool to control

sprawl.

Keywords: Adjacent Area, Urban Growth, Sprawl, Urb@rowth Management,

Urban Containment.



Oz

KENTSEL BUYUME BAKI ACISINDAN TURK YE KENT
PLANLAMASINDA MUCAV R ALAN KAVRAMININ ELE T REL
DE ERLEND RMES: ANKARA ORNE

YILDIRIM, Sibel

Yiksek Lisans, Bolge Planlama Boluma
Tez Yoneticisi: Dog. Dr. H. Catay Keskinok
May s 2007, 201 sayfa

Kentlerin d s nrlar na/ceperlerine dou genilemesinin etkileri Turkiye'nin de
dahil oldu u birgok ulkenin ortak problemidir. ehirlerin hzl buyumesinin bir
sonucu olan kentsel sagcaklanma aokaynaklar, yer ve zaman n israf olarak
kar m za ¢ kmaktad r. Genelde planlanmadan, kontrolgizllizensiz bir yay Ima
olmas na ramen, bazen yerel veya merkezi yonetimlerin geen fazla alan

planlamaya acarak bu sagaklanmay artt rd klariaddiilebilir.

Kentsel buyime yonetim politikalar , getie ve bu gelmeden kaynaklanan altyap
ihtiyaglar aras nda sakl bir denge kurmak ve kentsel sacaklanmay kolnétmek
icin kullan Ir. Ceitli Glkelerde kentsel sag Imay kontrol etmek iciiemel amac
kentlerin nereye dou buylylp nereye dou biyimeyeceni yonlendirmek olan
dort tr kentsel snrland rma arac kullan Imaktad Bu araglar “yel ku ak”,

kentsel biyime snr”, “kentsel hizmet snr” Venicavir alanlar” olarak

say labilir.

Bu tezin temel amac kentsel buyumenin metropolikentlerin fiziksel gelime
alanlar Uzerindeki etkilerini ararmak ve Turk kentsel planlama deneyiminin
tarihsel ¢cergcevesinde mucavir alan kavram n n waroédenini ve zamanla dieen

anlamn aratrmaktr. Kentsel sagaklanmann &nlenmesinde miicaadan
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kavram nn ne oOlgude etkin velavsel olduu Ankara planlama deneyiminde

aratr lacaktr.

Anahtar Sozcukler: Micavir Alan, Kentsel Blyume,nksel Blylime Yonetimi,

Kentsel S n rland rma
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

1.1. Aim of the Study

Urbanization can be defined as complex interactwhich transforms landscapes
formed by rural into urban life styles and causesfqund functional changes.
Historically, the development of cities has beenveir by increasing urban
population. Over the last fifty years, the world atnessed a dramatic growth of its
urban population, from about 29% of the world’s plagion in 1950 to 48 %2006.
Urban population is still growing and concentratiohpopulation determines the
form of metropolitan development. At this pointetincreased population cannot
physically be accommodated within existing city itsn the result of uncontrolled
urban growth is therefore urban sprawl. At the efdthe dispersion of urban
structure, urban-rural boundaries are increasinglyrred and the relationship
between city and countryside starts to shift. Eveprawl takes place at the scale of

the city, it may be more effectively dealt withragional level.

Some scholars see sprawl as unwanted developmerargoe that it creates many
environmental, economic and social costs and nitatss restrictive interventions.
Other researchers on the other hand claim thatwégras benefits such as low-
density residential lifestyle, easy access to ogmaces and see it as expressions of

free choice.

Different countries around the world have respontaethe growing concern about
the problems associated with sprawl by creating idewange of policy and
instruments designed to control, guide, managerugbawth and protect open space.

Urban containment is considered as an importaricypdbr growth management.

1



Urban containment strategies represent an attemnportrol the spatial pattern of
development within a community or region. There Hmeee types of techniques
helping to achieve urban containment: greenbelisaru growth boundaries, and
urban service boundaries. While greenbelt mighbjpen spaces such as farmland,
forest, or other green space, that surrounds accitgnetropolitan area, an urban
growth boundary (UGB) is a dividing line drawn anduan urban area to separate it
from surrounding rural areas. In regard to Urbarvige Areas (USASs), it delineates
the area beyond which certain urban services sactewer and water will not be

provided.

The adjacent area concept has been a major plammsirgment to control urban

development in the Turkish planning agenda sinee1t®50s. During these years,
Turkey has witnessed the rapid urbanization probldmecause of increasing
population in metropolitan cities, especially Arkarzmir, stanbul. Rural-urban

migration led to a drastic increase in the demamdchdusing. Because of insufficient
policies of government to provide house, newconmange satisfied their residential
needs by building informal settlements, particylan the peripheral areas of large
cities. Therefore, the objective of this instrumerds to intervene immediately to
squatter areas surrounding the metropolitan cétresto prevent illegal construction
and disordered building in the zones, which did maive to be taken into

municipality boundary for those days.

Aim of this study is to examine the impacts of urbgrowth on physical
development of metropolitan cities and to critigadlvaluate the “raison d'étre of
adjacent areas” concept in Turkish urban plannkgesgence in a historical context.
The main question at this point is changes in tleamng of the concept to what
extent adjacent area is a functional tool to cdritre development of metropolitan
cities in Turkish case. At first, the reasons bdhine rapid urban growth and the
factors affecting the rapid growth in the fringdsneetropolitan areas are to be put
forward. Why the urban sprawl emerges and its aunseces are to be answered. In
addition to these, the following questions are dskéhich tools are used to control

the rapid growth in different countries, in whicbhnditions emerged the issue of

2



adjacent area in Turkey, if there are any relatioesveen controlling growth and
adjacent areas, which forces affect the controllihgdjacent areas in Turkey, which
problems exist among greater municipalities, towmnnitipalities and district

municipalities about adjacent areas issue etc.

Departing from these questions, the study takesarenlas research case since she,
after becoming capital city of Turkey, has becomeatiractive centre of migration.
Growth rate in the urban population of Ankara waghér than the average rate for
Turkey. It increased from 74.553 to 288.536 betw&8@7 and 1950 years. This
means that it quadrupled in 20 years. As resulhisfmassive migration, Ankara has
faced the formation of squatter settlements in filieges of cities and met the
housing pressure in the areas out of the munitipahdaries. So, Ankara, where the
adjacent area concept was firstly applied in 1958s perceived as a model of

Turkish case for execution of all new laws aboiaur planning.

1.2.Method of the Study

Understanding the forces shaping urban growth esdlting issues and dynamics of
its own are of importance in finding out the salas for these issues and tools to
control urban development. Thus, in the first mdrthe chapter 2, the dynamics and
different phases of urban growth and forces shagingill be examined. In the

second part of this chapter, we will discuss thacept of the urban sprawl and

investigate its characteristics, causes and impacts

The chapter 3 will mainly focus on different kind§ urban containment tools to
manage urban growth and prevent urban sprawl. Gramanagement techniques
control urban sprawl according to fundamental cpteef “where to grow” and

“where not to grow”. Urban containment policies arensidered an important
instrument for growth management. It was mentiotred there are three types of
containment tool: Green Belt, Urban Growth Boundang Urban Service Area.
These different tools should be evaluated accordinghe social and economic

dynamics of each community itself.



The first part chapter will be examined the Lon@omperience of greenbelt in United
Kingdom. In planning literature, London is acceptas the first successful

establishment of the greenbelt in the late 193bs. greenbelt is a physical area of
open space such as farmland, forest, or other gpace, that surrounds a city or
metropolitan area. It is most restrictive form atban containment policy and

intended to be a permanent barrier to urban expanisecause development is
strictly regulated even prohibited on greenbeldlafhe purposes of the Green Belt
Policy are to check the unrestricted sprawl of dabgiilt-up areas and to assist in

safeguarding the countryside from encroachment.

The second part of this chapter will be evaluatedWrban Growth Boundary in the
case of Portland. In contrast to greenbelts, aarugsowth boundary (UGB) is not a
physical space, but a dividing line drawn aroundudran area to separate it from
surrounding rural areas. Under the UGB conceptallgovernments estimate the
amount of land needed for new business, housiegeagon, etc., for a period. They
then draw a line around this land. New developreantoccur within the line but not

outside it.

Urban Service Boundary, the third type of urbantamment tool, will be the last
part of chapter 3. It will be explored in The Mirap®lis-St. Paul case of US. Urban
Service Areas are defined as artificial boundagstablished by a municipality
beyond which no public infrastructure services Wi extended. It delineates the
area beyond which certain urban services such aersand water will not be

provided.

Chapter 4 will investigate economic, social and mustrative conditions causing the
emergence and change the meaning of adjacent aremept in terms of urban
containment tool in Turkish planning agenda. Idiadn, we will compare the
adjacent areas concept with the other urban contih tools mentioned in the
previous chapter. In order to comprehend the or@mmd changing meaning of

adjacent areas concept, it is necessary to exph@esconomic, social, legal and



administrative structure of Turkey in terms of umbgrowth forces, which shape

sprawl of cities.

In the first part of chapter, urban sprawl proceE3urkey will be analyzed in four
periods. These periods are based on economic grswdtegies, political regimes
and social dynamics affecting the urbanization psscand state intervention in the
urban spaces related to changing capital accuranlgtiocess. The first period will
include early republican period between 1923 and61®hen the state was the
hegemonic actor in the process of urbanization iadvned the large part of the
industry and strictly controlled the economy. Thecand is postwar rapid
urbanization period between 1946 and 1980 thatbeaevaluated as beginning of
urban sprawl resulting from squatter settlementsosuding the big cities with
immigration from rural to urban related to rapicbanization after the end of the
Second World War due to the import substituting ustdalization and
mechanization in agricultural sector. The thirdipebetween 1980 and 2000 will be
remarked that urban sprawl increase- thanks to rexp@nted legal, administrative
and economic changes- influenced by new liberatinadnd privatization policies.
The years after 2000 will be evaluated as lastopedf urbanization process of
Turkey. It can be claimed that urban sprawl inedasogether with neo-liberal
policies and the market-oriented arrangements sgapban spaces by creating rent-

centered urban development and partial solutiotisisnperiod.

In order to comprehend difficulties of controllingban development, it will be

crucial to analyze Turkish legal, administrativedaplanning problems. These
problems will be categorized three main titles, cihare authority confusion, partial
planning approach and land speculation with respgecprevious part analysis.

Planning process makes a whole with legal, econ@mdt administrative structure.
Economic, social transformation lived in Turkeyeafied the legal arrangements
rapidly. Overabundance, complexity of laws andunit/ of one another made

difficult to solve problems.



The last part of the chapter 4 will find out adjaicarea concept and its effectiveness
in Turkish planning system as an instrument foraarlolevelopment. In this part,
origin and changing meaning of adjacent area cdnedfp be evaluated by
researching legal and administrative arrangemebtutait in Turkish planning
legislation. The adjacent area was firstly stated1D56 with 47 article of
Development Law no 6785 when Turkey met rapid udzdion problems, illegal
construction and disordered building surroundingrapwlitan cities. The adjacent
area concept was declared in this law to direcspeotive expansion of the city. In
order to answer these questions that we have pobsfaie, we will discuss the
“raison d'étre” of this concept. Therefore, Turkesand National Assembly official
reports on this planning tool reviewed. In thistp&adjacent area” concept is studied
in four main periods. First period is between 186@ 1972. This period is related
with the adjacent areas entered in Turkish Devetgrhaw (law no 6785). In the
second period between 1972 and 1980, concepti@djatent areas adjoining with
municipal boundaries was abolished. During thedtlperiod between 1980 and
2004, economic and functional meaning of adjace®asa has emerged with
Development Law no 3194, Municipal Income Law nd4£24nd Property Taxes
Law no 1319 and Greater Municipality Law no 3030ithADevelopment Law no
3194, (current law) plan preparation and approgaponsibilities and competences
were left to municipalities. Determining principJgdanning and construction in the
adjacent areas according to development Law wilekglained in this part. In the
last period after 2004, with the enforcement of &&e Municipality Law (law no
5216) the regulations were made concerning therabof integrity of adjacent

areas.

Ankara well illustrates the issues discussed inthesis. She is the capital city of
Turkey and has faced uncontrolled development probl She has experienced
many practices about her adjacent areas. Thud)ashbeen chosen as case study of
this thesis. With in this frame in Chapter 5 adidacreas concept will be examined
from Ankara case and each plan period will be a®lyfrom the perspective of
controlling urban growth using adjacent areas &soa Therefore, the problems of

urban growth during the planning periods and theafsaidjacent areas to solve these
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problems will be reevaluated the planning expeesnaf Ankara with respect to her
adjacent areas. The urban growth trends aftepires including both approved and
unapproved and changes in the boundaries and deofes of adjacent areas are
studied. Thus, effectiveness and success of usijagent areas as a tool to control
urban growth in Turkey will be found out. In chapt® evaluations about urban
containment tools will be discussed related toifigd of precious chapters. Finally,

in Chapter 7 general evaluations will be made.

Figure 1.1. Relational framework of the study.



CHAPTER 2

URBAN GROWTH

Urbanization can be simply defined as a demograpiacess of shifting balance of
national population from rural to urban areas. Apt(2004) defines this process a
complex interaction which transform rural landscapeto urban life styles and

causes profound functional changes, followed byphological and structural ones.

Historically, the development of cities has beenveir by increasing urban
population. Over the last fifty years, the world atnessed a dramatic growth of its
urban population, from about 29% of the world’s plagion in 1950 to 48 %2006. If
the trend goes on, the world urban population iseeted to rise to 61% in 2030.
This serious growth will reveal the importance ohtrolling mechanism to prevent

the trouble emerging with urbanization (Jenkinsglgt2007:9).

Urbanization is not new and its roots go back tdyeaistory but it only started to

grow in a significant way following the industriavolution. Before 1850, no society
could be described as largely urbanized and citiee tied to water sources like
harbors, rivers, and canals. Urbanization showedlranst exponential growth since
the end of the 19th century (Champion, 2001). Phexess is intimately related to
the introduction of new modes of transportation,particular those that allowed
mobility of the masses such as the railroad. Té big changes were incited by the
introduction of the engine technology and the tetee. The truck and telephone
enabled businesses to move away from the centeand take advantage of lower
land costs but still maintain their connection ke tcentral port or railhead. The
automobile increased the availability of privatangportation, so individuals took
residence in suburbs while commuting to work ushgpersonal automobile (Law,
2006:2).



Klassen and several urban scholars explain thenindtéon phases according to the
combined growth and decline of the urban center thiedurban fringe area (See
Figure 2.1) (Klaassen et al., 1981; Champion, 2@@%inebianco and Kiehl, 2003).
According to them, there are four stages in proa#ssirbanization. These are
urbanization, suburbanization, dis-urbanization aadirbanization. Each of these
phases is marked by specific development trendBeotore, the ring and the wider

hinterland of a city.
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Figure 2.1. Stages of Urbanization: U, urbanization; S, subuoidation; D,
disurbanization or counterurbanization; R, reurbation .

Source: Champion, 2001.

Urbanization stage is the first step of growth ibf.dndustrial development begins at
the cities and these cities attract the people firarge. During this phase, the loss of
jobs in the agricultural sector is another factehich leads to migration flows
towards the city, especially to the core. In thage, people start to migrate and live
into cities and population concentrates in the cignter by migration from the
fringe. In the course of time, the growth of the¢ies created congested and
unpleasant urban cores, with overcrowding and ppality housing. This is one
factor pushing population outward; however, charigasrban form are also related
to changes in society, the accompanying technabgamd economic progress
created greater fluidity in the population, withaalges in transport and technology
(Antrop, 2004).



As a result, the second phase (suburbanizationp®egd inner city loses population
while the urban fringe zone is growing rapidly. thre subsequent suburbanization
period, the economic restructuring of the city ahe evolution of land prices
induces a shift of population and jobs from theedorthe ring (Champion, 2001).

In the third stage, the disurbanization phase sstalten the total population of an
observed functional urban region (core and ringkreleses, leading to the
redistribution of inhabitants and jobs in favorsofiall and medium cities. Thus, this
stage consists of the beginning decline of the ug@pulation by loss of people in

both center and fringe (Champion, 2001).

The fourth phase is re-urbanization with an inaeeiaspopulation in the core of the
city. This reurbanization trend may be due to sssful regeneration measures
within the city centers, to a selective migratidn(ypung) households in search of
urban lifestyles or to the newly arising importamfeglobal cities (Panebianco and
Kiehl, 2003).

The 1950’s-1960’s saw growth within the official meipal boundaries with

overspill either annexed as separate towns. Theeal@scription of transitions
merely describes the movement of population atsttede of the city, and between
official city boundaries. Urban population is stifrowing and these urban
concentrations of population take the form of mepalise$ or metropolitan areas.

At this point, inward migration from the country tize city continues but now there
is equally powerful outward wave of migration frahe city to the suburbs in other
words the third phase of growth (disurbanizationcounterurbanization) causes
sprawl which means uncontrolled growth of metrdpali areas. The increased
population cannot physically be accommodated widxisting city limits; the result

of an increase in urban growth is therefore urbprawl. Most management of
sprawl takes place at the scale of the city; howesgrawl is part of overall regional

growth and may be more effectively dealt with a thvel(Chin 2002).

! A term coined by Jean Gottmann, he used it fing¢ in his book named aletropolis on the Move
in 1967.
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In Gottmann and Harper's word$967: 101) urban regions are growing, and the
consequences for urban form are:

“..breaking out of the old bounds, walls, boulevardr administrative limits which
set it apart, the city has massively invaded thenopountry, though parts of the
countryside may have kept their rural appearandee §rowth in size of population
has also meant a spectacular growth in area forrttuelern metropolis.”

2.1.The Forces Shaping Urban Growth

The movement of rural people to the cities is noieaw phenomenon and it is not
restricted to particular part of the world: its gue factor is its universal character
and explosive pace at which it takes place. Thiargely due to the natural increase
of population, added to the limited employment apyaties and subsistence
chances in rural areas. The most important facteingch force urban growth, are
environment, economy, demography, technology, partation, infrastructure,

government.

The effects of the natural environment:Aspects of the natural environment
that may affect urban expansion include those amatk, slope,
insurmountable barriers, and the existence ofadridl water aquifers.

The effects of demographics:Demographic effects may include rural-
migration and natural population growth in the citye level of urbanization
in the country, and the rank of the city in the mioyis urban hierarchy.

The effects of the economyAspects of the economy that can affect urban
expansion include the level of economic developmaettferences in
household incomes, exposure to globalization, theell of foreign direct
investment, the degree of employment decentratimatithe level of
development of real estate finance markets, thel lamd effectiveness of
property taxation, and the presence of cyclesgi mflation(Kivell:1993).

The effects of the technology and transport systemAspects of the
transport system that affect urban expansion melyde the introduction of
new transport technologies and most notably thevapgi automobile,

transportation costs. The level of government itndesit in roads, the
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existence of city centers that were already deweldpefore the advent of the
automobile, and the existence of a viable pubdingport system are the other
factors which accelerate the urban expansion (Aszdeand Heimlich, 2001).
New information and communication technologies ksas internet, local
and wide-area networks, fiber optics, portable cot@ys and so on) are
indirectly reshaping today cities. Changing patenf employment and
manufacturing process, changing fortunes for uidbaations and changing
land use demands are associated with new informatiol communications
technologies (Kivell:1993).

The effects of consumer preferences for proximity The households’
choices and demand may affect the form of urbaramsipn. For example,
consumers may prefer proximity to open space, sifgghily dwellings,
home ownership and the appeal of gentrified neigiiads. Demands on
housing environment in secure and natural amenitigs low density, larger
houses increase and this is closely related wittease in income and
changes in life style (Shlomo et al., 2005).

The effects of governmentVariations in the form of government, whether it
has totalitarian or democratic, may affect the farfrurban expansion. The
other factors can be mentioned such as the nunibedependent municipal
governments in the metropolitan area, the shatbemmetropolitan area not
incorporated into towns, the share of land in thetropolitan area in public
ownership, the existence of an effective metropolplanning agency and the
type, strictness, and quality of enforcement ofiouss urban development
controls (Shlomo et al., 2005:8).

The effects of industrialization: Urbanization is closely related to
industrialization and economic growth and spreadhwhe innovations
caused by the Industrial revolution. The conseeuptiases of urbanization
can be seen as a diffusions wave (Pacione, 20@Lyidranization process is
very significant for understanding the change oé tlandscape in the

countryside.
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2.2. Different Phases of Urban Growth

The industrialization is the most important fadiieat brings about urban expansion.
We will analyze the growth of cities in three maeactions: pre-industrialization

period, industrialization period and post-indusizetion period.

2.2.1. Growth of Cities in the Pre- Industrialization Period

Before the industrial revolution in f'9century, cities were essentially small-scale
settlements. There was a rigid social order stemrfriom the tradition of medieval
feudalism. These cities had small population andgneall proportion of total
population of society was living in city. The ciievere surrounded by a wall.
Residential status was declining with distance ftbencore. While the elite lived in
the exclusive central core, the mass of populdtied around the periphery of the
city. Residential areas were differentiating by gzation. There was not functional

specialization of land use (Knox and Pinch, 200:24

In conclusion, in pre-industrial cities in whichegything physical was at a human
scale, “walking city” in which the distance betwdessme and work were even more
tightly constraint by the organization of work impatriarchal and familial groupings
(Knox and Pinch, 2000: 27).

Rodriguez-Barchiller (2000:261), emphasizes theatiaristic of the pre-industrial
cities as essentially compact and organized arcainskries of focal points of
religious, political or civic relevance, almostarkind of “compact multi-nucleated”

pattern.

According to Antrop (2000), only a limited numbefr wban places became real
cities in pre-industrial period. The majority ottdements were small towns, villages
and hamlets and the countryside to form the necgssate network for trading.

Urban places relied their subsistence on a mugdetdrinterland than rural villages.
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The difference between villages and urban placesaddliffer in population size and
morphology only, but also in a different concentnatof multiple activities, people
and cultures in one place (Pacione, 2001). Cites ddvantages that were legally
protected by privileges. During most of the histanies were manifestly walled and
physically separated from the surrounding ruradlla@ities rapidly became almost
autonomous centers of innovation from which newagjetechnology and goods

spread out over the trading world.

2.2.2. Growth of the Industrial Cities

The cause of growth is primarily economic, suppbrite the technology, which
emerged during the industrial revolution. From thél-nineteenth century until
about 1950, the industrial revolution transformég from the agricultural economy

to one based large-scale manufacturing (GillharG220

At beginning of the 1800s, more people lived omigithan in the cities. The onset
of the industrial revolution brought about a grsfaift in population, drawing people
from farms into burgeoning cities. Probably the masdamental change was
emergence of the factory. The rise of the manufagusector was not only
responsible for the emergence of new industriggitbut it also contributed to the
growth of traditional urban centers. The fast papah growth was linked to the
development of industry and commerce in and arocitids, which caused an
advantageous geographical situation favorable fer development of the new

industries and international commercial networkadiand Pinch, 2000: 28).

In this age, competition for the best and most ssibée sites for the new factories
and the warehouses, shops and offices brought aheditst crucial changes in land
use. Land was given over to uses that could jushtigy highest rents, rather than

being held by a traditional group of users.

The historical identity and structure of the magvowing cities changed rapidly,

while others stayed within their medieval walls.eTiast growth lead to congestion
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within the old urban limits and a ‘spill-over’ oated into the surroundings, mainly
following the main roads. The railroad and new watg/s were also crucial arteries

for new development (Stern and Marsh, 1997).

As the full affect of excess of births, which laygeesulted from improvements in
medical practice and public health, were reinforiasganassive immigration. The rate
of urban growth accelerated in response to thestiincreased range and number of
opportunities. Changes in building technology amg@rovements in urban transport
systems are other significant factors, which endbtlie modern city with a series of
suburban zones (Knox and Pinch, 2000: 28).

Especially, after Second World War, the economy weesatly stimulated by the
government spending on the interstate and intrarutbghway systems. These new
roads enable urban dwellers to decentralize ounirgdr-city areas into surrounding
low-density suburban areas. This increased distatetween home, work and
centers for shopping and boosted automobile inguBtre mobility of people did not
only change with increasingly faster modes of fpanttion; it was also conditioned
by the spatial reorganization of the landscapeparticular as a consequence of

previous urban sprawl and new accessibility opputies (Antrop 2004:13).

This process resulted with emergence of the ‘megdid a multi-city, multi-
centered urban region characterized by a high ptiopoof low density settlement.
Within these metropolitan areas, the pattern ofamrbife is shaped by the
contradictory forces of centralization and decdiz@dion. On the one hand, the
concentration of power in the giant corporations h@ade for a centralization of
administrative and bureaucratic activity in thetcalnbusiness districts of cities. On
the other hand, the new locational freedom of mstmyps and business enterprise

has prompted a decentralization of jobs (Kim, 2005)

The mode of transportation determines largely tbesjbilities of movement and
accessibility. Mobility of the masses starts viltle railway and the steamship. The

railway induced new settlements in countryside.lagiés that received a station
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developed rapidly into urban-like centers and teairoundings changed accordingly
(Antrop, 2004).

The massive individual movement started mainlyratte Second World War when
the automobile became the main transportation mdte. decentralization of the
city, together with the increase personal mobiéfjorded by the automobile has
increased the range of opportunities available he tffluent urbanite for

employment, shopping, recreation and socializingcokding to Antrop (2004:13),

the generalized car use increased mobility, allgwiapid urban sprawl and the
formation of suburbs and metropolitan villages @«dde cities. Consequently, the
relations between the urban and the rural changeglg. The early introduction of
the automobile in Europe in the beginning of théh2€@ntury was not only status
symbol that was localized in the cities, but anomg@nt means of the disclosure of

the countryside.

2.2.3. Post-Industrial Cities

According to Bell (1973) in the 1950s and 1960snically post-industrial society
thesis emerged from experience when fordism isngdito have been at its zenith.
Bell argued that heavy industries were decreasingiportance and being replaced
by service forms of employment. An economic titems has occurred from a

manufacturing based economy to a service baseseoon

The prerequisites to this economic shift are thecesses of industrialization of
liberalization. Growth has been prominent in sexteuch as finance, business,
services, retailing, leisure and entertainment. Keynd of this service has been
development the traditional manufacturing centdre Growth of service economy
has had important consequences for the social gpbgrof the cities (Knox and

Pinch, 2000).

A consequence of service growth has been increasingpetition among cities for

employment. It is argued that whereas heavy matwiag industries tended to be
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firmly rooted in particular places (because of thi@pendence upon large amounts
of capital investment in buildings, machinery, gunent and specialized skilled

labour), service industries are much more mobilee fieason for this mobility is that

the basic ingredients for services-suitable offigeperties and large supplies of
female workers- are much more geographically dsger Consequently, there is

much more locational freedom on the part of sercm®mpanies. The result has been
vigorous campaigns by city authorities to attraejan service employers (Knox and

Pinch, 2000).

Globalization has had profound impacts upon citeegling to the emergence of
world cities, center of corporate and financial tcoh Information technology and
changes in world governance led to the spread adsimy and dominance of the
financial sector. These developments appeared riirecothe belief that the world
was fast becoming a shared social and economieqpankins et al, 2007:25). New
telecommunication systems have also allowed théaemge of ever more complex

information over greater distances.

Furthermore, increasing competition between citgesalso best understood as a
response to the process of globalization. To bepaditive in global markets, cities
are finding that they need to establish themsedhgestrategic nodes in international
firms to attract greater foreign investment andegate new jobs. As they link
themselves to global markets, cities are incre&giegposing their residents to the
risk, as well as the benefits, of being more tigtegrated into world networks of
finance, information and production. Successfuksjtthose that are able to attract
foreign capital investment and technology have bebite to accelerate their

economic growth to spectacular heights (RodriguaecBiller, 2000).

Globalization has allowed individual cities to breaway from the fate of their
national economies. Increasingly success or faildepends on the ability of
municipal governments to capitalize on the asséthe local environment and to
provide the modern infrastructure, enabling envinent, and low-wage, flexible

workforce demanded by modern businesses.
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In conclusion, urbanization is a complex diffusipmocess, which acts differently in
space and at different scales. It can be sees wnigue historical development and

considering the natural variation of the landscape.

2.3. Sprawling Urban Growth

Cities grew rapidly because of immigration stemmiiregn industrial developments
and particularly expanded towards periphery maihlye to the increase in uses
vehicles after the Second World War. In the 21stuwg, the fast growth of cities in
order to provide the requirements of increasing ybeton and the effects of
expansion of cities on the fringe area are stéd tommon problems of several
countries as well as Turkey. Although sprawl becemesually unplanned,
uncontrolled, and uncoordinated, it can be clainleat some local and national
government policies triggers the urban sprawl Batng planned areas more than
required. It is necessary to understand charatitsyicauses and impacts of sprawl
how to manage problems stemming from growth. Sstlyir we will define the

concept of sprawl by researching its origins.

2.3.1. Definition of Urban Sprawil

The phenomenon of “urban sprawl” has received ekterattention in the literature
particularly since the 1980s. The term sprawlégjtrently used to describe spread of
urban land uses currently taking place at the rpelitan fringé. The term has
become more varied in literature because it lackecipe meaning. Moreover,
definition of urban sprawl has become a vague qundéere is also little agreement

on the characteristics, causes and impacts of &pitasw agreed that sprawl occurs

2 The urban dictionary defines sprawl as ‘...unplanaed rampant suburban and urban
growth because of the way it eats up the landseapk sprawls out the extent of a
metropolitan area’ http://www.urbandictionary.com/define.php?term=sygra Last
Accessed Datet0.08.2007).
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on the urban fringe in rapidly growing areas buaradrom this there is little
consensus (Chin, 2002:2).

The Sierra Club (2001:1), describes suburban sgi@aitresponsible, often poorly-
planned development that destroys green spacegases traffic and air pollution,
crowds schools and drives up taxe€ithers compare sprawl to the disease process,
calling it a cancerous growth or a virus (Di Lorer2000). Harvey and Clark (1971,
475) use moderate definitionthe scattering of urban settlement over the rural
landscapg *“low-density urbanizatioh (Pendall 1999:555), and discontinuous
developmerit (Weitz and Moore 1998). Galster (2001), appresasprawl asa
condition of land use and states that general apph@s to sprawl can be by

aesthetics, efficiency, equity, and environmensakats.

Therefore, sprawl must be considered in a space-tontext as not simply the
increase of urban lands in a given area, but tfeeafincrease relative to population
growth. “At a metropolitan scale, sprawl may be said to ooghen the rate at
which land is converted to non-agricultural or noatural uses exceeds the rate of

population growth (Barnes et al, 2001:2).

Some urban scholars define the sprawl based orakfmatns. According to Harvey
and Clark (1971) and Ewing (1994), there are thie@sic spatial forms of sprawl that
occurs beyond the current perimeter of contiguawelbpment. These are leapfrog,

highway ribbon development and low density scattelevelopment.

Leapfrog kind ofsprawl is a discontinuous pattern of urbanizatieith patches of

developed lands that are widely separated from etwdr and from the boundaries.
Leapfrog development sprawl is caused by varioatfa. Physical geography such
as rugged terrain, wetlands, mineral lands, or miadelies may preclude continuous

development or make it prohibitively expensive.

Ribbon kind of sprawl is development that followsjor transportation arteries
outward from urban cores. Lands adjacent to corsidre developed, but those

without direct access remain in rural uses (Haraey Clark 1971:476). Over time,
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these nearby “raw” lands may be converted to udsas as land values increase and
infrastructure is extended perpendicularly fromrigor roads and lines.

Low-density kind of sprawl is the highly consumgtivse of land for urban purposes
along the margins of existing metropolitan aredss Type of sprawl is supported by

piecemeal extensions of basic urban infrastructsmeb as water, sewer, power, and

roads.

