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ABSTRACT
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Towns continuouslyneeda controlledchange and develaggent so thatthey can
sustaintheir exiseencein future Changes in towns and conservatiortrates ofthe
past are also padf this process anchére must be a balance between thEach
new intenention which is conscious of the past of the town, preserves its
underground and over grourteritageand contributes tahe enrichmentof the
contemporary townHowever, some interventions ot consere traces of the past
and are not in harmony with urban settlem@ntTurkey Consequently, these
interventionsinclude a high variety ofproblems and harm the identity ofurban
archaeological arsaTodayin Turkey, similar interventions are seém 3° degree

archaeological siteshere new development is allowed.

Thereforethe aim ofthe studyis to definethe processdesigncriteria andmethods
for new interventions whileonserving archaeological remaiims situ in orde to
guide design stagesThis studyis based on literature and archival studiggsearches
on study areand legal framework in TurkeyBy utilizing proposed methodology,

proposaldor case studynd contributions to existing legal framework in Turkey are



aimed. In the study,Bergamawhere the archaeologicaind urban settlement o

exists is selected as study area.

Focusing on this ainthe study is structured in twoain parts The first part focuses
on new interventionin urban archaeological contextA methodology fornew
interventionswvhile conserving archaeological remains in gtproposedn this part
The second part focuses off 8egree archaeological site BergamaIn this part,
the proposed methodology @pplied to BergamaAs a result, the procesdesign
criteria and methods are defined in detddr new interventios while conserving
archaeological remains int$ in Bergama Additionally, considering albf these,

contributons tothe existingegaldocumentselated with this subject are presented.

Keywords: Urban archaeological areasew interventionin archaeologicatontext

new interventions while conserving archaeological remains inBstigama
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

In orderto prosper in the futurépwns must continue to change and develop,

as they have always done in the past. This means that a balance must be
struck between the desire to conserve the past &detbd to renew for the
future (Council of Europe, 2000a).

Towns in most of the cases, are the outcome of continuous inhabitation. They carry
the material traces of continuous inhabitation over and underground. Hence, the
contemporary urban form of treich townsare the result of continuities, changes,
new formatons and transformations in time. In this process, various factors and
stakeholders are effective, such as the natural anehmade physical aspects of the
place, the cultural and soeexonomic aspects of the society, the legal and
administrative framewdr;, as well as the expectations, approaches, decisions and
interventions of various stakeholders personally.

FORMATION
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Figurel: The process in urbaarchaeological areas
(Theimage is prepared by the author



In this process, change iscantral issue. Changes occurritigie, can causeome
positive contributions as well as negative effectsstasedin the Valletta Principles,
thechange should be managed in order to be an opportunity to improve the quality of
historic towns and urbaneas in terms of their historical characteris(i€3OMOS,
2011a) New interventionscan be considered as gart of the changs. New
interventions have thpotential to creat@ newvaluable layeradded to previous
ones while they also have the possibility efasing thdraces of the past arieak

the historical continuity of the placeConsequentlynew interventions inurban
archaeological areashouldbe managed and camlled. Various factors should be
consideredso that they can contribute to the historic urban landscapes by creating

new values while conserving and sustaining the existing ones.

New intervetion in historic setting is a subject which rabeendiscussedwith its
different aspects different platbrms. While some discussiortsave beerfocusng
mainly on the aesthetic and visuadlations of the new interventiswith the setting,

in some otherstheir functional and social relation with the existing context are
discussed. There are alsontributions to the constructionaihd technical aspects of
the interventions and their impacts on the existirdpaeologicatemains.

All'in all, new interventions in historic urban landscapes are correlated with different
contexts Thereupon, natutand geographicagrchaeologicahnd historicalgurrent
legislative and administrativesocial and economicontexts should be considered

while defining the new interventions in different scales.

1.1.STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM

In urbanarchaeologicabreas conservation of the past and renewal tiog future
sometimesseems to beopposing Moreover they cansometimeseven causea
dilemmaand conflict This tension is indicated by Ricoeur (cited in Frampton, 1983
p.16 asfihere is the paradox: how become modern and to return to sources; how

to revive an old, dormant civilization and take part in univezsalv i | iFprdhisi o n .
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opposition,some recommendatiohsve been madd&o illustrate, Council of Europe
(2000a) recommends t hat Apreservation a
i ntrinsi cal |BgrraiCharteXICQVOS,i2013gsbadvocates h &d
existence of cultural valuesiguld always be&ecognizedrespected and encouraged.

This is especially important in caseshere they conflici By encouraging
conflicted, opposg situations and cultural values, some points shouldrese
considered.Lynch mentions pairs of unlike elemets and their interrelation
According to Lynch(1960, p.83), fisuch pairs may reinforce one another, resonate so
that they enhance each other's power; or
Consequently, conservation of the past and renewal for the ;fatorleceexistence

of different cultural valuexan be pairs of unlike elements. Although there is a

tension between them, this situation can be managegadaitive way.

New interventionsn archaeological context includirmgnservation oérchaeological

remains in siticanalsobe example for pairs of unlike elements. In order to enhance
power of archaeological context together with the new intervention, this issue should
be evaluatedextensively Additionally, it should not be forgotten thahew
interventions is a design problem in its@lherefore by taking design problems into
accounfunder standing the setting, defining
and opportunities helpo keep a balance in order not to harm the archgmalb

context while enriching the contemporary urban conteXthereupon, new
interventions to archaeological certs in urban landscapes becoare important

issue.

Today, n theurban archaeologicareas various differentiations antbgetherness,
which can be considereals apart of theirmulti-layered characteare seen as a result
of formation, change and transformation of the skkhough some layerdoday
seem to havao relation withthe surounding due to losses in tingt a certain time,
they wereintegral components of city structurand made contributions tdghe
assembly ofinity. However, the unity and continuationMeabeerinterrupted bythe

following layers Consequentlyin the contemporarybuilt-up environmentthe past



and presentcannot ceexist with integrity As Boyer (1994, p.19) mentions,
fidifferent layers of historical time superimposed on each other or different
architectural strata no longer generate a structural foroitytdout merely culminate

in an experience of diversiy

Current
Situation of
Periods

Settlement :
in a Certain
Time

Figure2: Current situation in urbagrchaeologicafreas
(Theimage is prepared by the author

Concerningnew interventions irurban archaeological contexthére are various

theoretical studies on the issugesides the implemented examples in different

scales, ranging frortown scale tdouilding scale APPEAR (Accessibility Projects.

Sustainable Preservation canEnhancement of Urban uBsoil Archaeological

Remains) 2002005, RuFUS (The Rese of Foundations for Urban Sites) 2003

2006 arethe projectsfor defining genericinternational ctieria for interventions in
archaeological contexts The Fut ur ast@973)fdr bomadbrp n St Br i a e
Architettura Della Cittd 1985) for Torino, York Development & Archaeological

Study (1991)for York are relatedprojectsin town scalefrom different countries

However, in Turkey, it is not observed any town scale projects discussing

archaeological contexpart from studies conducted by TUBMurkish Academy

1 Although there are some inventory studies conducted by TUBA, these studies have been focused only on
architectural heritage of the site by overlooking natural, historical and archaeological contexts. These studies
have been prepared Berg&ma e mkKeé me Bal €&kes-Bamur/ Bahdbdaoff deni z
Boyabat/ Sinop, Eskigedi z/ K¢tahya, El mal €/ Antalya, and I



of Science)and master andPh.D. these& Besides, liere are manyrojects and
implementationsin building scat¢ both from Turkey and from abroad\l these
projects dealith differentaspect®f the issuesuch as the effect dievelopment on
archaeological remains, integration of archaeological remains to the city orube re
of thearchaeological remains.

As pointed out by the Council of Europihe conservation and presentation of
archaeological remains is also part of the approach to urban organization: through

i nnovative planning a n@oundalrot Buropeg 2000a)r a | S
However, in some cases, nantervention which is not considered as part of
planning and architectural desiga,not in harmony with the past and present. New
interventions appear in different ways, such as buildprgserving only the past or

present, or buildings which @ior not relatedo both. Thesenterventionswhich do

not consider theertical and horizotal relatiors with the existing contexharmthe

identity of the #e and causes negative impactfiesekinds of approaches can be

observed through various exampieslifferent countriesas well asn Turkey.

2 However, these studies are not sufficient to understand the site with its alls contexts because theaeestudies

prepared for another aimSome examplé o r Kzmir: ¢ eér ak ABirtPEnatma Stratejidhy K e g ¢ |
Ol arak Arkeolojik Envanterleme ve Kentsel Karlkhéaljoj i k
Naj me EbrHKentArkReOlgii Metduy |l a ¢ok Kat manl i Kentl erdeki Tar i h
Korunmasi ( KBelge| Burakq{2006®Jr ban Archaeol ogi cal Il ssues And R

City Centre: An Exploratory Case Studgr BergamaBi | gi n, GUyriban Archgedlogyd As)The Bases

for the Studies orhe Futureof the Town Case Study: Bergant&j | gi n Al t & n °Agsessm@rgfl i z (200
Historical Stratification in MultiLayered Towns as a Suppodr fConseration DecisionMaking Process; a

Geographic Information Systems (GIS) Based Approach Case Study: Befganta Mer si n: Ayka-, Pe
Determination of Presentation Principles for Mdliyered Historical Towns Based on Cultural Significance

Case Study: Tarsu§Sar é k ay a L ie (2@08)ConselwatisneoftArchaeological Sites in Urban Areas in

Turkey: SoliPompeiopolis As a Case Studgr Amasya: Etyemez, Leyla (2011)ssessing the Integration of

Historical Stratification with the Current Context in Multayered Towns. Case 8fu AmasyaKar akul , ¥z |l em
(2002),New Buildings in Old Settings: Riverfront Buildings in Amasya.



Figure3: General diagram showing current construction activities in Turkey
(The images are prepared by the author)

In Turkey, archaeology is an integral part of most of the towlscording to
Principle Decisiomo. 658,archaeological sites are classified &s 4", 3¢ degree
and urban archaeological site. Only il 8legre archaeological sitespew

constructionsareallowed

According toPrinciple Decisiomo. 658 the new intervention processdefined in
three main stagesnitially, drillings in building lot must be carried ounder the
contol of therelevant museum directate Then, conservation council evaluates the
results of drilligs and the decisions of museunastly, according to decision of
conservation council, the imieention can take placeUp to recently the
interventionsveregenerally seen in three ways. Firstfythere are no remains in the
building lot, new constructions are alloweslecondly|f there are some remains in
the building lot, constructioactivities are preventedy registering the site as' br

2" degree archaeological site. Lastly, new intervention is allowed after
archaeological remains are documented and removed from their original places.
Besides these interventions, new developments wdoleserving archaeological
remains are seeamrely depending on decision of conservation counditelay, this

type of intervening approachs supported withnew amendments irthe legal
framework According to the new regulatioRrinciple Decisiomo. 37,10/4/2012,

new interventionwhile conserving archaeological remains in situ is allowed.
Besides, enhancemeat archaeological remainsicluding presentation aspedts

also supported with th new decision.However, the results ofthe interventions



include ahigh variety of problemsConsequentlytheseapproaclks harmurban

archaeological areasherefore, this situation makes the issue essential to reconsider.

1.2 AIM AND SCOPE

There are various problems caused by new interveitioarchaeological context

In order to proposa proper method, the issue should be understowt evaluated
extensively The study mainly concentratesn intervening inurbanarchaeological
contexs by conserving archaeological heritagesitu. Therefae, initially, thesites
wherearchaeological and aent urban settlement existandthe sitesvhere new
development is certainly alloweate evaluatedh the scope of thetudy Discussed
exampleshave been selected in terms of intervention type, function of the new
intervention and status of ownership. The buildings which have been under private
ownership and public or private functions have been given as exarmpélition

use of the site asnaoutdoor space without any new building intervention and
museum functiorare notincluded. As the case study, Bergarhas been selectexs

a representative work of towns where the archaeological and urban settlement co

exists

The aim of thestudy is to define the process, criteria and methods for new
interventions while conserving archaeological remains inisitorder to guidethe
design stagesn such contexts, proposed by the author based on an extensive
research on the existirigeratureas well & the critical evaluation of the examples of
projects and implementations in different sca®g using proposed methodology,
this study aims at understanohg, assesag and defiing criteria for new
interventiors while conserving archaeological remainssital in BergamaDeparting

from all these, this study also aims discusing the current legal framework
concerning the intervention i3 degree archaeological sites in Turkey and

contribuing the existingegaldocumentselated with this subject.



Figure4: General diagram showing proposed new buildings conserving archaeological remains
(Theimage is prepared by the author

Although the issue involves so many different disciplines, some restrictioa¢sare
put in the scope of thetudy It is seen thathte sites with archaeological potential
also hae other valuesover ground Values ofthe over ground are a secondary
problematic subject in ik studyand the maily focused subject is archaeological
context of thesite. Additionally, new interventions in archaeological contexe
related to decisionsrangingfrom town scale to remain scale. In the scope of the
study, interventions in building scale are evaluatedanasiy focused subject, while
town and remain scale interventioage regardedas a secondary onkastly, the
social and economic contexend technical side of neiterventionsare notwithin

the scope of fis study.
1.3 METHODOLOGY OF STUDY

The study begins with literature survey on theoretical aspects and implementations
concerning new interventions in archaeological contexaddition,legalframework
in Turkeyconcerning the intervention if“3legree archaeological contgbiterature
and achival survey oncurrent context of Bergamas well as the archaeologic

remains on the selected siste surveysand decisions of relevant public authorities



are included in this partAccording to thesesurveys a methodology for new
intervention inarchaeological context whiawonsiss of defining the process, criteria

andauxiliary methodss presented in the end of the second chapter.

For this part, different sources have been utilizA@PEAR (20032005) and
RuFUS (20032006) projects are base sources for new interventions in urban
archaeological contextBesides, projects and implementations in town scale, which
areThe Fut ur e astf(1973)oStdlisoenAdchitettra Della Citb 1985),
York Development & Archaeologd Study (1991) and projects and
implementations in building scale have been utilized. Meanytéelarations and
recommendations of UNESCO, ICOMOS, Council of Europe have tadem into

account in this part.

By utilizing this proposed methodologye following chapter begins with literature
and archival survey on history and current context of Bergaamrerningthe
archaeological remainsn the study aredn this part, the surveyhave beerdone
mainly in two scales; in the town scale includingdgena and in the study area scale
including only 3' degree archaeological sitehich is thestudyarea This part ends

with proposals for Bergama and recommendations for existing legal documents

The archeological data related to Bergama was obtainectlgiifrom the publication

and maps prepared by the German Archeological Institute. Moreover, more detailed
data was obtained from directorate of museum and two dasawse¢ banded

together by the author. The historical stratification of Bergama adtalayer town

and the related stratifiegraphic analyses and evaluations are based on Bilgin

Al t §2002zand the author revised these studies by including contemporary data.
Besides, thestudio study related to topic of METU (200@)Rs benefited directly
especially in the subjects such as urban usage of the area, transportation network and
etc. In addition to those, for Ottoman and Republican period architecture, the main
resource was the proJ|ekK$EK napuldicationsdcyope o1
ABi haKapt é, KerafiBi Am@ao] IKap¢ 200 &K@drBa-nanT?



Kapt é, K é r a -werebéntfited related @oahés project. Lastly, the booklet,

which was prepared by the mentioned authors during the procesgyafigeinto the

World Heritage List covering all mentioned studiegefly (Pergamon and its Multi

layered Cultural Landscape, Booklet printed in limited number for th® 38
UNESCOWorld Heritage Committee Meeting in Doha, Qataontributors A. G.

Bilgin Al t én®° z, F. Pirson, M. Band Bengaman , D. Bi

Municipality), was benefited.
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Figure5: Methodology of thestudy
(Theimage is prepared by the author

In order to collect data about the study area and raakéysis site surveyswere

carried ait twice in 2012 and 2013In these surveysgjathering information about

conservation and development decisions from relevant institwias aimed.

Conservationand developmentlecisions fromK z mi r Di stri ¢utd Number 2
Heritage Conservation Councihformation about excavations amcisions from

Bergama Museumand information of current situation of the city from Bergama

Municipality have beengathered. In additiorthe German Archaeological Instituie

Ks t bwds wisited in 2014 in order tocollect information about historical

development ofBergama Then, in order togatherinformation about current

10



conservation and development planvate company Ege Planlama which prepared
the latest conservation and development plan of Bergaamvisited in 2013.
Finally, Kz mi r Ko n avksvidtednni2@lB ip erdei tdoliect data related

toexamples in Konak, Kzmir.

In order to presentnecessary informatiowvia digital media AutoCAD, Adobe
Photoshop, Adobe InDesign and SketchUp prograenve beerutilized for visual

documents in thetudy.
14. STRUCTURE OF THE STUDY

According to thanentioned aims, thetudyis composed of three main secti@part
from the introduction and conclusion partBriefly, in the first part, new
interventions in urban archaeological contase discussed ira theoretical way. In
the second part, the case stuglgnalyzedoy utilizing the proposed methodefined
in thefirst part. Lastly, in the third partthe assessment and proposals sections for

new interventionsvhile conserving archaeological remains in site made.

Bergama has been choses acase study because it is a towhat has been
continuously inhabited beginning from the very early ages onwards. Besides, the
traces of this continuous habitatibave givena muli-layered character to the town
which is one of the important values of Bergama. Moreover, differentcdsbijke

the archaeology of the town and urbanization process has been studied before. These
previous studies on Bergama can contribute as the background stiuthysnd can

also facilitateto focus on the main aimlin the study, as it mentioned before,
Bergama has beamnalyzedn two different scales which are in city scale anady

area scale3™ degree archaeological sitesouth parhas been chosen for study area.
The first part focuses onew intervention in terms afnderstanding, assessingda

deciding new intervention inrbanarchaeological context. In this scope, in order to

understand and evaluate thie scontexts of theite anddifferent scaléanterventions

11



and projectsn archaeological contextave beeranalyzed and evaluatedhen the

legal framework in Turkey concernin{f 8legree archaeological site and intervention
exampleshave beendiscussed. Subsequently, progiesfor the new intervention
principles guidingthe design stagesre presented. The proposahclude a general
outline of the process, fundamental design criteria, a method for assessment of the

impacts of new interventionthe processand a design toolkit.