Ewing (1994) and Pendall (1999) define sprawl asater of degree. It is not a
specific urban form, ranging from compact to diseer development. These
sprawling urban forms reach from contiguous urbeowth over linear patterns of
strip development to scattered development. In gdeoh urban form, sprawl is
positioned against the ideal of the compact citythvwhigh density, centralized

development and a spatial mixture of functions.

In Clawson and Hall's word (1973), compact growtbusnd a number of smaller
centers, which are located at a distance from i@ nrban core, is also classified as
sprawl. This is superficially similar to the polycieated city where the downtown is

served by several centers that are more distant

There are other urban scholars defining sprawldasdand use. The Transportation
Research Board in United States (1998) lists charatics such as low-density
residential development, homogenous single fanelsidential development with
scattered units, non-residential uses like of shmppmalls etc. strip retall,

freestanding industry, office buildings, schools ather community uses.

The other alternative method of definition is basedthe impacts of sprawl. The
idea was first put forward by Ewing (1994), ancetady Johnson (2001). It provides
an alternative to definitions based on urban foamg is based on the idea that the
distinction between sprawl and other forms is atenaif degree. It is suggested that
sprawl can be defined as any development pattetin poor accessibility among
related land uses, resulting from development wischot concentrated and which

has homogenous land uses.
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Many definitions of urban sprawl use the conceplowef density to identify sprawl,
however, this is neither quantified, nor explaiaekquately. Because, low-density is
a relative concept which varies with each countiedural expectationgChin
2002:5).

A more useful descriptor of density would includewban land areas, including
residential, industrial, institutional, service,nomercial, vacant land in leapfrogged
tracts and agricultural land which has been withatrdrom active use for land
speculation. Agricultural land, parks, and landutadle for building, e.g. marshy

land would not be included as there is no potefiatievelopmen(Chin 2002:6).

Consequently, Torrens (2006:249) compared sprawtlianization that came before

it. He explains the attributes, which are importemdefining it by compiling the

other writers’ views:
“First, sprawl is a process of urbanization - urbgnowth by suburbanization. This
process is quite rapid. Second, sprawl manifestgherperiphery of cities, often in
previously non-urban areas on the metropolitandgenThird, sprawl is commonly
characterized as low-density in development. Fqusgitaw! is a piecemeal form of
development. The urban morphology of sprawl isteced and fragmented in
pattern. Fifth, sprawl may be characterized by hgemeity of land use. Single-
family uses lead the activity patterns of its resitial landscape; commercial uses
are more likely to be arranged as ribbon-sprawlretailscape -swaths of activity
buffering highways and highway entry/exit rampshwelatively little provision for
non-automobile access. Sixth, sprawl has well-adgaesthetic characteristics. The
urban form associated with suburban sprawl ofterrnges criticism for the
blandness of its design. Seventh, sprawl existierua relatively loose planning
regime compared with that, which operates in cdnirfan areas or suburbs under

growth management policy.”

21



2.3.2. Causes of Unplanned Urban Sprawl

There are many studies about causes and effecysraivl in literature and there is

uncertainty about the causes and consequencesasilsome consequences can be

perceived as causes of sprawl. In its broadestitiefi, Downs {999:956)explained

ten causes of sprawl. These are:
“(2)unlimited outward extension of development, [@v-density residential and
commercial settlements, (3) leapfrog developmdntirégmentation of powers over
land use among many small localities, (5) dominapic&ansportation by private
automotive vehicles, (6) lack of centralized plagnor control of land uses, (7)
widespread strip commercial development, (8) gréatal disparities among
localities, (9) segregation of types of land usdliffierent zones, and (10) reliance
mainly on the trickle-down or filtering process peovide housing to low-income
households.”

If it is necessary to categorize, we can compilenthunder four general titles:

investment policies, consumer demand, speculdaod, use regulation.

2.3.2.1. Investment Policies

Government spending such as housing policies, faghwenstruction and subsidies
for water, sewer, electricity and other utilitisstihe most encouraging factor creating
sprawl since infrastructure provides the essemt@hework for development. The
construction of the interstate highway system mad@&sy to access a large areas
outside of central cities. As sufficient developmeaocurs, one of the first demands
of new rural citizens is for road improvements dhd construction of new roads
provided development of alternative transport modésny roads precede migration
outward from the cities. With the widening netwark feeder and tributary road

construction, development and sprawl is inevitddleuch and Karecha, 2003a)

Government subsidies for automobile use increabarusprawl. This increase in
private transport and the decline of public tramsg®mn stem from government
policies which harass public transportation witkat#gon, even while subsidizing the

automobile.
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Insured home mortgage programs tend to favor inwerst in new housing. State
policies such as home mortgage and property taxaiesh allow more families to
own single-family dwellings. Thanks to these oppaoities, these families can pay
for larger homes on larger cities further away frarban areas. But these home
owners consume more housing resources. At lastathprocess, new single-family
housing over multiple-family, stimulate urban spréMelson et al, 1995). Moreover,
personal housing increasing with the migration @wtvfrom center, public health
pressures motivate replacement of private well witblic water supplies. Sewer
service, and especially trunk sewer lines, is #& infrastructure investments to

occur. These services encourage newcomers to thieleu

2.3.2.2. Consumer Demand

The increase in the population of cities was ameiase in the demand for housing.
The lack of available housing in the central citiesant that the population had to be
accommodated elsewhere. The outward movement igfereg@l population fuelled
by higher levels of income, increased personal fitpband improvements in
transportation. Especially, rising standards ahtivin the postwar period enabled the
majority of families to afford an automobile andhause located a considerable
distance from work. That means, changes in houdergand was a change in the
mode of transportation, with the development ofghgate automobileThis change
in mode of transportation is perhaps the single tmgortant enabling factor

leading to urban sprawl (Nelson et al, 1995).

The other factor, which causes sprawl, is individpeeference. Some families
preferred the suburban lifestyle. Reasons of th@ce include a preference towards
better schools, less crime, and a generally sldifestyle than the urban one. This
trend increased the movement of not only residerdievelopment but also

manufacturing and services.
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The movement can be seen as a result of consummandefor low-density single
family housing on large masses. According to tiswy, demand is driven by
individual preferences:
“the ideal of owning a single family home, the dider an adequate environment
for raising a family, a strong desire for priva@gnd the appeal of a rural ambiance
are among the most prominent reasons for choosgurban and exurban
locales.”(Audirac et al., 1990: 473).

2.3.2.3.Speculation

Speculation is a natural future of the developnpentess. It results in certain land
being withheld from development while nearby orrsunding properties are

developed. All suburban land was not created egu&8bme tracts have better
infrastructure, some are too small or too largeneschave better roads or more
desirable proximity to other development or tramg@n networks, etc. The

suburban housing market fluctuates because ofgbiaetimes for only short periods
of time, but also varies over short distances. &Hastors can be combined with the
reality that there are few buyers and sellers gtare time. In short, the suburban

land market is very complex and difficult to predicaw, 2006:5).

Speculators buy land because they expect the farige up in the future. Some land
speculators buy raw or underdeveloped land, halgetarural parcels in the path
development and just let it sit until they thinlettime is ripe for development. When
many speculators are doing this in some area dtitige of a city, often developers
skip around them to areas further away from thg. dihat creates land-wasting
urban sprawl, which then requires more roads andepwater pipers and makes it

uneconomical to have public transportation (Neksbal, 1995).

The land price rises too high because of land dpgen for those wanting land for
actual use. Since speculation makes prices hidgaed, becomes priced for future
use, not present-day use. So those wanting sitesefidences, offices, hotels,

factories, and shopping centers, don't invest okertaeir investment in the outside
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of city which are cheaper areas where there ispsaidation. This process creates
discontinuous pattern of urbanization, in other dgoleapfrog Speculation can be
inefficient or induce sprawl if it is subsidized Ipyblic policies. For example, tax
policies, preferential assessment policies such gasenbelt taxation, and
undervaluation of land for property tax assessnpemposes will actually stimulate

speculation (Harvey and Clark 1971).

2.3.2.4. Land Use Regulation

The governments’ decisions on land-use can infleemdan growth and cause
sprawl. Sprawl is the result of governments’ ing@pito plan for future growth or
stick to existing plans. Land-use controls thatrae restrictive inside urban areas
than outside can make rural areas more attraclies will cause some urban
development to seek out rural areas. Bad land usenipg (uncontrolled

development of rural area) is the result (Nelsoal,et995).

2.3.3. Benefits of Sprawl

Some urban scholars such as Downs (1999), Berdtedd (2001), Glaeser and Kahn
(2003) have pointed out the benefits of the urlpaawsl. The benefits of sprawl can
be mostly told as a low-density residential liféstyeasy access to open space, a
broad choice of where to live and work, and thditgtmf middle- and upper-income

households to isolate them from poverty.

The main benefit of sprawl for most consumers sagter, larger homes manifested
this claim in their research using the 1999 micatadrom the American Housing
Survey. In the major cities of US, the average reg¢rdity resident has 496 square
feet per person, while the average suburban resien570 square feet per person.
The other benefit can be observed as the conciemrat people in crowded urban
areas leading to discomfort and the easy spreadlisgase. In addition, the
decentralization of employment actually reducesptessure on crowded downtown

streets. By moving to lower densities, the trafffoblem is reduced. Indeed, one of
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the major appeals of sprawl cities is that theyehaliorter commutes than dense

downtowns.

Downs (1999) claimed that the quality of life ofckua lifestyle in crowded urban
areas is not so attractive. Because the lifestytdudes excessive travel, traffic
congestion, a lack of affordable housing, expengifrastructure, and deteriorating
open space and he emphasized that sprawl is exprassfree choice. These are
ownership of detached, single-family homes on specilots, ownership and
convenient use of automobiles, employment in lose-riworkplaces with free
parking, residence in small communities with strdogal governments and an

environment free of the signs of poverty.

2.3.4. The Costs of Sprawl

Urban sprawl has become an increasing priority e urban agenda due to its
contribution to unsustainable land use and consiemptlts consequences are
evaluated based on its economic, social and envieotal costs. These are high cost
of extension of facilities and services; wider sbeind economic disparities between
social groups; a decrease in the quality of themmnvironment and in the quality
and quantity of green space, and increased utegdrivate car and decreased use

of public transport, leading to pollution, traftongestion.

2.3.4.1. Socio-economic Costs of Urban Sprawl

The economic costs of sprawl can be analyzed atdifferent scales: micro-level
and macro-level. Firstly, at the micro-level urbgprawl has hidden costs (notably
transport costs) on individuals and householdsaddition, sprawl cause waste of
time and energy in micro-level. Secondly, at thermaconomidevel, urban sprawl
can be associated with high costs of urbanizatimwh iafrastructure (arterial roads
and water and wastewater transmission lines) dpusdmit (Nelson et al, 1995). In

general, higher density development is less costlyserve than lower density
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development. The costs of extending facilities @aeratly increase if an area
develops initially in a low-density, leapfrog, drtemes radial pattern and later needs
facilities. Thus, urban sprawl can and often daepiire extension of facilities and
services in an economically inefficient manner. clonclusion, low-densities are

associated with increasing costs per capita of, lefichstructure and services

Sprawl contributes to the increase of cost in twaysv When a new housing
development is built, it requires taxpayers to eSaly “re-create” a new
infrastructure of roads, facilities such as schop#ks and public safety services in
rural areas. It requires also taxpayers to contswgporting an older set of public
facilities in urban areas, even though the popataliase is in many cases declining.
The result is that property taxes rise in both Irtmavns and in cities (Maine State
Planning Office, 1997: 10). In conclusion, lessstdy developed areas cost more on

a per-unit basis for operations, maintenance, apdir than more dense areas.

2.3.4.2. Environmental Costs of Urban Sprawl

Sprawl is increasingly viewed as a significant @ndwing problem that entails a
wide range of environmental costs. Environmenta#dpid urban sprawl means that a
large-scale of natural or rural area will be cote@rinto human urban land use. This
land conversion often involves destruction, damggor alteration of natural
environments by physically removing the elementeadsystems, building barriers
to natural processes, disposing pollutants to akural geo-chemical processes, and
so on. Deforestation, pollution, filling wetlandkese are just some of the problems
related to urban sprawl. Moreover, the sprawl féeads to increased auto use and

auto emissions (Marathé:2001).

The worst impact of sprawl on the environment sslof agricultural land for the
production of food that occurs when farmland isdvided into residential lots.
Thus, farmlands become less productive when it getser to outside of the city.

Productive farms depend on a variety of suppontices. Economically, if there is
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no mass production, it causes reduction-suppolanyices. As support, services

erode, farming economy further declines (Couchkaaecha 2003a).

Other effects of sprawl are depletion of open spadée surrounding countryside
and fragmentation of wildlife habitats. It alsoesftresults in the elimination of top-
level predators, which in turn can unbalance tmeaiader of the ecosystem. Sprawl
not only consumes wildlife habitats, but also ddgsadjacent habitats with light

and noise pollution emanating from developed areas.

2.3.4.3.Social Costs of Urban Sprawl

Sprawl's social cost can be ascertained most disfiroetween those residents
remaining in the central city and living in perippelLatter has fewer provision of
public infrastructure, more vehicle miles traveledore expensive transit, and a

variety of negative quality of life.

Another social cost of sprawl can have a devagatipact on the poor and racial
minorities who are often concentrated in inner cigighborhoods. Nelson (1995)
observes that low-density development has led tensification of residential
segregation by race and social class and it sharpeml segregation within

metropolitan areas.

Sprawl leads to an erosion of functioning urbaresoiThis has not only social and
infrastructural consequences but also impacts oovition capacity of regional
economies-in formless space, creative milieus mayeldp worse (Cervero et al.
1997).

According to Richmond (2000), social negative intpaof sprawl are: poverty
becomes concentrated in urban areas, society regstgs along racial and
economic lines, and public investment in urban lif&es and services becomes
unfeasible, social anxiety increases due to fir@naostability, rising housing costs

and limited employment opportunities.
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CHAPTER 3

GROWTH MANAGEMENT AND URBAN CONTAINMENT
TO PREVENT URBAN SPRAWL

Countries around the world have responded to tlmvigg concern about the
problems associated with sprawl and increasinghddeonsumptive development
patterns by creating a wide range of policy insteats, designed to manage urban
growth and protect open space (Bengston et al,)2d@4control, guide, or mitigate
the effects of growth, “growth management” termused in developing and
developed countries. Many urban scholars have geovidefinitions of growth
management. In general, growth management is aypilat controls urban sprawl

according to fundamental concepts of “where to gramd “where not to grow.”

According to Chinitz(1990:4) “Growth Management” seeks to maintain agoing
equilibrium between development and conservatiogtwben various form of
development and the concurrent provision of inftegtre, between the demands for
public services generated by growth and the supplyevenues to finance those

demands, and between progress and equity.

In De Grove’s(1992:1) word, growth management plans carefultyttie growth in
an area to achieve a responsible balance betweeprthection of natural systems
(land, air, and water) and the development requieedsupport growth in the
residential, commercial, and retail areas etc.aita is to provide a responsible
balance between development and the infrastruaegded to manage the impacts of

development.

As stated by Fulton et al (2002:3) growth managenmeeasures are those local

government land-use regulations that restrict #te, intensity, type, and distribution
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of development in a jurisdiction. Growth managensaiiemes also regulate timing

and sequencing of development within a community.

Nelson and Duncan (1995) addressed the purposg®wth management in terms
of five issues: (1) controlling urban sprawl, (2)otecting taxpayer money, (3)
expediting economic development, (4) shaping effitiurban form, and (5)

improving the quality of life.

Urban containmentpolicies are considered an important instrumemt amwth
management. Urban containment strategies reprasesttempt to control the spatial
pattern of development within a community or regibinban containment plans are
more comprehensive than other planning and regylafrograms, such as
environmental regulations. The benefits of sucegsgban containment techniques
can include greater predictability of the developimperocess, more cost effective
provision of public services, encouragement ofiliafind redevelopment of existing
urban areas, reduction of urban sprawl, and prioteadf agricultural land and

environmental resources.

One of the cornerstones of urban containment igitigh development beyond an
urban containment boundary such as an urban groadhdary, urban service limit.
The objectives of urban containment are the efiicgelivery of public facilities; the
preservation of farms and forestland; the reduatibair, water and land pollution;
and the cultivation of quality of life by creatirmg urban ambience (Bengston and
Youn, 2006).

® The Dictionary of Geography defines urban cont@innas “the policy of limiting sprawl by
restricting out-of-town development.
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Sprawl Development Pattern Planned Development Pattern with Urban Containment

Figure 3.1.Comparison oSprawl Development and Planned Development Patterns
Source: VAPA, 2000.

Although urban containment plans vary in their efagoals depending on where
they occur, most share these specific elementsntsisdo effective urban

containment:

1. Protect public and merit goods: Public and mgoibds such as clean air, rivers,

agricultural areas and forestland must be presdorettie future.

2. Accommodate development needs: Urban containmtamvenes in the market in
an attempt to consider all the development needmafrban area, including public
facilities, business and housing. It does this bytaining development and by

managing rural and ex-urban development.
3. Provide adequate facilities at minimum cost aith equitable burdens. Urban

containment attempts to provide facilities at losstcand with equitable burdens for

an area’s residents.
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4. Prevent negative and foster positive exterealitUrban containment attempts to
prevent negative externalities and encourage pesines. If several antique stores
locate near each other, a mutually positive exteéyns created because they will

attract customers who want to comparison shop.

5. Implement plans efficiently. Urban containmeragrams strive to understand the
economic, housing and public works needs of an rurbaea, in order to
accommodate those needs and anticipate the groivtheocarea. Effective urban
containment must make long-term development e&sipredict and manage for the

results desired by the community.

Urban containment strategies historically, havenbeeveloped and administered at
the national, regional and local levels. Nationdaun containment policies have been
in place for many decades in a few countries, uholy the United Kingdom and the
Republic of Korea. In other countries, includinge tkunited States, local urban
containment programs have been created by indiVichanicipalities without
direction or assistance from state or national Guwents (Dawkins and Nelson
2002).

There are three types of techniques helping toeaehirban containment: greenbelts,

urban growth boundaries, and urban service bousglari

3.1.Greenbelt

One of the tools to control urban growth is theation of greenbelt areas around the
city. The greenbelt is a physical area of openassach as farmland, forest, or other
green space, that surrounds a city or metropoditea. It is most restrictive form of

urban containment policy and intended to be a peemiabarrier to urban expansion

because development is strictly regulated evenilpited on greenbelt land.
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Within this containment tool, only a limited amouwft housing will be allowed in
expanded villages. Large-scale new settlementsheilbllowed only under special
circumstances. Settlement expansion in the opemtomide is prohibited for

preventing to create ribbon development or a fragetepattern of development.

This policy is mostly used in Britain, Japan andutBoKorea because they have
severe land pressure and stringent urban containrdegislation and policies.

London was the first major city to introduce a gieelt system in the late 1930s.
Other cities that have adopted, Asian megacitieduding Tokyo, Seoul, and

Bangkok and many large European cities such asnBérlenna, Barcelona, and

Budapest (Kiihn 2003).

3.1.1. Greenbelt Case in London

The original concept of clear physical boundarietween large cities and their
surrounding countryside dates back to the latete@mh century when Ebenezer
Howard introduced his proposals for managing gromthondon and maximizing

accessibility to adjacent green land. His ideasewarther developed by Raymond
Unwin in the 1930s and by Patrick Abercrombie ia @reater London Plan of 1945.

3.1.1.1. The Role of Green Belt in British PlanningSystem

The United Kingdom has a long history of land plagnwith stringent development
controls on all urban and rural land since 1947ef@h 1988). Development rights
have been nationalized, and all development isdyyni. From 1968 to 2004 there
has been a two-tier system, with Structure Plarteeatounty or regional level, and

Local Plans at the municipal level.
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Figure 3.2.Important Events in UK Greenbelt Planning 1900400
Source: Amati and Yokohari , 2006.

The former set broad policies for spatial developimand the latter follow through
with detailed proposals on a land parcel basisaddition, the national Planning
Directorate (Office of the Deputy Prime Ministessues planning policy guidance
notes (PPG), to which local planning agencies rmadkere. The structure and local
plans are revised on a 5-year cycle, and have yea0time horizon (15 years from
initial preparation). Three PPG notes are partityleelevant to the issue of urban

containment (ODPM Planning Directorate, 2004).

PPG 3 (Housing) sets a national target that by 260% of additional housing

should be on “brownfield” sites (previously dewegled land), thus greatly reducing
“greenfield” development. Planning authorities stumake a strong case for
exceptions to the national target. In Local Pldhe,search sequence for earmarking

of housing sites must start with re-use of browd§efollowed by urban extensions,
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followed by new or expanded settlements beyonduttian perimeter. “Only a

limited amount of housing” will be allowed in expded villages, and large-scale
new settlements will be allowed only under speciatumstances (which include
location along a high-capacity public transportrictmr). To “make the best use of
land”, new housing developments of less than 3@ltimgs per net hectare (12 per
net acre) are strongly discouraged, and intensibicawithin the existing urban

fabric is encouraged. Local plans must allocatécsent housing sites for at least 5

years of housing demand (Greater London Autho2i4).

PPG 7 (Countryside) asserts that the “countrysiaeuld be safeguarded for its own
sake,” and emphasizes landscape character ini@addib the more traditional
concern with preservation of better agriculturalds. Again, housing development
should not occur in the open countryside away frestablished settlements, and
settlement expansions “should avoid creating ribld@velopment or a fragmented
pattern of development.” This PPG underscoresried for very strict control in
designated areas (national parks, areas of outstandtural beauty, greenbelts, and
the like). The separate Green Belt PPG (no. 2) dpa@n the need for wide and
permanently designated belts, and specifies “inappate” development to be
disallowed in them (almost everything unrelated agriculture or recreation).
Existing villages may be included in the greenl§&ltashed over”), or excluded
(“inset”), if limited expansion is proposed. Acating to the latest policy (Greater
London Authority, 2004) statement (the revised PPGpublished in 1995) the

purposes of the Green Belt Policy in England are:

to check the unrestricted sprawl of large builtaupas;

to prevent neighbouring towns from merging into anether;

to assist in safeguarding the countryside froma@andiment;

to preserve the setting and special charactersvdiic towns; and

to assist in urban regeneration, by encouragingebgcling of derelict and other
urban land (Greater London Authority, 2004).
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One of the central tenets of post-war UK planniag been the strict separation of
countryside and urban areas, achieved largely tfirabe implementation of green
belts. The preservation of a wide band of open esgacsurround the urban area
partially explains why large cities such as Lond@ve stopped growing since the
Second World War (Longley et al, 1992).

3.1.1.2. Greenbelt Implementation in London

England is the most important example of green logies. The successful
establishment of the greenbelt around London duting 1930s acted as an
inspiration for postwar planners in the United Kiogn. The Greenbelt system is
instituted in British cities, remarkably for Londorhe main ideas were suggested by
Ebenezer Howard and the Garden City movement ard908s. Howard’s green
belt was intended to have an agricultural functiorsupply produce for the town.
The first green belt purchases were made as pattteofounding of Letchworth
Garden City in 1909, where 500 ha of agricultusasid were purchased as a buffer
between Hitchin and Baldock (Elson, 1986).

A key institution of professional planning ideaslapen space plans, were the Joint
Town Planning Committees. They had a ‘purely adyistunction taking a broader

view of town planning. The largest and most inflignone was at the time was the
Greater London Regional Planning Committee estaddisn 1929 and composed of
138 local authorities, controlling an area of 29k&? (Thomas, 1970). This

Committee encountered difficulty in finding money purchase land for green belt
implementation. In 1935, London County Council ietpented a greenbelt scheme
around London. After that in 1938, in order to pree the green belt, the Greenbelt
Act was passed for London. In this act disposa@reénbelt lands by local authorities
were restricted. . Furthermore; right after the @atincil allocated 2 million pounds

for purchasing lands.
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Then in 1944, London Plan Abercrombie tried to echithree goals with green belts
in London. First, one is restriction of urban grbwsecond one is definition of an
outer limit and the last one is provision for rextien as a primary use of the land.
This regional plan imposed a tight urban develognteundary, beyond which a
broad band of land was designated as a “green’,belthin which development

would be severely curtailed. The *“overspill” pogtion from London would be

accommodated in independent and freestanding nemstdeyond the greenbelt.
This plan proposed a reduction of over 1 milliorople from London's congested

areas.
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Figure 3.3. Patrick Abercrombie's Green belt, Proposed ird194
Source: Thomas, 1963.

Continuously in 1947 Town and Country Planning Apten belts were determined

as complementary policies of expanded town prograrhg allowed the post-war

green belt to be effectively implemented. The 1847 meant that it was no longer

necessary to buy the land and/or to compensateovamets when they were not
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permitted to develop. The Act also introduced arsier role for central government
in the planning of the green belt. The New Towrs provided for the creation of

over 10 new towns, eight of them around London (fas, 1970).

Through a series of circulars and planning poliajdgnce notes central government
set the aim of the green belt during the post-veaiop. The first of these was a 1955
circular of Ministry of Housing and Local Governmehat established the following
aims for the green belt at the national level amdised planning authorities
establishing green belts:

* to check the further growth of a large built-upa

* to prevent neighboring towns from merging int@ @mother; or

* to preserve the special character of a town.

The idea is a ring of countryside where urbanizatwould be resisted for the
foreseeable future, maintaining an area where @gure, forestry and outdoor
leisure could be expected to prevail. The fundaaiexitn of green belt policy is to
prevent urban sprawl by keeping land permanentgnppnd consequently the most
important attribute of greenbelts is their opennddgese 1955 aims represent the

core of the green belt's aims that are currentlyséin Planning Policy Guidance 2.

This greenbelt policy was tried to be relaxed @8 and 80’s. In mid-1971, for
example, the government decided to extend the Melitan Green Belt northwards
to include almost all of Hertfordshire (southeasténgland). In Thatcher period, the
reason of this policy change was to give way toaardevelopment and cope with
increasing residential land prices. Difficultiestire implementation process of green
belts led to the questioning of the policy in tH@8as. Preservation of agricultural
land, the green belt policy and the restrictivenplag idea in general, were regarded
as the reasons for the rise in residential landegrand rents in the 1980s (Marsden
et al, 1993).
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According to Hall (1974), at the local level theegn belt is effective at limiting

development in the urban fringe. At the regionalesand subsequent works have
shown that development ‘leapfrogs’ the green betb ideeper rural areas by
enforcing growth within surrounding settlementscisdevelopment has been linked

to a higher car use and longer car journeys.

The 1984 circulars on Green Belts (14/84) and LandHousing (15/84) prove that
the government was intending to relax the green faicy (Cullingworth, 1997).
When the Council for the Preservation of Rural Bndland a group of Members of
Parliament from the UK'’s Conservative Party readted threat to the green belt by
adding the function of “urban regeneration” to goweent policy (Marsden et al.,
1993).

But in 1990s, the importance of green belts andtritution to sustainable
development were recognized clearly with emergeoteenvironmental issues.
Central Government’s Planning Policy Guidance Zgnibes the aims of the green
belt. According to Gallent et al (2006), latest ippl Guidance 2, put simply,
greenbelts are viewed as a generic interventiosigded to achieve wider objectives,

without a specific purpose tied to the area ofglesion itself.

This is understandable when the size of Londorésgibelt is considered. The latest
figures show that London’s green belt covers 508,68 and has largely remained
undeveloped during the post-war period (Officenef Deputy Prime Minister, 2003).
The Metropolitan Green Belt now covers parts ofd@&rent Districts or Boroughs
(see Figure 3.4).
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Figure 3.4.Green belt areas in England.
Source:(Cullingworth, 1997).

As Elson (1986) points out the total area covergdrieen belts in England is about
1.556.000 ha outcomes of green belt policies indhare:
1- Managed the process of decentralization int@i§pghysical forms,

2- Contained patterns of new development,
40



3- Ensured separation between urban areas, thaisingt their much valued
identities,

4- Retained valuable agricultural land and oth@cspextensive uses,

5- Retained accessible land in pleasant surrouadiegrer to people living in

cities,

London’s boundary was not drawn to accommodate atgdefuture population

growth with the designation of ample land for urli@velopment, but rather to avoid
expected population growth and in fact to decreegrilation. London did not stop
growing, but it did grow much less rapidly than rogblitan areas beyond the
greenbelt (Cullingworth, 1997).

3.2.Urban Growth Boundary

In contrast to greenbelts, an urban growth boun@é&B) is not a physical space,
but a dividing line drawn around an urban areaefeasate it from surrounding rural
areas. Land within the UGB is made available fdvamr development while land
outside the UGB remains primarily rural for farminfprestry, or low-density

residential development (Nelson et al, 1995) .

Under the UGB concept, local governments estimtaeatmount of land needed for
new business, housing, recreation, etc., for aogesi time. They then draw a line
around this land. New development can occur withie line but not outside it.
Growth boundaries also allow states to determinmetrfansportation, schools and
sewers to those cities and counties that have tatems to identify and implement

boundaries and make regional plans (Jun 2003).

Moreover, it defines the limits of urban growth. i#t a type of growth-phased
program. Zoning and other regulatory tools are usemnplement an UGB. UGB

establishes a clearer “urban edge” than other fawfrgrowth management. Areas
outside the boundary are zoned for rural use, hadatea inside is zoned for urban

use. While greenbelts are intended to be permatn#sB can be temporary. The
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UGB is drawn according to expectation growth ouget and it can be expanded as
needed. Therefore, it is more flexible in expansb®rause it is drawn mostly

consistent with economics of plans public facisti@elson et al, 1995).
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Figure 3.5.The Urban Growth Boundary Schema
Source: Nelson 1995:80

Several factors must be considered when developilumg-term UGB. Population
and economic growth must be forecasted clearly lamdestimated of total land
supply needed to accommodate forecasted growthesI'gh development must be
decided (residential, industrial or commercial).eTimatural resources areas to be
protected from urban development and locations atnal hazard areas to be
avoided must be determined. Fiscal capacity ofl Igogernments to provide needed
urban services is the last important factor foedatning long term UGB. Therefore,
the boundaries must be drawn according to avaiialrastructure capacity (Nelson,
et al, 1995).

Urban growth boundaries, however, may have uniténdegative side effects for
reducing the supply of land for housing. For examiitl may reduce the amount of

housing developed to meet market demand, incregsings and reducing housing
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affordability. In addition, growth boundaries ancgth management tools are often
implemented in an unrealistic political environmeRublic support for growth

management is often support for growth controlheatthan direct control to stop
new development completely. Thus, the local delodfiten focuses on population
growth and overall new housing built, not whethe® people or homes are in the

right place at the right density (Bengston, eRab6)..

It is most used in the United States of Americar &mample In Oregon, the Land
Conservation and Development Act of 1973 requinesdelineation of urban growth
boundaries around all of the state’s cities andigddhe entire Portland metropolitan

area (Bengston, et al: 2006).

3.2.1. Urban Growth Boundary Case: Portland, Oregon Experence

Oregon is a state in the Pacific Northwest regibthe United States. The state lies
on the Pacific coast between Washington on thenramitl California and Nevada on
the south, Idaho on the east. The Columbia and eSnakrs form much of its
northern and eastern boundaries, respectivelyn§dtee state's third most populous
city, is the state capital. The state's most pamulocity is Portland
(http://www. citycomparator.com/cities_1 234 pordartml, 20.01.2008).

Metropolitan Portland is the Oregon’s largest mgdiitan area. It is composed of
parts of 3 counties and 24 cities. MetropolitantlBod covers 3026 square miles and
is home to 2.3 million residents. The area’s ovgrapulation density is about 364
persons per square mile. The metropolitan aregxsilption exceeded 1.3 million in

present timé(http://www.citycomparator.com/cities_1_234_pantichtml, 20.01.2008)

The area’s industrial base is a highly diversifietkture of manufacturing, business
and personal services, and trade. Metropolitanld&atexports medical, financial
and business services to national markets and ghoui the Pacific Rim. The
metropolitan area has had an annual employmenttgrate of over 4% since 1985

and annual population growth of 1.3% (Frenkel, 2004
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After the World War II, Portland’s economic prosperincreased rapidly with
changing settlements patterns and growing conssmerSuburbanization, sprawl
and environment degradation emerged because d@aisioy automobile ownership
and road congestion. Middle class households mdneed the city for the suburbs
while the poorest population groups and immigrannarities remained in the

downtown areas (Nelson et all, 1995).