The second part focuses on Bergama dhdejree archaeological site which is the
study areaby utilizing the defined methadThis part presentdhe analygs on
Bergamaandon 3" degree archaeological site terms ofnaturaland geographical;
archaeological and historical and curremtban contexts including physical
functional and visual contextédditionally, conservation and development studies
in Bergama have been presented in this pastly, the interventions in Bergama
with archaeological remains are analyzed in terms of defined design ciiétia.
regard to defined method in second pHrg impacts of interventions are researched

in terms ofimpacts orvalues, archaeology, architecture and urbanvironment

The last partonsiss of the assessment and proposal sections. Firstly, the study area
is assessed in terms of its contexts, @saland significance. Additionallthe impacts

of the interventions with archaeological remains are evaluatederms of
appropriateness to design criteria amdlues, physical, perceptibility, visual,
architectural & functional and urban impacts. Lastigcording to all studies,
proposals for Bergamare presented by utilizing th@oposals irnthe second part.
Besides additional contributions tdegal documents areecommended along with

these proposals
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CHAPTER 2

NEW INTERVENTION SIN URBAN ARCHAEOLOGICAL CONTEXT

New interventionscan beseen inurbanarchaeological areasherearchaeological

and current urban settlements-exast. Conservingtracesof the pastincluding
archaeological remains amaistaining present values of the settlement are essential
pointsshould be considerddr this kind of sitesin this part,the new interventions

in archaeological context have beandersbod to beenassessd and tobeen
decded. Initially, the concept of & context is required to be understood and

assessed in order to understémelaspects of the settlement.

2.1.UNDERSTANDING AND ASSESSINGTHE CONTEXT S

Cities are longived artifacts tending to continuenc resistefforts to makeneat
sense of themTheir rhythms and the life of city form should be respected and
recognizd in all actiongKostof, 1992, pp. 250, 305)Therefore, in order to explore
the rhythms and the lifdirstly, the settingthe contexeindtheir components needs

to be understoodit this point, the concepts of the setting and context are utilized in

order to provide a background to ttedy

The settings definedagsit he | mmedi at e omnandthacisxpgartof,dre d e n
contributes to, i ts si grRlCOMOS,2006)é&t thisnd di s
point, contributions, significance and character of the setting should be understood.

In Xi'an Declaration, the relationship betwesattings andalues is defined as:

Heritage structures, sites or areas of various scales, including individual
buildings or designed spaces, historic cities or urban landscapes, landscapes,

seascapes, culal routes and archaeological sites, derive their significance

13



and distinctive character from their perceived social and spiritual, historic,
artistic, aesthetic, natural, scientific, or other cultural values. They also derive
their significance and distitive character from their meaningful
relationships with their physical, visual, spiritual and other cultural context
and settingglCOMOS, 2005)

According to this definition, a sittas many relations with differesettirgs and
contexts. In order to undgand and to assess the ,s@entext must beéhoroughly
studedDue to its | mport an clas takerhpart it lmoadee p t
discussion platformidy different theorists

The contextis defined by Rossi (1982,pp 123, 127) in two waysFirstly, it is
definedas a scene having no relation with architecture of city in terms of illusion
feature Also due to constructing through architectuthe contextis defined as
preciselyspecific tem consisting of the relations of a building with its surroundings.
According to Rapoport (1982, p. 69), the contéxtbasedon the meaning
Additionally, physical and social contexts of a place amphasizedRapoport,
1977) To evaluate a site in terms of its contexts is not a specific guide. To illustrate,
Frampton (1983pp. 2629) evaluateda sitebase& on natural, cultwal, historical,
visual and tactilecontexs. Additionally, Schulz (1980) evaluatedsite in termsof

natura, marmade and todayod6s contexts.

Considering these discussions, the contextaigelation of the ste with its
surroundingsin this relation like natura) historical,physical visual,cultural,social

contexts can be evaluated.

3 The concept of the context, which is evaluated with different aspewtrious studiesis so wideranging as
cannot take part in the thesis. For furtiidormation,the concepts which are under this title such as regionalism,
contextualisim, critical regionalisroan be utilized Some publications discussed the subj&ézbnis& Lefaivre
(2003, Critical Regionalism: Architecture and Identity inGlobalized Worlgd Rowe & Koetter (1978), Collage
City; Leatherbarrow (1993)The Roots of Architectural InventionSchulz (@971), Existence, Space &
Architecture Heidegger 19717), Building Dwelling Thinking Some of master and doctoral thegitay, Yunus
Alper (2000), Critical dialogue as an Approach to Evaluation and Design of New Buildings in Historic
Environment Master Thesis, METU, Ankara¢ kt e n , D e rRePRroblématzifg7the, Contextualism
Autonomy Debate in Architecture within the Formal Logi€ Comput at i oMaster Th&s,MEE)S € on s
Ankarg¢i zgen, G ¢ IRetminkingriThe(RaI® df Qoptext and Contextualism in Architecture and Design
Master ThesisEastern Mediterranean Universitga z i maj us a

14
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Besides thaliscussion on the setting andntexts,somearchitecturalconcepts and
movementssupport efforts to understand tkée and proposed new interventsn

aiming atharmoniousarchitecturewith the old.

Firstconceptis thefigenius load. According to Schul1980, p.5), the figenius locd
or Aspi r istonsadred psladactdiie life andis neeagddto be dealt with.
Additionally, achitectual means of genius locis to create meaningful places
Schulz (2001, p 43) defines genius loci aa conceptwhich cannot be fozenand

whichs houl d be compr ehend adrdewto sustaintthe @ssey 6 s n €

Anot her i mportant mo v e ment extualismcterm bre x t u a |
movement cameup as a respond to development of the ntweth-century.
Schumacher defines contextuaslim as an attempt to resblvedilemma of
development and made a viable form of the city in future respetitharacter of

the traditional citySchumacher, 1996, p. 296)

Finally, the #e can beevaluated in terms of differerdontexts.In this scope,
geographical ancdhatural, archaeologicand historicaland currenturban contexts

are defined to understand arbanarchaeologicaarea(figure 6)

2.1.1. Geographicabnd Natural Context

To begin with a ttlementis formed deperidg on geographical and natural features
of the place.In order to understandn urbanarchaeologicabrea as a first step,
geographical and natural contexeds to be understood.

Landscapgewhich is part ofgeographical and natural conteist defined agian area,

as perceived by people, whose character is the result of the action and interaction of

natural and/or human factorg€Council of Europe, 2000b)

15



The landscape has a wide range of eleméeopsigraphical features amand forms

such as plains, ridges, valleys, water badiimatic characteristicdiving elements

such as vegetation, biodiversity; sajuality and geological formationThese

elements do not only compose natural environment but also contribute to the

significance of the setting.o illustrate,n Qu ®b ec Decl ar ati on, natur
defined as cultural heritage sitand the landscape, natlr environment and

geogaphical settings aredient i fi ed as essenti al parts of
cultural significanc€lCOMOS, 2008)

Besidescontributionson the significance of dte, geographical and naturtdatures
of the setting directly affedhe manner of the builip environmentSuchfeaturesas
climatic characteristicghe directionof the wind and slope of a site and tipeality
of the soilhave effectsot onlyon theform of old settlement but atson thenew
interventions These features take part in design process as natpuss. Therefore,
as the first step, the components of geographical and natural contexts like
topographical featureand land formsclimatic characteristicdiving elemens, soil
quality and geological formation should be regarded aotlbe passed over the

design process.

2.12. Archaeologicaland Historical Context

Consideringcity as a material artifact constructed by man, archaeological and

historical researches dhe city providevital information (Rossi, 1982, 4.28).

Evaluating the i¢e for new developmenegardinghe archaeological remainghich
are sometimes visible, sometimamearthed and hidderbeneath, provides
harmonious new buHtip environment by involving archaeological remains in

conservation and development process.

Therefore, a a second step, archaeological context needs to be understood for better

understandingof the ste. Up to now, archaeofly as partof the landscape
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importance of archaeological heritage, changing approaches for archaeological

heritage have been discussediterature

fArchaeological heritageomprisesall vestiges of human existence, places relating
to all manifestatins of human activity, abandoned structures, and remains of all
kinds, together with all the portable cultural material associated with 6them
according to definition of ICAHMICOMOS, 1990)

The dscussionsaboutarchaeologyntil today start from individuahterventionsto

holistic approachncluding expertsin different fields As Trotzig mentions(1984
p.d,tordayAi monument sd0 cannot be evWholeareasd i n
where many elements belonging to difintperiods, the continuity of human being

and its activities cahe seertogether and observelave to bedealtwith.

The analysis and evaluations in archaeological conpeavide information about the
past and the historical stratification of thige In addition, the development of the
site throughout history and historical continuities and discontinuities can be
understoodwing to this kind of studiedn addition, it can be considered as one of

the values and significances of the setting.

Therefore, in order to understand the archaeologiadl historicatontext;historical
past of the ise andarchaeological heritge ontop and hidden in ground includiradj
vestiges of human existengaaces reladto human activityabandonedtructures,
remainsandmovablepieces should be analyzékhe cerivedinformation from these
studies should be brought intbe connection withspatial relationshigor each
period in the site. Lastly, the relationship between past settlements and adsesnt

conextshould be examineolwing to this kind of analysis

2.13. Current Urban Context
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The city is still there where it started a site anccugentform is the last phase of

changes, although nothing of the beginning m&gttoday(Kostof, 1992, p. 251)

As thethird step, the currenirban contexheeds to be understoothe currenturban
context includes many different componentsuch asphysial, functional, visual,

legal and administrativesocial andeconomiccontexts

Understanding currentrbancontext withall component$elps to define values and

significances of the site and descritexessitiesproblems and potentials of the site.

Firstly, physical context should be understood. In this séneeglationship between

the site and surroundingthe relationship betweeopen and buitup areasin the

site the patternthey form solid-void relations morphology of the buildings; size
and mass of thexistingbuildings; construction techniques and matsrsilould be
analyzed. Additionallytheseanalysescan be detailedike by adding information
about types of open areas, land use, traffic and pedestrian moveBSecasdly,
functional context should banalyzed in terms dand-use andcurrent andoriginal

uses of the buildings. Thirdly, visual context needs to be understodtiews,
visibility, landmarks, vista points and silhouette should be examined. Although
functional and visual context is separated from physical context, they can be
considered as parts of physical contekhen legal and administrative context
should be analyzed in terms of current legal framework including acts, regulations
and plan decisiond.astly, social context including demographic structure and social
contributiors and economiccontext including requests for conservation and

developmenactivities should be examined (table 1).

Consequentlyin order to understantthe currenturbancontet, analyss on physical,
functional, visuallegal and administrative,social and economicontextssupples
essential information. Additionally, these analyses help to defidees and
significanceof the site As a result of these analysenformation about fysical

relations; current use of the site and buildingsual connections and impacts on
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important views legal and administrative decisions; effects of social structure and
economy orconservation and developmeattivitiescan be obtainedVoreover,by
comparing analyses on curramtan context withanalyses on archaeological and
historical contextthe historical development through timbe pastand presenof

the site changes occurring in timean be understood and assessed.

NATURAL CONTEXT ARCHAEOLOGICAL/ HISTORICAL CURRENTURBAN CONTEXT
CONTEXT

' . CURRENT SITUATION OF THE PAST DEVELOPMENT IN A ;
PERIODS CERTAIN TIME

Figure6: Contexts of a site
(Theimage is prepared by the author
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Tablel: Contextand its featureéThe informationabout features of eaclomtext which should be analyzed)

CONTEXT S FEATURES

Natural & Geographical Context | Topografical features andand forms climatic characteristicsliving

elemens; soil quality and geological formation

Archaeological &  Historical | Historical pastof the setting visible or unearthedrchaeological heritage

Context

Physical Context The relationship between the site and surroundings; relationship)
between open and builp areasin the site the pattern solid-void
relations morphology of the buildings; size and mass of &xsting
buildings; construction techniques and material

Visual Context Views, vsibility, landmarks, vista pointsilhouette

Functional Context Land-use,current and originalisesof the building

Legal & Administrative Context | Current legal framework: acts, regulations, plan decisions

Social Context Demographic structuresocial contributions

EconomicContext Economicrequesfor conservation and developmexttivities

2.2.INTERVENING IN URBAN ARCHAEOLOGICAL CONTEXT S

The relationship 6 the new intervention with théistory is emphasizedby all
recommendations, declarations discussiey building in historical sites

All  recommendations, declarations discussinghis topic indicate that new

i nterventions refl ecti ngsupponediinfrorderwattoper i odos
misleading history and tecemain readable historfLe Corbusier, 1973, pp. 88,89

UNESCO, 200k Beingin harmony withanold setting, not givig damage to the old

setting and making contributions to olskettlementare highlighted for new
interventions.Different aspects of new interventions, suchpagsical and spatial

features of newintervention impacts of the proposed development, social

contributions to theprocess,legislative regulatios and planning decisionsare

evaluatedn thesecharters and recommendatiéns

4 This comment baseon Charter ofAthens (933) First Conference on the Protection and Revivification of
Centres of Historic or Artistic Interest (1967), Resmns of the Symposium on the Introduction of
Contemporary Achitecture intoAncient Groups of Bildings (1972), Seminar on thategration of Modern
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Understandingof the urban contexin terms of physical character of builp
environmentand understanding efluesof the settings required fowisual, spatial,
functional and intangible aspects the new interventioa (UNESCO, 1976
ICOMOS, 1987,1972, 2011). Moreover, the relationship betweerthe new
interventiors in historic settlementandtown-planning decisins arehighlighted that
new interventions are supported for future development in so far asplawning

decisions accept the existing urban con(E2OMOS, 1972)

2.2.1. Principles, Procesges and Impacts of New Interventions in Urban

Archaeological Contexts

Discussion onnew intervention inurbanarchaeological contexts another way to be

in relation with the historyUntil today, the topic ofconservation and enhancement

of archaeologidaremains in an urban context has beéscussedn different ways

and different methods including conservation and development activities have been

proposed fourbanarchaeologicaireas.

Briefly, the discussiombout archaeology and ewentionsn archaeological context
dates back t&World Warll (Sarfatij & Melli, 1999, p. 22)Due to effects of 190

new developments, archaeology and planning relations come into disoi&s=sfatij

& Melli, 1999, p. 27) Following this, the discussionabout protecting
archaeological remains in the contektdevelopmenbperationgdCouncil of Europe,

1989) conservation of the archaeological remains situ and integration into

planning decisions has been pointed @QOMOS, 1990 Council of Europe, 1992)

Then,conserving andntegratingof archaeological remairnato the designn terms

of planning andarchitectural projects (Councl of Europe, 2000a)have been

Architecture in Old Surroundings (1974), The Resolutions of Bruges: Principles Governing the Reioabdf

Historic Towns (1975)European Charter of the Architectural Heritage (1975), Recommendation concerning the
Safeguarding ah Contemporary Role of Historic Areas {8), Washington Charter (19878th World
Conference of Hi storical Cities Montr ®al Decl arati on
Heritage Impact Assessments for Cultural World Heritage Prop€Pid 1), The Paris Declaration (2011), The

Valletta Principles for the Safeguarding and Management of HistorisCli@vns and Urban Areas (2011).

21



discussedn international platformsCorrespondinglyinternationalprojects articles,
guidelinesand repas have been prepareth order tokeep a balance between

conservation and development.

APPEAR Project (Accessibility Projects for the Sustainable Preservation and

Enhancement of Urban Swdoil Archaeological Remaing$ one of the examples of

projects defining international criterialt was organized by the European

Commission Directorate Envirorent Project Implemented under Framework
Programme 5 Key Action: ACity of Tomorrow ¢
20032 0050 . The study focuses on making such
offering scientific, pedagogic and aesthetic quality, while enguan optimal

protection and enhancement level. The project has four aims as: balancing the
conservation of the archaeol ogical heritage
balancing the need to ensure the kbaign preservation of the remains with allowing

access of visitors; ensuring the siteds har
balancing all costs and benefits created by this type of p(@G@REAR, 2006)

The APPEAR method does not supporsgecific method for thearchaeological
remains Conversely, alternative methods in many cases can be suggested in terms

of urban and economic contexts (Teller et al, 2007).

In the project, a planned sequential is prepared consistis gghases which are
assessment, feasiiyl studies, definitions of options, project gilgn execution,
operation All these phasealso divided into three strategies as planning, action and
review parts (Teller et al, 2007). To define this method, different tasssbeen
analyzed in respecb tseven themes. Brief information about these themes and main

concernsare given in the following part. However, detal information about

5 APPEAR Project is funded by the European Commissiohimvithe framework of the programmEnergy,
Environment ad Sustainable Development, key action 4: city of tomorrow and cultural heritage, action 4.2.3:
foster the integration of cultural heritage in the urban setting. For more information:
http://cordis.europa.eu/projects/rcn/67525_en.html and Iritgitl.be

® For further iformation about different casestttp://appearfr.englisheritage.org.uk/ [Last Accessed on
29.08.2014].
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advantages and disadvantages of the situation or features of specific conditlons etc.
are not discussed.