In 1970s, Portland used UGB as a tool to contsodé&velopment in the framework
of Oregon’s jurisdiction. As part of Oregon, Pamtlahad to apply Oregon State’s
Growth Management Policies for combating sprawlbfgm. Therefore, it is

important to analyze Oregon’s polici@3enkel, 2004)

3.2.1.1. Oregon’s Growth Management Policy

Urban growth management in the USA is applied inireggular manner. While

European countries apply urban growth manageméninimg policies and land use
regulations throughout national territories, suchigies and regulations are applied
in only a few states in USA. Oregon is one of ti®Aktates, which has the longest
continuing history of statewide growth managemerd &nd preservation. It is a
recognized leader of urban growth management itU8& and many states are now

implementing features of Oregon’s planning (Jur@3)0

Oregon’s urban growth management policy can beidered an outcome of the
growth control movement that took place spontangoasross the United States
during the 1960s and 1970s (Mandelker 1999). SI8a8, Oregon has maintained a

strong statewide program for land use planning.

In 1973, Oregon accepted Land Use Act, settinghepframework needed to carry
out obligatory statewide planning measures. TheslEwmre also created a new
citizens’ board, the Land Conservation and DevelepmCommission (LCDC),

which identified and issued 19 statewide plannioglg The goals express the state's
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policies on land use and on related topics, sudhtaen involvement, housing, and
natural resources preservation, protection of afitcal land, transport and
urbanization (Jun, 2003).

This Act delineated urban growth boundaries aroahdf the state’s cities and
around the Portland metropolitan area (Pendall,2082). State law requires each
city and county to adopt a comprehensive plan &edzoning and land-division
ordinances needed to put the plan into effect.l®bal comprehensive plans must be
consistent with the statewide planning goals. Péargeviewed for such consistency
by the LCDC.

3.2.1.2. Oregon’s Urban Growth Boundary Policies

Oregon'’s the state-wide planning™doal about UGB "urban growth boundary". It
forces cities to estimate future growth and neewsldnd and to plan and zone
enough land to meet those needs. It calls for eitigho establish an UGB to identify
and separate urban reserve area from rural use Anearban growth boundary is
essentially a line drawn around a metropolitan ated delineates where urban
development may take place (inside the UGB) andreviitemay not (outside the

UGB). The main point is to manage growth withoutrpiéting urban sprawl by

restricting development to a well-defined contigsi@uea (Knaap, 2000).

Three of the most important goals of the UGB ledgish are: (1) to protect valuable
farmland from development, (2) to provide for m@féicient urban development,

and (3) to facilitate development by identifyingildable, serviceable land.

The establishment and the change of a UGB is aezatpe process between a city
and the county or counties that surround it. UrBaowth Management Agreements
(UGMAS) are used to establish procedures for coatdin between counties and
cities. UGMAs establish procedures for planning andnaging growth in the
unincorporated area within an UGB and for changimg UGB. For larger urban

areas that include more than one city within an U@&re might be individual
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agreements between each city and the county oe tireght be one agreement
among all of the jurisdictions. The most basic éssn an UGMA is defining a

decision-making structure, roles, and respons#slifor each of the jurisdictions
(Frenkel, 2004).

Land outside UGBs is restricted to farming, forgsind other resource uses.
However, land outside UGBs that is unsuitable &source uses due to terrain and
soils conditions or historical development pattemre given an “exception” status
and allowed low-density development. During theiquer1975-86, local plans were
reviewed by the DLCD, for technical consistencyhmhese and other statewide
planning requirements. Plans that met statewideuin@gents were officially
‘acknowledged’ by the LCDC (Frenkel, 2004).

Although simple in concept, the construction of UGoved difficult in practice.

Part of the difficulty stems from the uncertaintgncerning the rate of urban
development. With the rate of urban developmentettam, determining exactly
how much land to include inside a UGB can be adliff problem. Too little urban

land could cause land price inflation whereas taecimwould not prevent urban
sprawl. However to enhance the possibility of sasfitd growth management UGB
have been accompanied, especially in Portland dmer anetropolitan areas, by a
detailed and comprehensive growth management progvaich details land-uses,
density and transport development (Knaap, 2000).

The UGB is the most prominent part of Oregon’s piag system, and its effects are
probably greatest in the Willamette Valley, whicbntains the state’s richest
farmland and 70% of state’s population. This is iheost conflicts will arise, as

much of the future development in the state wilblgably locate in the Valley

(Marin, 2007).

Oregon is a recognized leader of urban growth memagt in the USA and many
states are now implementing features of Oregorarphg. By 1999, more than 100

local communities were carrying out some form ofBJ&taley and Mildner, 1999).
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On the other hand, the third statewide land usd gets up the foundation of
agricultural and forest land use policy. It statéAgricultural lands shall be
preserved and maintained for agricultural produittegst, and open spaces. These

lands shall be inventoried and preserved by exgusirm use zones”

One of the key goals of the statewide planning @wmgwas the protection of

Oregon’s valuable farmland and farm industry. Ohthe key goals of the statewide
planning program is the protection of Oregon’s aale farmland and farm industry.

It is clear that the program has succeeded inidedigtslowing the pace of farmland

conversion, and directing most development instie WGBs. Between 1987 and
1999, the population in the Willamette Valley iresed by 23%. In those 12 years,
the Valley lost less than 1% of its farmland (40x@es), to rezonings and UGB
additions(Frenkel, 2004).

The statewide planning system has changed therpatfedevelopment in rural
Oregon. There are definitive boundaries betweennsonities and between rural and
urban uses. Most development has successfully fuerrsed inside the UGBS in
Oregon. Therefore, it is differentiated from otlenerican cities, which have grown
uncontrolled. In United States, it is difficult kegislate how and where to build, and
even more difficult to change development patteDespite that, it does not legislate
rigid standards and specific development pattettres,Oregon planning system was
able to assure “efficient” and “compact” developi@un, 2003).

In conclusion, the UGB signaled where developmeatld take place and how
much area would be needed in the future for thetoitfunction as a healthy, fair,
and sound community. The UGB prevented market resluand misallocation of
resources that lead to urban sprawl and develo@handlvantages in suburbs by
internalizing and limiting externalities that mightise through shopping malls,

office parks, and residential development (MardD2).
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3.2.1.3. Portland Experience of UGB

The Portland region has the only elected multipsepregional government in the
US. Voters created Metro in 1978 by merging a negliplanning agency and a weak
metropolitan service district into a new unit ofvgonment with an elected executive

and a council elected by districts (Song, 2002).

State land use laws required Metro to establiskgional urban growth boundary
(UGB) and empowered Metro Council to make bindindjqy decisions regarding

development within the boundary. In 1979, Portlaetl up the first UGB around a

metropolitan area. The UGB is a legally enforcedipke that separates developable
land from rural land around cities and allows logavernments to direct the type
and timing of development projects. Under states|dacal governments can impose
substantial limits on development outside the bampdvhereas inside they use fees,

zoning, tax incentives, and urban services to gthdegrowth (Knaap et al, 2000).
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Figure 3.6.Portland’s Urban Growth Boundary
Source: Jun, 2003.
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The land allowed for urban uses in the UGB is deieed on the basis of 20 years
projections of population and urban land uses, Hjusted every 5 years. The UGB
helps local governments to control urban spatiapaesion onto farm and
forestlands. By supporting urban services suchoaslg, parks, schools, fire and
police protection, and water and sewer systemsUtB8 promotes efficient use of

land, public facilities, and services inside theihdary (Song, 2002).

3.3.Urban Service Areas (Urban Service Limit or Urban Gowth Stopline)

Urban service areas (USAs), the third type of urbantainment policy, are even
more flexible than UGBs. Urban Service Areas arindd as artificial boundaries
established by a municipality beyond which no pubiirastructure services will be
extended. It delineates the area beyond whichinentdan services such as sewer

and water will not be provided (Pendall et al, 2002

Basically, USAs are established by cities to defime limits where they provide
services such as streets, sewer lines, and wats. IFirstly, USAs tend to control
urban sprawl. Any land outside of this USA will nodceive public financed
infrastructure; rather the developer must pay fof they want to develop the land.
This makes most projects outside the USA cost prove for developers and forces
them to either not develop or look within the USIat{nson, 1998)

Second, it allows for the planning of urban deveiepts. USAs provide developers
with perfect information about where the infrasture will be put in; meaning they

can more easily plan urban projects. Lastly, USAhieve desired growth and

development by only installing infrastructure wh#re city wants development thus
providing a developer the incentive to build in sbodesired development zones
(Pendall et all, 2002).

In general, urban service boundaries have hadedhsuccess in containing sprawl,
because they tend to be easily and frequently aetemad the face of political

pressure to accommodate growth, and because thdytdenot be accompanied by
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regulations, aimed at limiting development beyoh& urban service boundary
(Dearborn and Gygi, 1993).

3.3.1. The Minneapolis-St. Paul Urban Service Area

In many states and metropolitan areas, the im#isphonse to this problem entailed a
"pull" policy that restrained new urban growth thet provision of urban
infrastructure, rather than “push” policies of urlmntainment. Pull policies employ
urban service areas or tools designed to link stifu@ture and growth, most notably
APFOs (Adequate Public Facilities Ordinances) oeritig" mechanisms. Urban
service areas resemble urban growth boundariehensense that they create
geographical limits on urban growth (at least urt@mowth that requires the
extension of public water and sewer systems). Hewebhey also tend to be more
flexible and easier to move because they tend toobeerned with the geographical
sequencing of growth rather than its constraintcdloaGovernment Commission,
2005:16).

However, in many cases APFOs or tiering mechanasraesadopted independently,
absent an overall urban service area strategy. Mdéiche motivation for adopting
these policy tools as financial, not geographic thathey sought to reduce the cost
of infrastructure to the communities hosting thevgh. As a result, they do not
always shape growth geographically in an overt itlashAPFOs require that
infrastructure be in place before development ismiteed. APFO programs are
implemented at the municipal or county level, some$ based on guidance or
mandates from state law. They do not necessaripypga an ultimate outer limit on
growth, but they do change the geographical catcafugrowth and some evidence
suggests they do increase densities more than gtoavth boundaries (Pendall et
all, 2002).

Among the best-known tier systems are those in Bapolis-St. Paul, San Diego,
and Palm Beach County. Minneapolis, the largesgtinitMinnesota, is the center of

finance, industry, trade, and transportation fer thpper Midwest. The region is one
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of the fastest-growing metropolitan areas of thelwést. Minneapolis-St Paul is
known as the Twin Cities. Minneapolis is just wekSt. Paul separated from it by
the Mississippi River. In the 1950s there were tigtinguishable and separate urban
centers connected only by a street car servicesti@, as they are now known, light
rapid transit. The trams have long since disappeared the cities have joined
physically. The twin cities is further known fos iaittention to physical environment

and transportation planning (Gow, 2000).

There is a form of metropolitan government in Thei Cities. The Metropolitan
Council was established by the Minnesota legis&atnrl967. It replaced a largely
ineffective body called the Metropolitan Planningr@mission. The mission of the
Metro Council is to “provide leadership in the efige planning of regional growth,
redevelopment and in the delivery of quality regibservices”. Its jurisdiction
covers seven counties in the Twin Cities area. tlet council is not a level of
government in its own right: its taxing powers @&t by the legislature and its
responsibilities are primarily those of co-ordinatiand providing some metro region

scale infrastructure services (The Brookings lastn, 2006).

The Metro Council has the task of reviewing and e@mting on local government
plans. It can require a local authority to modifgamprehensive plan (or part of one)
where the plan may have a substantial impact ocoatain a substantial departure
from metropolitan policies and/or “metropolitan &m plans”. The latter are
effectively infrastructure plans for metro-regioendces. These services cover
sewerage, transportation and regional recreatiomah space and the capital budgets
for these (Gow, 2000).

Responses to growth, in its first years it conaatt on establishing the region’s
infrastructure - transit, highways, parks and opesice, solid waste management and
airports - to serve development. It was a somewiwatarchical, top-down and
expert-driven organization and under it were foepaate agencies operating
sewerage, transit, airports and parks. Each agemcyioned under the umbrella of

the council Johnson, 1998)

51



In 1975, the Metropolitan Council formally estabésl the Metropolitan Urban
Service Area (MUSA), encompassing Tiers | throuighaln area then incorporating
576,000 acres with a population of one million.t¥t acreage, 47 percent (270,000
acres) was already developed and 20 percent (106s8Pes) was vacant and
developable. An additional 189,200 acres were \agah undevelopable due to
environmental constraints. The council had a 20-yelanning framework but
included enough land in the MUSA to accommodate/@irs of growth (Dearborn
and Gygi 1993).

The Development Framework defined an important ttamt the “MUSA line” or
Metropolitan Urban Service Area. This was not adhigfixed line in the land. It
could be moved, and was. However, it identified fmeindary between serviced
urban land (water supply and sewerage) and therviosd, peri-urban rural land
(Goetz et al., 2003)

The Council uses plans for water and sewerage #mel gervices to control the
location of development. Jurisdictions in the metrea are required to prepare
comprehensive plans that are consistent with then€ibs regional plans for

highways, transit, water and sewerage, housingl s@ste management and health.
Council authority, however, extends only to thoseaa considered of regional
significance. The Council and area jurisdictionsoatleveloped the Metropolitan
Urban Service Area (MUSA), where development wolbé encouraged in some
areas and discouraged in others. Urban expansieadh city is negotiated with the
Council in accordance with the regional comprehengian. Service extensions are

granted by the Council on a city-by-city basis,dshen needs (Gow, 2000).
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Figure 3.7.Metropolitan Urban Service Area Map
Sourcehttp://www.metrocouncil.org/about/facts/MUSA2020mzulf , Last Accessed
Date: 25.01.2008.

The MUSA and its associated policies have affettedpattern of development in
the region. New development in the rural areas hf MUSA has declined
dramatically since 1978, two years before the ghoplan was implemented. The
areas where urban services are provided have eggandch manner consistent with
guided growth. Major regional highways and sewerfagédities have expanded only
within the urban area. Neighboring jurisdictionghin the region are kept aware of
each other’s plans to a much higher degree thaorééie Act's passage. Finally, the
importance and primacy of planning on a regionaidhave been established. There
have been many, mostly minor, adjustments to theSMUWoundary line over the
years. Some cities have petitioned the Councihiajor expansions into rural areas

and rezoning requests are expected to folldnirison, 1998)
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In 1976, the Metropolitan Land Planning Act was geals and with it the Metro
Council’'s Development Framework was developed. Meé&opolitan Land Planning
Act of 1976 gave the Metropolitan Council limitedapning authority over the
Minneapolis/St. Paul metro area, a seven-countipnegpvering 3,000 square miles

and home to two million residents (Dearborn andiGyg93).

Both these events signaled a change to a regitenahipg approach. The new policy
was to guide growth. This involved:

» defining an area of land for planned urbanizatiorcluding an “oversupply”
capacity to keep costs down

» coordinating the delivery of regional servicesteas planned for development

* maximizing the return on development by not oeetending services

» accommodating growth in a staged, sequential Brann

* helping communities guide growth through pland davelopment controls.

The Metropolitan Land Planning Acequires that all local governments within the
seven-county area prepare comprehensive plans. duwiter things, these have to
include a land-use plan and a public facilitiesnpl@hey have to deal with
transportation, sewerage, parks and open spaceAdihgaces the Metro Council at
the top of a hierarchy. Its policies provide theibdramework within which local
government comprehensive plans should be developeel.Metro Land Planning
Act ties zoning in with comprehensive plans, whiokans that zoning ordinances

cannot be written which are inconsistent with a poghensive plan.

According to The Brookings Institution (2006), dispits metropolitan planning

institutions, Minneapolis-St. Paul sprawled dragsdly in the 1980s and 1990s, with
a 54 percent increase in its urbanized land batseeka 1982 and 1997. Population
grew only 25 percent during that period, meanirgg thensity declined 19 percent,
from 4.3 to 3.5 people per urban acre. Sprawl aecudespite population growth of

about 15,000 residents each in Minneapolis ané&tl.
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CHAPTER 4

URBAN GROWTH AND ADJACENT AREAS IN TURKEY

4.1. The Forces Shaping Urban Sprawl in Turkey

There are differences between Turkish and Occitlenbanization process because
Turkey has lived neither industrialization nor urlzation related to it, in the 19
century. Urbanization in Western Europe and inlmited States lasted more than
150 years with relatively smooth evolution fromaitio urban community. Although
Turkish cities practiced the transition from tramial to modern urban settlements
during the middle of nineteenth century (Tekeli @@9), the real boom in terms of

urban growth in Turkey took place after the Secdratld War.

Urbanization in Turkey has been motivated by déferfactors and therefore, the
urban space in Turkey in each era has been shapedifferent waves of
urbanization. It seems necessary to view the toansdtions experienced in Turkey
in accordance with the economic growth strategipslitical regimes, and
administration. Trends of urbanization can be aedywithin the historical context
of Turkish urbanization. Urbanization process otkBy can be evaluated in four
periods: from 1923 to 1946 (Early Republican Peridicbm 1946 to 1980 (Postwar
Rapid Urbanization Period), from 1980 to 2000 (Glaation, Localization and

Privatization Period) and 2000 to nowadays (Reodorent of Neo-liberal Trends).
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4.1.1. Urban Growth Forces between 1923 and 1946: Early Reblican

Period

The first period covers the era from the declaratid the Republic to the end of
Republican Party’s rule. This era is the yearsagiaal reforms in every field of the
young Republic and inlhan Tekeli words (1998a) it is the period of radic
modernity. In fact, it covers the two sub-periodseconomic terms: First Liberal
Period until Great Depression in 1929 and the fStgberiod.

It can be told that there are three important camepts of urbanization in the early
republican period of Turkey: Ankara’s declaratiancapital city instead of Istanbul,
railroad policy and plantation of factories in shwties around the railroad after the
Great Depression. These policies were aiming tdd baiination state. Elites of the
Republic endeavored at in the process of urbanizatirban development was vital
for diffusion of these ideas to rural populatiordasuccess of such a modernization
attempt (Tekeli, 1998a:1). Shortly, the urbanizatprocess and the modernization
were closely interrelated. These attempts coulcebbzed in Ankara, with respect to
its growing importance as the capital city. Urbatian of Ankara would be an ideal
model for all cities in the country. The republicagime also spent such efforts in
other Anatolian cities in order to increase thesgnation in the national level. To
summarize, in this period, the state was the hege&mactor in the process of
urbanization it owned the large part of the indystind strictly controlled the

economy (engul, 2001:75).

After Ankara became the capital city, immigraticairged gradually acceleration and
its population increased rapidly. The city displhyge continuous population growth
at the rate of 6.18 percent per year until 1945 witmigration from all over the
country. Nevertheless, the city received populatespecially from the Central
Anatolian provinces (ACC, 1998:57). For controllindpis growth, “Ankara
Directorate of Developments” was established in8192Ankara was the centre of
institutional planning and after 1930’s the expetis gained from Ankara practices
were to be made widespread through “Municipal Qoicsion and Roads Law”,
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“General Health Act'and “Building and Streets Laly giving the municipalities the

task of making plans. After the 1935’s new arrangets were made in order to take
planning practices under discipline and to increhseole of the central institutions,
such as founding planning units under the Ministfynterior and the founding of

“Municipalities Bank” as an institution responsiita preparing development plans
in the name of the municipalities. Being a develeptnand investment bank, its
major function was to provide financial and teclahiassistance to local authorities

for settlement development besides banking opersatio

Consequently, development activities were takirgc@lonly within the municipal
boundaries and there was no measure taken to diveaievelopments out of the
municipal boundary of cities in this period. Thevas incompatibility of plans with
the Turkish cities and they were prepared with feeg&t motivation and ignorance
the application problems. In addition, the muni&itgs have not enough resource,

the plans cannot be properly practiced.

4.1.2. Postwar Rapid Urbanization Period between 1946 an#l980:

Beginning of Sprawl Process

Turkey lived a rapid urbanization process afterehd of the Second World War in
1945. This process led to significant politicalpeemic, and social transformations.
The political and economic liberalism trend spré@adhe international context and
this wave effected Turkey, too. On the politicalesi the transition from a single-
party to a multi-party system was the most impdr{aoiitical change. Moreover,
economic side, Turkey implemented a mixed econakey/rhany other developing

countries.

On the urban side, cities became the attractiomtdor migrants due to the
increasing economic and social utilities, suchhespgresence of a wider range of
goods and services including health and educatstanbul, zmir and Ankara were
the most attractive destination for migrants irs theriod. As result of this massive

migration, Turkey has faced to the formation ofaiter settlements in the fringes of
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cities. We can claim that this is the first perafdemerging of uncontrolled growth in
Turkey. Moreover, governments did not take meastoeprevent the spread of
squatter settlements. In, contrary, they legalihedexistence of squatter settlements
(Tekeli, 1998a:13).

In the 1950s, with the Marshall Aid, the advancedhhology imported from the
United States and the agricultural sector has wguer a modernization process.
This mechanization caused unemployment in the rarehs and accelerated the
migration to urban areas. Ultimately, a large numifepeople were to move from
rural to big cities in search of employment oppoitias and a better standard of
living. Since industrial developments mainly toolage in stanbul, Ankara and
zmir these cities were more attractive than othersst of the migrants preferred
these cities. The other reasons to migrate to tbiéiss is the concentration of social

and economic activities there.

Rural population continued to flow into these setténts without taking into
consideration whether they were capable of absgrthie new incoming power or
not. Newcomers also faced with the accommodati@blpm: It was impossible to
meet their housing need from the urban housing etaikherefore, they built their
dwellings themselves, generally on the public landsl950s, Turkey’s population
increased to more than 44 million from 20.9 milBorUrbanization rate between
1950 and 80 increased even more. It is esteemeé®@HI000 persons have moved
the villages to cities per year in this period. 8030 years, 3.5 millions people
immigrated to cities ( Kartal, 1983:93). As the ulesf this massive migration,
problem of housing shortage emerged at urban af@tises growing only, with
build- and-sell housing supply type, searched fibiep alternative housing supply
types in order to overcome the problems causedidiydensity population. In this
period, there were three housing supply types wiheld different settlement
characteristics. First of these is the build-antfeduction realized at the existing
development areas and at the adjacent areas es ¢Bilgin 2000). Second slice of
urban housing production is (%40-45) realized bsgel housing development and

called as gecekondu. This type of supply, whicleagrat public lands surrounding
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the planned development areas and near the inalusteas, developed as the result
of populist planning policies. The third supply ¢ypis cooperative houses
(approximately 10% of the whole supply ratio). klged income groups with
systematic revenue to own houses with suitableitsteBrogressive construction
techniques and organizations were not used evergkhthey were mass production.
With their sizes, space organizations and equipsnémy modeled mid-income
groups’ apartment standards (Bilgin 2000). To oware housing problem prevailed
in Ankara, lawmakers adopted the Law no 5218 (Lamalling the Ankara
Municipality to Allocate and Transfer Part of Itethd Under Special Circumstances
and Without Having to Comply with The Provisionlaiw no 2490). This law was
valid for Ankara Municipal Area. Law no 5228 (Lawn&buraging House
Construction) extended the jurisdiction of Law n218 to all municipalities in
Turkey. With this law, municipalities were enabled obtain state lands to build

houses.

In that period, the private sector generally pref@rto invest in the western parts of
the country due to the infrastructure facilitiesheTstate gave priority to build
highway construction through the encouragementsestern countries for their own
interest. Investments on the transportation andneonication systems in return

removed the barriers from intermigration.

In the end of 1950s, cities’ uncontrolled growtlolpems increased. In 1956, as
Buildings and Streets Law was not capable of sglitre these problems, Law no
6785: Development Law was brought into force fongdihe institutional base for
transferring the rights of municipalities over piarg to the central government
units. And two years later, Ministry of Reconstrantand Housing is founded in

1958, as a major central controlling actor in tlenping process.
The central government became the major factorhen glanning practice. The

concept of “adjacent areas”, emerged first timee @evelopment problems of the

big cities were tried to be solved by extending lbbeindaries of the plans from the
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municipal boundaries to the “adjacent area” bouiedahat include the surrounding

area as well. The basic properties of the Law r8b6viay be grouped as follows:

Municipalities with a population over 5.000 wereligbd to prepare
“Development and Sewerage Plans” and municipaliigl population less
than 5000 were obliged to prepare ‘Road Directiam®.

Development Plan that were made inside the boynofamunicipality and
its adjacent area must lastly be approved by theidtly of Reconstruction
and Housing after the decision of Municipal Coufmilplan changes.
Development Plans were being prepared for 4 yeads approved by
Ministry of Reconstruction and Housing.

State lands allocated for general services wergeg@d to the municipality

by decision of Ministry of Reconstruction and Hawgs(Kubin, 1994:30).

To summarize, in the aftermath of the 1950s, tlgediies of Turkey in general,
Ankara in particular had to cope with an unprecéetbmate of urbanization under a
new political regime. The cities were not prepatedreceive this amount of
migrants. In addition, the major consequence of thigration was observed as a
severe housing shortage in the big urban centezéekpen 1997: 33). Because the
State could not control migration or provide newi$es, we can see the first kind of
sprawl movements in scattered zones in this pesgecially, immigration has had
a considerable effect on the growth of urban pdmraof Ankara because share of
migrants exceeded all expectations, and had tasatew ways to deal with the

urbanization problems (Keskinok, 2006:55).

After the May 27 military coup of 1960, the new Gttution introduced the concept
of social and welfare state. Thus second plannetgdegan in the history of
Turkish development. The principles of planned ecoywere approved to achieve
structural modifications. Import-substituting indueization model was

implemented for economic development of Turkey.

60



In this period, new institutional arrangements werade, such as the founding of
“State Planning Organization” and another is theetidpolitan Planning Offices”
(Tekel, 2001: 709). In 1965 Metropolitan Plannintiié®@ were established in three
major cities Istanbul, Ankara andmir, whose the basic aim was to think of the city
as a total entity. These offices as departmenh@fMinistry of Reconstruction and
Housing had only the responsibility of preparing thlan having no rights of
approving or implementation. But, these planningelus could not succeed in
establishing the macro-forms they foresaw for thies; as their tasks other than
preparing plan was not well determined, and it m@iseasy to coordinate central and

local administrators.

In the aftermath of the 1960s, a large-scale mignetom rural to urbanized part of
the country has continued. But the flow of unskillabor power to the Western
European countries especially to Western Germasydimainished the rate of rapid
urbanizations (Tekeli, 1998a: 16).

For long-run solution to problem to squatter “Law #/75: Gecekondu Law” was
accepted in 1966. This law had three significantppses: those houses in
‘improvement zone’ would be rehabilitated, thoseus®s in ‘elimination zones’
would be demolished. Finally, for houses in ‘prei@m zones’: cheap housing or
rental housing could be built and suitable landshousing construction could be
supplied by state. Thus, this law legitimated tihespnce of squatter areas and the
squatter areas in the structure of urban areas geaeanteed (Ozuekren 1997:34).
The cities within this era were growing like an-dibp with ever-increasing density.
In addition, the problems of infrastructure, trafiongestion and social equipments
continued to exist and to increase especially uhgl mid 70s. Especially in this
period, squatter houses have become commercial asdeafter 1970 these houses
construction became commercialized. Firms have li@ened to provide land and
equipment for the poor. Amnesty implementations gmdvision of municipal
services have led to the construction of unautkdrapartment blocks by small scale
speculative house builds (Tekeli, 2000: 30).
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In this period, another important factor influehton the change of cities is the
starting of car production in Turkey in 1970s andréasing in the number of car-
owners. With acceleration of industrialization pss in Turkey, light industry has
located at the city center, while heavy industigsted periphery of city. Production
activities began to go further from city center amdjacent areas with the

construction of small-scale industrial sites angboized industrial regions.

In 1972, Development Law has obtained new defingicand rules with the
amendments enacted with the Law no 1605 dated 19¥V2h these amendments,
development activities started to be made outsideieipal boundary and adjacent
areas. Thus, Governorships became responsible tdrotosettlement and
development activities in the areas outside theiopal boundary and adjacent
areas. The widespread implementation of this authby governors would take a
long time. As a matter of fact during this perigdyas only done macro scale land
use plans which named as “the whole city plan”ams cities such as Malatya or
Erzurum (Tekinbg 2000). But, it was implemented in a few numbefites.
These plans foresaw a second-house-type settlermetite coastal areas and new
kinds of settlement areas (such as industrial, tsgu@revention zone and mass
housing) which are socially related to city howephysically disconnected with the
municipal boundaries. In a short period, governipssipreferred to leave making

these kinds of plans due to lack of personnel anupenents.

During this period, the proportion living in urbameas increased from 24,9 % to
43,9 %. In 1945, population living in urban areaaswabout 4.687.102. It was
5.244.337 in 1950 and 19.645.007 in 1980. The droatie of urban population was
averaging 4.19 per annum, which was largely dubedigh rates of migration from

rural to urban areas (TODE, 2002:5).

With these developments, cities grew at the enti9g0s and began to give signals
of congestion (Tekeli 1998b). Furthermore, in oa&d) build-and-sell mechanism
consumed all the planned lands, in other hand;éigeedu” mechanism invaded all

the public lands at the periphery of cities.
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Consequently, import-substituting industrializatiomodel in this period provided
conversion of commercial capital to industrial ¢apithis accumulation model based
on expansion of internal market and incitation ohgumption caused concentration
of population in three big cities. But, this brotugibout some problems such as
accommodation, degradation of nature, providinglipukervices. Although some
solutions in metropolitan scale were tried in jtistee cities (Ankara,stanbul,

zmir), these efforts were not enough to solve spngwrocess.

4.1.3. Globalization, Localization and Privatization Period between

1980 and 2000: Increasing Sprawl Problems

At the very beginning of 1980s, Turkey experieneedeconomic crisis and it has
accepted the 24 January Re-Adjustment Decision lwihmcited the economic
liberalization (Tekeli 1984b:232) and the Turkislinfed forces intervened once
more. The new government explained that it wouldpsut this liberal economic
program. Its aim was to open Turkish economy totevesworld and to integrate it
into the system of global capitalism. In fact, lileation policies were adapted
throughout the world in 80s and aimed at a fundaaidmeak with the old national

developmentalist strategies.

The Turkish experience with economic liberalizatiaith structural adjustment
policies in the period following the 1980s was dical shift in its economic course.
The regime used greater involvement in the indalstation effort and dpplied the
orthodox policies counseled by the Internationalnd@ry Fund in the hope of
restructuring the economy toward greater openneass kberatiori (Keyder and
Oncti 1993:19). With this shift in economic poligidsom import substitution to
export oriented, urban space has become more apdhet manipulations and
speculations of capital. After such a transfornraiim economic strategies, the idea
of investment into large-scale industry was abelisland capital has started to be

invested into the built environment in major cities
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As stated by Keskinok (2006:16), each re-libersilmaperiod in Turkey accelerated
the development in favor of existent growth polk.means unlimited growth of
metropolitan cities. This kind of growth which is favor of firms and sector
focused, inevitably becomes a grave threat for rahtand cultural resources.
Therefore, it can be considered that liberalizatod privatization policies applied
after 1980s allowed opening to development of @dha, which were attractive for

capital.

Important legal arrangements were made in the 80srégulate the operations
applied on the illegally built houses. Law no 28039983 is the most significant law
about this question. This law consisted oftladl illegal construction besides
housing. Industrial and touristic developmentslsoa contributed to irregular
urban development. This law contributed to legiation of squatter houses.
According to this law, unauthorized buildings thetere constructed before
01.01.1983 would be conserved. According t8' agicle of this law, those lands of
the Treasury and Provincial Local Administratiom which there existed illegal
buildings would be transferred to municipalitieslasg as these lands took place

within the adjacent area of the municipalities.

The Mass Housing Law in 1984 is the other important accepted in this period.
With this law, Mass Housing Administration basedtlis law and financial supports
were effective. This law caused a mass housingcaagerative boom in Turkey
through intensive implementations. The lands imge would convert to urban
terrain and increase urban growth in fringe arezkéli, 1998a:22). There are some
factors, which were effective on mass housing aag@iscooperatives, supported by
credit options, selecting location at the periph@iies were insufficient to achieve
big housing projects with requirement for more spaed unfilled spaces. Therefore,
land prices at the periphery were low and publiod& were used for this
development. In addition, municipalities making agative plans responded to these

pressures easily.
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This era has presented with a special focus ofuttiieer fragmentation of the urban
areas under the impact of globalization dynamiashiBd these multi-dimensional
changes, new legal and institutional organizatipfes/ed an important role, too.
Factors such as foundation of metropolitan munltipa with the Law no 3030:
Greater Municipality Law in 1984, transferring dapning authorities from central
government to local governments with the new Law3d®4: Development Law
which was entered into force in 1985, establisineémew municipalities around
the central city and increases in the financiabueses are among the reasons of

spatial changes in metropolitan cities.

In 1984, a new administrative order was institutethe metropolitan cities named
as ‘greater municipalities’ with law no 3030. Thetnopolitan areas considered the
boundaries of the greater municipality. These baued are not defined considering
any scientific aspects and the metropolitan infa@gearea was not taken account in
determining greater municipality boundaries. Thisuhdary definition excluded
some settlements that should be in the metropdditea in terms of economical and
social relations. On the other hand, planning aittee were diversified and
metropolitan areas were fragmented within boundasiethe greater municipalities.
The greater municipality had the responsibilitypoéparing or getting prepared the
development plans. For the areas out of the boigglaf the greater municipality,
the town municipalities were the authorities ofrplang that approve the local plans
prepared. In practice important conflicts emergédh# point. The local plans
prepared for the town municipalities did not coesidhacro-scale policies and this
may determines the development of the form of ibein a way that such macro

plans do not propose.

Within the framework of Law no 3194: Developmenil.&rovincial Directorate of

Public Works and Settlement gave permission forstotion at parcel scale and
this caused development of fragmented housing esstatTherefore, there were
problems in administrative structure in the manag@rand coordination of planning
applications and controlling facilities such asommhal and speculative building, lost

of public lands, lost of agricultural lands etc.
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In 1990s, the policy of privatization gained im@owte. In fact, as Keskinok
(2006:106) said the privatization and planning htoreseen two opposed kind of
development. While former put forward the marketimarchic and unequal
development, the latter consists of planning arghwoizing development in equal
way for public interest. In 1994, the Privatizatickdministration has been
established with the Law no 404@\ccording to Keskinok (2006:108) this law and
institution have been most powerful attack to piagrsystem in Turkey because
with the privatization, common propriety and larttsve been sold to big capital
holders and this law caused the creation of coevenambiance for rents and

speculation.

A reflection of this age on the cities was the dé@dization of the industrial

production. Big enterprises in 1990s, have incréatepower in urban areas with
large scale investments to build edifice such agpgimg malls, five star hotels and
business centers and major Turkish cities have rhectihe market of speculative
profits ( engul, 2001: 89). The other important trend of tperiod concerning

urbanization was the movement of high and middée#ine groups to areas passing
over the rings of squatter development. The wegitimiddle classes increased and
they started to move to satellite cities or suborbeeas, which are placed even
farther than squatter districts already surroundimg cities. The new upper class
members also moved to the suburbs more luxuriouseBoand more secure

communities named as gated communities.

To sum up, in these years, while these liberalcpdi and privatization eroded the
power of nation state, they enforced local autlesitn terms of using urban space,
created significant rent for big capital holderBeTocal governments started to open
to development more than needed and tried to mabanuland more attractive in
favor of big construction firms. Thus, the urbaaspwas perceived as a commodity
with a high exchange value and the plots of laneeharned to be suitable for land

speculation and sprawling of cities started to bezaincontrolled.

* Concerning Arrangements for The ImplementatioRri¥atization and Amending Certain Laws and
Decrees with The Force of Law
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4.1.4. Reinforcement of Neo-liberal Trends and Efforts toCreate
“World City” after 2000

The new world order model proposed by Multinatiofiahs, international financial
organizations such as IMF and World Bank has sugdeto globalization and
integration of capital. In other words, the maingmse of these neo-liberal policies
is to abolish all the restriction, mainly natiomtst, which prevents free movement of
capital (Ersoy and Keskinok, 1997).

With these policies, competition among cities ogioa has replaced with
competition among states. Therefore, local and oredi scale policies have
substituted national scale to increase their comnpetability. These cities and
regions have tried to enhance their attractivertesdraw multinational firms to
invest.  Thus, they will integrate more to intdiomal financial system. These
policies caused unlimited growth of cities and aeh urban spatial pattern and
urban planning. This uncontrolled growth resultedhvihe real estate and land
speculation. Urban space is commoditized and thesfaiming just profit neglected

the bad consequences of their policies for naamdlcultural resources.

In regard to Turkey, the market-oriented laws ate@pafter 2000s, aimed to
facilitate the movements of capital and to let fieeculation of foreign capital
unconditionally with concomitant to neo-liberal veain international arena. These
neo-liberal policies displayed its impact in urbareas and the laws concerning
urban management with Law no 5393: Municipality L.dww no 5216: Greater
Municipality, Law no 5302: Provincial Local Admimiation Law etc. Guler (2004)
claimed that these policies have predicted "publigate partnership” to provide
public services. It can be told that the meaningitken and public services has
changed. Consequently, this process might incite giiting into debt of

municipalities.

With Law no 5373, Land Office was abolished andaiishorities were transferred to

Mass Housing Administration. After this amendméngss Housing Administration
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was authorized to prepare and to get prepared a@wvent plan and to change it, in
the areas where to be implemented the Urban Tranat®mn Projects. In addition,
the MHA collaborating with private sector intensdiits efforts to produce house for
profit. Thus, MHA helped the acceleration of moveiseof capital for private
sector. In these years, Mass Housing Administragimbarked on build new houses
in all over the country, especially in the big e#ti Between 1984 and 2006, Mass
Housing Administration granted 331.012.405,27 YTdube credit to 3.293 projects
for 944.507 houses (Ak n, 2007).

With Law no 5216: Greater Municipality Law in 23.2004, the authorities of
greater municipality have been reinforced. This kaal given to local authorities the
responsibility of selling public lands, using thémorder to intervene into the urban
land market or creating funds with public interetiectives. According to 27
article of this act, the responsibility of the amjat areas under the greater

municipality boundary was given to greater munitis (Duyguluer, 2006).

According to this new law in force, boundaries bé tGreater municipalities are
determined to a radius scale according to its @djmul. For cities with less than one
million population, the radius was considered as K20., for cities with the
population from 1 million to 2 million the radiusas considered as 30 km., and the
cities with more than 2 million population the nasliwas accepted as 50 km. Thus,
the boundaries of the greater municipalities inkéyrhave been expanded since the
law has been accepted and these greater munimpaluthorities were reinforced.
In addition with Greater Municipality Law, town migipality problems have been
tried to be solved by connecting them to the greatenicipalities as first degree

municipality.

The boundaries of Istanbul and Kocaeli Greater Nipality are defined as the city
property boundaries. For other greater municigaljti the boundaries were
determined according to their existing governorghigiding as the center under the

limitation of the municipality boundaries.
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In 2005, Law no 5393: Municipality Law was approvédhis law can be perceived
as beginning of process of privatization on muratigs. According to this law,
Municipalities could establish enterprise and geb idebt for the works needed
foreign source by taking the opinion of “Underséarg of Treasure”. With these
amendments, “the citizens benefiting from publievees replaced with client”
(Keskinok, 2006:56). According to the Qrticle titled ‘Land and Housing
Construction’ of the law the municipality has besiowed to produce land with
infrastructure, mass house and to buy, rent orlaetl, expropriate, exchange land
and collaborate with related administrative ingiitos and banks and develop

projects with them within the municipal and adjdcarea boundary.

Consequently, it can be claimed that with neo-lbegyolicies, the movement of
international capital has left out national plamnipolicies and legislation. In this
new period, in which the nation-state was bothatliyeand indirectly under threat
and in which the concept of "competitive cities ardions” was introduced as an
external intervention, the planning problems of thban space are handled only
according to the interests of the great multinationompanies. This situation

resulted in the sacrifice of the natural and caltvalues in order to gain more profit.

4.2.Problems about Controlling Urban Growth in Turkey

4.2.1. Authority Confusion

In Turkey, there has been a delegacy conflict Ibettveen the central authority and
greater city municipalities and within differentmstries of the central authority and
even between the different district municipaliteasd greater municipalities, due to
the definition of responsibilities and delegaciemmain unclear in the legal
arrangements on the planning process. The soloficthe conflicts mentioned was
left to the courts. Because harmonization couldbeteached between the planning
legislation and local administration, the probleomsplanning system and delegacy
continue to be indeterminate. Moreover, the ovewdpadministrative and legal

limitations on delegacy brings different problemigwitself.
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There have been different planning concepts inplh@ning and development law.
While some of these concepts could be met in theeDpment Law and related by-
law, which are designed to regulate the operatigheolaw, the others, can be met in
other laws and legal documents. In the metropobi@as of Turkey, lots of central
and local authorities are responsible and holdgaelg for the spatial planning and
development. In the conservation areas, cultura touristic development and

protection zones, in the touristic areas, speaw&irenmental protection zones, the
responsibility/delegacy of planning is left to éifént Ministries of the central

authority.

The spatial plans in Turkey are defined in two nm&gales, names of which are not
generally talked about: Macro-Scale-Plans (Regiétahs) and Micro-Scale-Plans
(Development Plans). The development plans canlasdivided into two parts as
Structure Plans and Implementation Plans. Anotigee of plans which has been
defined in the Barticle of the law titled “Definitions” is ‘Land WsPlan’. This type

of plan should be considered as a high-scale-plan.

Although this plan is the content of its definitionthe 5th article (titled Definitions)
of the Law, it takes no place in the definitiondgvelopment plans. In short, we can
talk about 3 main planning scales, when we asdessre¢lated articles of the
Development Law, which are Regional Plans, Land Blmns and Development
Plans. Metropolitan Area Development Plans whichld¢mot be met in the Articles
of ‘Definitions’ and “Planning Scales” of the Lawor3194: Development Law,
however takes place in the 9th article of the Lémvudd also be placed between the

regional plans and land use plans in term of swadescope (Ersoy, 2007:122).

Although the definitions, scales and by whom theil e implemented are not
exactly clear, it can be derived from tHB &nd @" Articles of the Development Law
and also from the By-Law on the Principles of Plagh There had been a

continuous confusion and conflict between the Migisof Public Works and

® Before its name was “By-Law About the Principlestioe Making of Development Plans and
Changing Them”. It was changed in 2001.
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Settlement and the Ministry of Environment and Base and later with the
enforcement of the Law no 4856 titled ‘Law on theg&hization and Duties of the
Ministry of Environment and Forestry’ dated 2008 ttonflict was concluded to the
favor of this Ministry. However, with some laws puato force after 2004 (Law no
5216 Greater Municipality Law, Law no 5302: Provald.ocal Administration Law,

Law no 5393: Municipality Law) the problems that avimolds the delegacy of

drawing Land Use Plans and in what scale arisenagai

A new plan definition arose (Provincial Land Usex)l and a new authority of
planning was also added to the planning agenciewitiRial Local Administration).

The discussions on the scale problems were to vedsdy the ‘Law no 2872
Environment Law amended with the Law no 5491’ emdobn April 26", 2006

(Ersoy, 2007:129).

The Law no 5216: Greater Municipality Law and Law 5302: Provincial Local
Administration Law have some regulations about mpiag activities and
administration of metropolitan areas. By force &k tLaw no 5216 Greater
Municipality Law, the delegacy to prepare 1/100@lsd Implementation Plans as
local plans are given to the district municipasitiand first-degree municipalities.
First-degree municipalities were the town munidtpged, which were within the
greater municipality boundaries, however indepenhdenterms of the planning
delegacie$. Before town municipalities benefited the right pfanning and
implementing their own Structure and Implementat®lans as indicated by the
“Law no 1580: Municipality Law”, According to Lawon5216, they are holding the
same rights, privileges and responsibilities asdisérict municipalities. Since, that
there exists no other local authority in metropwiitareas of authority, which are

independent of the metropolitan administrationimportant to the effectiveness of

6 Together with law no 3030 in 1984, a new admiatste order was founded, the metropolitan areas
were divided into three portions, where the comfusis further intensified by the authorities of
different municipalities: the greater municipalithe district municipalities, the town municipadii
The greater municipality has had the responsibiftypreparing or getting prepared the development
plans. For the areas out of the boundaries of thatgr municipality, the town municipalities are th
authorities of planning that approve the local plarepared. In practice important conflicts emextge
this point. The local plans prepared for the towmitipalities might cause uncontrolled development
of metropolitan area in a direction which is indstent with the macro-scale policies.
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plans of a metropolitan scale, it is an importanhgple brought by the Law no
5216.

The article of Ersoy (2007) titled ‘The ProblemRi&nning Scales and Macro Scale

Planning in our Development Legislation’ takes gieto of the last situation after

the amendments in the legislation.

Tablo 4.1 Planning Scales and Delegacies

PLAN PLANNING [SCALE PLANNING  |PLAN LEGAL
NAME AREA AUTHORITY |APPROVAL BASE
AUTHORITY
Regional [Region Indefinite State PlanningState Planning [Law no 3194
Plan Organization |Organization Development
Law
Provincial |Area within Indefinite Provincial LocaProvincial Local |[Law no 5302
Land Use [Provincial Administration |Administration |Provincial
Plan Boundary with related Local
Municipalities  JAdministratio
n Law
Metropolitan|Metropolitan  [Indefinite Ministry of Ministry of PubliclLaw no 3194
Area Area Public Works [Works and Development
Developmer and SettlementsSettlements Law
Plan
Land Use [Regionand [1/50.000 Ministry of Ministry of Law no 5491
Plan Basin 1/100.000 |Environment |Environment and/Amending
and Forestry |Forestry Law no 2872
Environment
Law
Structure  [Area within 1/25.000 Greater Greater Law no 5216
Plan Boundary of Municipalities [Municipality Greater
Greater Municipality
Municipality Law
Structure  [Municipal Area|1/5.000 All Related Law no 3194
Plan and Adjacent |1/2.000 Municipalities [Municipality Development
Area Law
ImplementatiMunicipal Area|1/1000 All Related Law no 3194
on Plan and Adjacent municipalities [Municipality Development
Area except for Law
greater
municipalities

Source: Ersoy, 2007.

The planning delegacy of the Greater Municipality mot only limited to

implementation and preparation of the structureplscaled between 1/25000 and
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1/5000 but also included the acceptance and appodvdie Provincial Land Use
Plans (can be scaled both 1/50000 and 1/100006¥&sted in the Provincial Local
Administration Law. In the Law no 5302: Provinciabcal Administration Law
dated February 29, 2006 it is stated that “the provincial land udanpis to be
prepared by greater municipalities and provinmakl area administration under the
coordination of the governor and later subjecth® approval of both the municipal

and provincial councils”.

4.2.2. Partial Planning Approaches

The partial plan has been defined as a plan prdparehe areas that are outside the
existing development plan boundaries is not argnated position with this plan and
it provides social and technical infrastructureuisgments in its own plan boundary.
Definition of partial plan is mentioned in the "Byw Concerning Development
Plan Preparation and Plan Changes" of Law no 3D8¢elopment Law. In Turkey,
partial plans have been generally used for ansgyesame demands in a short time
and bringing rapid solutions without any researchtial plan implementations,
particularly in metropolitan cities, has brought rbdn sprawl" formation into
agenda, in far and close urban environment andria areas, that have provided a

relative accessibility.

Partial plans can be prepared on the lands botitieirend outside the boundary of
municipality and its adjacent area. Partial plaplementations, inside the boundary
of municipality and its adjacent area, are underdbontrol of related municipality.
Partial plan implementations, outside th®undary of municipality and its
adjacent area, are under the control of relate@d®rates of Public Works and

Settlement.

If the partial plan area is inside the existingelepment plan boundary, partial plans
should be prepared according to the plan decismms$ planning brief of the
development plan. On the other hand, partial ptamsalso be prepared on the lands

outside the development plan boundaries without roaacale plan decisions.
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Planning conditions and criteria of partial plane eonsidered by the related public
institution according to the general charactersst€ the province. Therefore, these

planning conditions and criteria may vary from pnoe to province.

After the mid 1980s, the number of partial plan iempentations increased opposite
to macro-scale plan decisions (Keskinok, 2006:1@rtial plans were usually
prepared for, secondary housing areas and toufastility areas on coastal sides, for
mass housing areas and industrial areas in urlyage§. Speculators used partial
plans for their own benefits. With partial plansargularly in fringe areas of

metropolitan cities, a leapfrog and dispersed urfialnic was formed and land use

decisions was not adapted and integrated throwegte thcattered urban areas.

The amnesty law 2981 that was brought into forcd 984, more than being an
amnesty for the gecekondu'’s, was rather an attéongpartmentalize the gecekondu
areas, which to a high degree made planning lassmeaning. With this new law
besides the squatter areas the areas where pliyestjaatters may develop were
also included for developing improvement plans. sehelans are prepared and
approved by the district municipalities without sa@rering the policies of the macro-

scale plans.

Instead of macro-scale plan, cities were formedhwiartial and independent
interventions. The logic of these plans have beefint rapid solution without any

research and to make them within the boundarighewnership. Thus after the
1980s development of cities was rarely directednlagro-scale plans, but was rather
the sum of local plans and improvement plans, whighalso not considered within

a macro-plan but started and ended within their planning boundaries.

4.2.3. Land Speculation

Land speculation is nurtured by the tendency ofingsvtowards most profitable
investment, depending on the gap between the gyadiight by the real estate and
profit brought by other instruments of investmdnt.other words it is a “wait and
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see” situation against short-term fluctuations @alrestate prices (Geray et al,
1999:44). This is because of that the land is laosliecure and individually effective
instrument of investment due to the continuoustagh inflation rate. However, this
situation results in a pointless expansion of tliges where the high-profit-
expectations of speculators as the proprietorsaatl land houses in the urban
development zones put pressure towards expanst@nd@termining factors of the
prices of urban land are the position of the urkmmd (its closeness to the city
center), its physical and social infrastructure #rellegal limitations concerning the
land (such as construction permit and the numberstofey allowed by the

development plans).

In Turkey, increasing inflationist pressures anel sharcity in the variety of financial
instruments has accelerated the land speculatidmeade its impacts to continue for
a long time because urban land has been more s&ouestment instrument.
Moreover, the rural immigration towards urban are@gch has started in 50ies and
continuously increasing until its sharp breakthtougthe first years of 80ies and its
indispensable result namely “Gecekondu” areas gading the cities together with
the clientalist attitudes of local policymakers édaltogether made urban land as the
most important instrument of the land speculati®he land without any urban
infrastructure surrounding the great cities whielnyally belongs to public has been
an instrument of sweeping urban rent as time ggesie “Gecekondu” areas which
in the beginning only providing a source of incotoehe “land mafia” by providing
them to sweep the rent of enclosing and sellingotitdic land or the land under the
ownership of other people to the new immigrantshef city has later served as a
source of income for low-income groups through theans of “providing land

registry, permit for adding storey etc...”.

The Condominium Law which had been put into foredoke 1965 has served to
increase the surplus value sourcing from the matwufing of construction by
supporting industrial accumulation. While the laoggital owners were engaging
themselves to the industrial investments, the udraas were exposed to a process

of placing high blocks of flats dominated by thegedure of “build and sell'.
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During 1970ies the “Gecekondu” amnesties has mdult a change in the meaning
of “gecekondu” s, which first served only as a ®reltook over also a commercial
role. This resulted in the takeover of the puldicd by private proprietorship and the

income generated from the urban land was usedpmosticapital accumulation.

The year 1980 has been the starting point of aerewwhich is called globalization.
With globalization, the policies were adopted todgascaling down of the state and
assigning the private sector to make economic aothlsinvestments with aim of

abolishing barriers in front of the private sectds. a result of the new structuring
policies adopted, the state has took the leadifginoinvesting in areas where the
private sector lack due to the low-profit ratesegaring the legal framework to
accelerate capital movements and regulating the&kehawhile scaling itself down

also in the area of public services to let it tivgmle sector, no matter domestic or
international. During these years, the constructibeatellite settlements around the
great cities especially targeting high-income g®lyy the public investment has
resulted in land speculation created by the govemmitself, which made it

impossible to implement decisions taken by plansrban areas.

In a newspaper article dated Octobel"2R005 (Vatan), it is stated that the land
speculation has changed the implementation area pfoject. According to the
article, Mass Housing Administration of Turkey paeing a project of 23 thousand
dwellings on the Ankara-Eskhir Highway had to give up this project due to the
triple to quadruple increase in land prices becadishe delay in the approval of the
development plan. Mass Housing Administration dedahat it will keep the new
implementation area of the project as a secret. flaes made are not totally
invalidated by the land speculation. However, I@péculation makes it impossible
to control development of the cities and thus le@dan unplanned expansion. As a
result of this, the urban areas which did ariseheeiunder the control nor in
accordance with the willingness of the local adstmations will hamper the building
of infrastructure and delivery of urban services tg municipalities and will

increase the cost of delivery of both infrastruetand urban services.
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4.3. Adjacent Areas as a Tool of Urban Containment in Tukey

4.3.1. The Concept of Adjacent Area

Adjacent area is defined as a neighbor area to micipality in dictionary. In
Development Terms Dictionary, It is defined as déineas impacted by urban sphere
and controlled by a municipality according to depehent law. And adjacent areas
of Greater Municipalities is constituted from surhatl adjacent areas of district

municipalities (Bolat et al., 1998:80).

Adjacent areas, according to fifth article of Deyghent Law, are the areas
controlled by municipalities. But, according to Mand Arslan (2003), adjacent area
boundaries are not administrational boundariea.rnfunicipality is established, legal
personality of villages within this area is aboéishhowever in adjacent areas; the

villages keep their legal personality.

The authority given to municipalities especiallyoabdevelopment and for special
occasions have displayed great variability as tigees by and included the
administrative and financial activities. In one sentwo kinds of task areas were
created. The first of these is the area within mhenicipal boundary regulated
according to Law no 1580: Municipality Law (now Lawe: 5216) while the other is

adjacent areas (Arslan and Maz , 2003).

4.3.2. Changing Meaning of Adjacent Areas: Planning, Respusibilities

and Control of Adjacent Areas

The adjacent area concept has occupied the Typlasiming agenda since the 1950s.
During the period between 1923 and 1945, from fatiod of the Republic to the
beginning the World War 11, Turkey tried to empowiseternal markets by increasing
its industrial investments and improving its tramdption network. This
industrialization process shaped the urbanizatioegss in Turkey and felt mostly in
Ankara and Istanbul. In fact, growth rate in thédaur population of Ankara was

higher than the average rate for Turkey. Urban {adjoun of Ankara increased from
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74.553 to 288.536 between 1927 and 1950 years. Mbans it quadrupled in 20
years.The reason for this increase was the new role magitpr Ankara as being the

capital city of the young Republic.

In the large cities of Turkey, rural-urban migratied to an increase in the demand
for housing. Because of insufficient policies ofvgmment to provide house, new-
comers have satisfied their residential needs bydibg informal settlements,
particularly in the peripheral areas of large eiti@he squatter housing, which are
called “gecekondu” in Turkish, are consistent feasuof cities in many developing

countries.

The year in which the Law no 1580 promulgated i80L9This is the first Law in
which the municipalities were given many respoiisiés by the central authority.
The responsibilities of the municipalities in thew take place in 74 different
articles. Mapping, land registry, making developtnefans, programming their
investments according to plans and more importamtiggking the five-year-
development-plans can be among those respongbiliihe Law no 2290 dated
1933 called ‘Law on Municipality, Construction aRdads’ which had been in force
up to the year 1957, had been inadequate and hadesm able to go beyond
constructions within the municipal borders and amger limited conditions. In this
period, development activities were taking placelyowithin the municipal
boundaries, the settlement pressure around tles @tuld not be oppressed and the
number of uncontrolled and squatter settlementg wentinuously increasing. There
was no measure taken to control the situation.dres the Law was, no doubt,
inadequate to meet the needs of its péridd we said before there was a need to
meet the pressure towards settlement in the anatasfahe municipal boundaries,
however, in this Law there were no clauses conngrthie problem. Exactly at this

point, the Law no 6785 introduces the notion ofaadnt areas’.

" In the preamble of the Law No 6785, it was statet the Law No 2290 (Law on Municipality,
Construction and Roads) was inadequate to exeem&apment works, it had rather the quality of a
regulation then of a law, and inadequate to meeti:¢see The Preamble of the Law No 6785,
Period: X, Law Term:2, No:73).
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The objective of adjacent area was to interveneediatiely to squatter area around
metropolitan cities. The main aim behind this notwas the prevention of land
speculation, illegal construction and disorderedding in the zones of possible
development. According to Tekinb#1992), the legal regulation of adjacent area,
which came in to force with Law no 6785: Developineaw, was a “precaution”

when we took into consideration the problems ofnrbation of that era.

In fact, this situation was clearly put in the dissions in the National Assemblyf
Law no 6785. In the minutes of the Law no 6785 dafene 2%, 1956, the
representative of Kocaeli of that time, Sadettin rdatook the floor and expressed
that the related articles of the Law would end mpmportant difficulties in terms of
application. According to him, with the promulgatiof the related articles of the
Law, many citizens living outside the city, who areneed would not be able to
build their own houses according to the decisiontted Development Council
anymore. The situation might not bring about imaotfproblems in great cities, but
it certainly would in small cities and provinceserefore, the people who could not
find or afford land within the city could naturalbuild their houses in the outer city.
Especially, the municipalities responsible for theforcement of this Law will
prevent many of our citizens who live in villagdese to municipal center to build

their own houses, by extending its enforcementdase villages.

After Yal m, Himmet Olgmen went on the floor on laéfhof the Tentative Council
and stated that the dismay of Yal m was not a prope, on the contrary to what he
said the most beautiful area in the way of the egjmm of a city might lies out of the
municipal boundaries such as the workers’ settlesnand in these areas which are
out of the municipal boundaries the constructiomldde permitted by the proposal
of the Province and approval of the Ministry of RulWorks. He added that the
construction of “Gecekondu”s would not be permitteyymore in the most beautiful
places of the city and that areas which could rpbsed to parcellation for the time

would become the most beautiful place of the ciityiv the forthcoming one or two

8 47" acticle of Law no 6785: Development Law was atepn the Turkey Grand National
Asembly, after Saadettin Yal m (Kocaeli) and tenapyrrepresantative Hikmet Olcmen (Konya)
discussed. (see TBMM Zab t Cendiresi, Seksen Birimikat, Devre X, Cilt:12,¢tima:2, 25.VI.1956
Pazartesi, pp.495-496)
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years. So, he put out the reason why adjacent aresed by emphasizing that the

article would not lead to the impediment of constian, but on the contrary only

would hinder construction of illegal buildings aoficourse ‘Gecekondu’s.

* The term of “adjacent
areas” entered in Turkish
Development Law.

* Adjacent areas were defined
as areas adjoining municipal
boundary, which required for
the prospective expansion of
the city.

v
* With the Law no
1605, Adjacent
areas concept in
Law no 6785:
Development Law
was amended.

+Adjacent areas did
not have to adjoin
with municipal

*Adjacent areas also
mean as sources of
income for
municipalities.
Municipal taxes could
be collected in
adjacent areas, too

government to local :
governments. H

*Adjacent areas were :
defined as areas under :
the control and:
responsibility of:
municipalities and did :
not have to adjoin with :
municipal boundary and :
might comprise villages 2

THE IMPORTANCE OF SPATIAL, THE IMPORTANCE OF
FUNCTINAL AND ECONOMIC CONTROLLING
RELATIONSHIPS SPATIAL, FUNCTINAL
AND ECONOMIC ISSUES
1956 1972 1981 1984 1985 2004
> VI \VN'thL 3194
" = * With the Law no Sy LR ANNg Y 8 v
L:;\rv::eﬂzscfé;)ewlopment 2464: Municipal planning authorities I« With Law no 5216:
Income Law transferred from central 1 Greater Municipality

Law, the authorities of
greater municipality have
been reinforced and
boundaries of the greater
municipalities have been
determined to a radius
scale according to its
population

¢ Town municipalities
within greater
municipality boundary

have been converted to
the first-degree
municipality.

boundary and
might  comprise
villages

\4
* With Law no 3030: Greater
Municipality Law, the
Authority changes of adjacent
areas.

v
* With Law no 3239 Law no 1319:

*The borders of greater Property Taxes Law amended,

municipality consist of the
administratively dependent
municipalities and their
adjacent areas.

+Buildings within the boundaries of
adjacent areas are subject to
collection of property tax by the

. o related municipality.
*Planning authorities were

diversified and metropolitan
areas were fragmented within
boundaries of the greater
municipalities.

Figure 4.1.Milestone of the concept of adjacent areas.
Prepared by: Thesis Writer

In this part, “adjacent area” concept can be amalyin four main periods. First

period is between 1956 and 1972. This period iatedl with the adjacent areas

entered in Turkish Development Law (law no:6789)he second period includes

between 1972 and 1980. Necessity of adjacent amdgsning with municipal

boundary was abolished in this period. During tiuetiod between 1980 and 2004,

economic and functional meaning of adjacent areaseimerged with Law no 3194:
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Development Law, Law no 2464 Municipal Income Lavwddaw no 1319: Property
Taxes Law, and Law no 3030: Greater MunicipalityvL& he last period begins in
2004 with Law no 5216: Greater Municipality Law wgfions concerning to provide

the control of integrity of adjacent areas.

4.3.2.1. Adjacent Areas in Law No 6787: Developmehfaw between
1956-1972: The Importance of Spatial Relationship

The adjacent area concept was firstly stated it6 M@t 47" article of Law no 6785:
Development Law. According to 47Article of Law no 6785, adjacent areas were
defined as areas adjoining municipal boundary, Wwhexquired for the prospective
expansion of the city. The decrees of Law no 67188&velopment Law makes it
possible to characterize the adjacent areas antimkipal growth areas (especially
the urban growth) or the areas where the uncoatt@lowth should be taken under
control. For a land to be announced as adjaceat #ne proposal of municipality,
decision of Provincial Board of Directors and apalaf Ministry of Reconstruction
and Housingare required.

According to 1st Article of Law no 6785, all publand special construction
activities were subjected to this law within boundaf municipality. And this law
was comprised within municipal boundary. With™4article of Law no 6785:
Development Law the authority given to municipabtion development would be

comprised adjacent areas, too.

° In 1958 Ministry of Reconstruction and Housinddasnded up for the purposes of planning villages,
towns, cities and regions, working on residencecpoand building materials, taking precautions
before and after disasters, setting up Urban itrfreture and organizing the relationships between
municipalities  (See http://www.bayindirlik.gov.tr/english/tarihce.php Last Accessed Date:
08.07.2007)
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Figure 4.2. Adjacent areas according to Law no 6785
Adapted from: Tekinbgal995.

Adjacent areas should adjoin with municipal bougd&or example, in Figure 4.2
adjacent areas of both Municipality A and MunicifyaB adjoin with the municipal
boundaries. Those areas determined by taking pateekpansion areas into
consideration.