First theme is global approach to accessibility. In this scope, the conditions of the
sites are evaluated in terms ofuseum and functions other than museum

addition,type of the spachich is outdoor and indods assessefligure 7).

| present tendency I | reference cases |

I non museum || museum I | non mueum || museum |

Parc St Jean Lyon Théatre Saragosse
Oviedo St-Romain en Gal
Mur romain Merida | |Casa del Mitreo

] archeological =
3 parks, g Muraille isl. Madrid | |Casa Hypollitus
© archeosites o
Hotel Bruges Rose theater
Parking Genéve Vesuna Périgueux

° ° Parking Cologne Forum Saragosse
S crypts @ | |Parking Madrid
°2 archéoforum O | |Restaurant Merida
< © Banque
Szombathely
l advantages/disadvantages |
| non museum | | museum I non museum ” museum |
avantages :
5 visibility from public space
e 2 ) c
R % > g_ disadvantages :
° 4 conservation, vandalism
2 2 b1
& = 3
Q 2
S =4 § 2 % —_—
) wED S «85% avantages : )
i g§gs g 835 8 control of internal conditions
llaz fE5lad f=5% |3
3 ||5S Egg o SSEQ & || disadvantages :
S g [ 3 22 g § B8Fc S || vertical opening
s g ) ; sEl|s 3 ; 2 3 3
SE= Duas||sE ©TESD

Figure7: Global approach to accessibility, four main interventigres
(The figure is taken from the presentation of Jacques Teller in 7th European Commission Conference
Safeguarded Cultural Heritage. Understanding & Viability for thefgeld Europe)

The second theme is type of town and accessibility. In this part, the cases are
evaluated according to the relation between the size of the towns and their

development rate in terms of tourigfigure 8)

" Further information about advantages and disadvantages of the situation or features of specific conditions can

be obtained f r omlntegratidn of the Ramare Rehan® ih 2lus, Ankara within the Current
Urban ContextMaster Thesis, METU, Anka

23



- —

maximal risk % N
| / PN

size of the town size of the town \
' . '
small medium large small medium large \
ot Heerlen (NL) =
5] Mvu;nn: (Fg)“ Namur (BE) unlikely - local leadership
~§ as’ 191 yC{H Liége (BE) configuration ‘2 \ » ’
5 on (L) St Helens (UK) 5 8
3 c e 238 /
S <] 5 \ 3 e
gg gg 33 =2y
8  aosem Coagosse (B3 s £5 \ 28
3 Grenable (FR) Lyon (FR) A a< \ 2x v/
2 Auxerre (FR) Naples (IT) H X3 89
§ 8 pree § & 2% ~ i
5 5 . i T :
2 2 8 28
Barcelone (ES) S
® Bruge (BE) Londres (UK) £ ®
2 Aquileia (IT) Toléde (ES) Paris (FR) -« -z central leadership
E Bath (UK) Rome (IT) £
Florence (IT)

Figure8: Type of town and accessibility project
(The figure is taken from the presentation of Jacques Teller in 7th European Commission Conference
Safeguarded Cultural Heritage. Understanding & Viability for the Enlarged Europe)

Following theme is the urbalocation. Advantages and encountered situations

according to features of the locations are evalu@digue 9)

Plaza del Rei (BCN) oy
Bath high visibility since integrated in

it
Sites de Saragosse, otieesa

stakes:
Pecs, Merida, Aoste...  economic sensitivity of city centers

|— historical area

‘ } J
tourist areas L

avantages :

high visibility since cultural offer
stakes:

networking of attractions

Coudenberg (BXL)
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or business
areas

Guildhall (Londres)

Rose theater (Rome)
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u
St-Germain (Auxerre)
Case Romane (Rome)
Alcala de Henares

nO tourism nor services
stakes:

reduce congestion of central
attractions

Figure9: Urban location and issues concerning enhancement

(The figure is taken from the presentationlatques Teller in 7th European Commission Conference
Safeguarded Cultural Heritage. Understanding & Viability for the Enlarged Europe)

Fourth theme is the position of the remains with respect to public spaces. The cases
are evaluated in terms tife podtion of the sitgin private or publicspacé and type
of exterior membranwhich are existed arew ongfigure 10)
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Position of Type of
site in urban exterior Issue identification Sites
space membrane
Devices that ensure the perception of the presence of remains St-Laurent (Grenoble)
existent without damaging the symbolism of the existing envelope Thermes (Bath)
= Hotties (St Helens)
inside
a building lot New structure should not damage the old structure Vesunna (Périgueux)
Conjunction with built environment in which the remains are integrated  Théatre (Saragosse)
new Devices that ensure the perceptionof the presence of remains Casa del Mitreo (Merida)
Necessity of respect to the uses in the immediate vicinity Casa de Hypolitus (Alcala)
Devices that ensure the visibility of the entrance to the archaeological
in public Sl
P! new Changes of use, from the functioning of urban space. Notre-Dame de Paris
space Devices that ensure the perception of the presence of remains Archéoforum (Liege)

of the site with underground infrastructure

Figure1Q: The position of the remains with respect to public spaces
(The image is taken from Mutlu (2012))

Fifth theme is visibility tools of archaeological sites. Four visibility tools are defined
for assessment in plan and elevation dimensions. The cases are evaluated according
to these four tools as symbolic reference, transparencydsbanedividualaccesses

tools (figure 11)
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Figurell: Visibility tools of archaeological sites
(The image is taken from Mutlu (2012))

Following theme is integration in a larger museum complex. In this part, two ways
are offered The firstone isconsidering the museum as acantextualization tool for

the remainsThe second one ihe city becoming a museum. Finally, security and
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physical access of the archaeological site is discussed in terms of accessibility for the

disablal people andire safety measurgdiutiu, 2012, pp. 2737).

Consequently, the cases are evaluated dependitiggapproach to the accessibility,
the featuresof the town and urban locatipthe visibility tools of archaeological
sites,the integration of the archaeological remains and secutiig. seen that there
are some points and concepts which shdodd considered in design process
Archaeological sites within new intervention can appear in museum or fusnction
other than museursuchas indoor or outdoor spacdategration of archaeological
sites irno the city, psition of the archaeological site (in private or public spaaes)
visibility of archaeological remains including accessibiljfghared or individug,
transparencyndsymbolic referenceare pointswvhich should be considered for new

interventiors.

Another example for projects defining internationathodis RuFUS (The Reuse
of Foundations for Urban Sites). It was organized between-2008, byEuropean
Commission, DG Research, 5th Framework Programme, Environment and
Sustainable Development Key action 4: City of Tomorrow and Cultural Heritage.
The study aims to provide ways to overcome the barriers, both technical and non
technical, to the reise of foundations for sustainable developmértie project

focuses five technical ways for construction in inner cities. These are:

A measurement and anal ysi s for testing
buildings to assess durability, integrity and georoakishape,

A foundation |l oading performance of reuse
A Asmarto foundations for new foundations
A das!lto documentation systeBuatchero futur e
et al,2010).

8 RUFUS research project was supported by European Commission, DG Research, 5th Framework Programme,
Environment and Sustainable Development Key action 4: City of Tomorrow and Cultural Heritage. For more
information: http://cordis.europa.eu/projects/69074_en.html
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RUuFUS project dealwith the approach focusing on technical ways discarding
discussion on conservation of the past and enhancing of the prest site
Besides archaeological remainsusing offoundations of demolishetew buildings

is analyzed Advantages of reusinggchnical risks, legal and financial necessities are
identified and then decision and design processusde foundations are explained.
This methods alsosupported for archaeological siiesorder to reducdamage risk

causingconstructiorof newfoundatiors.

Besides international projectefining criteria and methodthere are some studies
about discussing impactsof devebpment activities on archaeological sites

Correspondinglysomereports and guidelines have been publisiisout the issue

Although new development activities in archaeological sites are supported for well
balanced developmenstudies showthat any construction activity and present
construction technique Wi@negative effecon archaeological remairgo d a yed s
developnent whichgrows higher and largeneeds deeper diggings asttonger
foundations gives a much greatempact on archaeological remains hidden in the
groundthan previous centurig§Villiams & Butcher, 2007, p. 231Sarfatij & Melli,

1999, p. 2% Past experiences show that new development in archaeological sites
which are not aware dferitage atop and bottom give immense destructionshi®
sitesby using destructive construction methods, ignoring natural and environment
risks, increasing numbeaf major planning schemg3$rotzig, 1987, p. 6Council of
Europe, 1992Sarfatij & Melli, 1999, p. 15 For that reasorthe assessment of the
impacts of proposed development gains importance in terms of effects on

archaeology.

With the beginning of onstruction activities which consist of four stages as pre
construction ground investigations, grenstructional, constructional and post
constructional and maintenance activities, éffects are seenn different forms.
Physical impactsof constructionactivities cause deterioration problems in the
archaeological remainslhe impacts causehpsical, hydrological, chemical and
biological deteriorationgroblems on the archaeological remains. Fracturing and
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cracking, rising damp, corrosion, baeterioraton problemsare someresults of
these impactéNixon, 1998, pp. 4@14; Williams & Corfield, 2003, p. 27AVilliams

et al, 2007 pp. 813; Williams & Butcher, 2007, p. 23Pavies, 2009, pp. 134). In

order to minimizegiven physical damagesome reasonable measureged to be
defined. For examplehe York Development and Archaeology Study dethnet 5%

loss of archaeological evidence is an acceptable norm to allow new construction
activities (Ove Arupet al, 1991 p. 6. In order to minimizenegative effect on
archaeological sitajefining mitigation strategiesan be reasonable wayvoidance

from critical site, choosing of the least impact options, reusing of archaeological
remains to reduce of number of interventions, locating operationsreMiopsly
disturbed areaspffering flexible systemsmonitoring, controlling deterioration
factors are methods to mitigate negative impéotdey, 1998, p. 53Nixon, 1998,

pp. 4446, ICOMOS Irish, 2000, p. 1AVilliams & Corfield, 2003, p. 278Davis et

al., 2004 pp. 3541; Williams et al., 2007 pp. 1518; Williams & Butcher, 2007, p.

233 Davies, 2009, pp. 668). Althoughthe technical side of the issue is important
without doubt this subjects notdiscussed in scope of teaudy'.

Besideghediscussion omhe archaeological context, there are samportantissues
which are not directly relatkto the archaeological context but should be considered
in the process afiew interventions. Plaring decisionss a part of process of the new
intervertion. In planning process, fundamental principles and assessment of the

impactsin different wayare defined as part of the new intervention process.

As mentioned in international recommendations, living historic cities require a
policy of city planning and managemeAs mentioned in Vienndemorandumin
planning process, in order to ensure a ielanced development and design

processppportunitiesand risks should be identified. Additionally,comprehensive

® Further information about technical paMcGill, G. (1995) Building on the past: A guide to the archaeology
and development procesddavies, G.(2009), Planning mitigation and archaeological conservation: Resource
assessment Retrieved August 29, 2014, from http://services.english
heritage.org.uk/ResearchReportsPdfs/065 2009WEB\Vgidifams, J., Sidell, J., & Panter, I. (20QBjling and
archaeology: An English Heritage guidance noRetrieved August 29, 2014, from httpsww.english
heritage.org.uk/publications/pilingnd-archaeology/pilingforwebtagged.pdf;, The Heritage Council & The
ICOMOS Irish Committee Consortiun2@00, Archaeology & Development: Guidelines for Good Practice for
Developers.
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surveyincluding analysis of the historic urban landscape is an important part of all

new interventions while expressing values and significldbESCO, 2005)

English Heritage recommends that the conservation and development of the setting
should be addressed through critdyesed, sitespecific policies and supplementary
planning documents by local development plans. Additionally, defining heritage
assets, wich can include archaeological remains, historic buildings and sites and
landscapes, identifying their significance, analyzing visual aspects and providing
appropriate design guidance can be necessary for gftatsh Heritage2011a)

There are some studies about analyzing visual aspects and design gulaance.

il lustrate, i Seei ngis &duidanckl iors dssessing heritaget h e
significance within views. In this studgssessingmpacts of the new interventisen

within viewsis highlighted(figure 12)

Figure 4 Proposed development

may adversely affect the understanding
and appreciation of a heritage asset in
the view.

Figure 5 Proposed development
may have a neutral effect on the
understanding and appreciation of
heritage assets in the view.

Figure 6 removal or remodelling of an v

existing feature may positively enhance : _‘_'l_‘gl g
the understanding and appreciation of /,( /'-"J

a heritage asset in the view.

Images © Land Use Consultants Figure &

Figurel2 Visual analysis showing the impact of proposed development on current city
(The image is takefrom English Heritage (2011p)

Besi des, ABuil ding in Context: New Devel
i n Context Tool ki t: Ne w Dgve adlvicgpaboaitn t i n
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appropriate design guidance stimulate a good quality design in historically sensitive
contexts(table 3.

Table2: Criteria for successful projects
(The table is derived from Building in Context: New Development in Historic Aieaglish Heritagé CABE,
(2001)

They will relate well to the geography and history of the placetfzdle of the land

They sit happily in the pattern of existing development and routes through and around

They respect important views

They respect the scale of neighboring buildings

They use materials and building methods which are as higimality as those used in
existing buildings

They create new views and juxtapositions which add to the variety and texture of the g

Besidesanalyzing visual aspects and design guidance in planning process, new
intervention have also effects onlwas of the settingln the planning process, the
impacts of change which coming with the new intervention should be evaluated in
terms of effects on the significance of heritage structures, sites and their settings. In
this process, it is also importantknow social impact, such as who benefits from the
proposed change and for what reasons (ICOMZDS85,2011b)

English Heritage Guidance and ICOMOS highlight a necessity for assessments of

impacts on values in planning process by recommending similaodet

The method can be categorized in five stages. Initially, as a first step, the values of
the heritage assets and setting should be defined. Then, the effected assets and
settings which are caused by new intervention should be identified. Addigional
contributions degree of the setting to significance of aséetsld be assessed in the
second stage. Ithe third stage, the effects of the proposed development whether
positive or negative should be defined and ewveallian terms of location andtsing

of the development; the form and appearance of the development; effects on

surrounding and permanence. Following thike ways should be explored in order
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to minimize harm and maximize enhancement. For minimizing harm, design quality,
the relocationof a development or its elements, management and monitoring
measuresare offered assolutions. For maximizing enhancemergplacement of
detrimental features by a new and more harmonious one, revealing lost historic
features, introducing new approaches for public appreciation; improving public
access, new views, well designed urban and architectural gaadityproposed
Corsequently, all stages and results should be documented and monitored for
assessing the impacts of development proposals. Consultation with relevant
stakeholders is alsoonsidered as amportantpart of the processhould be begun

from early stagefEnglish Heritage, 2013aCOMOS, 2011k

Consequently, the new interventions in archaeological context and integrating
archaeological remains into new intervention are supported by international
platforms in case of controlled and planned new developmentrdCard plan
mechanisms can be directly relate to archaeology conteanobe relate to different
contexts which arevisual, physicaletc The requiremenfor evaluation of these

relations in the planning processisphasized.

Together with a new inteention, enhancement of archaeological sites is expected.
In this context, new interventions are analyzed in terms of function, accessibility,
urban location, positions of the remains, visibility, integration and security.
Additionally, necessities of témical analysis are indicated for utilizing from
archaeological remains in new interventiddn the other hand, the devastating
effects of the n& interventions onarchaeologyand mitigation strategies are

discussed.

Planning decisions which isiamportant tool keeping control of new interventions is
alsoincludedin the discussianin planning decision, together with conservation,
approaches letting new development are supported. Analysis on the impacts of new
interventions on values and guidance forigie®f new development are expected in

the plans. Such a plan which considers the impacts of new interventions and advices
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about new development would sustain heritage assets of the setting and manage

changes which are caused by the new intervention.

2.22. Examples ofProjects and Implementations of New Interventionsn Urban
Archaeological Contexts

Besidesthe studies for defining the main principles and critepeojects and
implementationsn town scale and in building scale have been discussts part
In the selected examples, main purpose of the projetdowidl method, proposed
recommendations have bediscussed.

2.2.2.1 Projects and Implementationsin Town Scale

The earliest example for projects in towns seatbe Future of Londn 6 s Past whi ch
was organized in 1973. The project is a survey of the archaeological implications of
planning and development in Londofhe aim of the study is to assess
archaeological knowledge in relation to the destruction by redevelopment and to
sugget a solution whereby a great deal more could be investigated and recorded than
is at presen(Biddle & Hudson, 1973, p. 1¥he relationship between conservation

of archaeological remains and development and importahd¢keointegration of
archaeological remainare highlighted in the studylhe projectfocuseson the
historical analysito understand the past of the city amdthe analysis of the current
situation to propose new development. Howetiegl proposalskeep limited with

the function of new development.

An outline assessment of the archaeological potential and suggesgpnsparedn

terms of studying on periods of archaeological deposit, depth of archaeological
deposit and modern buildings, conditso/ extent of future destruction, information
about open anduilt-up environment. Also new information about destroyed areas,
the state of archaeological deposits, the past and future of the development of
Londonaredeprived from thesstudies(Biddle & Hudson, 1973, pp. 1,2)
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Following examplei sStoiiia e Architettura Della Citb which was prepared for

Torino in 1985 The study involvesnalysis onrhistorical stratification of the city

including the documentationof historical, archaeological, monumental and
categorization studies on the main structuresi Ar chi tectur al , mo
environmental values f structur esis also pdairedBilginal®dd, axi s 0
pp. 43,50) Additionally, geographical anadis andthe relationship of buHtip
environmentand geographical features are evaluated. These studies prepared from
scale of 1:25000 to 1:2000 with carryingpper scale analysis into lower scale

(Davico, 1986)

Another project is York Development& Archaeology Study fulfilled in 1991. The
study, commissioned by York City Council and English Heritage, is about the future
of urban archaeology in York and the aim is to propose ways of resdiving
potential conflict between development and archaeology. Ove Arup& Partners
undertake the study with inputs on archaeology provided by the Department of
Archaeology University of YorKOve Arup et al, 1991p. 1). In thescope of the
study, main probkas are defined and thenthe common factors and inter
relationships in these problems were analyzedrder to make recommendations

and action

In the project, four main problems are defined. For each probtéfferent
informationis gatheredand diffeent methodsire followed First problem is defined

as archaeology: the resource and second one is archaeology: preservation, excavation
and funding. As first two steps, collecting information about history of the city,
defining archaeological value of tkge and defining research framework for the city
consist of nine projects are determined. These projects include site evaluation, formal
excavations, historic buildings studies, documents, finds, the hinterland, the natural
environment and preservatiomagtegies for underground deposits. The third problem

is defined as development: building construction. In this process, construction
techniques regarding geotechnical features of the town and archiving of used method

are defined to give minimum damage tte sFinally, the last problem is defined as
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development: procedures. Financial contributions and mitigation strategies are
discussed in this procesSonsequentlya guiding principle is established to control

and promote development and archaeologicéiviac These principles highlight
importance of archaeological heritage and requirements of new development. Then a
framework for development and conservation archaeological sites which consists of
institutional and procedural parts is defined. It is sd&t new development in
archaeological sites evaluatedby consideringarchaeological knowledge of the
setting, survey on components, building construction, and dewelupprocedures
(table 3)

Table3: General method anmécommendations of York Development& Archaeology Study
(The table is prepared by the author. It is derived frark Development& Archaeology Stud$991)

PROBLEMS
Archaeology:
the resource
Archaeology:

METHODS
Information about historical background
Defining archaeological value of the site
Defining Research Framework for York as nine projects;

preservation, Project 1: Site evaluation
excavation Project 2: Formal excavation
and funding Project 39: Nondestructive projects: studies of historic buildings,

documents, finds, the hinterland, the matenvironment and
preservation strategies for underground deposits

Development:

building
construction

Discussing construction techniques
Archiving of used method for future interventions

Development:

procedures

Funding for excavations by private and public sectors
Mitigation strategies;

archaeological evaluation

archaeological preservation by recordrositu

alternative strategies

GUIDING PRINCIPLES

1. The archaeological deposits are a cultueaburce and shall be preserved whenever
possible.

2. The modern development of York shall not beluly hindered by archaeological
constraints.

3. The planning process shall be used to balance the conflicts inherent in the first twg
principles.

4. Any proposal talevelop on a site of archaeological importance shall be supported |
archaeological evaluation.

5. Any planning application to develam the site of archaeological importarstell be
accompanied by a mitigation strategy, informed by archaeological dealudesigned
to reduce the archaeological damage to be caused by development to a minimum,

6. The destruction of 5% of the volume on the majority of sites shall be regarded as g
acceptable. This is regarded as a maximum limit and the location and form the
destruction shall be considered carefully.