The Development Regulation reveals criteria in deieing adjacent areas.
According to the Regulation, Municipalities the posal of an area to be announced
as adjacent area needs to meet at least one @dlkbwing conditions according to
the Article 47 of Development Law:

» The need for a common order in these areas #iegeare prospective construction
sites or countryside because of social relatich@se areas.

» To avert risks arising from not adopting devel@minplan in terms of both

urbanization and housing.
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* The need to determine their construction situatloe to their topographical and

geological conditions?

The decrees of Law no 6785: Development Law implgetke by the municipalities
within the boundaries of both municipalities angaadnt areas. There are no decrees
about development implemented to the areas @uthiolse boundaries. As a result
of this, the need for counteracting against setl@naround cities away from any
kind of control arises. With the help of the Law 6785 the development plans

which were limited to the municipal boundaries enghed to include adjacent areas.

In the legislation, it has been clearly stated thatdetermination of the boundary of
adjacent areas are assessed according to certdériacr The demands for

determination of adjacent areas are concluded ditpto these criteria. As it can be
understood from the reasoning of Article 47, ther Bdopted the aim of a rapid
intervention to squatter settlement, which coulebserved around the great cities in
those years.

During these years every kind and scale of plan sudgect to the approval of the
same central authority, no problems were met inlempntation of the Law and

Regulation. According to Tekinba2000), “The Ministry of Reconstruction and
Housing had approved adjacent areas with ‘The Asfjpérea Plans’ and set, as
well, development rules concerning these areas cedpe in the fields of

construction and prohibition of construction.”

4.3.2.2. Adjacent Areas in Development Law betweek972-1980: The

Importance of Spatial and Functional Relationship

47" Article of Law no 6785: Development Law has obégimew definitions and

rules with the amendments enacted with the Law6td Hated 1972. This law states

9 Under these circumstances and under the condftrthis area is not the adjacent area of another
municipality, the borders of adjacent areas deteechiwith the decision of Provincial Board of
Directors and approval of Ministry of Reconstrunti@and Housing. Within these borders,
development law, development regulation and otbgall rules are implemented by the municipality,
of which proposal is approved.
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that in determining adjacent areas there is no t@edjoin municipal boundary and

that adjacent areas also include villages.

.
O —

\— ===  Boundary of province

]—--—- Boundary of district

m Boundary of municipality

} -------- Boundary of adjacent area
E Authority Areas of Municipality
{7‘ Authority Areas of Governorship
A,B’C Municipalities

a, b Viliages

Figure 4.3 The spatial change of adjacent areas after trendments enacted with
the Law no 1605 dated 1972.
Adapted from: Tekinbgal995.

For example, think about municipalities A, B andlOs possible that municipality
A adjoins its adjacent area and it also possiblerannicipality B does not adjoin its
adjacent area. There can be adjacent areas belptmymore than one municipality

within the boundary of a province or city (see Fgd.3).

Beyhan (2000) focused on the change in the dedfmiif adjacent area after this law.
In the past, the adjacent area was only signifgirsgatial continuity of the municipal
areas but later it started to signify a connecliefi@ctual continuity, too. Mostly

municipalities use the areas, which are not contiguto them for several technical

services such as water, energy and sewerage sygi@mover, some municipalities
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in coastal areas were able to control tourististgavhich are not contiguous to their

boundaries.

While amendments brought about by Law no 1605 hadnga lot of tasks and

authority to Ministry of Reconstruction and Housiestablished with Law no 7716,
the annex 7, annex 8 of Law no 1605 and the rdguldiased on these annexes
published on the official gazette dated Octobéf, I®75, were altogether pointing
to development activities outside municipal bougdand adjacent areas and
investing authority to control this untouched area Governorships and again

Ministry of Reconstruction and Housing.

4.3.2.3. Adjacent Areas in Law no 3194: Developmehtw and Other
Legal Arrangements between 1980-2004: The Importaecof

Spatial, Functional and Economic Relationship

The fundamental result of the determination of anea as the adjacent area of the
municipality has been the delegacy of municipalitie undertake development
activities on that area since the terms enteredathie However, after 1980, adjacent

areas mean more than development activities to cipatities.

4.3.2.3.1. Adjacent Areas in Law no 3194: Development Law

Law no 3194: Development Law came into force in3.88d led to the abolishment
of the Law no 6785: Development Law. According taticle of Law no 3194, the
‘adjacent area’ was defined as ‘being under théaity of municipalities’. 48
article of Law no 3194 reveals that the adjaceeasitcan comprise the villages and
gives to the Ministry of Public Works and Settlerntre right to approve by itself.
It means that the Ministry can take the ex-officampetence of plan preparation and
approval about adjacent areas if it finds necesdaumyguluer, 2005). Law no 3194
enacted in 1985 substituted the amended Law no &@8%ontains differences about
adjacent areas as follows:
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While 1* article of Law no 6785 limits the area coveredthwy law to municipal

boundary, the ? article of Law no 3194 terminates these limitsstating that all

official and private buildings whether within theunicipal boundaries or not are

covered to the decrees of this law.

While there was no definition of adjacent areashm Law no 6785, in the's

article of Law no 3194 adjacent areas are defirse@r@as under the control and

responsibility of municipalities in terms of devetoent legislation.

Table 4.2.The Comparison of Adjacent Areas in the Developnhemis

Law no 6787 | Amendments with Law no 3194
Law no 1605
Years Between Between After 1985
1956 -1972 1972-1985
Articles About Article 47 Article 47 Articles 5 and 45

Adjacent Areas

Concept of

Required areas

Required areas for

Areas under the control and

Adjacent Areas for the the prospective responsibility of
prospective expansion of the municipalities
expansion of the municipality
municipality
Responsibility Municipality Municipality Municipality
Approval of Ministry Ministry Ministry
boundary by
Development Municipality Municipality Municipality
Plans made by
Development Ministry Ministry Municipality Council
Plans Approved
by
Physical adjoin with the Not have to adjoin Not have to adjoin with

Characteristics of
Adjacent Areas

boundary of
municipality

with municipal
boundary and may
also comprise
villages

municipal boundary and
may also comprise villaggs

Adapted by: Law no 6785: Development Law, 1956; Adments with Law no 1605, 1972
and Law no 3194: Development Law, 1985.

In the 48" article of Law no 3194 the procedure and essehdetermining adjacent

areas has been changed radically in comparisorato o 6785. The statement of
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Law no 6785 about adjacent areas as ‘areas adjoimith the boundary of
municipality and necessary for the prospective asfa of the municipality has
been entirely abated. Thus there are no criteffiatée determine adjacent areas.
Moreover, the Ministry’'s authority which was limiteonly to approval of the
announcement of adjacent areas was expanded tm@tleturning for revision and

change”.

Besides, while Law no 6785 has no articles aboeintp expelled from being
adjacent area’, the Law no 3194 states the expgelBnalso subject to the same
procedure. This once more emphasizes that there isriterion in determining
adjacent areas, because if the area was in thetidimeof settlement growth, it could
not be expelled from being an adjacent area. Marmportantly, the statement
‘Ministry can take ex-officio decision for one artainclude it to or expel it from

being adjacent area when needed’ gives the whal®aty to the Ministry.

4.3.2.3.2. Criteria of Determining an Adjacent Area, Proposal

and Approval

According to 47" article of law no 6785, determining factor of imding an area to
adjacent areas is ‘its necessity in terms of tlosvtir of the settlement’. According to
Tekinba (2000), in Law no 3194 different than older legigin, there is no criterion
about assessment the proposals on adjacent ardasmoamegulations based on
Development Law were issued. With this law follogih985, there is a variety of
reasons in the proposal and approval of adjace@sarAs a result of this, Ministry
executes issues related to proposals of adjaceas according to circulars issued in
1986, 1990, 1992 and 1997. This is why, the Migisteclared its view and criteria
through the medium of circulars on the assessnexamination, and approval of
adjacent areas. There are some principles for npatiites in determining adjacent

areas. They are:

In Terms of Administrative Boundaries: The boundary of adjacent areas

should not cross the boundary of district to whioé municipality is bounded or
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another municipality’s boundary. Even if an adjacaea within the boundary of
another municipality is approved, it is possiblattthis approval can be void and
it should be taken into consideration that resisleft one municipality/district
should follow his bureaucratic issues in the othaunicipality or districts.
Moreover, if the adjacent area includes villagks,villager should be asked their
views and according to Zaarticle of Village Law, the Village Electoral Cetie

should enunciate positive view on this issue.
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Figure 4.4. Adjacent Areas in terms of the Administrative $nit
Adapted from: Tekinbgal995.

In Terms of Urban Expansion: The size of adjacent area should be at a physical
scale that the municipality does not fail in realigits tasks and responsibilities.

Otherwise, the municipality could not serve properl
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In Terms of Procedure: The municipality should first ask the opinion diet
Ministry before having the Provincial Board of Diters decision

In Terms of Technical and Financial Power of the Mumicipality: The income
and spending balance, possession of equipmentsthend condition and the
number of workers are important for a municipaldycomply with its increasing
responsibilities as the size of adjacent areas.ri8emunicipality which has a
limited number of personnel and equipment cannaitrob the adjacent areas
effectively.

In Terms of Reasoning of the ProposalMunicipality is expected to reason
why it wants to declare an area as adjacent aresh (@S protection, expansion
etc.). By doing this the municipalities are reqdite have plans, to assess the
density rate in the planned area, development anogtc. The type and quality
of construction in adjacent area, population dgnsibnstruction density and
similar characteristics supply important data feteimining adjacent area. Thus,
in determining the adjacent area, the qualitatheracteristics of the area plays a
role as important as its physical size. For examplgsically smaller adjacent
areas may have a denser structuring, more integs@omic activity in
comparison to a larger one, and thus may incréwseesponsibilities and burden
of attached municipality. Thus, in the determinatiof the adjacent area
demographic, economical and structural qualitieukh be taken into

consideration as well.

45" Article of Law no 3194 covers decrees about deitstion and approval of an

adjacent area. According to this, the proposalhenbiorders of adjacent area is sent

to the Ministry based on the decisions of MunidiyaCouncil and the Provincial

Board of Directors. The Ministry after examiningetproposal decides whether to

approve it as it is or by changing it or may retutnto be changed by the

municipality.

In the Law no 3194, there also exists a decree ttiatdecisions of Municipality

Councils and the Provincial Board of Directors vii# sent to the Ministry by the

Governorships. After promulgation of the Law no 62Greater Municipality Law
(10.07.2004), the Provincial Local Administratioaw. no 5302 (22.02.2005), Law
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no 5393: Municipality Law (03.07.2005), the Ministiof Public Works and
Settlements published a circular in 26.04.07 hovapply this law and eliminate

hesitations. According to this circular, followipgocedure must be below:

Municipality Governorship Th[f li\/[iniStll;y of APPROVAL
Public W
—Munic.ipal - (Directorate of Public Alrll d SC ettl(gnints — DISTRIBUTION
Council Decision Works and Settlements) . -Governorship
General Directorate of .
Proposal File -Research echnical Reserch -General Directorate of
R and Implementation) Municipalitie Bank
-Report
- -Pre-Examination

-Essential Examination

IF PROPER
Decision of Provincial
Board of Directors needed

IFNOT

Return

A 4

v

MINISTRY

Decision of Provincial

Board of Directors

Figure 4.5.The Workflow Scheme of Adjacent Area Proposal
Source: Unc, 2007.

The procedure defined above works as follows:

Reasoning report The municipality by taking its resources into aguo
determines on the adjacent area which will be uitderontrol and responsibility
and prepares a report about this area includingrnmétion and its thoughts on it
such as existing constructions, natural resourtes Tehe report should also
include the targets of the municipality concernthgs area such as protection,
proposed density of construction etc.

Map scaled 1/25 000 displaying all valid bordersThe of possession by the
villages in the adjacent area which the municigaltnts to include within its
boundary should be shown and also, if there exibes,document approved by
the governorship and showing settled areas ofgala A map scaled 1/25 000
should display municipal boundaries, if exists, maaries of villages and also the
boundaries of districts, when needed.
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If there are newly established municipalities ostrfits within the boundary of
proposed area, their boundary should also be ¢gisglan the map and the date and
number of the Official Gazette concerning the amuement of this newly
established municipalities and district should bleeal. The boundary of existing
development plans should also be included in theg.nit should be pointed out

whether the area belongs to the expansion zoneatlfier municipality.

The provider of infrastructure services such publidity services, drainage and
wastes in the proposed area should be pointedsowel as planned investment in
the proposed area such as mass housing, indusiria] small-scale industrial zone
etc.
Approval forms required by the Ministry: Besides, the adjacent area
assessment forms should also be filled in compdiamith the reality. Eke (1998)
puts it out; “the urgency and size of the needafdjacent area will be determined
by these forms filled by the municipality in demdiod an adjacent area. At the
same time, the capacity of municipality in terms dslivering services is
attempted to be measured with these forms. It indinator of the sufficiency of
the municipality for the area demanded. The airo iassess the rationality and
effectiveness of the municipality”
Decision of the Municipality Council and Assent olVillage Association: The
decision of Municipality Council including the ptain of villages indicating
their assent of being in included within the boslef adjacent area is delivered
to the governorship.
Governorship delivers two copies of these documents to Miniaftgr checking
appropriateness and accuracy of them.
Ministry once again checks appropriateness and accuraty afdcuments and
then examines them in terms of related boundaageprovals made before and
effectual plans and if needed on spot investigaiommade. If the demand
decided to be a proper one, Ministry wants the gumship the Provincial
Administration Board decision to be taken. The gy approves the adjacent

area only after Provincial Administration Board dém is received and sends
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the map scaled 1/25.000 to governorship and wemtedium of governorship to

related municipalities and other related institagio

4.3.2.3.3. Planning and Construction in the Adjacent Areas

According to Development Law

Adjacent areas are completely under the authoritymanicipalities regarding

development legislation. Municipalities are resplolesto enforce the development
legislation in these areas. Moreover, all the resfimlities given to municipalities by
the development and other related legislation was applicable to the adjacent

areas.

The meaning of being adjacent areas totally unkdercbntrol of municipalities in
terms of development legislation is that specidgiecies given to municipalities by
the Law no 5393: Municipality Law, Law no 3194: @éaspment Law, Law no
2634: Encouragement of Tourism and Law no 5216atereMunicipality Law was
also applicable in adjacent areas entirely or mes@ases partially as well as within
the municipal boundaries and that the duties ddfingth these laws would be

enforced by the municipalities (Tekinhd 995).

However, the municipalities have to use their datées according to the legal
framework formed by laws, by-laws, regulations asictulars, which mean the
announcement of an area as an adjacent area dbeseam that municipality's
delegacy does not have a limit. Law no 3194: Dguelent Law defines the limits of
municipalities delegacies in the first section bé tLaw called “Aim, Scope and
General Essence” in which there are three artidlesy are as follows:

“Article 1: This law is prepared with the aim of ropliance of settlement
areas and the construction in these areas with gléme requirements of
natural sciences, health and environmental condgio

Article 2: All official or private buildings to bluilt within the boundaries of
municipalities and adjacent areas, and lying outiefse boundaries are all
subject to the enforcement of this law.
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Article 3: Any area cannot be used for the purpasgainst principles of
planning of any scale, conditions of the region aeguirements of the by-
law.” (Law no 3194: Development Law).

In that case, the delegacies of the municipalitiesr adjacent areas are limited by:
development law and related laws, usage decisiemsldped according to plans of
any kind and scale and requirements of these plagiag in accordance with the
condition of health and physics, related by-lawesntony with the environmental
conditions, as well as their delegacies over theniaypal boundaries (Tekinba
1995:15). The by-laws to which municipalities aubject to obey can be seen in the
Figure 4.6
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Settlement Area

AB Municipalities

Figure 4.6.By-Laws to be implemented by the municipalitiestioe adjacent areas.
Adapted from: Tekinbgal995.
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Municipalities are responsible of the developmemplementations in the adjacent
areas. Municipalities should implement their atié& in the adjacent areas

according to the legal framework defined in thédwing paragraphs:

If there exists plans of any kind or scale to bplemented in the adjacent areas, the
municipalities should first of all obey decreestioé Development Law. And these
areas should be considered as areas allocatee fwdkpective development of the
city. The parcellation and construction permitsdusesettlement areas can also be
applied to these areas. In this case construdtigreimitted if the condition required
by the 2% article (construction permit in the developmentaajeof development
law. The permit for settlement depends on whether parcellation is done and

approved, whether the sewer system and its roadswalt (Mengi and Kele 2003).

If there is no decree in the Law concerning plaa,rmunicipalities which are outside
the scope of the Law no 3030” should obey theakof the “By-Law Concerning
the Type of Development”. Moreover, there can itlages in the adjacent areas. If
these villages are not included by any plan oflkingt or scale, then they are subject
to the decrees of the “By-Law for Unplanned AréasThe definition of the ‘settled
area’ taking place in the forth article of the lyl mentioned is as follows:
According to this definition the municipalittfscan determine settled areas with two

motivations:

First, the municipalities for which there is no d®pment plan prepared and for
which there is no exigency of drawing a plan acowydo Development Law can

determine settled areas (neighborhoods). Secoadmitimicipalities can determine

" The name of by-law “Development By-law ApplicabbeAreas within or out of the boundaries of
Municipality and Adjacent Areas which do not havelan” changed with “By-Law for Unplanned
Areas” in 2001.

2 The 7" article of the Development Law states that #risexigency to make development plans for
areas population of which is more than 10. 000 raicg to the results of the last census. Whether a
development plan is needed for the municipalitigh & population less than 10.000 or not, is to be
decided by the municipal council.
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the settled areas of the villages and hamlets eir tidjacent areas which are not
included by any development plan.

Moreover, Municipalities are responsible of impletieg the 4 article of the “By-
Law for Unplanned Areas” in their settled arease @heas determined and approved
as the settled areas lying out of plans of any kindcale are called “unsettled areas”
and municipalities are responsible to enforce #erees of the'®article of the “By-

Law for Unplanned Areas”.

In short, for adjacent areas to earn a meaningrnmg of the web of inspection,
delegacy and responsibility, it is an exigency riaunicipalities to found a healthy
structural bound between administrative structunegme-spending level, equipment

and personnel quality, size and accessibility efrthunicipality.

According to the additional article no 16 which leeen added “Law no 442:Village
Law” with the Law no 3367, the settlement planstlu villages lying within the
boundaries of the adjacent areas are done by termurship under the organization
and coordination of the Ministry of Agriculture arRural Affairs and with the
approval of the Ministry of Settlement and Publicokks. To escape from this
complicated administrative structure, it is neettedelate the boundaries of adjacent

areas to the boundaries of the districts (Tekinbh@95).

4.3.2.3.4. Fragmentation of Adjacent Areas with Abolished Law
no 1580 Municipality Law and Law no 3030: Greater
Municipality Law

There are no special regulations made by the Law589: Municipality Law dated
1930. However, if we handle adjacent areas withénlegal framework as a totib
control and direct developmentf cities (Erturk, Keskinok, Halildu, 1999), some
articles of the law are problematic in terms of tlegerioration of spatial wholeness
by being fragmented of metropolitan area. The fose of them needs close
investigation in terms of holistic urban developméit this point, the new types of

administrative boundaries emerged in the adjacesatsaof a city, which constitutes
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wholeness with its new development focuses. Theéficle of the Municipalities
Law no 1580 amended with Law no 7469 (dated M&y1960) is important; which
determines criteria about establishment of munlities. According to this article,
for villages and different parts of villages toasish a municipality there must be at
least 500 m. distance between them and they, at, leaust have a population of

2000 people.

The establishment of new municipalities within #§acent areas of a city having a
particular direction of development will create aatladministrative structure and
will lead to uncontrolled development to the disaahage of natural resources. It will
also result in the diffusion in the delegation abplanning in an area requiring a
macro scale plan, and this situation will have tggaeffects on wholeness of the
city in terms of planning principles. This had beeohronicle case for metropolitan
municipalities in our country especially during titae zone when Law no 3030 was
in force. The reason of the disconnectedness wastauhe exclusion of town

municipalities from the authority of metropolitarunicipalities.

There has been created some autonomous muni@pahtthin the adjacent areas
which could apply plans under no macro scale plamm@ind synchronization. The
Circular no 521.96/53290 (16.07.1996) sent to tneegnorships by the Ministry of
Interior, the importance of the subject was empeakiby stating, “in the

establishment of new municipalities following piiples should be followed:

to be careful about the matter that the prospectivaicipalities in the
adjacent areas of greater municipalities should etestablished as
independent units based to Law no 3194: Developmew, but

established as sub-province municipalities suligetite control of greater
municipalities,

in the examination of proposals for new municipedif to take into
account not only the population criterion but alke conditions of the
area and other related development and environnegislation in

accordance with Law no 1580.
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to ask for the views of representatives of the Btiyi of Tourism in the

case of the formation of administrative units iaristic areas.

According to 5th Article of Law no 1580 the mumpial boundary of the
municipalities with a population under 80.000 tleidion of the municipal council
was approved by the administrative council of tr@vmce to which the municipality
was subject after taking the opinion province’s soib-province’s administrative
council. However, the case was different in muraties with population higher
than 80.000, in which case cabinet decision redtfireThe phenomenon of
increasing immigration especially after World Whahés led to important problems
in metropolitan cities. The Law no 6785: Developineaw was also covering the
municipal borders at this time. The expansion ohitipal borders to control the
suburbs of the cities defined a long process whaw ho 1580 was taken into
account. According to Tekinbg1992), adjacent areas had accelerating effects fo
municipalities to control municipal boundary. Sbe tdecrees of Development Law

would also be applicable to adjacent areas.

The Law no 3030: Greater Municipality Law was potbiforce in 1984. This law
had been enacted before Law no 3194: Developmemtdaane into force and there
have been no decrees in the Greater Municipality tancerning the adjacent areas.
According to this law, greater municipalities weresponsible of coordinating,
approving and directing structure plans for distnounicipalities within their
boundaries. District municipalities prepare deveiept plans and apply them for
their.

The 2f' Article of Law no 1580 makes the Law no 3194 algplicable to
metropolitan municipalities by stating that ‘Law A®80 and other related laws
decrees of which are not in confrontation with this will be valid metropolitan and
district municipalities. However, in this law thesre no specific decrees about

adjacent areas within the boundaries of greatergipaiities.

*This authority belonged to Council of Ministers weansfered to the Ministry of Interior with
decree law no 336 in 1988.Later, this decree lasvbegome act with the Law no 3612 in 1990.
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According to Tekinba (2001:110), since the greater municipalities aasel and

function according to a different law, the circglapased on Law no 3194 are
insufficient in terms of the adjacent areas. Thisufficiency was attempted to be
overcome by the by-law. According t8' @rticle of the by-law titled ‘Establishment
and Boundaries’ adjacent areas and their borde¥ssabject to the decrees of
development legislation for the sake of the whodsnef the greater municipality.

Again, in the paragraph F of its 8th article, istated that ‘the greater municipality
regulates the areas by law which covers metropobir@as and its adjacent areas’.
Thus, the greater municipalities were given theeglety to do regulative operation

about development concerning the municipal andcadjaareas.

-Greater municiplities: 1/5000Structure Plan
-DistrictMunicipalities :1/1000 Implamentation plan
APROVED by their municipality council

Boundary of province

Boundary of district

Boundary of greater municipality

Boundary of municipality

Boundary of municipality

Boundary of greater municipality and

Its districts’adjacent area

Boundary of municipal adjacent area

Authority Areas of Greater and District Municipality

Authority Areas of Governorship

B.C.D:E Municipalities
b ) - §

e R X,y,Z,t Town municipality
-Municiplities and town municipalities p,q r Vilages

:1/5000Structure Plan and 1/100 Imp. plan
APROVED by their municipality council

The MPRH:1/25000 land use plan
governorship:1/1000 implamantation plan
APPROVED by MPRH and governorship
council

Figure 4.7. The Authority changes of adjacent areas after baw3030: Greater

Municipality Law.
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With this by law, the boundaries of greater muratity and district municipality as
well as adjacent areas and their boundaries are ragulated. According to"7

article, boundaries of the district municipalitiestablished within the metropolitan
municipality are also administrative boundariestloéd parts of borders of these
district which are within the borders of metropatitmunicipalities. Adjacent areas
and their borders are subject to the developmagisidion for the sake of the
wholeness of the metropolis. According to theseels; the borders of metropolitan
municipality consist of the administratively depent municipalities and their
adjacent areas. Thus, it can be concluded thai#teopolitan municipalities does
not have separate adjacent areas, however theythaveontrol of adjacent areas

belonging to dependent municipalities.

4.3.2.3.5. Economic Meaning of Adjacent Areas: Law no 2464:
Municipal Income Law and Law no 1319 Property Taxes

Law

With the legal regulations, adjacent areas alsonmesm sources of income for
municipalities, while they were only an area fovelepment activities before. One
of the regulations mentioned is the one statedaw Ino 2464: Municipal Income
Law dated 1981: “all the municipal taxes, mostha tompulsory levies and all of

the operations subject to charge can be collectedjacent areas, too”.

In the 104th article, in the collection of leviesch as electricity and air gas
consumption taxes, construction, building and essrpermits in the adjacent areas
are subject to the condition that the municipadigfivers municipal services to those
areas. The services which should be delivered jacedt areas are determined
according to the communiqué of Ministry of Interiesued on official gazette dated
16.09.1981. According to this communiqué, the sewito be delivered to adjacent

areas are:

a) building roads for vehicles according to regionahmacteristics of the area

and their maintenance,
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b) delivering clean and healthy drinking water to ddgacent area.

However, these services do not have to be prowigeithe municipality. Even if the
municipality does not deliver these services, iéréh are any other intuitions
providing them, then the municipality has the dafgto collect taxes and levies

stated in the Municipal Incomes Law.

Another regulation is the amendment made to the haw319: Property Taxes Law
dated 1970 with Law no 3239 in 1985. With this admaent, it is legally stated that
buildings within the boundaries of adjacent areassabject to collection of property

tax by the related municipality.

Moreover, the repeated 44th article added to the ha 2464: Municipal Incomes
Law with the law no 3914 has been amended with haB035 and according to this
amendment the houses, businesses and other basildvithin the municipal or
adjacent areas, which are benefiting from the emwirental cleaning services of the

municipality are subject to pay environment clegriax.

4.3.2.3.6. Adjacent Areas in Law no 442 Village Law

Seven articles added to Law no 442: Village Laweddt924 by the Law no 3367 in
1987 are about the villages within the boundargdjficent areas. According to"16
added article, Rural Settlement Plan has been pégay governorship under the
coordination of Ministry of Agriculture and Ruralffairs and approved by Ministry

of Public Works and Settlements.

According to Tekinba(1992) in terms of planning, villages under thesgiction of
village law, which take place within the adjacenkas, are administratively
dependent to governorships, while they are deperidemunicipalities considering
licensing, financial and punishment obligationsisihecessary to correlate between

district and adjacent area boundaries to prevanirasirative problems.
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4.3.2.4. Adjacent Areas in Adjacent Area in Municipdity and Greater
Municipality Law after 2004: The Importance of Controlling

Spatial, Functional and Economic Issues in AdjacenAreas

Before 2004, there were three kinds of municipality Turkey. First one

(independent municipalities such as town municis) was subject to the
abolished Law no 1580 dated 1930 and the secondvasegreater municipalities
subject to the abolished Law no 3030 dated 1984, last one was the district
municipality, which was established within greaternicipality. After Law no 5216:

Greater Municipality Law (dated July 10th, 2004wh municipalities within greater
municipality boundary have been converted to thet-iegree municipality. So
authority confusion stemming from legal structuegvieen greater municipality and

town municipality has been solved.

The Law no 5216: Greater Municipality Law dated 20@hich abrogated Law
About Approval of the Amendment of the Decree Law3030 about Administration
of Metropolitan Municipalities resulted in radicathanges for metropolitan
municipalities and increased their delegacies mega. According to this new law in
force, boundaries of the Greater municipalities determined to a radius scale

according to its population.

In the Law, in stanbul and Kocaeli the Greater municipality bouesa are
administrative borders. In other greater munictpedithe borders was determined
according to, accepting the existing governorshipding as the center under the
limitation of the administrative borders, for c#iewith less than one million
population the radius was considered as 20 kmgitigs with the population from 1
million to 2 million the radius was considered @ Kn., and the cities with more
than 2 million population the radius was accep®&@km. The new categorization

was as follows:

Boundaries equal to the area of the province (2ipces): stanbul ve Kocaeli
Provinces with a population less than 1.000.00@{r&m.) (10 provinces):
Adapazar , Antalya, Diyarbak r, Erzurum, Esiiir, Gaziantep, Kayseri, Konya,

Mersin ve Samsun.
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Provinces with population from 1.000.000 to 2.000.¢0r=30 km) (2 provinces
): Adana ve Bursa
Provinces with a population more than 2.000.00®6@)=2 provinces): Ankara

ve zmir

In including municipalities to the boundaries o tjreater municipality, the criterion
is the real borders of a municipality not the bosdef its adjacent areas. If any part
of the real border of the municipality lies withine imaginary circle drawn by the
respective radius, then this municipality is acedpto dependent to the greater
municipality (Altaban and Duyguluer, 2004). Theseai great danger of drawing the
borders of metropolitan area with such a methodadipers. The reality will not

encompass the procedure.

While some settlements which are sociologicallyarnadetropolitan effects lie out of
the responsibility area of the greater municipaldgme municipalities which are
disconnected with the metropolis due to their rawrad socioeconomic qualities will
be in the metropolitan area. On the other sidépalgh at first the expansion of the
borders of greater municipality seems as sometpogitive, it also have the risk of
bringing lots of problems by itself. The bordermiinicipality defines the area to
which the municipality is responsible to delives gervices. This kind of expansion
will end up in the change of the status of villagésural quality to neighborhood
and the delivering of all municipal services to sbareas will become mandatory,
whereas most of the greater municipalities medicdlfies in delivering services to

existing urban settlement areas.

With this law it has been stated that town munikies within the borders of greater
municipalities will become first-degree municip@g and villages lying within these
borders will turn to neighborhood. Although thedégersonality of forest villages
continues, it has been stated that these villagesansidered as adjacent areas of the
greater municipality. In a circular dated 2007, Mmistry stated that there is no

more need for these areas to be proposed as ad@@ees. In the same circular:

According to the first subparagraph, the munictpediand villages lying within the

borders of the town municipalities made dependennétropolitan municipalities,
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together with villages within the borders of thejsaént areas of greater
municipality, the ones outlying the distance staiedhe first paragraph, may be
included in grater municipality in a time span of sionths of the issuance of this
law in the official gazette. The procedure is dedhar the village council or
municipal council, decision of greater municipalkityuncil and then approval of the
Ministry of Interior, no other procedure is requireThe greater municipality
council's decision also shows in which first-degresunicipality or district

municipality the will be in.

Boundary of province

Boundary of district

Boundary of greater municipality
Boundary of municipality

Adajacant Areas of District Municipalities
Adjacent Areas of Greater Municipality
Forest Villages

Boundary of municipal adjacent area

Authority Areas of Governorship

-Greater municiplities: 1/5000-1/25000Structure
Plan-Municipalities :1/1000 Implamentation plan
APROVED by their municipality council

Goveournorship:1/25000 Province LUP
Ministry of Environment:1/50.000-1/1000
000Land Use Plan in catchment

areas or region

APPROVED by their council

Figure 4.8 Change of adjacent areas after Law no 5216: Gré&ueicipality Law
Prepared by: Thesis Writer



So, the existing municipal and adjacent areas algested to a new kind of
regulation. The determination of metropolitan mipat borders according to certain
distances, resulted in the parcellation of adjaee@as, which was formed according
to different legal and jurisdictive criteria beforteus led to the deterioration of the
wholeness formed before. It is also envisaged tosbleject to new kind of
application. On the other side, after the envisaggplications are performed, the
areas outlying the borders would be also undecomrol of the municipality. Thus,
these areas would also be included in the respititysiif the greater municipality in
terms of delegacies and responsibilities, which meeturther expansion in the

delegacy and responsibility area of municipalities.