34



Table 3 (continued)

7. Developers shall be eograged to enter into voluntary agreements as a condition of
grant of planning permission, including an agreement to fund or support
implementations.

8. Large scale archaeological projects shall be encouraged and permitted on if they:

fit into anarchaeological research framework agreed by the City Council

are carried out to the highest professional standards

are adequately resourced in time and money

follow a scope of work agreed with York City Council

deposit the finds and excavation records puhlic achieve and lead to

appropriate publication

9. The City Council shall:

a. maintain an archaeological database

b. adopt an archaeological policy

c. encourage nodestructive archaeological research

d. encourage educational and academic use of the archaeologmaice

10. English Heritage shall encourage and support the City Council in the implementati
all these principles.

P20 T e

2.22.2. Projects and Implementationsin Building Scale

Besidesthe towns scal@rojectsandinternationalprojects, examplefor designs in
building scalehave beeranalyzed. These examplbave beerselected in terms of
intervention type, function of the new intervention and status of ownership
buildingswhich have beeminder private ownership and pubbc private functions
except formuseum functiorhave beergiven as examplesAdditionally, outdoor
space usewithout any new building interventicare not includedAt this point,it is
necessary to mention th#te information whether these interventiohave been
accomplished under the vision of a general plan or not cannot be obteametiat
reason, althougln assessmertan be madaboutthe building itself owing tothe
gathered information, has not beepossible to evaluate the buildinggether with

its surroundings.

Thefirst example discussesdaeologyas parof abuildingused as abank Ba n ¢ a
Popol are di Ve r dfigaes 1315) Th¥ buildng was comstruatédy
in 19731981 in Nogara Square and the architects of the builduegsCarlo Scarpa

and Arrigo Rudi. As mentionedoy Alpan (2005 pp. 62, &), the remains ofdomus

in the Nogara Square was brought to light in 1976 due to the restructuringafiorks
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the building In the excavations, Roman house of approximately 408 af surface
was discovered 3.50 meters below the street surface. Therefore, the initial project
was modified because of importance of the findings. As a result, 1/3 reduction on the

massof thebuilding was madedue toexistence of th&koman housen the aea

The areehas beeraccessible and visiblén the design of the buildinghe character
of the archaeological remaiteas beertaken into account and presentation of the

remainshas beerconsideredn the design procesby organizing the interior spa.

However, nformation about constructionadhnique cannot be gathered.

Figurel3 (a)thef acade view and (b) dRdmdd eRiowpoleawr @fdit herf @arcad,e ior
Italy, 19731981 (The image is taken frotBoogle Earth, last accessed 23.12.2014
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Figurel4: The schematic plaofi Banca P o p o |, mVerond ltaly, 1¥&98 a 0
(The image is taken frofmttp://www.archeoveneto.it/portale/wp
content/filemaker/stampa_scheda_estesa_inglese.php?redastZ3;cessed 09.10.2014

Figurel> The i ndoor space ofinVeBPoaaftadyald®mmplol are di Vero
(The image is taken from http://www.archeoveneto.it/portale/wp
content/filemaker/stampa_scheda_estesa_inglese.php?redast dicessed 09.10.2014)

Following examplediscussesarchaeology agpart of a hotel building, the Hotel
Derlonalso known as Derlon Museum Cellar in Maastridiglures 1618). The site
is located in the heart of Roman Maastricht, near the Square of OurAsdjated
by Panhuysen(201Q pp. 597, 598 achaeological pieces were founathile
demolitionan old buildng to construct a new one in 1983. The demolishing of the

foundations and cellars of the old buildiwgsdesigned taive minimumdamageo
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archaeological remain# wide rangeof archaeological remainsuch as remains of
aroad belonging to *1centuryBC, remains ofa wall and gate of the latRoman
fortress and residential layers from the earliddle ageswas obtainedowing to
excavations In 1984 as a result of excavations, it was decided to preserve the
findings which clarified the growth and degpment of the city antb makethem
accessible. To achieve this aim, the national, provincial and local governments and
the real estate developers, the hotelkeeper and thetridagad ourist Officejoined

their efforts

As mentioned byanhuyser{201Q pp. 598600, firstly, changes in the plawere

made in order to conserve the Roman past of the city, to make it accessible and to
integratearchaeological remainsithin the basement of the hotielto the building

The planwasdesigned such waythat thebasement has a muftinctional purpose

as conserved area of archaeological site and dining room of theftopteds 1718).

Also this type of usés a solutionto the problemof financial costs otonservation,
restoration, presentation and future wudethe archaeological site. As part of the
council decision, the accessibility of the archaeological isitguaranteed by an
agreement between the hotel dne local tourist organization.

Meanwhile conservation and monitoring measurbésve been defined for
sustainability othe archaeological findingét this stage, different departmeihzve

been made contributiorier the analyses. As a resulthias beermlecided to control
climatic condition of the space, to monitor humidity levels, to define \kimat of
material should be used. In all decisions, reversibility, modesty and respect in the
restoration and the presentatibave been taken into consideratiidanhuysen,
2010, pp. 604605)

After the constructin of thebuilding was finished in 198& renovationprojectwas

appliedin 2007 In this process, adaptation of the archaeological site into new
situation, presentation methodgsretaken into accour(Panhuysen, 2010, f06).
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Although in the design proced#ancial, technical, conservation and architectural
problemswere faced, a consensus was reachednaking cedecisions by the

relevant stakeholders.

Figurel6: Th e f a - a deeon dotel,in Maastriddt, Netherlands
(The image is taken frotmtp://www.derlon.com/homen, last access&t8.12.2014)

Figurel7: A view from the basement of the Derlon Hotel, in Maastricht, Netherlands
(The image is takefrom http://www.derlon.com/homen, last accessed 03.04.2014)
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Figurel18: A view from the basement of the Derlon Hotel, in Maastricht, Netherlands
(The image is taken frommttp://www.derlon.com/homen, last accessed 03.04.2014)

The following example discusses archaeology as part of private building by offering

public use.The buildingis at thenorth of the Navona Square. The square was built

on Stadium of Domitian and has continued the long legacy of a popular urban space

(figure 199According to Goui nbés whaseewsedbyheew mat er i al
constructions as constructional material and then dwellings and sheps

constructed into rest of the rema{i@ouin, 2005, pp. 585).

According t o iSopermtentendCapitolinafijm I®36, the remains

of Stadium of Domitian were found below the street level during the demolishment
of existing buildings A new building was designed and built on top of the
archaeological reains found (figure 2@2). The design of the building aimed to
conservethe remains of the stadiunm situ. Consequently, the character of the
remains and environmental factors are considered in the design of the building.
Integration of the archaeologicemains into the life is provided owing to public
contributions. In addition, the archaeological remains are accessible and visible
(figure 20) Large skylights covethe archaeological area so the area is naturally
illuminated. In the north side of theuitding, openingsare arranged partially to

control traffic and noise effe¢Soprintendenza Capitolina, n.d.)
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In 2010, in order to solve financial problems, to prevent from abandonment of the
site, an agreement between pablnd private partnership was made. The
Superintendence of Cultural Heritage of the City of Rome has formally entrusted to
private company MKT121 as financier. The company is responsible for the project
of restoration and enhancement of the Stadium of iBmmand managing the

activities and events for pubtft

The functional organization in today is designedf@®ws: the interior spacés
divided into three mairareas; media center and librangnference ad workshop
areas in the center amchibition areaThere are two ways to the perception of the
site. The first is visual connection hysing opening in the north sidéite second is
visiting site in specific times. The presentation of the remains is supported with
panels and screens whidre illustrated with graphics, photos and video. The
activities in the building also are gpared as temporary in ordeot to give to
damage and disturbrban and architectural coherence of the remains. Betides
importance of the near surrounding aréee buildingis a meeting placesuch as a
cultural salon, archaeological lobby or an art lounge into tourism activitiestivath
contributions of publi¢Soprintendenza Capitolina, n.d.)
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Figure19: Plan of Stadium of Domitian, General Site Plan, in Rome, Italy
(The image is taken from Clage and Toms (1998)

12 The information about current situation of the building is provided from http://www.stadiodomiziano.com/ web
site, last accessed 10.102CGitcorrespondensawith authorized persanfromthe Stadium of Domitian
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SPORT IN HISTORY OF THE STADIUM ANCIENT WALLS

ANCIENT ROMA m [ =] SCULPTURAL FRAGMENTS
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CONSERVATION OF ANCIENT MONUMENTS IN ROME

Figure20: Basement plan of the building, in Rome, Italy
(The figure is taken from http://www.stadiodomiziano.com/images/gallery/stadio_domiziano_04.jpg and it is
translated from Italian to English by thatho)

Goc \:(l\' eagt|

Figure2l: Fa-ade of the building, i n Rome, ltaly
(The figure is takefrom GoogleEarth, last accessed 06.01.2p14

(@) (b)

Figure22 (a) and (b)nterior views of the building
(Thefigure are taken frorhttp://www.stadiodomiziano.contast accessed 07.11.2014)
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Thefollowing examplediscusgsarchaeology as part of a building used as bahk.
National Bank of Greece is located in thstbric center of Athengfigures 2324).

As stated byFouseki and Sandg2009 p. 47, the remains of fortification wall
dating back to 476 BC were founldiring the excavations in 1974. The site had also
important connections with the Acropolis Hill and historicaleas in near
surroundings According to Sakellarido2011, pp. 168, 169 the projectof the
buildingjwh i ¢ h was dparshi Sgkelardiould Rapanikolaou Architéctsi n
collaboration with Mario Bottawas a result of a design competitidgtowever, n
implementation processome serious changes were made wues-evaluation of
archaeologigt All in all, the remains were conserved in situ within the building. It
wasconstructedetween 1999 an2lD02 In the designthe ideaot r eat i ng an f«
ai r mus e u maAddiianally, accessibility and visibilit of the remains was
taken into consideratiorlherefore,subtraction of the building mass for creating a
void for the remainsglass bridgegor accessibility and skylights for natural light
were designedAdditionally, in construction process some precautios against
damage from earthquakes was taken by supporting the archaeological remains with
steel beamgButcher et al201Q p. 99. Today, the archaeological site is conserved

in a semiopenspace and presented with information panels.

FTTLIRLLLL

() (b)

Figure23: (a) and (b) rterior views of views of National Bank of Greece, in Atheri9992002
(The figure(b) was is taken fronfFrouseki and Sandes (2009) and the (b) was taken from
http://www.culture2000.tee.gr/ATHENS/ENGLISH/BUILDINGS/BUILD_TEXTS/B168_t.html, last accessed
24.12.2014)
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(b)

Figure24: (a) and (b)iews fromNational Bank of Greecén Athens
(The figure(a) was taken fronfPowell and Skiner (2006)and (b) was taken frofakellaridou(2011)

The lasttwo exampls discussarchaeology s part of capark building. First one is
SaintAntonie car parlbuilding in Genevdfigures 25 26). As mentioned byl errier
(2010) andi nf or mat i on ghardctbrate efd Heritageo amd 8ites
Archaeology Serviae , ortiffcations of 16th century were uncoveredring the
construction of theaunderground car parkuilding between 1993 and 1995. ik
decided to conserve remaittshighlightthe history ofthe cityand allow access for
public ( Ser vice d' ar c h ®betrier,gd0¥, p( S Althgugh theg 0 0 7
remainsare conserved withirthe building, there are some probleresulting from

the function of the building. Lefert and Tellg2006 p. 32 explained that it is
always a problem of compatibility between primary purpose of the building and

enhancement of the archaeological remains. In the case of St. Antoine, remains are in
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direct contact wh the atmosphere of the parAt this point, it should be asked
whether such an option does not cause a risk in terms of deterioration factors

environmental effects or not.

The remainsare conservedn situ and opened to public. Although they arsible,
accessible, there are serious deterioration problemtdaemains. Thdunction of

the building andnadequacyin spatial organization have a negative impact on the
remains considering the losigrm preservation of the remairtdowever, the sousc

of the problem resulting from the planning decisionsiradequacyof design
approachs not known

il e

Figure25: An exterior view from SainrAntoine parking building, in Geneva, Switzerland, 19985
(The figure is taken frorhttp://cem.revues.org/pdf/11379, last accessed 27.10.2014)
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Figure26: (a), (b) and(c) interior views and presentatioaf the remainsin Geneva, Switzerland, 199995
(The figureqa) and (bjare taken from http://cem.revues.org/pdf/11379, last accessed 27.1Qt#dfidure (c) is
taken from APPEAR
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Second one is underground car patklding in Cripplegate, Londorfigure 27)
Remairs of the West Gatewhich is a part of city walwere discovered during
excavationsn the late 1940¢Fouseki & Sandes, 2009, p. 4Besides the West
Gate remains, other parts of the city walls were found near surroundings in
Cripplegate areéSandes, 2010, p. 39piscoveryof the West Gatavas important in
order to understand the past of Lond&ouseki & Sandes, 2009, p.;4%andes,
2010, p. 4). As stated bysandes (201,(. 41J), initially, the archaeological remains
were not desiral to conserve in situ due to necessities oflib#éding andfinancial
reasonsHowever, he remainhave beeronservedn situwithin the car parkvhich

iIs underneath the line of the new Route 11 rdaddecision and implementation
proceses different poblemswere debatedn implementation process, some parts
of the remains were destroyed during the construction of the ramps. Then, the project
was revised in terms of structural design and design of access Aampentioned

by Fouseki and Sandes (2Q089p. 41, 42, in decision processaccessibility to
archaeological remainsas aimedHowever the site can be accessible only via a
monthly and forsome specialours Additionally, there are problems in visibility of

the remains because of that the sies locked away in a separate room. Although
thereare some information panels including signage and matielse tools cannot
give enoughinformation abat in situ conservation of the &8t Gate and its relations
with near surroundings. Besides signagénterior space, sigagein outside canot

provideanyindicationabout existence of the West Gate, nor visibility of the site

Consequently, tharchaeologicatemains are conserved in situ within underground
car park. However, the archaeological remains are not accessible and visible.
Additionally, the site cannot integrate into the new interventimmce the
archeological site is locked\lthough there are otheemains whichareparts of the

city walls in near surroundingthis information showing the past settlement of the

city is not emphasized. Therefore, the remains cannot also integrate into the city.
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Figure27: A view from car parkin London showing West Gate remains
(The figure is taken frorfouseki & Sande2009)

Besides discussed examplesther onesillustrating new interventiasn while
conserving archaeological remains can be reached from AppendiheéAfigures
have been only presented in appendices partesthe detailed information about

these examples cannot be reached.

2.23 Assessmenbf the Principles, Procesgsand the Selected Examples

New interventionin urbanarchaeologicahreass a complex process involvinghany
differentexpertsandconsisting of differenstagesBesides archaeological and urban
character of the sitgrchaeologybeingas a part of new buildingand conservation

of archaeological remains in siéllso makes this poess more sophisticatdBesides
main aimdike conservingof archaeological heritage and making contributions to the
setting with new intervention, theageseriousproblems waiting to be solvebh this
process finding optimal solutions depending on imgurpses isan appropriate

way.

Based orliteratureand implemented examples, it is seen that various concepts have

been discussed in process of new intervention in arcaheological context. Initially,
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understanding the site, and understanding archgiealopotential of the site have

been highlighted on FStdriaierAechitettira DelHaeCith. o n d o n
and York Development and Archeology Studyen importanceof the assessment

of the mpacts of new development necessity of definingminimizing and
maximizing s$rategies and effects of lanning decisionfiave been emphasized on

studies published by English Heritage and ICOMOS as well as mentioned studies
above. In addition, some criteria such as accessibility, visibility, integaty

utilizing re-use potential ofirchaeological remainsave come up in discussion in
APPEARandRuFUS projects, along witimplemented examples buildings scale.

Lastly, the process of nevbuilding interventions has been followemlving to

implemented exmples

The process consists of different stages with the participation of different
stakeholders. Gathering infortian about the past of the citgyaluating values of

the setting, excavation processscussion of plannindecisions and design criteri

the assessment tiie impact of new interventiomlecisions and implementation of
conservation, architectural, presentation, monitoring and maintenazce
management project are parts of the process. Therefore, public authorities, planners,
archaeoloipts, engineers, architects, developers and site owners involve new
intervention process. At these stages, problems from the discovery of the remains
until the last steganbe confronted. In qualified practices, the problems have been
solved with opiniorand proposals of relevant stakeholders. The proposed solutions
for problems have been result of aderision process. T new interventions have

not been harm assets of the city, take care of character of the archaeological remains,
conserve and sustathem, integrate archaeological remains into the city and the
design, provide visibility, accessibility to archaeological remains and propose good

urban and architectural quality.
Additionally, in this processgefining proper panning decisions for theite, which

aredefined agesuls of studies on the past, present and future of theisityeen as

one of theimportantcomponentsof the procesto define upper scale decisions
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These decisiongeep a balanceetween conservation the hage of the e and
proposals fomew developmentin addition in these decisionghe impacs of the
new interventionhave beerassessedonsidering the past, present and future of the
setting Negative or positive impacts on the values of the setting and impacts
archaeologyhave been evaluatedherefore, mitigation strategies for minimizing

harm and enhancement methéolsmaximizingadvantagebkave been proposed

Taking the discussion onimplementedexamples abovento consideration the
character ofarchaeological remains and reactions of new building interventions are
varied from one to another. This situation causesrgation in the new building
interventionsThree types of thaew building interventions are seen in termsheir

approaches fatonservation of archaeological remains and design crifdngse are:

1 New buildings in which archeological remains are presented, thereby

preserving their characterd new building is designed in accordance with

the character of archaeological remainSonservation, sustainability,
accessibility and visibility of the remaiasetaken ino account as well as the
design, location and function tffe new building.