The distribution of adjacent areas of greater mpalities within the district

municipalities and first degree municipalities isade by the council of greater
municipality. By this, it is aimed to regulate a ttea which led to confrontation
before because of the circular of the Ministry obRc Works and Settlement dated
25.12.1995.

With these changes in the Municipality Law, greapéasis was given to regulation
considering adjacent areas, which mean adjaceas amdegislation are handled as a
regulation subject differently than before. Thesgutations are in the direction of
increasing the delegacies of greater municipaliiesadjacent areas and enabling

their easier expansion towards adjacent areas.
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CHAPTER 5

URBAN CONTAINMENT IN TURKISH PLANNING
PRACTICE IN THE CASE OF ANKARA: EVALUATION OF
THE DEVELOPMENT PLANS OF ANKARA WITH RESPECT
TO ADJACENT AREAS

The city of Ankara has adopted the leading roldeinms of the greater planning
experience of the state, since it has become tpgataity of Turkey. Nonetheless,
especially the immigration faced after the SeconarltVWar which are generally
directed to great cities has had great impact enutftban space of Ankara and has
affected the birth and definition of the problemgls as squatter ‘gecekondu’s,
uncontrolled growth, scattered settlement and dptee developments. The city

encountered a lot of problems to control them.

Development plans outline the route of a city'sufet of 15-20 years by using
different types of data and technique. They are dé&termining tools of defining
general character, healthy development and comfothe city. However, it is
possible that these tools may have limited effectlioecting the city. Especially the
limiting role of partial developments can also lbse@rved in the example of Ankara
in where the made or will-be-made development pkmesmore under the effect of
those partial plans than being guiding. The lovegoidand in periphery of city and,
thus, the implementation of master plans, which geeerally concentrated on
planning the city, according to urban and ruratlsetent demands resulted in an
imbalance of the protection and use of resourcesv Ein we relate adjacent areas
which are used to control the speculative develogsnand as a tool for growth
management to plans implemented in the exampleniara? It can be observed

that, since the Jansen plan, Ankara has expandediereloped different from all
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plans foreseen and especially that it has readmegdpulations target even before

this plan reached its target year.

The problems of urban growth during the planningqas and the use of adjacent
areas to solve these problems have been analyaawigystand the relation between
the planning experience of Ankara and adjacentsargapreceding chapters, we
discussed that the term ‘adjacent areas’ in ountrguirst appeared during 1950s.
The rapid growth trend starting after Ankara hasrbeeclared as the capital city of
Turkey, the reasons of the problems and the sdarcdolution need to be analyzed.
Thus, it will be examined the growth trend of Arkathe methods used to control
this growth and the importance of adjacent areashtmprocess since Ankara as

been declared to be the capital city.

The declaration of adjacent areas in Ankara fistted in 1958. Before this period
there have been several changes in the boundanywitipalities in 1926, 1940 and
1942. After 80s, the boundary of adjacent areag ltawntinuously changedh the

year of 2004, with the Law no 5126, the boundaryha&f greater municipality of

Ankara has been announced to be within the radig® &lometers of city center.

In this part of thesis, the problems of growth ink&ra and how they were controlled
by plans will be discussed. Thus, first of allhds been studied the urban growth
trends after the plans including both approved andpproved ones started to be
made. Later on, the relation between the changéseitoundaries and declarations
of adjacent areas in different periods has beerareked. The aim in relating

adjacent areas more to when the planning operbggims than to the date in which
the plan is approved is to decide whether adjaaesds are effective in controlling

urban development.
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5.1.Rapid Spatial Expansion: The Jansen Plan Period 1321954

Ankara was a small town of 20.000 populations irRA9Together with being

determined as the capital city of the new Repulilibas faced a rapid increase in
population size. Hence, the priority of the repcdoti administration has been its
reconstruction as a proper capital city and oveingnsheltering needs of civil

servants of the city. In order to find solutiong this population increase, and to
control the development of the city, the Law no 4Afikara Municipality Law has

been enacted in 1924. During the first years of BRepublic, construction

implementations were made according to ‘MunicipeditLaw’ dated 1877 and
“Building Law” dated 1882 (amended in 1926).

With the decision of reconstructing Ankara as a eractity in 1924, there has been
important controversy about the direction of growdh the city. Should it be
reconstructed in the old city center or should settlement zones be opened? The
supporters of the old city center were arguing treatsfer of the taxes of residents to
new areas is unethical and even that the old cibyldv be neglected as their
dissidents were arguing that the expropriation @ubnstruction costs would be too
high due to the density and insufficient infrastiwe of the old city and that there
was no space enough to expand. The landowners enotthi city were rich
trades/craftsmen of Ankara. However the newcomars bhought some land from
surrounding vineyards. The density of official blings and the function of it as a
trade center combined with an insufficient butl séikisting infrastructure had
increased the land prices in the old city. Natyrate development implementations
in this area would lead to further enormous spémelancrease in the real-estate
prices in old city. In the Grand National Assemlihe debate has resulted on behalf
of the supporters of new Ankara, due to the unmgliiess to leave this enormous
speculative profit to trades and craftsmen. On @dhe hand the decision about
direction of expansion and growth towards new areaghe other the amendment in
the law of ‘electing’ and to ‘be elected’ condit®onf members of city council, has
led to a domination of newcomers in the decisiomeabnstruction of Ankara. This

change gave Ankara the opportunity of growing iw ity area, rather than on the
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old core. The new development practices starteth wie selection of Yerehir
which is a partly swamp partly meadowland. In 192&%y no 583 has been enacted
to enable expropriation and construction activitiggith this law, it has been
emphasized that the main problem of urbanizatioriargl. This expropriation
covering an area of 400 hectares, has two imporesults, first of which is the
conception of leaving the old identity of the gragicity in its place and creating the
new city in the near-by areas of the old one duthéoeconomic difficulties in the
improvement of both the quality of housing and arhaality. This kind of approach,
by rejecting growing like an oil drop, helped teate a kind of growing within the

borders of a new type of macroform.

Its other result is to prevent land speculationnefvcomers (immigrants, new
bourgeoisie of the republic etc.) in land pricearffut, 1990). Falih R fk Atay
(1969) puts the situation out a8vé had jumped in speculation. Everybody was

eager to buy land to sell it again in the futuré...

Since the reconstruction of Ankara held as a natipnoblem, it has been thought
that the city’'s municipality by itself is not codsred competent in the development
process. Thus, in 1928, Directorate of Developmoénhe City of Ankara operating
under the central government was established WwehLaw no 1351. The duties of
this directorate were planning, authority of appilowf which was given to the
government, of the city and implementation of fhisns. After 1937, the directorate

started to operate under the Ankara Municipality.

The First Plan of Ankara: The first planning of Ankara has been experieraed
making different plans for the old and new citigs1924, for the old city of Ankara,
the citadel and its surroundings has been planmedmunicipal commission had

rejected the plan since it has been considereti@sctical.

But, the Lorcher plan concerning Yeehir has been accepted and started to be
implemented. This plan, considered the first pldnAakara, which also covers

S hhiye of today has decided on the fundamentalessabout Kzlay and its
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surrounding. Although this plan had been implemeénés the end of 1927, the city
started to expand in the direction of Cankaya aeqi®en and in these years, the
need for a holistic plan for the city arisen. Wheaarcher Plan dated 1924-25 failed
in view of facts such as partial and disconneateplementations and that the area of
150 hectares covering Yerhir is considered insufficient to meet the reads it

has been thought to implement a new plan.

Table 5.1.Lorcher Plan Foresights

Name of Plan Lorcher Plan
Current Population ~65.000
Approval Year 1925
Settled Area (ha) ~280

Projection Year

Projected Population ~150000

Plan Area (ha) ~700

Extension to the Yenehir and forming new commercia
Macroform Strategy

areas at the vicinity of Railway station

Adapted from: AB B DB, 2006.



[ 1924 makroform
F=* Lorcher plan boundary

Figure 5.1. Boundary of Lorcher Plan and 1924 Macroform
Source:Gunay 2005:68

In the year 1927, there has been a contest abeuirkara city plan. In 1928, the
winner of contest H. Jansen made the city plan mifada. Jansen, by regulating the
unplanned developments and partial planning attemmde before him, tried to
manipulate the urban growth of Ankara (Bademli, 4)999He accepted that the
implemented parts of Lorcher plan to stay unchandedt, 2006). The population

size was projected to reach 300.000 in 50 yeatisgh@r Ankara on an area of 1500

hectare which means a population density of 120g&tple per hectare.
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Table 5.2.Jansen Plan Foresights.

Plan Name Jansen Plan
Year of Preparation 1928
Characteristic of Urbanization period Rapid urbanization
Current Population ~75.000
Approval Year 1932
Settled Area (ha) 300
Area within Municipality Boundary (ha) 16.000
Projection Year 1978
Projected Population 300.000
Plan Area (ha) 1.500
Settled Area /Plan Area 0,2 (300 ha/1500 ha)
Current Population./Settled area 250 (75.000person/300ha)
Current Population/Plan Area 50 (75.000 person/1500 ha)
Projected Population/Plan Area 200(300.000person/1500ha)

Adapted fromAB B DB, 2006.

Jansen strictly warned against the speculative déméor undefined urbanization.
To him, the plan boundary and the control of urdamelopment legally within the
urban fabric were essential for the success of . Otherwise,scattered
development in outer areas of the city would haiudoed the substance of the

plan.

In 1929, while Jansen plan was still being a conhpegect, it has been announced to
the public and started to be implemented. The dpposagainst it which started
with its announcement had continuously increaséer afs approval. On the one
hand the negative effects of the opposition growpsthe other this mis- or false
statement of the projections underlying principdéplanning resulted in the failure
of the plan. However, the approval of the plantessapassing of free land to foreign

embassies, opening of the boulevard and the howusingtruction in Yenehir has
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led to rapid increase and speculation in the prfdée farming land lying on the two

sides of the boulevard.

Figure 5.2.Boundary of Jansen Plan and 1924 Macroform
Source: Gunay, 2005:72.

In this period, the attractiveness of Ankara urttierstate’s centralist understanding
of administration has led to continuation of popiola growth, while in other cities

no such trend could be observed.



Table 5.3.Urban Population Increase of Turkey and Ankaravben1927 and 1940

Years |TURKEY ANKARA
1927 3.306.000 74.000
1935 3.803.000 122,000
1940 4 346.000 157.000
1945 4.687.000 226,712
1950 5.244.000 288,536
1955 6.927.000 451,241

Source D E, 2001.

As it is seen in the table, Ankara absorbs an @eeod 5 to 6 thousand people every
year. This immigration together with the effect Gfeat Depression of 1929 on
fixed-income group privation of housing, has ledkaAra to face an important

housing problem.

By 1935, pressures for the development on the quads of the plan boundary had
increased in real sense. The population densifgréd from one zone to another. At
this time the planned area was much more smaler the borders of municipality.

Planned area was 1500 hectares while municipal asesa 16000 hectares. The
municipality dealing with infrastructure such asds, drainage etc. had authority in
the area lying in between planned area and mutitipaders. The developments
between planned area and municipal boundary, wkielspecially the development
space of the city, were not based on any plan addoken the source of speculative

movements (Tankut, 1993).

Between two borders, the phenomenorc@dperativegaised in these years. While
the intensive housing problem faced by the low-meogroups was solved by
constructing huts nearby the city center, midd&®me groups chose the
cooperatives to solve their sheltering problemsweicer they had to choose the
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areas out of the city center, since the price @& #oned land was over their
purchasing power, this is the story of Bahgelievier which the first mass-

construction cooperative was built. However, itsihg the municipal permission for
settlement had been problematic, since the Admatish of Development

Committee was against the housing in the area®ulithettlement permit by arguing
that this would led the city to scatter, that th&astructure problems for this area
which is only 3 kilometers away from the city cent®uld not be solved and that

there would be problems in the effectiveness ofinipal services.

During this period, there had been an increasing aninterrupted demand for
building permits in the areas which are not plani&ih a decision taken in 1935,
those kinds of permits were given under the coowito face and accept the possible
changes in the circumstances in future which wikeadue to planning. However,
the city’'s administration had to accept the emeygmegative circumstances. So,

Bahgelievler Housing Cooperative got its constarcfpermit in 1937.

In the year 1937, Ankara Directorate of Developnieas added east-west axis to the
north-south axis of growth. With the decision oflliding the city's planned
boundary with the boundary of the municipality, pplad area has increased to
16.000 hectares , which also means that in sonte pathe old city the speculative

areas would expand.

The increasing immigration movement to Ankara affter Second World War made
transformation inevitable for Ankara and the pheaoon of ‘squatter made its
mark on the city. Ankara reached the amount of fadjun in 25 years, which it was
assumed to reach in 50 years. In the first hatfa50s, parallel to widening of roads,
constructing of new roads and opening of publicasguthe urban space expanded.
While the density was increasing in Cebeci, Yehir, Bahcgelievler, Cankaya,
stasyon Akkopru and Sanayi Cevresi the Kegitren Etli@ districts which were
still vineyards in 1940s joined to the city and sactions in Esat and A
Ayranc close to Kavakl dere which started to depeh 1940s started to emerge. At

this time there were still vineyards in Dikmen avidkar Ayranc . While the trade
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and small factories were developing, the main lessncenter was developing and
expanding, there also emerged some peripheralrsentelifferent districts. These
centers became denser in the axis of Ulus and ¥kemj while the S hh ye-Opera
axis was becoming as a market area. While fringasaoccurred in Bahgelievler,
Yenimahalle, Gazi Mahallesi, Varl k Mahallesi ve d\gl kevler, Gecekondu areas
started to emerge in the Alt ndarenido an, Mamak and Kayahillside of Cebeci
and Kurtulu (Glinay,2005:79).

Figure 5.3.Boundary of Jansen Plan and Gecekondu Areas
Source: Gunay, 2005.
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Figure 5.4 Jansen Plan and Macroform Change between 1932-19
Adapted from: AB B DB, 2007 (Un-published Map of Ankara Adjacent ABaundaries).

In conclusion, Jansen plan failed to respond tautiexpected growth of city. Partial
plans of cooperatives and revisions just legalthedexisting unauthorized stock and
triggered eventual expansion to the fringe. Landegrincreased in planned area and
urban expansion to the periphery intensified. Gendld areas became widespread at
the fringe. Together with development pressuresleae not compatible with the
plan, planned area had to be expanded to munigigeiundary. Jansen plan could
not give any issues about urban containment foidrgopulation growth and
unexpected urban development. So, the failurerdelaPlan displayed the necessity
of urban containment policies the outside of plaaezh for prospective expansion of

the city.
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Figure 5.5. Evaluation of Pdod 192:-1954



Table 5.4.Evaluation of Jansen Plan Period

Aim of the plan

To direct Ankara’s urban development by

regulating old fragmented planning attempts.

Characteristic of Urbanization

period

Rapid urbanization

Main Development Policy

Development within the plan boundary
-the control of urban development legally with
the urban fabric.

in

Macroform Strategy

-Preservation of Yenehir development as in
Lorcher Plan

- The preservation of the old city,

-Worker neighborhood in East (Cebeci), Wes
(Maltepe, Tandoan)

-Sitte and Garden City approach.

Urban Form
Objectives

-Well defined bounded
-Mono-centric
-Inward looking

Urbanization Problems in Plan
Period

-Unintended housing development outer of the
plan boundaries (low density-middle class
cooperative housing development and squatter
development)
-Increasing of land prices within inner city and
speculative pressures at the fringe of city.

Conclusion

- By combining a plan area (1500 ha)with
municipal boundary —(16,000 ha).strictly
defined development margins became invalid
in 1938.

-Unexpected increasing of population before
projected year (The plan reached its projected
population already in the 1950’s but it was
assumed to be achieved in the year 1978)
-Speculative pressures have been highly active
in shaping the city.

-In 1955 a new competition is held to produce
new master plan for the city

Prepared by: Thesis Writer
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5.2.First Adjacent Areas Coming to Agenda: Yucel-Uybadn Planning
Period 1955-1970

Jansen development plan lost its effectivenesseshwkara’'s population growth
increased more than assumed and thus physicalectesing of the city could not be
managed according to development plan. In 1952Afd@ra at the beginning of a
new structuring it was decided for a new developnpdam by holding a contest. At
the end of the contest which was announced in 19&6@el-Ubaydin Plan was
approved with the decision of cabinet at the sanmear yand started to be

implemented.

Although Yucel-Ubaydin Plan showed remarkable ¢fforadapt with Jansen Plan
which stressed on the north-south axis, its dengi#ty more than the one of Jansen
plan. The plan was limited within the municipal ndaries and both in north and
south of the city limits of development were pushedhigher altitudes. It was
designed as a very dense city by also taking measagainst ‘gecekondu’s which
expand in the form of oil drop (ABB DB, 2006). In this plan, the peripheral road to
which two arteries towards west, one towards nariti another towards east would
be connected to provide for intercity highway netiwoAnd, it was assumed that
some developments spots in Mamak were to be credtedt cultural and
administrative centers as well as trade and healties were to be determined, and
that Ulus, S hh ye, Kz lay and Tanden Squares should be improved. However, all

of these premises could not be realized.



Table 5.5Yucel Uybadin Plan Foresights

Plan Name Yucel-Uybadin Plan
Year of Preparation 1955

Characteristic of Urbanization period Increasing population with migration
Current Population 455.000

Approval 1957

Year

Settled Area (ha) ~5.720

Adjacent Area Approval Year 1958

Adjacent Area (ha) 71.000

Projection Year 1987

Projected 750.000

Population

Plan Area 12.000

(ha)

Settled Area/Plan Area 0,47(5720/12000)
Settled Area/Adjacent Area 0,08(5.720/71.000)
Plan Area/Adjacent Area 0,16(12.000/71.000)
Current Population/Plan Area 37 (455.000/12000)
Projected Population/Plan Area 200(750.000/1500)

Adapted fromAB B DB, 2006.

The plan covered an area of 12.000 hectares apdgislation target at the end of 30
years was 750.000 people. As soon as the plan p@®wed in 1957, speculation
and rapid population increase had showed theicesiféAs Its operational area was
limited to the municipal boundary, this increasedilding demand within the
planned area and illegal building tendency outha&f imunicipal boundary. In the
plan, the solution to construction of illegal buld was not proposed. Existing
Gecekondu areas in Alt nda Yenido an, Mamak and Kayawas designed as
normal planned area. According to Baykan, (2005:813 situation became ground
of understanding of improvement plan in 1980s.
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Figure 5.6. Yucel-Uybadin Plan
Source ‘AB B DB, 2006.

From the 1950s, ‘build-sell’ type of constructicag the most critical development
process for the Turkish urbanization had come agilenda. During those years, high
land prices brought about a new type of land ownprgalled as “fragmented
ownership”. Middle-income families could not affota build 1-2 storey-houses by
themselves. This type of ownership was complemegntéh the ‘build-sell’ system.
In the emerging system, individual production ofltirstorey apartments by private
developers ended with multi-ownership in one buatddplot -vertical ownership-.
The Law of Flat Ownership legally defined new sofrtownership in 1955. In the
new ownership pattern, there can be owner of oitewithin a multi-unit building.
After the 1960s, housing cooperatives emerged tirdbe legalization process of

fragmented ownership (Turel, 1986: 56-57).
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Figure 5.7.1956-1970 Macroform,Yucel-Uybadin Plan and Bouieta
Adapted from: AB B DB, 2007 (Un-published Map of Ankara Adjacent Area
Boundaries).

In 1957, Law no 6785: Development Law was put imicce which has substituted
Municipality, Law no 2290: Construction and Roawéith this law a new kind of
perspective was created (Geray, et al., 1983). [&higprovided legal base for having
construction permits in the unplanned areas as \wsllthe opportunity for
development law to be implemented to areas outsidaunicipal boundary. With
this law, development would expand to adjacentsa@ad the legal mechanism
enabled to control periphery, which had developethe 40s with the increase in the

number of cooperatives.

After 4 months that the term of “adjacent area” whswed off in the Law no 6785
dated to 16.01.1957, the adjacent area operatiadsstarted in Ankara and the
proposal of adjacent areas was sent to the Gowdnpoin 8 May 1957 to be
forwarded to the Ministry. With the decision datéd May 1957 of Council of

Provincial Local Administration, the map of ‘adjateareas necessary for the
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prospective expansion of the municipality’ was farded to the Ministry. This
period coincides with the period when Yicel-Ubay®ilan was approved (1957).
However, Ministry did not approve the proposal sesthout legal grounds and
returned it to Governorship whereon to MunicipatifyAnkara resent the map to the
Ministry, this time with its legal grounds, at 28nliary 1958. These legal grounds

were related to the approved structure plan ane wesasoned as follows:

» To control countryside because of the sociatltiaia in the area outside the
approved structure plan.

» To prohibit small private parcellations in prospee construction sites and
settlement areas which can be re-established ifuthee outside the planned
areas and even if the structure plan is not impieetkin these zones to avert
risks in terms of both urbanization and housing.

* To control areas which are not appropriate fatlesaent even in the future
due to their topographical and geological condgion

* The safety of dams and surrounding area.

* To determine the safety area for landing of pdame the airports and
military zones while taking their possibility of gansion.

* To implement development law for the facilitie$ the Middle East

Technical University in the expansion zone of Arkar

The Ministry agreed upon the proposal and appraiedirst map of Municipality of
Ankara showing adjacent areas (75.000 ha) on 14uBgp 1958 (Duyguluer,
2006:159). The first adjacent area determined és fitst sign of the attempt to
control the speculations on the periphery of AnkaFhis motivation also was
revealed in the legal grounds of adjacent areassd kegal grounds show us how the
adjacent areas emerged as a tool to control @rgwith. The will to control the area

outside of approved structure plan became inetabl

14 Since there was no Ministry of Public Works anttlSment, the term ‘Ministry’ refers to the
Ministery of Public Works (Nafia Vekaleti).
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Figure 5.8.1957-1970 Macroform, Yucel-Uybadin Plan and 19%fa8ent Areas
Adapted from: AB B DB, 2007 (Un-published Map of Ankara Adjacent ABaundaries).

The development permits in adjacent areas undercanérol of the municipality
could not solve the housing problem in Ankara, dndng this period policies to
increase density of existing texture had been adbpt/ith the Regional Flat Order
Plan approved at 1968 which was based on the lfdvab Ownership dated 1965,
buildings in Ankara were permitted be one flat leighThe maps increasing the
number of flats were including all of Yeehir. The number of flats increased two
more times with the Modification Plans dated 197@ 4973, which gave way to
very high building on Atatirk Boulevard. Yicel-Uytia Plan loosed its
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effectiveness on a macro scale due to flat ordenspland partial urban physical
development plan and modifications. The city taskiorm not according to targeted

plans but according to flat order plans.

Table 5.6. Urban Population Increase of Turkey and Ankatavben1955 and 1975

Years Turkiye Ankara
1955 6.927.343. 451.241
1960 8.859.731 650.067
1965 10.805.817 905.660
1970 13.691.101 1.236.152
1975 16.869.068 1.701.004

Source: DE, 2001.

Yucel-Uybadin plan provided the plan to be insuéiit in dealing with the
speculative pressures that started in the preveoas The development permits in
adjacent areas under the control of the municipaduld not solve the housing
problem in Ankara, and during this period polictesincrease density of existing
texture had been adopted aiming at density incseadeninistrative arrangements
and local plans. With the Regional Order Plan ofdifloation approved at 1968
which was based on the Law of Condominium datedb,1Bgildings in Ankara were
permitted be one flat higher. The maps increadiegiumber of flats were including
all of Yeni ehir. The number of flats increased two more timgk the Modification
Plans dated 1970 and 1973, which gave way to vegl building on Atatirk
Boulevard. Yicel-Uybadin Plan loosed its effectiession a macro scale due to flat
order plans and partial plan and modificationse €hy took its form not according

to targeted plans but according to flat order plans
With increments in building densities within the/dat of the plan brought between

1960 and 1970, the plan area developed for 750@@(fulation, was carrying a
population more than 2 millions (Altaban, 1987: 134
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Figure 5.9.Evaluation of Period 1954-1970



Table 5.7.Evaluation of Yicel-Uybadin Plan Period

Aim of the plan

To find solution Ankara’s urban rapid growth ang

to direct main development tendency

)

Characteristic of Urbanization
period

Increasing Population with migration

Main Development Strategy

-meeting housing demand by increasing densitig
Settled areas by limiting within the municipal
boundaries

-development to western corridor

-to create developments spots

- to create peripheral road that provide easyss;
-to control oil-drop expansion

Macroform Strategy

-high density development with intensification in
inner city

Urban Form

Objectives

-intensive
-continuous
-confined

Urbanization Problems in Plan
Period

-rapid population increase

-illegal building tendency out of the municipal
boundary

-apartment buildings in individual parcels

- increasing the number of flats

Conclusion

-the adjacent area operations had started in AnK
- first adjacent area determined on the periphéry
Ankara.

- development law to be implemented to areas
outside of municipal boundary

- increase in the number of cooperatives includir
all of Yeni ehir

- flat order plans was introduced and permitted K
one flat higher the with Regional Order Plan of
Modification

- partial urban physical development plan came
the agenda

-oil-drop development started

S in

e

ara

19

e

[o

Prepared by: Thesis Writer



5.3. Adjacent Areas as a Tool for Development Plan: Ankia 1990
Metropolitan Planning Office Plan 1970-1985

After the 1960s rapidly increasing population déseld its effects more distinctly in
uncontrolled way outside of Ankara’s municipalitpundary. With the increasing
responsibilities of the central authorities, Mewtijan Planning Bureaus have been
founded as branches of the Ministry of Reconstomcand Housing. In the 1969
year, Ankara Metropolitan Planning Office as a depant of the Ministry of
Reconstruction and Housing which had only the resjiility of preparing the plan
having no rights of approving or implementationa@mli,1994). In the 1970s,
because of the high land prices within the planmeer city, almost 60% of the
population -low-middle income, which cannot affod#velopment costs- were
excluded and compelled to locate adjacent unplarameds (Altaban et al., 1980:
146).

As new unauthorized developments did not occuowrdiensity areas but in medium
to high-density areas, they were not developedraggg from the existing city, but
closely adjacent to it. Actually, this was the casdich Ankara Metropolitan
Planning Office had to deal with. The aim of therdaw for the urbanization of
Ankara directs from the original planning approasfhthe team to the planning
process of the city. Different from the previougsnthe planners aimed to direct and

canalize future development within a determinedepat

Frameworks and principles were formed a plan schainia50.000 scale. This plan
was shaped by related sectoral project packetdy ascmass housing, industry,
institutional-regional development projects. (Batlgifi86: 109). There were three
major criteria in determining the macroform of thsy:
A physical structure that utilizes the existingnsportation and technical
infrastructure, depending basically on public tpors and providing
maximum intersection areas with the nature.
A form that is most probable to be realized, ng¢ating but organizing the

trends.
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Considering the development strategies of the aizéub public bodies.

In determining the form of the city alternative netslhave been discussed. These
forms were mainly, oil-slick, linear, satellite aodrridor. The various alternatives of
these four models were studied. After eliminatiaigrnatives were reduced to two:
satellite and corridor form and third alternativasaadded as trend- oil slick to show
how the city was likely to develop without any plaontrol mechanism. Trend
schema is relatively consistent with today's urbanditions of Ankara. It represents
the development condition without any plan. Low-slgndispersed housing pattern
by means of high rate of private auto usage andrgegnee of huge separate

shopping centers through the outer axes.

In satellite schema, existing urban settlement$iwithe radius of 100 km. would
turn into growth poles. Low-density housing and tircentrality were the principle
conditions. While further development of the exigticity was prohibited in the
fringe, new separate nodes, with auto-based mgpbjbatterns, ensured the

dependency to the central city.

In the last alternative, corridor schema, the ti@msation of existing transportation
axes turns into high-density development corriddrsong these three alternatives,
corridor scheme was chosen. It was mentioned tls¢ &leernative to solve air-

pollution problem fundamentally. This plan diffetefrom the previous two

alternatives which proposed development along rewtith axis, determined that the
west axis is most suitable for development, henopgsed a development in this
way, along corridors. There were two major corrglarwards west in the plan, the

northern onestanbul Road, and the southern one Etkr road.



Figure 5.10.1990 Structure Plan (Metropolitan Planning Offitian)
Source: AB B DB, 2006.

This plan proposed Ankara’s development outsidéopbgraphic pot which tied a
main corridor. So, stanbul route which contained main settlements rnecéirst

steps of realization of corridor developments. pbeulation targeted (2.5 millions)
in the plan merely reached by making intensive exténsive migration estimation

(low migration estimation: 2.8 millions, high migi@n estimation: 3.6 millions).
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Table 5.8.Urban Population Increase of Turkey and Ankaravbet 1970 and 1990

Years Turkey Ankara

1970 13.691.101 1.236.152
1975 16.869.068 1.701.004
1980 19.645.007 1.877.775
1985 26.865.757 2.304.166
1990 33.326.351 2.584.594

Source:DE, 2001

The true determination of the problems of Ankaramare proper population
projection, the office to play an important roledieveloping strategic projects for the
city that would channel development in west hasnbetective as well in this
success. According to Baykan, (2005:97) in 199@stéingeted population was less
then existing population. Thus, this is the fiistd in Ankara’s Planning history, the

synchronization was provided between targeted @ojpul and development areas.
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Table 5.9. 1990 Structure Plan Foresights

Plan Name 1990 Metropolitan Planning Office

Structure Plan

Year of Preparation 1970-75

Characteristic of Urbanization period | Decreasing urbanization rate

Current Population 1.200.000

Approval Year 1982

Settled Area (ha) ~22.500

Adjacent Area Approval Year 1973

Adjacent Area (ha) 74.500

Projection Year 1990

Projected Population 2,8-3,6 milyon

Plan Area (ha) 43.250

Settled Area/Plan Area 0,52(22.500/43.250)

Settled area/Adjacent Area 0,31(22.500/71.000)

Plan Area/Adjacent Area 0,60(43.250/71.000)

Current Population/Settled area 53(1.200.000/22.500)

Projected Population/Plan Area low migration:64 (2.8 millions/43.250)
high migration:83 (3.6 millions/43250).

Adapted from: AB B DB, 2006.

Beginning of the 1970s, while urban settled area 22500 hectares. This was more
than Yucel Uybadin Plan which was proposed 12.08@dnes for 1987. To control
the illegal areas development which was outsidetlef planned areas and
speculations, the adjacent areas had to be chaR@adtargeted area was foreseen in
43.250 hectares for 3.6 million person in 1990. Tdemand of inclusion of
Etimesgut and Lodumlu villages in adjacent areaslitect development of city

towards to west and to control disorder developmemts approved with
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Development Administrative Committee Decision (B31®73), Committee of
Provincial Administration Decision (08.05.1973) avihistry of Reconstruction and
Housing approval (25.09.1973). In this period, whifrban settled area was 22.500
hectares, plan area was foreseen in 43.250 hectandsthe zone in new adjacent

area boundary became 74.500 hectares.

Keciorer

Yenimahall¢
At nda
Bahcel-Emel Mamal

Figure 5.11.1990 Structure Plan and Adjacent Areas
Adapted from: AB B DB, 2007 (Un-published Map of Ankara Adjacent ABaundaries).

The office to play an important role in developstgategic projects for the city that
would channel development in west has been efiecBademli (1994:42) claims
that the scheme was evaluated as a frame and matitretime. According to him,

plan became successful to direct the developmesideuof municipality boundaries.
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With respect to the realization of the plan, impdetation process in squatter
prevention zones (Sincan), new housing developm@Bis kent, Eryaman) and
Ankara Organized Industry Area can be regardeth@success of the Ankara 1990
Plan by enabling land stocks of public for furtttvelopments (Bademli, 1986:
110).