M New buildingsin which spatial charactesf archaeological remains utilized

harmoniously wh function of building:In a new building, spatial character
of archeological remains utilized in harmony with current function. The
archaeological remains which have a spateracteiare accessible, visible,
utilizable, sustainable and conservedhe new building.

1 New buildings damaging archaeological remaiNew buildings damage

archaeological remains ignoring their fragile character and existBasiles
physical damage, negative impact on significance of the heritage can be seen.
This proces may occurin different ways such asnegligenceof public
authorities, problems in projects managing, problems arising from site owner

or developer.
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2.3.NEW INTERVENTIONS IN URBAN ARCHAEOLOGICAL CONTEXT S
THE CASE OF TURKEY

2.3.1. Legal Framework Concerning the New Interventions in Urban
Archaeological Contexts

2.3.11. Developmentof the RelatedLegal Framework

Conservation and planning activities in Turkane basedon legal frameworkand
these activities must be approved pyblic authorities Thereupon,it becomes
important to have a retrospective view of the development of the related legal

framework (figure 28).

Legal regulations on conservation activitiesgani n f i r stilny 1DFDOES .
parallel with development of understandinthe conservation in urban scale,
legislationregulation such as thé°rinciple Decision no. 5505, andct no. 1710
were prepared In Act no. 1710,the definition of site and conservation angas
defined. Therefore, the issue of conservation in are@ seahe up in discussiom

the Principle [Rcision no. 5505, the classification of buildings and intervention
criteria were defined. However, theasmendmentsvere limited to conserve only
example=f historical residential buildings and important monuraehite Principle
Decision no. 1020@vasone of the important decision considering its approach and
resultsfor new building interventionsAccording thePrinciple Decisionno. 10200,
buildings were categorized in there grougepending ontheir values Then,
interventionswere defineddepenthg on these categorieslowever, theresultwas

not sufficientconsidering its effectsAs stated by Asatekirgs a result opracticing

of the decisionbesidesinique examm@s which were conservaatact new buildngs

in old style which were built after demolishment of modest exampiEsseen
(Asatekin, 1995, p. 67)
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Additionally, relationship between conservation and planning come up discussion
firstly in 1956 with Act no. 6785. The adefineddistance between new buildings
and historical monument archaeological sitesThen, 1957 Planning Regulatidn
defined thathe distance can be decidedsed on the opinion of the Committee of
Ancient Real Estates and Monuments (GEEA¥K)Moreover, evaluation of
historical monuments and archaeological sitesdoymitteewas madeessential for
development plan@vadran, 20142012)

Up to now, manyegislativeamendmentfiave been made. Conservation decisions
have shown a progressive development prolegsningfrom the conservation of a
single object to conservation of a single building and then conservation in urban
scal e. et@ke0g7@a 19B. e

To give brief information about near past of development of legal framework, the
Act no. 2863% is the ba® law for conservation of cultural and natural heritdtes

still current law with someamendmerst The act indicates some definitionsr fo
cultural and natural propertyprganiation of process and activities; and
responsibilities of institutions. Untibday, many changes, additions and subtractions
in differentsubjectswere maden this act Act no. 3386“ Act no. 5226°, Act no.
6498° andKHK/ 648" are some of themAdditionally, there are some international

regulationd® which wereapproved byhe Turkish Government.

111957 Planning Regulatidhridar Nizamnamsio ,17.07.19570fficial Gazettel7.07.1957 9657
2Gayrimenkul Eski Eserl er ve Anétlar Y¢gksek Kurulou

BAact for t he Protection of Cul tural and Natur al Resources
Kanunuo, ,OfficlalGazét® 8357.1983/18113

“Act No:3386 fA2863 Sayeéeleée Keltegr ve Tabiat Varl éklarém Kor |
ve Bu Kanurd eBazE&k | Mandk s i 1764 %8k @Officidl &azétte 2416.4987 / 19497

BActNo526 AKeglter ve Tabiat Varl éeklaréene kKokumMapEamasa il e
Ha k k € n d g 14KR.2004) @fficial Gazette 27.7.2004 / 25535

BACt No: 6498 AKeglter ve Tabiat Varl ekl arén&® Koruma Kanu
8.10.2013 Official Gazette 11.10.2013 / 28792

YKHK/ 648 fAtevre ve kehircilik Bakanléejenéen Texkkilat ve GO°r |
Bazé Kanun ve Kanun H¢gkm¢gnde Kararnamel erde ni2edj i ki kl i k Yap

8.8.2011 Official Gazette 17.8.2011 / 28028
18 These regulations are
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2.31.2. Current Intervention Criteria and Process in Turkey

The conservation site variggth Act no. 2863 and other relevant decisipsigch as
archaeological, urban, historiarban anchaturaletc. Additionally, these categories
are divided into sulcategoriesamong themselvesregarding different degrees
Therefore, arious types of conservation stevhich are registered with different
degreesome up In these variationsalsodifferent intervention criteria are defined
depending on the consation status ofhe site Besidesgeneraldecisions of legal
framework, conservation artevelopment planetisionsdefine intervention criteria
in the site In scope of the study, archaeological sites especidflyd8gree

archaeological siteas beemvaluatedn following part

Principles forConservation and Development Plan

Conservation and developmedécisionsare defined according to Acto. 2863
Article no. 17 Act no. 28635226, Article no.1 and 8 KHK/648,42 Article and Act
no. 3194°. According to theselecisions preparing conservation and development
plansis an obligatoryactionfor conservation sitesgn order b prepare conservation
and development plathree years are given under normal circumstanthsil this
time, transitional period conservation and use decisions whak defined by

conservation councilare valid(Act no. KHK/648: Article no. 42)

The conservation and developmemtian is prepared badeon analyse on
archaeological, historical, natural, architecturdemographic, cultural, socio
economic¢ ownership and developmetdntextsin accordance with sustainability of
cultural and natural properfAct no: 28635226 Article no. 1.8). According to 2005
Regulation, m preparationprocessof the plan the subjects likeevaluating upper
scale plans, providing relations with the setéet) coveringall conservation site,
considering transition zones, informing public and taking their opinions are defined

as base principles. In additiosfudies likeanaly®s on historical environment,

Act No: 3194 fAKmar Kanunud, 3.5.1985, Official Gazette
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cultural and natural heritage, social and econortrigctires, infrastructurejrban
fabric, ownership structurare preparedby providing relations withthe whole city
In addition, n order to solvalefinedproblems proposals fosite specificstrategies
are expectedso as to provide lable andsustainable the sit¢2005 Regulation
Article no.6).

Conservation and construction activities in archaeological sites

According tothe Rinciple Decision m. 658, archaeological site defined d@the
settlements or regions including any kinduoferground, over ground or underwater
products of ancient civilizations, sociological, economic and cultural properties of
their era and reflecting cultural existence from the beginning of hitynantil
today. Today these areaare categorizeth four groups as %, 2" 3% degree and
urban and archaeological sites in view of conservation and use dedisibviK

High Council PD no. 658).

According to 2012 Regulation,ni order to registeran area as °1 degree
archaeological siteit should includecity remainsand settings which reflect their

own periodos character and i ntense cul't
identified as evaluation criteria for registration 8fdegree archaeological sif2012

Regulation: Article no4.d1). According to the Principle Decision no. 69Be area

which is definedas f' degree archaeological siteust beconservedntact Only
archaeological research and excavation or scientific interventions are allowed. Any
construction activity excegor sewvice and security buildings are prohibited (KTVK

High Council PD no. 658).

According to 2012 Regulation,ni order to registeran area as "¢ degree
archaeological siteit should include city remainand settings which reflect their
own per i odpadiallycihtenseacaltura propertput not intensely as™1
degree archaeological sitmodern development and deterioration in urban fabric.

These four features are identified as evaluation criteria for registratidl dégree
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archaeological sité2012 Regulation: Article no4.d2). According to the Principle
Decision no. 658the areavhich isdefined as ¥ degree archaeological siteust be
also conservethtactdependhg on conservation and use decisiovisich aredefined

by conservation councils. No nasenstructions are permitted excépt service and
security spaces like®degree archaeological siten additionjt is possible taarry

out simple repairsn urregistered buildingdepending on curremtrinciple decisions
(KTVK High Council PD no. 658).

According to 2012 Regulation,ni order to registeran area as '3 degree
archaeological sitat should include potential forgssible archaeological remains,
relationshipwith 1% and 29 degree archaeological sitaad public benefit owing to
preserving of the area. These features are identified as evaluation criteria for
registration of3" degree archaeological sif@012 Regulation Article no. 4.d3).
According to the Principle Decisi no. 658, i 3% degree archaeological site,
building activity is allowed depeimty on conservation and use decisiomstil

conservation and development plan is prepdrethese areas, it is decidixl

1 define the transition period development deasis The following points are
importantto define the decisions

9 Proposal for building density should not exceed existing building
density in development plan.

New functions should be in harmowgth the setting
Required infrastructure works and thailding height proposal should
be considered.

1 Proposal for construction technique and mateshbuld offer a
solution for conservation and assessment of existing and possible
archaeological property.

1 prepare conservation and development plan. If therany area which is
opened to settlement according to approved environmenta gahmaster

plans®, archaeologial heritage should be conserved.

X Environme n't al plan refersandmasfieevipéads,zefierpgl amédnazém plano.
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1 do divisions and unifications depend on decision of conservation council.
1 take generadrilling decisionsby conservation council in areagere it is

needed.

According to the Principle Decision no. 658,3° degree archaeological sites, the

construction process &ésodefined adollows:

1 Prior to building permitdrillings must becarried out by thexperts of the
relevant museum director.

1 The results ofirillings and the judgment of director dfillings aredelivered
to conservation council.

1 After the decision of conservation coundhe implementatiowan be taken
place(KTVK High Council PD no. 68).

In 2012 a new principle decision was enacted about conservation of archaeological
in situ and enhancement of archaeological remaifibe Principle Decision no.37
takesemergent or unearthed cultural property due to new development activities,
infrastructure works and natural disasters in historic cités consideration It

defines four pointas follows

1 It is proper to contributethe immovable cultural heritageo urban
archaeology by studying scientific methods, excavating, cleaning and
presentingn situin areas which are or sodo-be registered as conservation
site.

1 The ones, which aréen small scales and impossible to preservehigir
original location and whose planimetry cannot be read, can be removed from
original location accordig to decision of conservation council.

1 The ones whose plan can be understood or which have definable architectural
character, which reflect authenticity of its periedhich is part of tissue of
ancient city or which spread adjacent lotsebypandingexcavationsnust be

presentedn situwithout considering its dimension.
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1 If cultural property is under private ownership, it can be assigned as public
ownership. If it is not possible, all expenses which are for primarily scientific
excavation, conservatioand presentatiom situ are paid bythe owner.In
addition, implementations which are demanded by the owner are only
allowed if these applications do not harm the cultural property by considering
conservation principles. Additionally, these projectsdndee approval of
Ministry and Regional Conservation Council (Ministry of Culture and

Tourism Principle PD no.37).

Consequentlydifferent conservation and development criteria donilar areasare
defined However there are criticized points for thetegorization in athaeological
sites. While new development irtland 29 degree archaeological sites is not
permitted considering existence of archaeological heritage allowing new
development in "8 degree archaeological sitean be asked whether archiical
heritage in 3 degree archaeological site hmsalue or notMadran(2011-2012)
points out that firstly, classification criteria, value system and misunderstanding
relation between value of the site and type of interventiere not definedclearly:.
New development in'8degree archaeological site is not a site to give damage to
values ofthe site. It aims to conserve and use controllably consideringhé.c2863
and Principle Decision no. 658. In addition, this approach fits international
conservation theoriefMadran, 20112012) However, thiskind of consciouss not

observed for implementations iff 8egree archaeological site.

Constructin Activities

X % v
Conservation Measures / / ?

1% Degre: 2" Degree 3" Degree
Archao?ogca?Site Archaeologglc_al Site/ Archaeological Site
Urban Site

Figure29: Relation between conservation statues@nstruction and conservation activities
(Theimage is prepared by the author
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Moreover today newinterventionsin 3 degree archaeological sitee evaluateéh

terms ofphysical features, such as mass, proportion, height, funigainres,and

their harmonzation with the surroundingsOn the contrary to past legislative
regulatiors for new building interventions,his approach cammake positive
contributionstothesittey refl ecting its own periodos

2.3.2.Examples ofProjects andImplementations of New Interventionsin Urban

Archaeological Contexts
Anatolian cities have a long past and have different cultural layers; however, there is
no systematic analysés town scale. Therefore, in the following part, projects and

implementatbns in building scale have been discussed.

Projects and Implementatioirs Building Scale

Some examples of archaeology @@t of new interventionare seen in Turkey. In
this part, designs in building scdlave beemliscussed. In the selected exampiles,
main purpose of the projecthie process of the interventiaie reflections of legal
framework on the desighave beerevaluated. Criteria for selectingternational

examples in building scale are valid forstipart.

Firstly, two examples are discussedarchaeologyaspart ofa hotel building First

one is Antakya Museum Hotdfigures 3031). The building is important for
interpreting archaeological remains into new interventithile excavations were
held to build a hotel, archaeological remains were diseVven the project area in
2011. The project areelose to St. Pierre Church which is an important Christian
pilgrimage. Planning to construct a hotel, it was built as a mus$eeh on the site

by Emre Arolat Architect. The separation between public program of an
archaeological site and the private use of the hotrkewajor factos for design
processin the design,ite concept of the hotel which is a placeless builtypg was

interpreted to ddavith the specific character of the area.
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Therefore,the main body of the hotdlasincluded individual prefabricatedunits
under a protective canopyhe lobby, restaurant and lounigave beetocated on the
lower levels in relatin with the archaeologal site. he roomslocated under the
main canopyhave surroundedhe archaeological siten the upper level. To
experience the archaeological sisgme paths composed of bridges and ramps,

terraces, gardens are desig(edA, n.d.).

The characters of the remains, constructional technique, organization in the function
of the building, presentation of the archaeological sitetadden into accounn the
design process The remains are accessible and visible not only by hotel users but
alsoby public.

(b)

Figure30: (a) Basemeritoor planand (b)ground floorplan
(The images are taken fromitp://v2.arkiv.com.tr/p1122antakyamuzeotel.html, last accessed 03.04.2014)
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Figure31 A section from the building
(The image is taken frommitp://v2.arkiv.com.tr/p1122antakyamuzeotel.html, last accessed 03.04.2014)

Secondexamplefor archaeology as part of hotel buildiyFour Seasons Hotel in
Sul t anah mdtisagrekdsthabSultanahmet district has great significance for
t he hi st or(figuresf32) Rosirt Seasdns Hotétroject is important for
showing role of pblic authoritiescontradictingconservation decisions, initiating a
discussionabout archaeologyThis complex processvas also followed by the

Archaeological Settlements of Turkey Project (TAY Project).

Sul tanahmet area 1 s Cean ktl1938h, tthe rareas svhickr e a t
comprise Topkapé Pal ace, Sultanahmet and
Prison districts were registered as cultural property. In 1995, it was declared as
conservation site. In 2008,ef i ni ng t he f uarchaeolagical park, t h e
tourism and cul tur al areao was demanded
With regard to this decision, sorpevileges and abolish restrictiorean begiven to

the areas which diefed for tourism purposegDemirkaya, 2008)Besides going on

this process, the possibility of converting Sultanahmet Prison into a hotel raised in
1990. In 1992the permission was givdoy the Ministry of Culture and Tourism to
Sultanahmet Tourism A.k. and their partn
to convert the old prison into a ho{&lezer, 2004) Then, permission to construct an
additional buildng on the top of the Byzantine Palace was given by the conservation
council(Pakkan, 2008)The projectaced withbig reactions due tibs impacts on the
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collective memory considering change in function of the prison andduwins of
the Byzantine Palag&ezer, 2004)

New buildings conserving archaeological remains are supporteddgrationof the

past and present. However, constructing on archaeology is poiperway for

every situatn. The area where the remains of a Byzantine Place were found and its
surrounding have important contextual relations with the past of the citgalyses
which comprise of holistic approachésive been carried otd understand the past

and present ofhe city, this kind of interventiomould be reviewed andssential
measures could be takeMoreover, this process is supported with the changes in
legal procedures. Legal framework should not be also changed only considering
specific proposesBefore de@ing new interventions, understanding the ,site
defining its values and significances and making contributions with new

interventiongncluding public benefit should breain purposes.

Figure32 Four Seansons Hotelandthe c haeol ogi c al site, Sultanahmet, Ks
(The figure is taken frorhttp://www.milliyet.com.tr/2008/01/04/guncel/axgun03.htiakt accessed 01.01.2015)
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Although these two examples have same functions, the following method for design
process and apprdaes are exactly differentTherefore, the relations with the
surroundings and interpretation of the archaeological remains into new interventions

are completely different.

Another example discusses archaeolaag partof a building used aa hospital k ia f

Hospitali n Kz mi (figuresk383B).alke example is important due to showing
therelationof | egi sl ati ve si de, pl anning decisio
area is located in urban and’ 8legree archaeological site which was declared
according to 30.01.2002/9728 decision of

Conservation Council.

According to studies in Ph.D hesi s by ,Ap.t3@329,rthe sit¢ a6 1 0
declared as an urbasite in 1978. Up to now, decision of development plan,
development decisions tfansition period development and decision of conservation
council had affectedthe conservation and development activities. Firstly,
archaeologicatemainscame upduring unauthorized construction activities in 1997.

In 2000, 2003, 2005 sounding decisions were taken by conservation council.
Although necessity of rescue excavations and scientific excavatiombole area

was indicatedthis kind of study wasot preparececaise ofthe owner request
mentioningthat it consumestime andprevents the activities in the hospitdhe
necessity of an evaluation including surrounding aveasalsodemandeghowever

this kind of study was not prepared

As a result of drillings, maains belonging to Roman, Byzantine and Ottoman periods
were discovered. Also a building belonging to R@mperiod was unearthed. In
2007, construction ofa demountableportable car park building in the latas
allowedby the conservation council; howewais decision was not approved by the
municipality due to being against to development decisions which defined the area as
apubliccarpar{ Al t € n 9pp.s304322.0 1 0
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Today, the unearthed building is conserved in the basement of the building and used
as a part ofcafe The other findingsare left outsideby taking no measure and
exposecexternal factorsAdditionally, due to the unconsciousness, the kds been

isolaed and turnethto a dump area.

Due to conflict between conservation coilinmunicipality and site owner, reliable
analyses and design qualitycamot be provided. The fragile character of the
archaeological remains isot consideredin sufficiently. Although the spatial
character of the remains is utilized into new intervention, the remaintiseoutside
arenot considered enough in terms of sustainability and conservation of the remains
in long-term. In addition, the conservation, @entation, monitoring, maintenance

and management stages are disregarded in the process.

Figure33: A view showingtheremainsn outside ki fa Hospi t al in Konak, Kzmir
(The plhoto was taken by author in 2012
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Figure34: A view showing relatioshipbetweerthe remainsnd car park buildings
Kzmir
(The photo was taken by author in 2012
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(b)

©

Figure35: (a)aview from sitting area in the cafeteria, @)d (c)viewsfromcafe ki fa Hospi t al in Konak,
(The plhoto was taken by author in 2012
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Archaeologycan be part othe commercial building In this scope, two examples
have beenanalyzed.The archaeological remains take pant the new building
interventions in similar way. Registering both sites as 51 or 2" degree
archaeological sitevas demandedlepending on significance of archaeological
heritage orin order to eliminatampacts of plan €écisions. However, they were
registered as 3 degree archaeological sigecording to decisions of conservation

councils Therefore, construction activities wdregun

Firstly, in Ko n a k ,he d¢mzstmiction, activitiegn surrounding lotsbegan in
1980s with the development decisions allowmge-storeybuildings. As a result of
drillings, remains belonging to ancient harbor were found; however some of them
were destroyed in drillingrocess oremovedin surrounding lotsin 1997, remais

of ancient harbor were found the buildinglot. Conservingarchaeological remains

in situ and makng them visible within new buildingvere decided by conservation
council However, the site owner did not approve this decision showing previous
decisionsfor surrounding area which allowed removiofjarchaeological remains
Finally, in 1999 project of a new building, in 2001 renovation of the project
(providing proper conditions in terms of conservation and presentation of remains,
constructing transparenfloor allowing seeing remains) was approved by the
conservation council. In 2009, this area was used as commercial purposes; a shoe
store( Al t € n %2pp.s332368.0 1 0

Today, although remains were conseniedsitu, thereare notany tracs or signage

in terms ofshowing existence of the archaeological remaline area is accessible
and visible. However the presentation is not considered in design priBesgtes, in
excavation and construction procesemearchaeological remains were destroyed

dueto lack ofrequired provisiorgfigure 36)
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(b)

Figure36: (a) and (b)mterior views from the shop
(The (a) image is taken from| t € n © r, (b) wés2aleh By)author in 2012

Similar exampléhas beemlso seen in Mudanya, Burffiagure 37) In 2012, a private
company began construction activities in the site. During the construction of the
building, the wall of the ancient city was discovered. Conserving archaeological
remainsin situ at the basement level, the new building was completédwever,
there are some conflictsaused byincoherentplans. The area wasegisteredas
commercial area itonservation and development plan scale: 1/50@Wever, in
scaled 1/1000 plan, the site was exclufeden, 2014)Today,the area is accessible
and visible. Howeveiinformation about presentation of archaeological remains,

monitoring, maintenance and management measures can not be reached.

(b)

Figure37: (a) views from basement, (b) interior view from the building
(The image (a) is taken from www.mudanya.gen.tr and the image (b) is taken from www.kentgazetesi.com, last
accessed 07.11.2014)
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Archaeologycan also be part of residentiabr commercial & residentialise The
archaeological remains take part in different forms in the new building intervention.
For example, in Bergama, remains from Hellenistic to Ottoman dPar® conserved

in the basement of buildings owingdecisions of conservation coungigures 38

39). When compared with the x amp | es f r o nifigukes 404K, this Kz mi r

situation is slightly different. Although he mainpur pos e i s far
conservation consciousnesgew development with archaeological remains is.seen
Remains of ancient city wallgn Konak have been evaluated as building stock
materialin the new interventionsThe remains were utilized for different purposes,
such as courtyard wall or wall of ground floor of the buildinglowever,
interventionsin 3 degree archaeological site in Bergama and usra8™ degree
archaeological site in K@k are nottoo different from each othelin terms of
reactions to surroundisgAlthough these building inteentions are so close to each
other, any interventioa were not observed iterms of showinghe relationship in

city scale.Therefore,ingratiation of archaeological remains into the city does not
provided. In the design othe process, there are some problematic issues. The
character of the remains wa®t taken into consideratiofo illustrate, in some
examples proper atmospheric conditions for archaeological remains cannot be
provided or proposals for constructional hu are inadequate in terms of relation
between the remains and structural systédditionally, the accessibility and
visibility for archaeological remains cannot be provided in most of the cases due to
private ownership. Most of archaeological remairsirathe back of the blind walls.
Presentation, monitoring, maintenance and management stagals@adésregarded

in the process.
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(b)

Figure38: Interiorviewsof 1459 b.lot, 6 lot in Bergama
(The ptoto was taken bguthor in 201p

Figure39: (a) and (b) tass floor in 65 b.lot, 143 lot in Bergama
(The ploto was taken bguthor in 2012
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Figure40: A view from 1579 b.lot, 61 lot showing relation betweemainsof city walls andnew intervention
(The photo is taken from fi2 Boyutlu Kent Rehberio

Figure41: A view from 1543 b.lot, 23 lot showing relation between remnants of city walle@mndntervention
(The photo was taken by authnr2012

2.33. Assessmentof the Legal Framework and the Selected Examples from
Turkey

Research on the legal framework in Turkey indicated that conserving archeological

remainsin situ anda goodquality of new development in"8degree archaeological
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site are supported by regulatiortsowever, the definitions and recommendations
cannot proiwde basis due to lack of hierarchical understandiegaluating and
decidingfor the ste. The archaeological remains and new building interventions are
considered as singular unteking apart from their contextilecessityof integrated
interventionswhich are provided owing to decisions rangifigm remain scale up

to town scalewasnot be realized by authags The issues abotite values andhe
character of theitg, archaeological potentiaf the ste, new developmenprocess,
fundamental design criteria for new intervention and impactsof the new
development araot evaluated delicately decisionsThereforethedecisionsvhich
define sites with different statues, with different conservation and development
measures do not primle the continuation of the sitand a good quality development

in 3 degree archaeological sité/hile some decisions can be too general, some of
them directly focus on details ignoringlevant subjectsn upper scales. As an
example, when development critefiar 3 degree archeotpical site are defined,
there areno regulatios aboutassessinghe archeological potential of the site or
assessinghe relatioship between the new intervention ati site. In remain,
building and town scalehe legal frameworldoesnot also takersome important
stages like maintenance, monitoring and management of the archaeological remains
into considerationBy overlookingregulations inthe town and buildingscale this
situation is only mentioned in the basis of constructiechnique and material
However, anymethodfor this subjectis not definedshowinghow constructional
operationsshouldbe applied, what acceptable measures are or kidtof material

should be chem in terms ofwhich conditions.

Conservation and development plaarsd transition period development decisions
also define conservation and development activitie$® degree archaeological
sites Although he criteria forthe preparatiorof plansincluding consideration for
significarce of the #e, the evaluaion the past anthe currentsituation of the sitare
indicated in the legal framewaqrtheimplementations are far from these approaches.
In these decisionsrgposl of highrise developmenandignorance ofsignificance

andarchaeological potentiaf the ste cancause irreversible problemis addition,
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meeting expenses obrojects includingexcavation, conservation,architectural
implementation angbresentatiorby the site ownecauses unqualifiedrchitectural

and urban interventions
Regarding discussed examples this part two types of the new building
interventions aralefinedand are addetb the previous defined type$hesenew

typesare:

1 New buildings in which archeological remaipfysically exists There is

only a weak or even no harmony between new building and archeological
remains. Todayodés physically conserved
deterioration factorgausedfrom newintervention Public are not aware of
remainsdue to inaccessible and invisible conditioas well as lack of
presentation

1 New buildings in which archeological remains are utilizasl building

material New building utilizes the archeological remains as building
material,stock or spolia. There 130 conservation or design concern in these
examples. Remains are reused in different ways in accordance with current

needs of the building.

Therefore, the new building types are categorized as follows;

1 New buildings in which archeological remains are spreed, thereby
preserving their characters,

1 New buildings in which spatial character of archaeological remains is utilized
harmoniously with function of building,

1 New buildings in which archeological remains physically exists,

1 New buildings in which arclwogical remains are utilizeéds building
material

1 New buildings damaging archaeological remains.
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24. CONSTRUCTING THE PRESENT OVER THE PAST: A PROPOSAL
FOR PROCESS CRITERIA AND METHOD OF NEW INTERVENTION SIN
URBAN ARCHAEOLOGICAL CONTEXT S

AsstatedbyMor al es R p.B30) there ar® rbtcany a permanent doctrine or
a definition of architectural intervention. Conversely, understanding eaclvithse
its basissettingscan be a method for a new architectural interventiothis context,

regarding studies until this part, following methdusve beemproposed.

Although deciding planning decisions liarger scales is one of the important parts

for new intervention decisions, in the scope ofghaly, planning decisions have not

been evaluatedirectly. Only general approaches of literatir@vebeen taken into
accountaboutproposalsfor planning decisionsThe planning decisions should not
onlybebaston todayds necessities by sacrificing
not forbid alldevelopment activities by turning these sites to isolated ahedhis

process, proposals should be offered in view of balancing conservation and
development for the living towns amdchaeological sited herefore, archaeological

sites are conserved and arevenedfrom being isolatedCouncil of Europe, 2000a

Teller & Warnotte, 2003; English Heritage, 2011a

Figure42 Proposedntervention type
(The images are prepared by the author)
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In this part, a general outline of the process, fundamental design criteria and
auxiliary methods forthe design stageare proposedThese proposals are only
considered for sites in which new development is certainly allowed by omitting

museum function.

The General Outline

As a result of literature revievit, is seen thahew intervention process &scomplex
processwhich consists fdifferent stages with participation of different stakeholders.
To decide good quality intervention and operate interventions systematiicstly,
generabutlineis proposed which consists of sev@agesin all process, calecision

procedure and shing all information is importar{figure 43)

Firstly, the #e should be understood in terms of its values, significabgasilizing

its contexts Then, demands and decisions which are user demands and plan
decisions should bdiscussed As a thirdstep,current legal framework should be
analyzed in terms of opportunities or restrictions. Followihig, design criteria
should be discussed. Then, all information until this step should be shared, and
evaluated with contribution of stakeholders. Asixhsstep,the assessment of the
proposed development should be discussed in terms of value base and archaeology,
architecture and urban bade. addition, it should be shared and evaluated with
stakeholderdrinally, proposed projects should be evaluateddecided considering

all stages again.
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Design Criteria

As a result ofthe discussionon international projectstown and building scale
examples, fivebuilding types have beerdefined.Only two of them can baccepted

as good examples new buildings in which archeological remains are presented,
thereby preserving their characteasd new buildings in which spatial character of
archaeological remains iatilized harmoniously with function of building.
Consideringqualified examplestogether with recommendations, declarations and

guidelines, fundamental design critehiave beemlefined(table 4)

Firstly, the character, values and significance of the archaeological restainkl

be regardedNot only physical existence of the archaeological remains but also their
values and significancshould bepreserved intadhe new intervention.Secondly,
conservationand sustainability of archaeological remaisisould betaken into
consideration Together with the new intervention, measures for conservation and
sustainability should bedefined in order to obtain thelongterm preservation
Thirdly, integrity of archadogical remains into new intervention and tlie should

be consideredAs mentioned by Barruol1984, p. 8) integrated remains provide
information about historical development of the site and give the site its own
identity. The archaeological remainsahd be integrated harmoniously owing to
proposed towhbuilding scale decisions and design of the new interveniidven,

the visibility of archaeological remaisfiould bedesigned ecording to the analyse

on surrounding area artte position of the aftaeological remains. Followinthis,
accessibility to archaeological remaisisould beconceiveddepending on function of

the new intervention, spatial organization and position of the remaass but not
least, he quality of urban and new interventisithin archaeological remairshould

be regarded Finally, monitoring and management of archaeological heritgrild

be preparedn both town scalegbuilding scaleand even remain scale

Thesedefined criteria should be taken into account for new intrtionswhile

conserving archaeological remains in situ. Additionatlyese criteriaare also
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utilized in order to evaluate existing interventionsor enhanceconditions of

interventions

Table4: The design criteria

DESIGN CRITERIA

> REGARDING CHARACTER, VALUES AND SIGNIFICANCE OF THE
ARCHAEOLOGICAL REMAINS

> CONSERVATION & SUSTAINABILITY OF THE ARCHAEOLOGICAL REMAINS

> INTEGRITY OF THE ARCHAEOLOGICAL REMAINS INTO NEW INTERVENTION
and THE CITY

> VISIBILITY OF THE ARCHAEOLOGICAL REMAINS

> ACCESSIBILITY TO THE ARCHAEOLOGICAL REMAINS

> THE QUALITY OF URBAN and NEW INTERVENTION WITHIN THE
ARCHAEOLOGICAL REMAINS

> MONITORING & MANAGEMENT OF ARCHAEOLOGICAL HERITAGE

The Assessment of the Impacts of New IntervemstioNhile Conserving

Archaeological Remairs situ

Beginning from preconstruction activities to posbnstructional and maintenance
activities, various impacts can be seam the archaeological remains atiteir
surroundinggdue to new interventionTo define their possibl@ositive or negative
impacts, the impacts of proposed intervention should be analyretl evaluated
delicately.The proposal carbe evaluated aan auxiliary methodor process of new
intervention (figure 44) The asssanent of the impactgan beconsideredn two

ways;value base impactandarchaeology, architecture and urban base impacts.

Firstly, as a first step for value base impath® values of theite and heritage asset
should beexamined The affected values should be defirdaee to rw intervention.

In addition, heir contributions to theite should be evaluated. Lastly, new
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contributions which are coming with the new interventions should be defined.

Finally, contributions and detractions in terms of value base can be seen easily.

Secondly,archaeology, architecture and urban base impacts should be discussed.
These effects carelxategorized into three scalesiain,building and town scale.

In remain scalepew intervention haphysical and perceptibility impacts. Physical
impacts cause deterioration problems in the archaeological remaiRRlysical,
hydrological, chemical, biological deformations denseerdue to new intervention
Moreover, new intervention has effect ahe perceptibility of thearchaeological
remains Peceptibility of archaeological remains can change accordingsibility
and accessibility to archaeological remaiDepending omuality of the intervention,

these impacts can be seerajpositive or negative way.

In building scale, visual andrchitectural and functional impacts shawp. Visual
impact of the new interventiorcan cause adverse or favorable effects on the
understanding a heritage asddew intervention can affect some important visual
connections by interrupting oenhancing Besides new intervention has an
architecturaland functionalimpact. It change the character of the over groubg
making contributions or detractionsAdditionally, the function of the new
intervention can be an obstacle or an advantage in terms of accessiility
archaeological remaire visibility of them

In town scale, urbammpactcomes up The relation of the rahaeological remains
with the ste should be discussead terms of integrity and perceptibilityrherefore,

this relationcan be seen asterruptions oenhancements.
Considering all impactsf value base or archaeology, architecture and urban base

minimizing harmand maximizing enhancemestrategiesshould be exploredy

covering remain, building and town scale To minimize the harmdifferent
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mitigation strategieshouldbe defined'. Recommendationfor mitigation strategies

are toavoid from the critical site;to choosdhe least impaéul options;to reduce of

the number of interventionsto utilize the archaeological remaingo locate the
operatios onto previously disturbed areaw offer flexible systera andto create
buffer zonesAdditionally, monitoring and management projects should be prepared

in order tominimizethe possibldnarm

To maximize enhancemerihese recomendationshouldexplore a new and more
harmonious methods, to reveal the values and significance ofitthersl to
introduce some appoaches for public appreciation hynproving accessibility,

visibility, well designed urban and architectural quality.