But, because of amendment of structure plan madkart term, additional structure
plan, the improvement plans aiming regulate illegaildings areas (gecekondu),
partial planning for adjacent areas outside of mipality boundary, failing to
control illegal buildings, the 1990 Ankara StrueuU?lan began to lost its function
(AB B DB, 2006:50).

After 1983, important changes occurred such aséwe amnesty laws 2981, 3290,
3366 and 3414 that were to be prepared and appioyeéde district municipalities
without any concern for appropriateness with theteraplan. Also together with the
abolishment of the Metropolitan Planning Office, line with the Law no 3030:
Greater Municipality Law and the new Law no 3194vBlopment Law, there were
three different authorities responsible for the no@blitan area, which are the greater

municipality, district municipalities and the gowership.

The metropolitan planning office was abolished amdetropolitan planning unit was
founded under the greater municipality of Ankarchefe was a metropolitan
boundary that was determined by the metropolitaanmhg office through
implementation. This boundary was approved in 1H®&wever the boundaries of
the greater municipality authority area remain $enal Sincan and Golba
municipalities were not included within this boungand central authority has the
responsibility for such metropolitan areas outglte municipal boundaries. Hence,
all these changes provoked incremental and indegmeridterventions made in the
city and resulted in developments that are incoibleawith the plan. Thus although
the plan may be considered to be successful, tenréegal arrangements have been

destructive for the plan. As a result of thesedexa new plan was put in the agenda.
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Table 5.10.Evaluation of Ankara 1990 Metropolitan Planningi®dfPlan Period

Aim of the plan

to direct and canalize future development with
a determined pattern, controlling with

management

in

Characteristic of Urbanization

period

Decreasing urbanization rate,

Main Development Strategy

- development outside of topographic pot

- Solving air pollution

-Development to western corridor
-prevention of land resources

-developing with mass housing cooperatives

- providing maximum intersection areas with the

nature
-to control oil-slick expansion

Macroform Strategy

Coridoric extension

Urban Form
Objectives

-inflexible axis dominancy
-denser ties with surrounding

Urbanization Problems in Plan
Period

-fragmented development outside the bounda
-increasing transportation problem
-apartment buildings in individual parcels

- housing problems of middle and low income

class

Yy

Conclusion

-the adjacent areas first used as a tool for
planning

-new housing developments (Bat kent, Eryam:
and Ankara Organized Industry Area

- the targeted population realized

an)

- different authorities became responsible for the

metropolitan area with 3194 and 3030

- The metropolitan planning office was abolish
- the success of the Ankara 1990 Plan by
enabling land stocks of public for further
developments

ed

Prepared by: Thesis Writer
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5.4. Fragmentation of Adjacent Areas: 2015 Structure Rin Period 1985-1992
In 1984, with the Law no 3030: Greater Municipalitgw, Ankara Municipality was

transformed to Ankara Greater Municipality. Alt ndaCankaya, Kegioren, Mamak,
Yenimahalle district municipalities were establdhe ater, Sincan, Etimest ve
Golba municipalities were added to this system. Besttle, authority to make and
approve structure plan was given to municipaliteth Law no 3194: Development
Law (1985). Thus municipalities became the mogidrtant actor to direct of urban
growth (ABB DB, 2006).

Figure 5.13.Boundary of Ankara Greater Municipality in 1982 akdjacent Areas
Adapted from: AB B DB, 2007 (Un-published Map of Ankara Adjacent ABaundaries).

In 1986, a new “structural plan” concerning AnkaCaty Macroform with scale
1/100.000 targeting 2015 year was prepared by eares group in Middle East
Technical University City and Regional Planning Bement for directing the



development in this region and making a framewask development outside of

municipal boundary and adjacent area.

Figure 5.14.Ankara 2015 Structure Plan
Source: Gunay, 2005.

The main point of departure for the plan is thiag turrent high density, compact form
of the city has various disadvantages, which as&chHy:
air-pollution as a result of the city being regea within the topographical bowl
with a high density
insufficient urban services as a result of the-tkawn-built process.

high running costs of infrastructure networks assalt of topographic features.
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Besides, the need for decentralization is furthmepleasized putting forward that: “the
population estimations showed that the city (medlitgn area) would double in 30
years reaching a population of 5 millions. METUrpiang group underlined the fact
that if the new population would still be conceteédhin the compact macroform it
would be the death of the city.” (Glnay, 1988: 44).

Table 5.11. 2015 Structure Plan Foresights

Name of Plan 2015 Structure Plan
Year of Preparation 1985-1990
Characteristic of Urbanization period Increasing tendency escape from city

(suburbanization)

Current Population 2.300.000

Approval Year Not approved

Settled Area (ha) ~31.000
Adjacent Area Approval Year 1986
Adjacent Area (ha) 72.945
Projection Year 2015

Projected Population 4,5 milion-5,5 million

Plan Area (ha) 210.000

Settled Area/Plan Area 0,14(31.000/210.000)

Settled Area/Adjacent Area 0,42(31.000/72.945)

Plan Area/Adjacent Area 2,87(210.000/72.945)

Current Population/Settled area 74 (2.3 million/31.000

Projected Population/Plan Area low migration:21 (4.5 million/210.000)
high migration:26 (5.5 million/210.000)

Adapted from: AB B DB, 2006.

Table 5. 11 shows that the proportion of Settlexhdo adjacent area is 0,42 while the
proportion of plan area to adjacent area is 2,8didplays that development of city

outside of adjacent area is being projected in tiien. In these years, whereas



municipalities had responsibility to make and apprplan within municipal boundary
and adjacent area boundary, out of these bounday@eernorship had these
responsibilities. In this situation, emergence odmaistrative problems would be
inevitable. It is necessary to take precautiondorease density from 74 person/ha to
21-26 person/ha, because there would be new dewelupoutside the municipal
authority area. Otherwise, this plan would not het its aims and new costs would

emerge.

In this scheme, 1990 Ankara Structure Plan’'s dewssiwere preserved as basic
principles but North and north-east development \i@eseen against to western
corridor; and in the south, a decentralized develeut was foreseen by regarding
Ankara’s current trend of urbanization. In thisipg| dwellings, workplaces and public

zones distributed to these axis.

Figure 5. 15.1984 Macroform and Ankara 2015 Structure Plan Blawies, and

Adjacent Areas
Adapted from: AB B DB, 2007 (Un-published Map of Ankara Adjacent ABaundaries).
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Macroform decisions about controlling of fringesravémportant in this plan. Bademli
(1994) summarizes the macro-policies of the planearfollows:
New settlement areas should be developed outs&é&pographical bow! that
the city is developed within.
The new residential areas should contain 300.0@dlpgon at most, in order to
avoid air-pollution risk.
Decentralization should be obtained through sttesghg the existing
settlement areas within the 35-40 km. ring and/brough creating
agglomerations around project areas.
Distribution of employment should be used as a fimotiecentralization .
This decentralization should not be in a spreathfavhich depends on private
cars, but should rather be in a star-shaped forperting on public
transportation.
The proposed form should be flexible, thus allowifog rich amounts of
development alternatives in the future.

In order to be effective the green-belt should hemdepth of 8-10 km.

The plan boundary was enlarged as the metropaitea of Ankara included Elmada
Kazan, Cubuk, Akyurt, Temelli, Ahiboz settlements well. However as these
settlements were not within greater municipalityuibdaries, a protocol was arranged
between Ministry of Public Works and Settlemeng governorship of Ankara and the
greater municipality of Ankara, accepting the pdesrthe structure plan of Ankara, but it
has not been approved. But the approbation opthais was rejected PO, 2002).

With direction of legal and administrative changaghan structure has transformed
rapidly. Within Ankara metropolitan area coverirfg Bn impact zone there were some
villages such as Bdum, Pursaklar, Esenba. And Greater Municipality was under the
pressure of these villages to be independent townigipalities. Together with 1990,
these villages became town municipality, and sepdrafrom Ankara Greater

Municipalities. Consequently, adjacent area staitdoe fragmented.

141



These years, problems about adjacent areas westesated. In Ankara’s adjacent areas
were narrowed after Akyurt Municipality's adjaceateas enlarged in Northeast.
Therefore, in 1986 total adjacent area became 32i28 But Sincan (1988) and
Golba District Municipality (1991) was annexed to theakara Greater Municipality
Boundary. Adjacent area enlarged at west and seath after annexing of Sincan to
Ankara Greater Municipality and Cayyolu Mass Hagsand Ivedik Small Industry
Site Projects in 1990 ( ABB DB, 2006:10).

Figure 5.16.Limiting Affect of Ankara Greater Municipality anddependent Town
Municipalities
Adapted from: AB B DB, 2007 (Un-published Map of Ankara Adjacent ABaundaries).



In 1991, Greater Municipality proposed to take d@jaaent area the zone of Ortakdy,
Nenek, K z Ica within the context of planning Oriigkcemetery area in East; Karata
Yakupabdal, K br s within the context of planning@ kent; planning Susuz, Saray,
Yeregiren settlements within the context of plagnBusuzgdl and its surroundings.
The Ministry approved these additional zones ir088.992. (AB B DB, 2006). And,
adjacent areas increased to 96.180 ha in a gimat t

Figure 5.17.1992 Adjacent Areas and Municipal Boundary
Adapted from: AB B DB, 2007 (Un-published Map of Ankara Adjacent ABaundaries).

Despite this plan was not approved, it caused semeculative movements in
determined axes. This plan’s speculative impactergeud with its partial planning and
practices without amending 1990 Structure Planwiticbut plan decision. This partial

approach appeared with partial adjacent area ckaAdgo together with the local plans
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prepared outside the adjacent area of the greataicipality. New housing areas made
partially in Cayyolu, Beytepe ve Golbalmprovement Plan practices prepared by
district municipality 5.000 hectares of developmesais approved by the governorship
of Ankara and the Ministry of Public Works and tihent. Industrial Area invedik
demanded to extra adjacent areas had all negatiméiilenced the plan proposals.
Within this direction, the adjacent areas additivas realized with approbation of
Ministry in 26.06.1990. (Duyguluer, 20006:). Aldwetproposed peripheral road in the
plan was realized differently which unexpectedlfifuenced the form of the city, the
highway project driven by General Directorate ofjivays affected gravely (Bademli,
1990: 43) Thus a new plan was prepared considatirigese developments contrary to
the 2015 plan.

In conclusion, the necessary determination and m@idtrative integrity could not be
provided for decentralization foreseen in 2015 piag. Speculative development took
place in the regions defined as axes and focakpdlrese developments increased the

city’s trend of dispersion and sprawl.

144



avt

Figure 5.18 Evaluation of Period 19-1992



Table 5.12.Evaluation of 2015 Structure Plan Period

Aim of the plan

Making a framework for development outside of

municipal boundary and adjacent area

Characteristic of Urbanization

period

Increasing tendency escape from city

(suburbanization)

Main Development Strategy

- development outside the topographical bowl
- to avoid air-pollution risk

- to create agglomerations
- to create star-shaped form depending on publi
transportation

[

Macroform Strategy

Star Shaped

Urban Form
Objectives

-Decentralized
-Flexible

Urbanization Problems in Plan
Period

- limiting affect of independent town municipalii¢
- increasing private car use

- air pollution

- insufficient urban services

- administrative chaos

U

Conclusion

-plan not approved

-the adjacent areas fragmented

-different authority started to make plan

- new housing areas made partially in Cayyolu,
Beytepe ve Gdlba

-the local plans prepared outside the adjacensa
- the highway project driven

rea

-speculative development started

Prepared by: Thesis Writer
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5.5.Management Problems of Adjacent Areas: 2025 Structe Plan Period
1992-2004

The new plan was inevitable after the rejection20L5 Structure Plan and the
insufficiency of 1990 Structure Plan to direct urliievelopment and to control rapid
urbanization in southeast axis. In the first hdlfttee 1990s, private entrepreneurs
became influential pressure groups, demanding tpld& opportunities for
development in the periphery of the city. There evdynamics that increased the
transformation of vacant land in the fringe intaubimg areas. In this period, various
institutions alerted the Ministry on increase ofpagbation of partial plans. The
difficulty of management of Ankara boundaries swh municipality boundary,
adjacent area boundary, outside of these bounddrgs/arious establishments,
necessitated the preparation of a comprehensive pacro policies of this plan

were clarified as follows:

The settlement boundaries of the metropolitan aheald be limited within
the impact area of 35-40 km. radius, and new se#ig areas should be
developed around the existing ones and potentigégirareas.

Encouraging high-qualified sub-center developmerits potentially
developable growth poles and corridors.

A metropolitan form based on the development corsddefined by urban
services and supported by public mass transit dhmeiprovided.
Decentralization should be supported through eskéerexpropriations.
Developing housing estates in southeastern coratigski ehir axis for high

and high-income families.



Table 5.13. 2025 Structure Plan Foresights

Name of Plan

2025 Structure Plan

Year of Preparation

1992-1998

Characteristic of Urbanization

period

Speculative and partial urbanization

demands

Current Population

2.800.000

Approval Year

Not approved

Settled Area (ha) ~45.000
Adjacent Area Approval Year 1994
Adjacent Area (ha) 201.878
Projection Year 2025

Projected Population

6,5 milion-8,5 million

Plan Area (ha)

200.000

Settled Area/Plan Area

0,22 ¢5.000/200.000)

Settled Area/Adjacent Area

0,22(45.000/201.878)

Plan Area/Adjacent Area

1 (200.000/201.878)

Current Population/Settled area

62 (2.8 million/45.000)

Projected Population/Plan Area

low migration: 32 (6.5 million/200.000)
high migration:42 (8.5 million/200.000)

Adapted from: AB B DB, 2006.

Population was projected to be between 5.5 andn@ilkon, but the plan was

prepared for 8,5 million population with the ressdvareas. The macro-policies of
this plan were in line with the previous one, agééeentralization was the key word,
and a star-shaped form was proposed for the chg. gopulation of Ankara was

projected as the triple of the existing populatibmaddition, Settled area was 22
percentage of plan area. 78 percentage of this alaa was opening to the new
development. The proportion of plan area to adjaaesa was 1. It means that there
were plan decisions for whole adjacent area. Alghoto make plan and take

decision for whole area under the municipal contvould have some benefits, it
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might be speculative movement on this area in odg#an rejection by municipal

council.

Figure 5.19.2025 Structure Plan
Source: ABB B DB, 2006

The new regulations on adjacent area were need#tinew structure plan which
was to include not only Ankara Metropolitan Areajtbalso Kazan, Cubuk,
Hasanolan, Elmada, Ahiboz ve Temelli with 2025 perspective by comesidg the

speculations caused by 2015 plan which did notaygprAnd the new regulations on

adjacent area were needed (Duyguluer, 2006).

In this period, planning efforts targeted 2025 wexecuted by Greater Municipality
for control unplanned development because of iifieaton of partial developments

and problems which affected urban macroform. Irs¢hefforts, a new impact zone
enlarging the metropolitan authority was tried todefined. The first of these steps

was to determine a new adjacent area boundarydimgjl202.000 hectares, proposed
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by 2015 structure plan, ranging until Temelli, Bd and Kazan. This boundary
was approved by Ministry of Public Works and Setiat on 07.02.1994.

Figure 5.20.Adjacent Areas of Ankara in 1994
Adapted from: AB B DB, 2007 (Un-published Map of Ankara Adjacent ABaundaries).

Duyguluer (2006:161) emphasized Ministry of PubWéorks and Settlement’'s
sensitivity on adjacent area in this period emengigd this plan:
“Ministry of Public Works and Settlement, wantedomrmation about Macroform
Scheme’s Boundary and data such as targeted pirojeend sectorial projection
from Greater Municipality within targeting 2025r&¢ture Plan. Beside, Ministry

stated the necessity the synchronization of newlkapproval date with approval

of adjacent areas”
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The objective of Ministry of Public Works and Settlent's by wanting
synchronization of approval of adjacent areas aew mplan was to prevent
speculations as it has occurred because of refeofi®015 Structure Plan. During
this planning period, uncontrolled and partial pliaig was inevitable, while we think

that settled areas were 45 000 hectares andquaamea was 200.000 hectares.

Figure 5.21.1997 Macroform and Boundaries of Ankara 2025 Stmecflan and
Adjacent Areas
Adapted from: AB B DB, 2007 (Un-published Map of Ankara Adjacent ABaundaries).
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Meanwhile, Greater Municipality government of Ankarchanged after local

government election in March 1994. In a while, Miny of Public Works and

Settlement re-changed the boundary of adjacent améch has been accepted on
30.09.1994 and accepted to the 1992 adjacent areadbry again, because 2025
structure plan macroform decisions and boundariesewnot concluded and
developments stemming from partial plans were ndeqaate (Duyguluer,

2006:161).

With this rejection, a long adjudication procesartstd. (PO, 2002:16). In this
process, Southwest Ankara Development Axis and Y&kduva Land Use Plan
with 1/25.000 scale was approved by Ministry of Ruorks and Settlement; and
the same plans with 1/5000 scale were approveddweaorship. After rejection of
adjacent areas boundary by Ministry, the Greatenidpality applied to Court of
Appeals. On the other hand, the discussions abossegssion of adjacent areas
between metropolitan municipalities and district nmeipalities increased in this
period. There is no exact definition in Law no 31B#&velopment Law and Law no
3030: Greater Municipality Law about who has thé¢hatity and responsibility in
adjacent areas. So, the ministry elaborated a a#ggnol to solve this boundary
problem (Ministry of Public Works and SettlementAU-25.12.1995). In this
regulation, greater municipality is comprised df alb municipalities, so adjacent
area of greater municipality is under responsipildf both of them. Both

municipalities council have to take a decision aliba proposal of adjacent areas.

All this process finished in favor of Greater Mupality. And Court of Appeals
accepted that the adjacent areas boundary appnev@t02.1994 would be Ankara
Greater Municipality in 01.10.1996.

At the same time, Plans scaled 1/5000 and 1/1008 also to be cancelled with the
cancellation of the land use plan concerning thémanade by the Ministry by the

decision of the Council of State about the applicabf Greater Municipality of



Ankara in 20.10.1997. However, the existent pressamd speculation problems
increased in the southwest Ankara (ABB, 2006:52).

Figure 5.22. Adjacent Areas of Ankara Greater Municipality andistbct
Municipalities

Adapted from: AB B DB, 2007 (Un-published Map of Ankara Adjacent ABaundaries).

Bademli (1999) elucidated the 2025 planning exmeeein the presentation about
“Planning in Ankara after 1980 and its Future”:

As a result, the planning attempts did not enchinway we wanted it to be and,
the greatest problem of Turkey for today, the agljh@reas out of the authority
area of the municipal boundaries, in other worde thilure of metropolitan

planning has transformed to a deadlock betweenhtimds of the central and
local authorities. In that period, we looked attadjacent area boundaries of
Ankara and saw that we could not apply a joint piag, thus increased the area
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to be planned to 200 thousand hectares with theditle improvement of the
partial plans done so far. In the course of the nowements of these partial
plans, there has been a change in the administiagiod with this change; the
Ministry has decreased the boundaries of adjacemas to 100 thousand
hectares again. They sued against the increaseatadwon. In that time | took
the lesson: If the central authority, the local adistration, the system of
Greater Municipality, the district municipalitiesub of the reach of Greater
Municipality and village administrations can noasaround a table to negotiate
and produce policies together, the problems can Ipetsolved, since the
legislation does not allow it (1999:53).

In 1997, with the expansion of the adjacent areahefAkyurt Municipality and
approval of the adjacent areas of the EseabMunicipality, there has been
shrinkage in the adjacent areas in the directiomatheast. However with the
cancellation of adjacent areas of Eserbdlunicipality, the area of the greater
municipality of Ankara has reached, including botanicipal and adjacent areas, to
193.262 ha., while the urban area to 52.272 ha.uahdn population reached to
3.160.000 (A. BB DB, 2006).

Moreover, there were two town municipalities aneéhdistrict municipalities within
the borders of Greater City Municipality of Ankarahich were not under the
jurisdiction of Law no 3030. They were Yenikent f&n) in the northwest and
Baglum (Kecioren) in the north as subdistrict mipatities; and Pursaklar
(Kecioren), Saraykoy (Kecioren) in the northeast Altonova (Altinda) in the east.
These municipalities displayed examples of paréiatl disconnected practices.
Moreover, applications carried out within the besdef the district municipalities in
the fringe and neighborhood of the Greater City Mipality gave birth to new

problems and imbalance of the population-labordad transportation.

Especially these districts caused the irrationa¢ ws$ the sources within the
metropolitan region. Partial approaches resultedapplications, which were
neglecting what they affected. In the case of Aakanentioned districts can be
densely met especially in the catchment area ofugubam (Balum, Pursaklar,
Saraykoy, Altnova, Esenba), catchment area of KayBayndr Dam

(Kutludii tn).
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Figure 5.23. Catchment Areas and Dams of Ankara under the Bress Town
Municipalities.
Adapted from: AB B DB, 2006.

In the magazine of Chamber of City Planners datg5th, 2002 in which an article
about a technical meeting d®roblematic of Macro Scale Plan”it has been

emphasized that:

“ the formation of a multi-fragmented structure atatk of the integrity in the
metropolises is due to the deadlock sourcing from Law no 3030: Greater
Municipality Law. These deadlocks are also placédh® heart of the problems
concerning adjacent areas | have been dealt soTars law implies a regulation
limited to adjacent areas and caused multi-fragredrdevelopments in its area of
enforcement. Moreover, it resulted to the formatdrdistrict municipalities within
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the boundary of adjacent areas, which are out eféhforcement area of the Law no
3030 and these district municipalities were ableptactice of independent plans
which are not controlled by the macro scale plafse transformation of the small
settlements within the borders of adjacent areagrefter city municipalities to
municipalities resulted in the deterioration of theegrity of administration and
services, while at the same time damages the aotytiof municipal development

activities” ( PO:2002,17)

In this era, making a comprehensive plan for metisps and directing the urban
development was almost become impossible due thaheno 3030. However, with
court decisions resulted in favor of Greater Mypatity, Development Department
of the Greater Municipality of Ankara has acceledatits efforts on the 2025
Structure Plan from 1997 to 1998, which was comithérom the beginning of 90ies
and at least in July 30, 1998 presented it to tppraval of Ankara Greater

Municipality Council.

But this plan was under the effect of pressure gsoand capitalists and related to
this under the effect of processes of land tramsébion aiming at opening new
housing areas. The plan, while lacking institutigmerspective, could not transcend
being the analysis of existing situation. At thensatime, another remarkable feature
of the plan was creating new development zoneshdémsing by exaggerating the
population projections at a time in which the p@pioh increase rate decreases and
the housing stock was sufficient. As a result,fdlen lacked public support and was
not approved by the Ankara Greater Municipality 8au(AB B DB, 2006).

During this process, an amendment in the “By-Lawoétbthe Principles of the
Making of Development Plans and Changing Them” dldi@99, it has been stated
that plans scaled 1/25.000, 1/50.000, 1/100.000dconly be made by the Ministry
of Public Works and Settlement and first time #@wed use and structure plan’s scales
has been defined in the legislation. However, ig-taw About the Principals of the
Making of Land Use Plan” published in the Offici@lazette no 24220 dated
November 4th, 2000 it has been stated that land plems could be prepared at a
scale of 1/25.000, 1/50.000, 1/100.000 or at a lsmaktale This situation led to

confusion of authority in making of the greaterlscplans. It caused a complex
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formation of responsibility and authority pattern the planning of greater
municipalities ( PO, 2002).

During this period, the problems stemming from jaarplans prepared by town
municipalities (Pursaklar, Saraykdy, Bam, Alt nova, Esenbaa, Yenikent) that
are outside of the scope of Law no 3030 and benable to intervene in adjacent
areas outside the jurisdiction of the greater mpaliy resulted in the necessity to
cooperate with The Ministry of Public Works and teetent (AB B DB, 2006).
And two kinds of 1/50.000 scale plans were apprdwethe Ministry.

First of these plans to be approved was the 1/80d8@le “Partial Revision to the
Ankara 1990 Structure Plan”, dealing with the Sawetern Ankara Development
Axis (regarding the areas between the Eshir and Konya throughways and the
beltway). This plan was approved by The MinistryRafblic Works and Settlement
on 18.07.2001. The second is the “Southwesterrarenkietropolitan Development
Plan” which was defined as being outside the highasa the axis mentioned in the
first plan. The plan was approved by The MinistfyPaiblic Works and Settlement
on 24.02.2004. However, implementation of the pas halted by the Council of
State on 19.09.2006 by Court Ruling No. E:2005/8i%he grounds that despite it
(the plan) being of 1/50.000 scale it was fragmerd@d did nut uphold to the

principals of modern metropolitan planning.
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Table 5.14 .Evaluation of 2025 Structure Plan Period

Aim of the plan

To direct urban development and to control ra

urbanization in southeast axis

d

D

Characteristic of Urbanization

period

Speculative and partial urbanization demands

Main Development Strategy

-encouraging high-qualified sub-center
-decentralization of population

- to create high qualified growth polls
- to support peripheral expansion
-to support public mass transit

Macroform Strategy

-dispersed

Urban Form
Objectives

-fragmented
-scattered

Urbanization Problems in Plan
Period

- difficulty of management of boundaries

- uncontrolled partial planning

-disagreement between local and central
authority

-automobile dominancy growth

- discussions about possession of adjacent arg¢
between greater municipalities and district
municipalities

- independent town municipalities

2aS

Conclusion

-plan not approved

- irrational use of the sources within the
metropolitan region

- dense developments in the catchment area

-authority confusion increased in making of the

macro scale plans
-speculative pressure increased
-partial planning approach began in macro scg

le -

-unplanned and un controlled adjacent areas

Prepared by: Thesis Writer



5.6. Ankara Adjacent Areas with Legal Arrangement to Cortrol Growth
Management 2004s beyond: 2023 Structure Plan Period

In accordance with the clauses of Law no 5216, wkiEme into force 23.07.2004,
the borders of Ankara Greater Municipality with theadquarters of the Governorate
of Ankara to be defined as its center have beegnebed to encompass an area with a
radius of 50 km as of 16.09.2005. Accordingly, #rea under the jurisdiction of
Ankara Greater Municipality has been increased f&f)@ ha to 850 ha. Thus, the
following have 7 district municipalities have beadded to the 8 present district
municipalities: EImadato the east, Kazan to the north, the entirety obuk and
Akyurt to the northeast, and portions of Kalecikihe east, Ayas to the west, and

Bala to the southeast.

As the above-mentioned law states that all townionpaities and sub-districts in a
50 km area to be defined as “first degree munityabf the Ankara Greater
Municipality. Therefore, 21 first-degree municipe$s have joined the area of the

Ankara Greater Municipality.

To summarize, the borders of Ankara Greater Mualdypencompass 15 districts to
include 21 first-degree municipalities and 740 hbigrhoods of which; 401 were
part of Ankara Greater Municipality prior to Law B@16. 59 of these were attached
to 8 district municipalities which were part of tAekara Greater Municipality prior
to the coming into force of Law no 5216. 220 ofstaeneighborhoods attained this
status due to law 5216. The remaining 60 neighbmitoare located within the
borders of district municipalities and first-degneenicipalities newly added to the

Ankara Greater Municipality.
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Figure 5.25. Adjacent Areas of Ankara Greater Municipality2id04
SourceAB B DB, 2006.

With the entering into force of Law 5216, the baslef Greater Municipality have

been extended in proportion to their populatiomduiting all villages in these areas,

which are now defined as neighborhoods of Ankar@a@r Municipality. However,

villages within this 50 km radius that carry theatas of forest villages have

maintained their community status within the Gredenicipality as adjacent areas.
161



86 such forest villages encompassing an area ob26%ectares inside this radius
make up adjacent areas. 66 of these are desigaatadjacent areas of the district
municipalities (Akyurt, Ayas, Bala, Cubuk, Elmad&alecik, Kazan) and and first
degree municipalities (Canll, and Karaali). 20est villages are designated as
being adjacent areas of Ankara Greater Municipalégpite being administratively
under the jurisdiction of K z lcahamam district nicipality as they are outside the

50 km radius. 20.992 are resident in the above-omed areas.

Table 5.15. Administrative Structure and New Adjacent Areag\okara Greater
Municipality after 2004

Adjacent Area Forest Village (Number) 86
Population (2000) 20.992
Area 159.614
(ha)
Greater Municipality District Municipality 15
Boundary First Degree Municipality | 21
(Number)
Neighborhood (Number) 220
Population (Center+ 3.572.481
Neighborhood)
Area (ha) 692.467
Total Greater Municipality| Population (2000) 3.593.473
Area and Adjacent Area ArealtE) 852.082

Adapted from: AB B DB, 2006.

Following of the introduction of the concept of acint areas to planning legislation,
decisions to construct adjacent areas have inateas@nkara, especially with the
coming into force of Law 3194, which allowed mupi&i councils to make and
approve development plans in the 1980’s. A sigaiftcand faced pace increase in
the number of town municipalities may also be obsgrwithin the same period.
However, the establishment of town municipaliti@s hesulted in discontinuity and
poor coordination within the greater metropolitaaaa the reason for this being that
town municipalities are outside the legal scrutriyhe Greater Municipality, which
in turn leads to unsustainable and unrestrictechnite with adverse effects on

natural resources.



According to Doru (2002:38), town municipalities formed within adgnt areas are
outside the scope of metropolitan planning whilenpenside the scope of services
provided by the metropolitan area. The inability deersee the actions of town
municipalities may be defined as the anomaliesiwitietropolitan planning. Places
of residence on the fringes of cities where sucift sd unplanned extensions were
first observed are in fact those under the jurisoiicof town municipalities. The
envelopment of these town municipalities under timbrella of the Greater
Municipality with the introduction of Law 5216 isiamportant tool in the thwarting
of such poorly planned and uncontrolled developmehis is especially the case in
preventing the uncontrolled construction condudigdown municipalities that are

located on key water reserves from contraveningonscale plan.

The Structure Plan scaled 1/25000 which has beproegd by the Greater Ankara
2023 Municipality of Ankara on February 16th, 2068 been enclosing an area of
850 thousand hectares including 15 provinces, &k-dgrade municipalities, 740
neighborhoods and 86 forest villages in total wheriewas 200 thousand hectares in
the previous plan. Thus the area that the greateniaipality of Ankara is
responsible for and has authority over has quaddugind it has been planned that a
population of 7.568.500 people may live within treater municipal boundaries of
Ankara by 2023.

According to the plan report prepared by the Depant of City Planning in the
Greater Municipality of Ankara (2006), the planaising to control the macroform
of the city which has been suffering from the tergies towards expansion around
its surrounding areas and decisions giving ris¢h&odensity due to partial macro-
scale and disconnected approvals of plans. Toethdls the targets of the plan are as

follows:

The city should be protected from the approvalshef partial plans, which
tend to resemble the form of an oil drop in termsheir expansion around
the city; to this aim, the framework drawn by thaamo-scale plan should be
attentively protected.
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Figure 5.26.Ankara 2023 Structure Plan
Source: AB B DB, 2006.

From the experience of that the decisions towakl=ekralization of city
macroform produce dispersion and expansion of ityeitwill be selected a
way that will form a more integrated and conceetlamnacrofom. To reach
this target, the macro-scale planning decisiongdycimg expansion and
lower density settlement areas will be revised. Th&ro-scale plans
incompatible with the approved macro-scale plank @ cancelled when
needed.

It has been aimed that the macroform of the uripaces will be developed in
the direction of the radial macroform assumedh@2015 plan.

The plans which increase the density of the comilshnot be accepted in
Ankara, which has been suffering of the intensiitmaof the core during its
development period and thus facing and defining peablems. Not only for
the transformation of the “gecekondu areas” in tbee, but also for the
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solutions of the problems arising from the fabrieated by the improvement
plans, the new transformation models should be wsadl principles of

constituting green wedge, green belt and macro&irauld be looked after.

It will be provided to intervene more rapidly tbetreal urban problems
within the core and the decisions will be takenoadig to the analyses
taking their effects on the urban macroform intansideration (such as
housing development areas, malls and universitypcaes where the large
and important constructions will be placed).