2! However, in this chapter, the technical sidetlod issue will not be discusseBurther information about
technical partMcGill, G. (1995) Building on the past: A guid® the archaeology and development progess
Davies, G.(2009), Planning mitigation and archaeological conservation: Resource assessRetrieved
August 29, 2014, from http://services.engilstritage.org.uk/ResearchReportsPdfs/065 2009WEB.pdf;
Williams, J., Sidell, J., & Panter, I. (200®iling and archaeology: An English Heritage guidance note
Retrieved August 29, 2014, from https://www.engligritage.org.uk/publications/pilirgnd
archaeology/pilingforwebtagged.pdf; The Heritage Council & The I@3MIrish Committee Consortium
(2000, Archaeology & Development: Guidelines for Good Practice for Developers.
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ASSESSMENT OF THE IMPACT OF THE NEW INTERVENTIONS
WHILE CONSERVING ARCHAEOLOGICAL REMAINS IN-SITU

/

ARCHAEOLOGY,
VALUE BASE IMPACTS ARCHITECTURE and
l URBAN BASE IMPACTS
r---
>, DEFINING VALUES OF : IN REMAIN SCALE INBUILDING SCALE  y TOWN SCALE
SETTING AND HERITAGE | .
ASSETS 1 1 Physical Impact Vls“?l Impact Urban Impact |
1 1 Impact on Perceptibility Architectural/ |
1 1 Functional Impact 1
I M o o - - - - . o e i —————————————— —
: STEPS FOR INTERVENTION PROCESS
! Pre-construction ground investigations: Site investigations: basic desk study. site survey.
: ground investigation. laboratory testing for geotechnical and contamination assessment and
I evaluation. Excavations: large scale, small scale. Ground preparation: grounting. measuring
I groundwater levels
I Pre-constructional activities: Site fencing & hoarding. Protection of existing features. Ground
I interventions, improvement and stabilization, Access roads, Control of groundwater and
1 drainage. Pile probing, Trial piles, Shoring, Services
1 Constructional activities: Selectioné& application structural system: foundation type. retaining |
[ walls and anchoring (soil nailing). Earthworks: embankments. cuttings |
1 Post-constructional & maintenance activities: Underpinning or repair work. Roads& I
| .« earthworks. Services. Landscaping .
| T T T T T T E T T s T s T e I """"""""
DEFINING AFFECTED 1
|\ ALUES AND THERR *— | RESULTS
CONTRIBUTIONS I «— ¥ T
A
: REMAIN SCALE BUILDING SCALE TOWN SCALE
: Physical Impact Visual Impact Urban Impact
1 Physical, hydrological. chemical. The interruption or Breaking away
I biological deformations can enhancement in visual archaeological
1 oceur. relation and perception. remains  from  the
I Impact on Perceptibility Aurchitectural/ Functional context of the setting
1 Visibility and accessibility to Impact or enhancement of the
1 archaeological remains can Change in urban fabric of relation.
1 affect perceptibility in a positive the setting as positive or
1 or negative way negative way.
1 1 Due to function. obstacles 1
1 1 or advanteges to access to 1
1 1 archaeological remains. 1
L e o - L]
NEW CONTRIBUTIONS EXPLORING STRATEGIES IN REMAIN, BUILDING AND TOWN SCALE
A 77" «— —~—
: MINIMISING HARM MAXIMISING ENHANCEMENT
: Avoidance: To remove from critical site *Exploring a new and more harmonious
1 methods
1| Constructional Operations regarding the character of the
1 | remains:To chose of “least impact” options. to reduce of *Revealing the values and significance of
1 | number of intervention. to utilize from archaeological remains. the setting
— | to locate ground-intrusive operations on previously disturbed
| | areas or archaeologically barren areas, to benefit from *Introducing new approaches for public
| | flexibility, to create a buffer zone above ground appreciation: improving public access, new
1 views, well designed urban and
I'| Monitoring & Management for conservation and sustainability architectural quality
1
1

Figure44: Impact assessments of ngwerventions conserving archaeological remainsitu on the setting
(The figure is prepared by the author, utilizing from Oxley (1998), Nixon (1998), Williams and Corfield (2003),
Davis,Gdaniec, Brice and White. (2004), APPEAR (2006), Williams, Sidell and Panter (2007), Williams and
Butcher (2007), Davies (2009), English Heritage (2011a), ICOMOS (20A®MOS Irish (2000)
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The Process

The new building interventionsvhile conserving archaeological remaiirs situ
should be a result of @etailedsystematic organizatiolesidesall process which is
drawn by general outlindyefore beginmg implementations, some analgsand
evaluations should be completéthe following method describes necessary stages

for new interventionsvhile conserving archaeological remainssitu (figure 45)

The process can be categorized into two parts. Firstly, the past and the present of the
site should be understood. In thitage, the ite should be analyzeoh terms of its
contexts Some analyses on geographic avatural, historical physical, functional,

visual, social contextsan assist in understanding gite.

Secondly, the archaeological potential of the site shbeldinderstood. Initially,
literature / archive studies including reviews of previous excavations reports,
drawings and old photos/maps and then site investigations witkdesgiructive
methodsincluding site survey/observations and ground investigatiopigesical
survey should be completedOwing to analyses until these stages, the probable
underground archeological structures can be defined without any interventions. The
following parts of the study can be directed accordingly. As a following step, the
archaeological potential, condition and quality of the sheuld be evaluated. Plan
and section drawings and deterioration analysis should be prepsadwhile the
impacts of the new building interventions should be assdsrms of value base and
archeological, architectural and urban base. As a result of these evaluations,
excavation decision should be taken. Maybemplementatiorprocess, according to

new information, new necessitjegich as further excavation decision cartdien

Before detamining the projects, theevaluaton of the site, design criteria and other
criteria such aslegal, planning excavation and conservation, hidectural
construction, developer/site owneamd financialfactorsshould be doneAfter the
evaluation allinputs, the projectsshould be proposenh four titles: conservation,

architectural, monitoring& maintenanceand managementollowing ths stage,
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implementations can beygi as foundation excavation, building construction,
conservation and presentation.immplementatiorprocess, if any new information is
gathered, the situation should be evaluated by experts and the implementation should
be continued with calecisions. Finally, completing all interventions,post
implementationscan be passed. In this stageonitoring and maintenance and

management projects carconduced inall interventions.
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The desigrioolkit

Finally, a design toolkit for new building interventionwhile conserving
archaeological remaina situ is proposedn order to assistvorks of architectand
help for design procegsable 67). The design toolkit shows how the intervention is
shaped baskon defineddesign criterigtable 5)

New interventions are situated in three basic foriinst, archaeological site as part

of outdoor space of new interventiosecond, archaeological sitetween outdoor

and indoor spacesnd third, archaeological site as part oidoor space of new
intervention In these forms, the new intervention can be elevated from the ground or
can enclose the archaeological remains or the mass of the new intervention can be
reduced Additionally, archeabgical remainsantake part in new interventions as a

space or presented objects.

In this kind of systematicthe archeological remains can appear differently in the
new intervention. According to the quality of archaeological remains, in some cases,
it can be possible to utilizheir spatial character. When the spatial character of the
archaeological remains invaun new intervention, essential technical survey should
be prepared. As aesult of this study, the final decision should be taken.
Archeological remains can also appear onlth the intention ofconservation and
presentationn the new interventianin addition, all intervention types should take
values and significance of the remaimsto consideration & that positive

contributions to the site can be made.

The archaeological remains should be integratemithe building and the sitén this
case,function of the proposed intervention and spatial organization of the building
should be considerad integration process. Visibility of archaeological remains and

accessibility to them also support the integration.
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The visibility of the archaeologicaémains should be considered in two ways. First
one is the visibility in building and remain relation. Visibility changes depenaling
spatialfeaturesof archaeological sitesorm of the new interventigrposition of the
remain,and the character of the surrounding afida archaeological site can be an
outdoor,semiopen or indoor spade the new interventianWhile thetransparency

is at maximum level for the archaeological site which is a part of outdoor space of
the new ingérvention, théransparency levels reduce for the archaeological site which
is a part of indoor space of the new interventibime visibility diagramfor building

and remain relatiors given inTable6.

Following this the second onés the visibility inpublic and remain relation. Without
consideing transparency levels, the visibility should be supported by using symbolic
references in order to show existence of the archaeological remains and to give
information about the remainBor symbolic referense two fundamental principles

are defined. Firstly, if it is possible to see archaeological remains, the symbolic
reference should obtaiopennessHowever, the openneshould beconceived by
architects considering surrounding area. Secondly, the symisdéoence should
include an information panefAny specific decision about position of the symbolic
references has not been defined. Besides the design of the symbolic references,
position of them should be considered by architette design can be shexp
according to the periods of archaeological remams historical development of the

site Additionally, design of the information panel can be added to this prdeess.

with a decision in town scale, using symbolic references can be demanded for all
new interventionsvhile conserving archaeological remains in situ. In this context, an
architectural element such as pivot, wall, canopy etc. can be chosen laglicym
references for the sitdhus, a common architectural languagéonvn scale can be
provided owing to using same element in different desidine visibility diagram

for public and remain relations given inTable 7. In the tablea wall has been

chosen as reference symigiaible 7)
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Accessibility to he archaeological remairtsin varydepending on position of the
remains, function of the building and spatial organizatidmese factorsshould be
considered in design stagehe access can lietwo ways as individual or shareld

addition, theaccess to archaeological remains alsprts visibility.

Finally, the measure fothe conservation and sustainability of the archaeological
remains, monitoring and managemshould be taken in town scale decisiohhese
measures should also be defined again for new interventions in buitdiley Bith
new interventions, googuality of urban and new intervention shouldamed As it

IS seen, for some criteria, participations of different speciakigsh planners,
archaeologists etare necessary.These titles can be detailed with the help of

relevantdisciplines.

Table5: Evaluaton of the design criteria
(The image is prepared by the author.)
DESIGN CRITERIA

Utilizing from spatial character .
REGARDING CHARACTER, om . « Technicaldata
VALUES AND SIGNIFICANCE OF __| * °f the remains in the design

THE ARCHAEOLOGICAL REMAINS 1 Conseration & presentationof |
1 the remains 1
CONSERVATION &
SUSTAINABILITY OF THE 4T L
ARCHAEOLOGICAL REMAINS e 2

Function of proposed

INTEGRITY OF THE development

ARCHAEOLOGICAL REMAINS ! gpatial  organization of  the
INTO NEW INTERVENTION and THE I building
CITY —mmmm e mme o -

Transparency
VISIBILITY OF THE —
ARCHAEOLOGICAL REMAINS Symbolic references——

ACCESSIBILITY TO THE _[:Individual o
ARCHAEOLOGICAL REMAINS Shared i
THE QUALITY OF URBAN and NEW

INTERVENTION WITHIN THE

ARCHAEOLOGICAL REMAINS

MONITORING& MANAGEMENT OF
ARCHAEOLOGICAL HERITAGE
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Table6: Design toolkitl
(The table is prepared by the author)

VISIBILITY Transparency
IN BUILDING and B 0
REMAIN
RELATION

MAIN SITUATION

Archaeological sites as part o
outdoor space

Archaeological sites betweautdoor and indoor

Archaeological sites as par

iy

space of indoor space
e P i S
J\'/ i \( | ‘ \r:\
s g T h ) - L,~& :
2 ( 2 U ]( - : S5 - \L )} <4
<l s g o AT 0 Sl Y
‘<j|\\$| e

j 3 14 >
) ‘ ' > At ALl )
Sl :
S
= i % >
ACCESSIBILITY D
EME Individual Shared Shared

New Building Type

New buildingsin which archaeological remains are presented, thereby presémeingharacters or
New buildings in which spatial character of archaeological remains is utilized harmoniously with the function of the building




Table7: Design Toolkit 2
(Thetable is prepared by treitho)

VISIBILITY
IN PUBLIC and
REMAIN
RELATION

9 Should give openness if it is possible to see the archaeological remg

Symbolic References

9 Should include an information panel.

There is not any
specific rule for
position of the

symbolic reference
(I

A
1

L]

. e

.,

.‘r.nwnmml

The
information
panel
depending on
historical
periods

Information
about the sitq

Information
about the site,

Information
about the sit

The wall
dependingn
historical
periods

VARIATIONS
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CHAPTER 3

THE CASE: 3°° DEGREE ARCHAEOLOGICAL SITE IN BERGAMA

3.1.THE GENERAL CONTEXT: BERGAMA

3.1.1.Geographicaland Natural Context of Bergama

Bergama is a province of Kzmir in the we

I's surrounded with Balaalde Aiysduinn nor t h, M

Figure46: Satellite view of currerBergama and its immediate vicinity
(Google earth, last accessed on 27.04.2013)

The town is |l ocated at 110 km northeast
30 km and Zeytindaj at 22 km, Di kil i at
(Eri k, 1980pr gpi.ng7 )t o Go yRerganais sha iangesto f Kz
province ofthe citywith its 1688 km2 aree Kz mi r Val i | etjalj2004 i t ed i
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p.34). The settlement area of Bergama consista gélley section and elevations
surrounding it. Bakér-ay Plain which is in
Plain is surrounded with Madra Mountain of 1338 m height in north and Yunt

Mountain of 1088m height in south. The settlement is situated betiveo arms of

Kai kos Creek (Bakeér-ay): Selinus (Bergama ¢z¢
Selinus Creek coming from southwest skirts of Acropolis Hill divides the town two

parts, Cetius Creek flows from east skirts of Acropolis Hill.

MADRA MOUNTAIN
- = = Boundry of Existing

Settlement Area /
Mevcut Yerlegim Sinin

~

.
>.
BAKIRGAY(SELINOS]4
RIVER

' BAKIRGAY
53 PLAIN
’
L4
&
’
s
7 MALTEPE
4
L 4
L ]
]
N YIGMATEPE
o
A A LS
- —— ¥ o YUND MOUNTAIN

~
The Topographical Map, G, Bilgin, 1955

Figure47: Topographical Condition of Bergama
(The image is taken from AA Pr oj ecManagement PRin etaur chita on of Ber
Work?? of METU Faculty of Architecture, Graduate Program in Restoration,-2008 Fall.)

The area has the typical mediterranean climate withahdtsummers and warm
rainy winters. While the average temperatur
summerf Er i k, 1990, p. 8)

2The studio work is prepared by Burcu Can, Asl & Candan,
Kar at ak, B¢e¢kra Kul, ¥zgeZbyhép, TEsaa WMegeYudasewWreer8co&eba nd a¥,
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3.1.2. Archaeologicaland Historical Context of Bergama

Archaeological research, excavations and surveys show that Bergama has been
inhabited since very early ages. There are evidences of uninterrupted habitation from
the Prehistoric to nowHistorical layers of Bergama in terms of mainipds are the
PreHistoric, the Archaic and Classical, Hellenistic, Roman, Byzantine, Principles,

Ottoman and Repubkn periods.

The PreHistoric period is datethetween3000 and1050 BCS. The settlement in
Bergama dates back to Prehistoric Ages regardmtpaeological findings in the
town. Besides, some prehistoric rock settlements and tombs around the region
support the settlement in this peribde r i R, ,pp. 18219 However, it cannot be
mentioned about exact settlement area considering movable findings and their

unknown exact places.

The Archaic and Classical period is datsetween600 and330BC*. During the

period Bergamawvas asettlementarea Movable achaeological pieceand traces of

an archaic buildingshow the settlement in this perigdEr i k , 1990, pp.
Although there is not certain traces of settlement in these eras, the only information
about settlement can be derived from the city walls which show the tracks of t
period(Radt, 1993, p. 204)

The Hellenistic period is datdaetween333 and30BC>. In Early Hellenistic Era,
the city canbe identified mainly two parts a&cropolis and the settlement area
which is the surrounding area of AcropolRadt, 1993, p. 203)in late Hellenistic
Era, the settlement area extended to the plainthe peripheryf Pergamon, there

were three differentpardamuls @asdl| &psah)]

2 Information about dates of periods until Bjza i ne Period are taken from fiBerg
Belleten Dizisil 5 0 , foll owing dates until Early Republic Peri
Bergama Conservation and Management Pl anoGradateudi o Wo
Program in Restoration, 20809 Fall.

24 See the explanatidn footnote 23.
% See the explanatidn footnote 23.
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(Wulf, 1994, p. 172) In addition, the city wasurroundedy grave mounds from the
3 century BC onwards(Pirson, 2014, p. 13)Grave facilities are locatedn
surrounding othe castle hill plain andthe surrounding hill§Ute, 2011, p. 30)The
plan of Hellenistic Period showing the general settlement of thascdivenin the
figure49(a).

Roman period is datetetweerBOBCand395 AD™. During the Roman Era, the city

grew down to the plain passing across the Selinos Rivexater Amphitheaterand

Musall a Mwezsatr ldrfjegw atthe | imits of the city,
and the remains of a necropolis, probably belonging to the 2nd centuist Ai2

Southwere drawing thdéimits. Excegfort he Yéj] mat epe and Maltepe
were no settlement areastside of the city in the Roman Ef&/ulf, 1994, pp. 158,

166).

In late Roma Periodilthough it is seen the gradual collapse of the settlement on the
hill due to desolation of thupper city owing to the development of the Christianity,
natural disasters and damages in infrastructure of the toemexpansion of the city
was till the Asclepion in the West and the Tumuli in the Sotitie necropolises

surround the town as previeperiodgWulf, 1994, pp. 170, 174)

Integration of development with the landscape aisdal relation in the city is also
considered in development in Hellenistic and Roman periottw ¢ f Yé] mat epe
andMaltepe Tumulifrom north and southndview of the acropolisvith settlement

area on skirts of the acropolis hilupport visual relation in the to#nand

integration into landscap@irson, 2014, p. 13he planof Roman Period showing

the general settlement of the city is given infigaere49(b).

% See the explanatidn footnote 23.
27 For further information abdau v i s u a | rel 8t eoar ¢ mi 4 iher ubtergpgymgensiurRa u mes ? |

7

raumlichen Organisation und deren Wahrnehmung im hellenist

Pirson and Ar ch?olcange dilzéder Anzeiger 2011
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Byzantineperiod is dated between 38&dl306°. In this period in the 3 century,

the plain was the aremsthe main focus of the settlemgiitirson, 2014, p. 17Pue

to the outer Persian and Arab attracts during 5th to 7th centuries, the settlement area
was reduced to the fortress at @wropolis hill and then the settlement area was
scattered wholehe hill as well as the plai(Rheidt, 1991, pp. 244, 245Although
following centuries were dark agen the 13' and 13' centuries it is known that the
acropolis hill was used intense settlement and burtalites (Pirson, 2014, p. 18)

The plan of Byzantine Period showing the general settlement of the city is given in
thefigure49 (c).

Principalities period is dated between 13061 1336°. At the end of 1% century,
there was a gradual conversion of the inhabitahBergama into a Muslim society.
The new Turkish village of Bergama was settled in tlaénpat the skirts of the hill
(Conze, 1913, p. 252) Although hereis not much information about the 1%
century ciy layout and tissue of Bergama, it is known that theeee only some

structureselonging to this period.

Ottoman period is dated between 1386d 1923°. Bergama wasone of the
importantcities in the Ottomarpeirod with respect to agricultural and commercial
activities Although thereis not sufficientinformation about Bergama of the 15

18" centuriedike previous period, it is known the settlement of t@ntury.