The analyses done on a sectoral and holistic adise scope of the 2023
Structure Plan of Ankara are studied in terms plahning regions (Center,
West, Southwest, South, East And North). Studiesgd@n planning regions
and the results of these studies are gathered ke iméerences about the

whole of the city and prospective studies.

Figure 5.27.Ankara 2023 Structure Plan Macroform and Adjacemga&
Source: AB B DB, 2006.
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The boundary of Ankara 2023 Structure Plan this dathe same as Ankara Greater
Municipal Boundary. The macroform proposed in pdaa four times less than the
plan boundary and whole areas within the municggaindary have been planned.
Therefore, Ankara Greater Municipality has to pda/municipal services for such a
vast area and control it. On the other hand, asgthsrural characteristics in terms of
economical and social relations have integratedhiwitthe boundaries of

metropolitan area and the services to these ar@as to be provided by Greater
municipality. This might cause dispersion of théam area and increase urban

infrastructure costs.

Table 5.16. 2023 Structure Plan Foresights

Name of Plan 2023 Structure Plan
Year of Preparation 2004-2006
Characteristic of Urbanization period dispersion and expansion of the city
Current Population 3.528.000

Approval Year 2007

Settled Area (ha) ~52.272

Adjacent Area Approval Year 2004

Adjacent Area (ha) 159.614

Projection Year 2023

Projected Population 7,5 million

Plan Area (ha) 850.000

Settled Area/Plan Area 0,06(52.272/850.000)
Settled Area/Adjacent Area 0,32(52.272/159.614)
Plan Area/Adjacent Area 5,3(850.000/159.614)
Current Population/Settled area 67 (3.5 million/52.272)
Projected Population/Plan Area 9 (7.5 million/850.000)

Adapted from: AB B DB, 2006.
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Until this part, adjacent areas concept has bealuated according to Ankara Plans

and it was determined that changing economic, kcamal administrative structure

effected the diffusion of Ankara especially aft®&8Q. In addition, legal arrangement

increased the authority confusion to manage urlp@uwtf).

Table 5.17.The Comparison of Plans

Name of Ycel- 1990 2015 2025 2023
Plan Uybadin | Metropolitan | Structure | Structure Structure
Plan Planning Plan Plan Plan
Office
Structure
Plan
Year of 1955 1970-75 1985-1990 1992-1998  2004-
Preparation 2006
Current 455.000 1.200.000 2.300.000 2.800.000 3.528,000
Population
Plan Approval 1957 1982 Not Not 2007
Year approved | approved
Adjacent Area | 1958 1973 1986 1994 2004
Approval Year
Settled Area ~5.720 ~22.500 ~31.000 ~45.000 52.272
(ha)
Adjacent Area | 71.000 74.500 72.945 201.878 159.614
(ha
Plan Area(ha) 12.000 43.250 210.000 200.000 850.000
Projection Year | 1987 1990 2015 2025 2023
Projected 750.000 2,8-3,6 4.5 milion- | 6,5 milion- | 7,5
Population million 5,5 million | 8,5 million | million
Settled Area/ 0,47 0,52 0,14 0,22 0,06
Plan Area
Settled Area/ 0,08 0,31 0,42 0,22 0.32
Adjacent Area
Plan Area/ 0,16 0,60 2,87 1 5,3
Adjacent Area
Current 80 53 74 62 67
Population/
Settled area
Projected 200 64- 83 21-26 32-42 9
Population/
Plan Area

Adapted from: AB B DB, 2006.



The table 5.17 shows adjacent areas of plan perien we compare planned
areas with adjacent areas (planned areas/adjaceEag)ait is seen that all adjacent
areas of 1990 plan and 2025 plan are developeshoivs that for these periods,
development rights were given and all adjacentsaaea opened to development. On
the other hand, in 2015 period this proportion miien 1 that means the planned

areas are more than adjacent areas.

If plan densities of each plan are compared, timsitles of Yucel-Uybadin Plan and
1990 Structure are higher than the other plans20ib, 2025 and 2023 plan period
these values are less. This shows that these plamected more dispersed
macroform. Although 2015 and 2025 plans were npr@ped, these plans effected
to the macroforms of Ankara. Defined corridorsltadde plans developed with partial
plans in the course of time after plan rejectiospécially south-west corridor has
been exposed to speculative movements. Rejectibtiese plans after the Law no
3030 and 3194 enabled the integrity between planmirea and administrative

boundary is not provided.

Table 5.18 shows changes the amount of adjaceas amd the process of adjacent
areas operations in Ankara. According to this fegguadjacent areas operation
increased between 1988 and 1994 and adjacent awead&ries were expanded.
Especially in 1994, adjacent areas of Ankara dalitdeexecute 2025 structure plan.
In 1990 and 1992 operation about adjacent areabeacharacterized as partial
projects such as Cayyolu Mass Housing Area andkv@ahall Industry Site project.
However, after 1992 establishment of town munidijgsl and separation of them
within adjacent area boundaries increased and extjsgreas of Ankara shrunk.
Consequently, although after 1992 there were sodjgcant areas shrinkages (see
figure 5.25), 1958-1998 (in 40 year), adjacent sualaAnkara nearly tripled. After
2004, the adjacent areas of Ankara were changegletaty. Therefore, this process
must be evaluated independently previous “adjaeesds” operations of Ankara.
This new adjacent areas of Ankara have been usBdfempreserving the legal
personality of forest villages.
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Table 5.18.Defining the Process of Adjacent Areas OperatinAnkara.

Adjacent Areas’ Defining of Operation Concerning Adjacent Area | Adjacent
Approval Date Area
. : : ; (HA)
Including | Excluding | Including area Excluding area
1958 Firt adjacent area 71.000
approval
1973 Etimesgut’'s 74.500
surrounding and
Lodumlu Village
Surrounding
1982 Golba Municipality | .......
Border excluded (Decreage
in South Side)
1986 decrease after enlargement2.985
adjacent area of Akyurt
Municipality
1988 Enlargement of 88.000
adjacent area after
Sincan Municipality
Adjacent Area’s
annexation
1990 Additional Adjacent | | ...
Areas with Cayyolu
Mass Housing Area
and Ivedik Small
Industry Site
1992 Enlargement of Saraykdy and Esenba 96.180
Adjacent Areas with | villages gained the
Do ukent Project and | Municipality status
Susuzkoy
1994 to execute 2025 201.878
structure plan
1995 The establishment of | ......
Alt nova Municipality with
combining Gicik and
Pecenek villages
1997 Decrease at northeast after......
the approval of Akyurt ang
Esenboa adjacent areas
1998 Cancellation of 193.262
Esenboa
Municipality’s adjacent
area border
2004 86 forest villages have 159.614
legal personality, and
remains as adjacent
area.

Adapted from: AB B DB, 2006.




Figure 5.28 Changes of Adjacent Areas in Ankara
Adapted from: AB B DB, 2007 (Un-published Map of Ankara Adjacent ABaundaries).
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CHAPTER 6

EVALUATION OF URBAN CONTAINMENT TOOLS

Four types of urban containment techniques haven l@mined in this thesis:
greenbelt, urban growth boundary, urban servica arel adjacent area. Main and
common aim of these techniques is to control udpgawl according to fundamental
purposes of “where to grow” and “where not to growJrban containment strategies
historically, have been developed and administateétie national, regional and local
levels. National urban containment policies haverbi@ place for many decades in a
few countries, including the United Kingdom, Japamd the Republic of Korea
where there is severe land pressure. In other desnincluding the United States,
local urban containment programs have been creayeshdividual municipalities
and agencies without direction or assistance frational governments. Regarding
Turkey, urban containment policies have been cdeatel administrated by national

government but implemented by local municipalities.

Greenbelt is the most restrictive technique amdwge containment tools because
strict development rights are defined for greenbkltwas introduced firstly in
London of United Kingdom in the late 1930s. Aftenplementation of greenbelt,
development rights have been nationalized, andea#lopment has been by permit.
Settlement expansion in the open countryside isipited for preventing to create
ribbon development or a fragmented pattern of agrakent. Thanks to greenbelt
policy the strict separation of countryside andamlareas, achieved largely. The
green belt has been effective at limiting developtme the urban fringe at the local
level in London, but at the regional scale it caussapfrogs type of sprawl into

deeper rural areas by enforcing growth within sunding settlements.

The second technique to prevent sprawl is UGB, lwkiefines the limits of urban

growth and a type of growth-phased program. Lanthiwithe UGB is made
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available for urban development while land outsltee UGB remains primarily rural
for farming, forestry, or low-density residentiagd\@lopment. While greenbelts are
intended to be permanent, UGB can be temporary exghnded as needed.
Therefore, it is more flexible in expansion becaitise drawn mostly consistent with

economics of plans public facilities.

Oregon is the best known example of UGB in USAds been determined on the
basis of 20 years projections of population andaorland uses, and then adjusted
every 5 years and with UGBs more restricted devakg rights are defined for
urban reserve areas. This flexibility and logicavision have facilitated to reach
forecasted aims. The establishment and the chafga @GB have been a
cooperative process between a city and the countgoanties that surround it.
UGB's success can be attributed to: the local gawent’s cooperation, the regional
government’'s power and influence, and the statesl&gn requiring and building
the capacity of regional and local governments doperate. But, urban growth
boundaries have caused unintended, negative deltsefor reducing the supply of
land for housing. For example, it has reduced theumt of housing developed to

meet market demand, increasing prices and redicnging affordability.

Urban service area is more flexible technique tb&@B, Greenbelt and Adjacent
Areas. It delineates the area with artificial bdamnes beyond which certain urban
services such as sewer and water will not be peavidny land outside of this USA
will not receive public financed infrastructureth@r the developer must pay for it.
USA provides developers with perfect informatioroabwhere the infrastructure
will be put in meaning they can more easily plaipaur projects. Minneapolis-St Paul
(The Twin Cities) has been best known case of U$®A has been implemented at
the municipal or county in this region. In genertabhan service boundaries have had
limited success in containing sprawl, because tkag to be easily and frequently
amended in the face of political pressure to accodate growth because they
tended to not be accompanied by regulations, ambdichiting development beyond
the urban service boundary. Much of the motivatimmsadopting these policy tools

are not geographical but financial.



Table 6.1.Evaluation of Urban Containment Tools

Name of
URBAN URBAN
Coﬁ;ﬁ’ﬁ;em GREENBELT | GROWTH SERVICE A%F?EEQT
BOUNDARY AREA
Tool
Form of
Control

a dividing line
: drawn around an a limit where | required areas fq
— a physical area of ; :
Definition of urban areato | infrastructure | the prospective
Tool open space that

.| separate it from services will be| expansion of the
surrounds a city ;
surrounding rural  extended.

municipality
areas.
Stability Restrictive Flexible Most Flexible Flexible
Regional level
urban policies,| Regional level National level
Authority National level Local policies, g L
o , . policies,municipal
Structure policies, local leve] governments municipal or level
implementation |cooperationlocal county level . .
. : implementation
level implementation
implementation
Planning
. Restricted urban responsibilities o
: Restricted : -
Plannin Restricted development | Services for un- defining
9 development right . P planned development rigis
Issues right for urban :
for greenbelt reserve area development |and controllingare
areas transferred to the
municipalities.
. . Easily and Aut_honty .
. Increasing prices confusion, partial
At the regional . frequently :
and reducing . planning approac
Problems scale, leapfrogs : amended in the .
type of sprawl housmg face of political land _speculatlon
affordability profit intended
pressure
approach
Effective at limiting Geographical | Controlling and
.3 Thelocal . .
Success of To Ideveloprnent in the government’s sequencing of servicing faraway
urban fringe at the . growth rather thn points
cooperation
local level

its constraint

Following
Urban Growth
Tendency

Prepared by: Thesis Writer
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The last technique to prevent sprawl is Adjacerga&t which defines the required
areas for the prospective expansion of the muritypand areas under the control
and responsibility of municipalities. Its legal tdagion in Turkey came into force
with Development Law no 6785 in 1956 and it wéprm@caution” for the problems
of urbanization which were illegal construction atisordered building. These areas
do not have to adjoin with municipal boundary andynalso comprise villages.
Adjacent areas can be temporary as well as UGBbanelxpanded as needed after
the proposal of municipality, decision of Provind@ard of Directors and approval

of Ministry of Reconstruction and Housing.

Adjacent areas are completely under the authoritymanicipalities regarding
development legislation. The authority given to inipalities especially about
development and for special occasions have displgyeat variability as time goes
by and included the financial activities. Adjacamneas are not restrictive technique
to prevent illegal construction. In practice, besmwf authority confusion among
ministry, governorship, greater, town and distninicipalities, and partial planning

approach, it can be claimed that this tool wasaie to prevent sprawl.

Ankara is the best known example of implementatbmdjacent areas in Turkey.
Adjacent areas problems especially emerging amomiava Greater Municipality
district and town municipalities became subjectlibgation. Authority confusion
caused the fragmentation of adjacent areas withiapgylanning approach and
expansion of Ankara increased. As macro scale gifacting of controlling adjacent
areas was not approved the city dynamics mouldedtlynaithin the marketing
conditions and accordingly the patch worked appbcs resulted in expansion of
the city more than necessary. Independent towncipatities displayed examples of
partial and disconnected practices. Moreover, epptins carried out within the
borders of the district municipalities in the frex@nd neighborhood of the Greater
City Municipality gave birth to new problems andbatance of the population-labor

force and transportation.
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CHAPTER 7

CONCLUSION

In the 2£' century, the fast growth of cities in order to yde the requirements of
increasing population and the effects of expaneiorities on the fringe area are still
the common problems of several countries as wellTaskey. So, the causes,
negative results of this rapid growth and solutitmsontrol it were examined in this
thesis. The main problem stemming from rapid urtpawth was described as urban
sprawl that has been used as waste of land, tindenatural resources. Later, growth
management policies to provide a responsible balaetween development and the
infrastructure needed to manage the impacts oflolereent and to control urban
sprawl were depicted. Moreover, it was concluded sluccessful urban containment
technigues must include greater predictability dfe tdevelopment process,
encouragement of infill and redevelopment of emgpturban areas, reduction of

urban sprawl, and protection of agricultural land @nvironmental resources.

From this perspective, urbanization process of &urkas been evaluated to
understand urban containment policy in Turkeyah be told that Turkey witnessed
very rapid urbanization process different from Egan countries. The urban space
in Turkey has been shaped by different waves o&nidation but the real boom in
terms of urban growth took place after the Secondrl@VWar. In regard to
urbanization process, cities became the attragtioints for migrants due to the
increasing economic and social utilities especiatlythree big cities, Ankara,
stanbul and zmir. As a result of this massive migration, Turkegs faced the
formation of squatter settlements in the fringe<ités due to the accommodation
problems. Migrants’ housing needs could not bestati from the urban housing
market. This was the first period in which uncotia growth in Turkey in general
and in Ankara in particular has emerged. And theergence of adjacent area

concept stemming from this rapid urbanization wait®,application as an urban
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containment tool in Ankara case was examined wiehdhange of its meaning as a
reflection of economic and social transformationalhhas been affected from both

national and international liberal trend.

In the end of 1950s, cities’ uncontrolled growtblgems continued to increase. First
attempt to solve this problem was appeared in tlyeaes. In 1956, since Buildings
and Streets Law was no more capable of solvingrugrawth problems, Law no

6875: Development Law was brought into force foagdihe institutional base for

transferring the rights of municipalities on plamgito the central government units.
The central government became the major factohenptanning practice. With this

law, the concept of ‘adjacent areas’ emerged finste and the development
problems of the big cities were tried to be solbgdextending the boundaries of the
plans from the municipal boundaries to the ‘adja@ras’ boundaries that include
the surrounding area as well. The main aim betriotion was the prevention of
land speculation, illegal construction and disoeddpuilding in the zones of possible

development.

47" Article of Law no 6785 defined adjacent areas mswaa adjoining municipal
boundary by focusing the importance of spatialti@teship, which required for the
prospective expansion of the city. When Turkey @ratational Assembly official
reports were carefully studied, the discussionsitladjacent areas would prove the
reason why adjacent areas needed. According teefiresentative of Kocaeli of that
time, Sadettin Yalm, 47 article would lead to hinder construction of ik g
buildings and of course “Gecekondu’s.

Before adjacent area concept entered Turkish agasdatool of containment, two
plans (Jansen and Yicel-Uybadin Plans) were impiésdeto direct Ankara’s urban
development. The first one was prepared by Jari&enthis plan failed to meet the
need of increasing population. Together with dewelent pressure in outer parts of
the plan boundary, planned area had to be expand®adnicipality boundary firstly.
Although solutions such as enlargement of municipalindaries two times and

increases of the responsibility area of municigalitere preferred to prevent
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unintended development, they were not enough teesttie problems because

Ankara’s population doubled between 1935 and 1945.

Yucel-Uybadin plan prepared in 1955 was limited tinean development through to
western corridor within the municipal boundaries. i's operational area was limited
to the municipal boundary, this increased the demfar buildings within the
planned area and the tendency towards construcfidglfegal buildings out of the
municipal boundary. After 4 months that the ternt‘adjacent areas” was showed
off in the Law no 6785, the adjacent areas operatitad started in Ankara and the
first adjacent area of Ankara (75.000 ha) was apgaidn 1958. The development
permits in adjacent areas under the control ofntlicipality could not solve the
housing problem in Ankara, and during this peripdlicies to increase density of
existing texture had been adopted with the Regiditatl Order Plan and Ycel-

Uybadin Plan loosed its effectiveness on macrcesgaé to flat order plans.

In the 1969 year, the problems of the big citiesemeied to be solved by founding
the ‘Metropolitan Planning Offices’. Ankara Metrdpan Planning Office as a
department of the Ministry of Reconstruction andukiag which had only the
responsibility of preparing the plan having no t&gbf approving or implementation.
In 1972, Law no 6785: Development Law obtained mkafinitions and rules with
the amendments enacted with the Law no 1605. Towerefevelopment activities
outside municipal boundary and adjacent areas \gmmen to Governorships and
again Ministry of Reconstruction and Housing. Tlaw states that in determining
adjacent areas, there is no need to adjoin munhibgandary and adjacent areas can
also include villages. This was a great chanceéif®municipalities to determine and

control the metropolitan influence areas.

Between 1970 and 1975, Ankara Metropolitan Officepared a plan named Ankara
1990 Structure Plan. In this period, it was neass&acontrol growth under central
authority direction, because the Law no 6785: Dewelent Law was not granting
the right of approval of plans to the municipastieVith 1990 Structure Plan,

adjacent areas were firstly tried to be used a®laBefore approval of this plan, the
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adjacent areas were enlarged related to the generafoform decisions aiming

control the illegal constructions outside the miypatboundary. The 42 percentage
of adjacent areas was planned. The synchronizatamprovided between targeted
population and development areas. It can be ass#rae this plan became successful
to direct the development outside of municipaligubdaries because metropolitan
planning office and ministry provided harmonizatibetween planned area and
administrative boundaries. This harmonization copldve that controlling and

directing of urban growth depended on effective ag@ment.

Together with 1980s, liberalization policies wed®pted in Turkey and allowed the
development of urban areas which were attractivectpital. Sprawl process of
cities has been accelerated with automobilizatiost #ne high and middle-income
groups moved to the fringes of cities. The effedtbberalization policies were also
to be observed in adjacent area concept. Espeaidihy Law no 2464 Municipal
Income Law and Law no 1319: Property Taxes Lawa@aljt areas have been
converted to sources of income for municipalitiBehind these multi-dimensional
changes, new legal and institutional organizatipfes/ed an important role, too.
Metropolitan Planning Offices were abrogated andea®r Municipality was
founded with the Law no 3030 in 1984 and tramsfithe planning authorities from
central government to local governments with ther heaw no 3194: Development
Law in 1985. Planning authorities were diversifiadd metropolitan areas were
fragmented within boundaries of the greater muaidies. The metropolitan areas
were divided into three portions by the authoritdéslifferent municipalities, which
are the greater municipality, the district munidiiges, and the town municipalities.
And partial planning approach legalized with Law3194: Development Law. With
partial plans, particularly in fringe areas of nogiolitan cities, a leapfrog and
dispersed urban fabric were formed and land usésides were not adapted and
integrated through these scattered urban areasnvididla the concept of adjacent
areas changed with the articles of this law. Wtaldjacent areas” were defined as
required areas for the prospective expansion ofrtheicipality formerly, they were

changed as areas under the control and respotsitilimunicipalities later. This
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transformation has proved that these areas stamtddse their importance in the

control of urban growth.

Although Ankara 1990 Structure Plan did not redslprojection year and planned
area was sufficient for the existing populationlB85, new administrative structure
forced to make new plan. After 1985 two kinds adnsl were prepared for Ankara
(2015 structure plan and 2025 structure plan) hey tvere not approved. This plans
prepared after 1985, proposed diffused macro foith lw density. Although these
two plans were not approved because of authorityfusion among greater
municipalities, ministry, district municipalities nd town municipalities and
increasing partial plan depending on legal arrareges) they have affected
macroforms of Ankara and increased speculative mewes. The town
municipalities are one of the main reasons for mr@rawl of Ankara. This shows
that legal arrangement about urban planning in @ydfter 1980s created authority
problems and caused deadlock for adjacent areashwiere perceived as tool to
control growth in contrast to solve problems. Iblsvious that urban growth tools

need an effective government.

After 2000 neo-liberal trends to create “World Citycreased. The main purpose of
these policies is to abolish all the restrictiominty nation-state, which prevents free
movement of capital. These policies caused unlungewth of cities and changed
urban spatial pattern and urban planning in Turléwe law concerning this trend is
With Law no 5216: Greater Municipality Law accepiacd2004. With this law, the
responsibility of the adjacent areas under the tgremunicipality boundary was
given to greater municipalities. According to timsw law in force, boundaries of
the Greater municipalities have been determined tadius scale according to its
population and have been enlarged. Greater Muriikgipoundary has included
whole adjacent areas and changed the meaning oWith this law, town
municipalities have become first-degree municipitand villages lying within
these borders have been turned to neighborhood# Taunicipality problems have
been tried to be solved by connecting them to tleatgr municipalities as first
degree municipality. But boundaries of Ankara eggalr without taking its impact

zone into consideration.
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Figure 7.1. Evaluation of Adjacent Areas Conct



Although the legal personality of forest villagesntinues, it has been stated that
these villages are considered as adjacent arethe g@freater municipality. Inclusion
of these new areas by Ankara Greater Municipalites some benefits in terms of
controlling metropolitan wholeness, on the otherndha areas with rural
characteristics in terms of economical and soei@tions have integrated within the
boundaries of metropolitan area and the servicekese areas have to be provided
by Greater municipality. This might cause dispersid the urban area and increase
urban infrastructure costs. After this law, Ank&@23 Structure Plan was approved
and the boundary of this plan is the same as Antaeater Municipal Boundary.
The macroform proposed in plan are four times feas the plan boundary. At this
point, it can be asserted that adjacent area cbeldised as urban reserve areas
without opening entire municipal authority areaslewelopment and more restricted
development rights could be determined for thesasm@s seen in urban growth
boundary and greenbelt case. Therefore, measurpetent sprawling of Ankara
could be taken and the Ankara Greater Municipalityild not be obliged to provide

municipal services for such a vast area.

As understood from Ankara case, adjacent areasarplanning tool but authority
tool because concerning articles about adjacertsasé development law have not
defined any development rights within adjacent sfeaundary. This tool has given
the municipalities to responsibilities of makin@plwithin adjacent areas boundary
to determine development rights and control develeqts in these areas. Between
1970 and 1980, use of adjacent areas to direciafmvent of Ankara was partially
successful. This achievement was provided thankdataning, approval of plan and
adjacent areas being made by the same authorigddition, after 1980, the plans
opening urban land more than required were infladrzy external forces such big
construction firms and international capital hokleThese plans increased the
dispersion of urban areas. In this period, effoftenlargement of adjacent areas for
the plan were failed, because plan approval authand adjacent areas approval
authority were different. Therefore, it is diffitdb claim that adjacent areas could be
an effective tool for containment of Ankara aft&80. After 2004, with the law no

5216: Greater Municipalities Law, adjacent areasabee partially inutile for
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metropolitan municipalities. Together with the egEment of Ankara municipal
boundary, adjacent areas of Ankara have been reohauithin Ankara municipal
boundary and it was used only for preserving tigallpersonality of forest villages.
In the next step, adjacent areas of Ankara maydyeri municipal boundary. It

may cause more sprawling of Ankara.

In conclusion, the most significant factor affegtinrban containment policy and
preventing the sprawl is how to manage it. Theesfgoracticability of urban
containment decisions taken both urban and regideedl is possible with
coordination among national, regional and localoet If urban growth means
increasing of population in the general term, papoh projection must be updated
in short periods, and urban reserved areas muspbeed for these short periods.
Otherwise, speculative movements would increasthenurban development areas
and natural and cultural resources would not bd us@n effective way. Providing
integrity between urban development boundary andimdtrative boundary has a

vital importance at this point.
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APPENDIX A

ENGLISH-TURKISH GLOSSARY

-A-

Abolished : Miilga

Adjacent Area: Mlcavir Alan

Adjacent Area Plan: Micavir Saha Plan

Ankara Directorate of Development Ankara mar Madurli G

-B-

By-Law About the Principles of the Making of Develpment Plans and Changing
Them: mar Plan Yap Imas ve De ikliklerine Ait Esaslara Dair Ydnetmelik
By-Law on the Principles of Planning:Plan Yap m na Ait Esaslara Dair Yonetmelik
By-Law about the Principals of the Making of Land UsePlan: Cevre Dizeni
Planlar n n Yap Imas Esaslar na Dair Yonetmelik

By-law About the Application of Law no 3030 on theAdministration of Greater
Municipalities: 3030 Say | Kanunun Uygulanmas ilgili Yénetmelik

Building and Streets Law. Yap ve Yollar Kanunu

Build-and-Sell Housing Yap-Sat¢ Konut

-C-

Circular : Genelge

Condominium Law: Kat Mulkiyeti Yasas
Conservation Area Sit Alan
Communiqué: Tebli

Council of State Dan tay



-D-

Decree Law:Kanun hilkmiinde Kararname

Development and Sewerage Planmar ve Kanalizasyon Plan

Directorate of Public Work and Settlement Bay nd rl k ve skan Mudurlt

District Municipality: Ice Belediyesi

-E-

Building Law: Ebniye Yasas

Ex-officio: Re’sen

Ex-Officio Competence of Plan Preparation and Appreal: Res’en Plan Yapma ve

Onama Yetkisi

-F-
Flat Order Plans: Kat Nizam Plan

Forest Village Orman Koyl

-G-

General Directorate of Land Office: Arsa Ofisi Genel Mudurligi
Grand National Assembly of Turkey. Turkiye Blyik Millet Meclisi
General Health Act: Umumi H fz s hha Kanunu

Greater Municipality : BayUk ehir Belediyesi

-I-
Implementation Plan : Uygulama mar Plan

Improvement Plan: Islah mar Plan

-L-
Land Arrangement: Arazi diizenlenmesi
Legislation : Mevzuat

Law no 417-Ankara Municipality Law: Kanun no 417-Ankaraehremaneti Yasas
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Law no 583-Expropriation of Swamp and Meadow Landm Yenimahalle of Which

Construction:Ankara'dan as Mukarrer Yenimahallein Merkezi Yerler ile Batakl k

ve Mergazi Arazinin ehremanetincestimlaki Hakk nda Kanun

Law no 5218 -Law Enabling the Ankara Municipality to Allocate and Transfer

Part of Its Land Under Special Circumstances and Whout Having to Comply with

The Provision of Law no 2490Kanun no 5218-Ankara Belediyesine, Arsa ve

Arazisinden Belli Bir K sm n Mesken Yapacaklara®4Say | Kanun Hikimlerine

Ba | Olmaks z n ve Muayyenartlara Tahsis ve Temlik Yetkisi Verilmesi Hakk nda

Kanun.

Law no 5228-Law Encouraging House ConstructionKanun no 5228-Bina Yap m n

Te vik Kanunu.

Law no 6875-Development LawKanun no 6785mar Kanunu

Law no 775-The Gecekondu LawKanun no 775-Gecekondu Kanunu

Law no 3194-Development LawKanun no 3194mar Kanunu

Law No 2464-Municipal Income Law Kanun no 2464-Belediye Gelirleri Kanunu

Law no 2805-Law Regarding The Operations to be Apjed On the Buildings that

Were Constructed against The Urban Development AnGecekondu Regulations,

and The Change of The Articles of The Developmentdw Counted 6785 Kanun no

2805-mar ve Gecekondu Mevzuat na Ayk r Olarak Yap laapYara Uygulanacak
lemler ve 6785 Say I mar Kanunun Bir Maddesinin Dietirilmesi Hakk nda Kanun.

Law no 2634- Encouragement of TourismKanun no 2634-Turizmi Tesvik Kanunu

Law no 4046-Concerning Arrangements for The Implemetation of Privatization

and Amending Certain Laws and Decrees with The Foeof Law: Kanun no 4046-

Ozelle tirme Uygulamalar n n Diizenlenmesine ve Baz KaweiiKanun Hilkmiinde

Kararnamelerde Deé iklik Yap Imas na Dair Kanunun

Law no 5273 -Amending Land Office and Mass Housingaw and Abolishing of

The General Directorate of Land Office: Kanun no 5273- Arsa Ofisi Kanunu ve Toplu

Konut Kanununda De iklik Yap Imas ile Arsa Ofisi Genel Mudurliiintin

Kald r Imas Hakk nda Kanun

Law no 4856- Organization and Duties of the Minigif Environment and Forestry:

Cevre ve Orman Bakanl Te kilat ve Gdrevleri Hakk ndaki 4856 say | Kanun

Law no 5216-Greater Municipality Law: Kanun no 5216-BulyUlehir Belediyesi

Kanunu



Law no 5302-Provincial Local Administration Law: Kanun no 53024 Ozel daresi
Kanunu

Law no 5393-Municipality Law: Kanun no 5393-Belediye Kanunu

-M-

Mass Housing Administration: Toplu Konut daresi

Mass Housing Law Toplu Konut Yasas

Master Plan: Naz m mar plan

Metropolitan Planning Office: Metropoliten Planlama Ofisi

Ministry of Agriculture and Rural Affairs: Tar m ve Koy leri Bakanl
The Ministry of Environment and Forestry: Cevre ve Orman Bakanl g
Ministry of Interior : ¢i leri Bakanl

Ministry of Reconstruction and Housing mar ve skan Bakanl
Ministry of Public Works and Settlements Bay nd rl k ve skan Bakanl
Municipal Committee: Belediye Enclimeni

Municipal Construction and Roads Law: Belediye Yap Yollar Yasas
Municipal Council: Belediye Meclisi

Municipalities Bank: ller Bankas

-P-

Parcellation; Parselasyon

Partial Revision to the Ankara 1990 Structure Plan:Ankara 1990 Naz m Plan K smi
Revizyonu

Plan Modification/Amendment : Plan Degisikligi

Privatization Administration : Ozelletirme daresi

Proposal : Tasar

Province : |

Provincial Board of Directors: | dare Kurulu

Provincial Directorate of Public Works and Settlemat: Bay nd rl k | Mudurli G

Provincial Local Administration: | Ozel daresi

-R-
Regional Order Flat Plan: Bélge Nizam Kat Plan
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-S-

Southwestern Ankara Metropolitan Development PlanGlineybat Ankara
Metropoliten mar Plan

Squatter : Gecekondu

State Planning Organization Devlet Planlama T &ilat

Sub-district: Bucak

-T-
Town Municipality : Belde Belediyesi

-U-
Undersecretary of Treasure Hazine Mistear

Urban Transformation: Kentsel Dondsim

-V-
Village Electoral College: Koy Dernei

Village Law: K&y Kanun
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