The city grew in the ey section like previous periodc c or di ng tthe Baya:
end of 19, the settl ement wa s Cerauridl ceroeteries he 1 ¢
enclosedtiree sides of the cittndb ot h si des of Kzmir Road
were cemetery arfaBay at | €, 1.9T8@ercity coptpmued ekdandindltfe)

hill and mainly to south in f8and 28" centuries. Distinction between Muslims and

nonMuslims also shown in the positioning of neighborhoodshasetige of the hill

2 See the explanatidn footnote 23.
# See the explanatian footnote 23.
%0 See the explanatiomn footnote 23.
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was resided byon-Muslims and thesouth of the river by MuslimgBilgin, 1996, p.
106;Binanet al,2014 p. 23. The 1904 plan by Otto Berlet is the primary document
about this periodThe plan of Ottoman Period showing the genertileseent of the

city is given in thdigure 49(d).

Republi@an period is dated from 1928 1980 Bergama continued to enlarge
throughsouthin this period Changesn the tissuevere notseen in a great degree
depending onconservation and plandecisions; however,multi-storey new
development in historic core and changes in transportation sysemdening of
streets or opening of deahdswere seen(Bilgin, 1996, p. 107)1943 planis the
primary document l@out this periodThe plan ofthis periodshowing the general
settlement of the city is given in tligure 49(e). In addition,it can be reached visual
sources reference to the past of Bergama from Appendiko8ay,in accordance
with its topographythe settlement area has developed towards the south

Figure48: Satellite view showinghte presentlevelopmenof Bergama
(Google Earthlastaccessed on 06.10.2014)
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(e) General layout of the town Republi@anPerioduntil 1980(The map is prepared by the author depemd$943plar( Ber g a ma
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kehri

(d) General layoubf the town in Ottoman Periodlte map is prepared by the author depenmd$904plan by O. BerletConze, 1913). fie base map is produckdm (Bilgin A1 t &€ n °)x ,
K m.ahe b#&sé raap s prétiacpdoni(Bilgin A1 9 £33 )°)x
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Figure49: General layout othe historical development of Bergama
(a) General layout of the town in Hellenistic Period (The map prepared by the author dep@idsan2011)(Pirson, 2012)(Wulf, Der Standtplan Von Pergamon, 1998he base map is produced fr¢gilgin A1 t é n°) , 2002
(b) General layout of the town in Roman Period (The map is prepared by the author depgvialé, @er Standtplan Von Pergamon, 1998he base map is produced frggilgin Al t én°)g, 2002
(c) General layout of the town in Bgntine Period (The mapispeep ed by t he avuaphooaf d&eremadns Arnc havk ol ogi c al I n st ispraddoed florBBAgin]Ad t iEm °)gRi ”RH@O2, 2014). The base
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3.1.3. Conservation and Development Studies in Bergama

Today, in current Bergama, there ane I* degree archaeological sites which are the

area including Acropolis, Asclepion, Red Hall and Tumulis, tw8 @egree
archaeological sites which are the area including Ulucami districts, and Atmaca
districts, and two "8 degree archaeological siteghich are the area including
Ertujrul, Knkélap districts, some parts
Also urban site and'3degree archaeological site is in the town center including

Ul ucami , Tal at paka, Barbar Kaardubtukj ctKs)|
Sel -uk, Gazipaka, Atmaca, Knkeélap and Tul

The current border of conservation sites was defined in 18.04.2007/2912 decision by

Kzmir District Number 2 Cultural Heritagt

|. DEGREE ARCHAEOLOGICAL SITE AREA 3. DEGREE ARCHAEOLOGICAL SITE AREA

LEGEND
2. DEGREE ARCHAEOLOGICAL SITE AREA URBAN & 3. DEGREE ARCHAEOLOGICAL SITE AREA

Figure50: Map showing current conservation sites
(The image is taken froMunicipality of Bergama, 2012)
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3.1.3.1. Conservation Studiesand Site Decisiongn Bergama

Conservation studies have a long history in Bergama (figuré2pUp until now,

archaeological and cultural heritage in Bergama was conserved with the decisions

taken byGEEAYK, the Superior Council for Conservation of Immovable Cultural

Propertied' (TKVKYK ), Kz mir District Number 1 and
Conservation Councft (KTVKK) .

NS

In 1976 , Bergama wanfquedétiydedcao®rding to 77 dec
GEEAYK (Ege Planlama, 2012a, p.. Bird conservation decision is that the whole

settlement was enclosed with conservation boundary. However, the difficulties of

conserving the whole city were observed due to new building demand, technical and
economicabroblems It caused destructions of ttissue especially in the city center

and its surrounding because of weakness of control mechanisms. Thus revision of the

site borders was request@ligin, 1996, p. 129)

In 1983, historicaland 1% degreearchaeoloigal site were registered with 9.9.1983/
4602 decision of the Committee of Ancient Real Estates and Monuments. Then, the
defined sites were registered & degree archaeological site and urban site with
26.10.1984/466 decision of High Council for the €ervation of Immolé Cultural

and Natural AsseteEge Planlama, 2012a, p.. Blso in 1984, the site boundaries
were renewed. This decision is vital in conservation actives in Bergama because the
general layout of theites were defined with it. Some areas were taken out of urban
site and opened to development as well as the reduction and divisions in the site. As

a result of itthe traditional tissue of the cityas damage(Bilgin, 1996, p. 140)

I n 1990, t he centr al ur ban s {%tdegreew a s defin

archaeol ogi cal sitebd. Mor eover, t he ur ban

31 The Superior Council for Conservation of Inmovable Cultural Propertiesf eBak dnrmiaz K¢l t ¢r Varl ekl a
Koruma Y ksek Kurul u

®¥Kzmir District Number 1 and 2r €fud famiae BleNuthagal EoKgervat i
Varl ekl arené Koruma Kurul ubod
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necessities of a new conservation and development plan were indicated by the
Conservatin Council(Bilgin, 1996, p. 131)

Also revisions on the conservation borders were made in 1991, 1993, 1994, 1995,

1996 and 2002 by Cultural and Natural Heritage Conservation Council.

In 2001 transition period devepment decisionswhich were valid untilthe

approval of conservation and development plegre defined with the declaration of

the city asurbanarchaeologicasi t e by Kzmir District Numbe
Heritage Conservation Council. Urban feeological site, 5, 2" and 3 degree

archaeological sites were defined in terms of this dec{8oranet al,2005 p. 80.

In 2003, besides urban archaeologisiéé, urban and "8 degree archaeologicalte

was declared. For these areas, transition period development decisions were valid
until the approval of conservation and development plan. So the conservation
districts were determined asrban archaeological siteyrban and 8 degree
archaeological site1®, 2 and 3" degree archaeological sitely 2004, it was
approved enlargement of urban archaeological site and declaratidd afic 3

degree archaeological sites as urban dhdejree archaeological sifBinan et al,

2005 p. 80.

In 2010 stdi es for UNESCOG6s World Heritage
officially and in 2011 it was registered ientative list. Within this scopet is
planned to define values of Bergama and propose of managementnp0il4

Bergamavasaddedio World HertageList asmulti-layered cultural landscape.

In 2006 and 2012, conservation and development plan studies were prepared by
KUDEB®*® and private companyE g e Pl anl ama and accepted

Number 2 Cultural Heritage Conservation Council.

¥KUDEB refers to fAKoruma Uygul ama Denetim B¢grosubd
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To conclue, the conservation studies started with conservation of wholelmity
time it wastransformed into different zones and degrees. This differentiation causes
severalnew conservation criteriand intervention®n having similar charactem
addition, these repeated changeshich areshown nearly every yeaharm the
identity of Bergama due to offer different conservation and intervention criteria.

3.1.3.2.Planning Studiesin Bergama
There have been various planning activities in Bergama sincedtf@&ds (figures
51-52). These are explained briefly, focusing especially on the decisions concerning

the new building activities in relation to the archaeological remains.

Master Plan Studies, 194348

First master plan of Bergamaas prepared betweeth943 and 1948. The repprt
which was prepared to assist master plan studese information aboyphysical

features and conservatiapproach of 1940Bergama.

Physical features about city were given as;

Arhe settlement area was 36.5 hectares andd#ivelopment of the city was
through southwest direction.

Arhe street width was approximately 4.5m.

Arhe residential buildings had approximately tstorey.

Arhe construction materials were mostly stone and rarely concrete in official
buildings and stonenud-brick and wood in otherd 943, p. 31)

Conservation approach wasnphasizeanly single monuments instead of offering
protection zones antthe periods of the buildings were defingsl seen in the legend
of themap Additionally, it wassupposedhat cultural propertypf Bergamawill be

uneartheswing tonew construction activities or coincidence.
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According toreport introduced tdnter-ministries Tourism Commissichthe plan

was showing some care for archaeological potential of sjtevhich was known

before and was estimated bottom remains. Additionalhgcessity ofconserving
building character of Bergamanecessity ofmaster plarstudiesfor historical site
necessity ofproposals for present and dué developmenivas indicatedBergama

Pl ané i -in ArkeogboZ9iBer gamal &Krmar 1 P9 3 é
Hakkénda Ramp3td4l). 1993b

T o d adevel®ped south padf the areawas shown as cemetery and aalive
grove & ea 1 n t lare Inld&ditdmtisere 8 no information about new

development criteria.

Pergamon Historical National Park Master Plan for Protection and Use, 1969

Pergamon Historical National Park Master Plan for Protection and Use was prepared
in 1969 by Ministry of Forests in cooperation with USA National Park Services. The
aim of the planwasthe development and management of Antique Bergama, as a
national parkBriefly, the main approdes in the plan were defined @snservation

of the historical and archenlogical properties of Bergamaresentation and
exhibition of these cultural remains in interestimpmprehensible and logical way
and providingnecessitieof new national parkDependnhg on these factors; three
zones which had different conservation statuses were defineds also accepted
thatVenice Charter for restoration and maintenance and UNESCO Recommendation
in 1956 for archaeologicagxcavationswere main guides for implementations
(Ministry of Forestry, 1972, pp. 21, 40)

In the planning approach, periods of the buildings and structures in the bottom were
taken care. It was remaidn necessities of camibutions by different experts for

taking decisiongMinistry of Forestry, 1972, p. 40)

34 Inter-ministries Tourism Commission refersi®a k anl ekl ar aras® Turizm Komi syonu
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For new developmengnly new additions were defined brieflew additions were
only allowedin case of being aimportant part bthe building,and they should be in

harmonywith traditional tissue and environmefMinistry of Forestry, 1972, p. 40)

Considering size ofthe park and zone boundaries, approaches for over and
underground properties atige care ofthe character of the edificasbtain a holistic
conservation for Bergama. Howevdnr a living sttlement new development

proposals considering archaeological paténterenot defined exactly.

Revision Master Plan, 1988

After 198384 decisions, 1988 Revision Master Plan was prepared for the areas
which had beenaken out of the urban site area. The town was planned according to
three zones considerinige limits of the town. These zones were defined as the areas
which were nofpermitted constructions, existing and developing areas and
agricultural areagqBilgin, 1996, pp. 135, 140)However, these zones were not
compatibeé with the urban and archaeological sites and caused destructions in areas
which left out of conservation and opened to development. The plan caused illegible
high rise constructions, incompatible new buildings and wide roads in the core of
city (Akman Proje, 1992, p. 15)

Preservation and Development Plan, 1991

1991 Preservation and Development Plan was prepared due to destructions of 1988
plan and the purpose of the plan was to conserve environmental, urban and
archaeolgical values by improving the®\kman Proje, 1992, p. 97Jheplan, also,

carried integrated conservation concersigch as providing participation of dal

people, traffic network. écording to character ohé areas, threeonservation site

types were defined as®] 39 degree archaeological site and urban site. For the 1
degree ar chaeol-pagi-kadnthining impoetant udanrcanpa@nentd
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comng from antique age to presenivas offered.Necesities of archaeologral

mastermplanwere emphasized or O frac tk@®e o

1993, 1994, 1995 and 1996 revisions were applied to the plarrahepavith new
regulations. fie boundaries and type of conservation site \w@changed in these

years. Morewer, different area definitions, such &g x cavati on ar eas?é
projectara s 6 e me r g1%b plan(Bilgih, 1906, p. 137)

The plan defing several conservation criteria for different tgpef sitecorsidering
physical cultural and socialfeatures. Howeverthere was no decision fornew

building criteria.

Conservation and Development Plan, 2006

The conservation and development plan for oifyd@gree archaeological site was

prepared by KUDEP and wascepted in 2006.

Until that time development actives i8® degree archaeological site was planned
according to 10.09.1984B4 decision. Ten, according to 10.07.200R/785
decision of Izmir District Number 2 Cultural Heritage Conservati@ouncil,
remainswhich were found after drilling excavations done by Bergama Museena
evaluated according to 28@386 decision ofthe Cultural and Natural Heritage
Conservation (KTVK)and thenthe areavasregisterecas 3 degree archaeological
site. After tle conservation decision, the implementations were stopped and
transition period decisions were defined with 22.0132D0829 decision oKTVK K
(KUDEB- Municipality of Bergama, 2006, p..1)

In the plan two different aresavere defined as transition and dense new construction
zone.While transition zonds located near to the urban and &rchaeological site
and had urban tissue charactersw construction zone is thesouth part of the site

where moderrmovementsettlemenis seen According to the site analysis, site use,
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developmenand transportation system decisiavere takenn the plan Dependhg
onthenecessities ahe town new functionssuch as multistory car park and cultural

center were offered ithe plan.

For newdevelopment activities, it was shown that 1@&¥elopmenplan decisions
had important effects aime development of the aresauch aslefiningtransportation
axes, number ofstoreysetc. In 2006 plan decisions1987 development plan
decisionswere continuedfor construction activitiesWhile numberof storeywas
kept same a# was defined irl987 for some partshe number wagised up to six
storey in other parts For new development, it wasmphasizedthat only new
constructions in transition zone should iheharmony with the urban tissuehile

construction activities continued other partsaccording to 1987 plan decisions.

In addition taking some conservation measures aeenin the plan.Even the
current urlan character was taken caréimited way The aim wago conserve some
buildings which were not registered but showed characters of their perigdygd

of buil dings was defined as dpritary
necessiy of documentation and preparation drawings before demolishing wreesm
emphasizedHowever, only traditional buildings were considered under this title
passing over other types of buildinghowing another past of the settlemeint

Bergama

For transportation decisigrthe narrow streets were widened and dead streets

were openedccording to plan.

Preparing the conservation and development plan for dhiyegree archaeological
site is a disturbing factor affecting the unity of BergamAdditionally, heritage
assets of Bergamwas notanalyzed and definedt the beginning of the study
Following this, assessinghe impactsof proposed development dahe siteand
evaluation of contributiosito the sitewas ruled out in planning process.€eTplan

cannot also go beyordkcisions 0fl987 plan
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Conservation and Development Plan, 2012

Thirty six years after the declaration of the town as an urban bi#ecdnservation

and development plan of Bergama was prepared in 2012. The plan was aacipted
996 decisiorof Izmir District Number 2 Cultural Heritage Conservation Council on
08.06.2012. It included althe conservation $&s which were planned in scale
1/5000. In addtion, 1%, 2"¢ and 3 degree archaeological sites and urban dfd 3
degree archaeolazal sites were planned in scdld000.While general conservation

and land use decisions were offered in 1/5000 plan, decisions on block and lot use,
ownership, buikup area and transportation network decisiwere offered in 1/1000

plan (Ege Planlama, 2012a, p. 4)

The decisions for conservation sit@sre supported with relevant decisions in legal
framework. For T 2" and 3 degree archaeological sites and urban dhdejree
archaeological ite, the Rinciple Decision no. 658additionally, for urban and 3
degree archaeological sifee Rinciple Decisiors no.720 and 73avereapplied(Ege
Planlama, 2012a, pp. 4,.5)

The aim of the plan was to take conservation and development decisions on
conservation sitesto conserve traditional tissue as far as possible tandffer
proposals for development which wiasharmony with the tissue. For this purpose,
development critéa of open and buitup areas were defined in different tittles.

Unlike previous planning studies, new development decisions were explained.

Conservation and development criteria were varied for each conservation status.

Briefly, these decisions are fdlows;

§ For 1°'degree archaeological site, the construction activiter® not allowed
andthe buildings not registerathnbe removed.
1 For 2" degree archaeological site, in terms of principle decisions,

developmentvasstopped
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1 For 3% degree arcteological site, changes wereallowed considering
conservation and use decisions defining in principle decisionsdé¢isions
aim integrationof 3 degree archaeological sitéth other parts of the town
andtissue ofurban and § degreearcheologicasite

1 For urban and "8 degree archaeological sitéhe decisionon conserving

current urban tissueas taker{Ege Planlama, 2012a, pp. 11, 12)

For open areasonservingthe characters of the open areas wasedinTherefore,
existing street pattern which consist of narrow and d@gabistreets and the relation
between courtyard and building were preserved as much as possible. However,

preserving narrow and deamd streets approach was nbservedn the plan.

For new developmentew building decisions were defined differently for each areas
consideringonly traditional tissueand its featuresThe elation of streets, building
heighs and material were define(Ege Planlara, 2012b, pp. 614). However,
considering the character of the area and archaeological potential of thinesite,
relation between new intervention and archaeological remains cannot go beyond
proposalsn legal frameworkAny site-specific decisionsguidelines or methods are

not observed in the plan decisions.

For new developmenttwo different approaches for urban and® 8legree
archaeological site and®3legreearchaeological sitevere proposedWhile the aim
was harmonious development with the raditional tissue in urban and™3
archaeological sitdn 3 degree archaeological sitdecisionswere takerin regard
to transition character between traditional tissue and developmentrageidition

in the 3% degree archaeological site, two different development tyees defined,
which were varied in north and south pafige Planlama, 2012a, pp. 17, 23)
Together with defining different new intervention types different approval
mechanismsvere appearedor new developmentwhich were assigned by legal

framework This situatiorresulted incomplicatel new development process.
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To give an example about different interventions type and their approval
mechanisms threestorey buildings were offered in north side of3degree
archaeological where tragnal character is sustained, while, tstorey buildings

with typical architectural elements defined in urban affda@haeological siteln

south part of the arewhere modern movement buildings are seen;stirey
buildings were allowedAdditionally, conservation council or municipality can be
the approval mechanisms in terms of registration status or relation with the registered

one.

Although having similar clracter ofBergama and '3 degree archaeological site
different development decisiongere proposedocusing onlyon specific period,
ignoring near past heritag€he impactsof proposed development on the sitere

not analyzed in planning process aratidions Creating a differentiation in having
similar features in terms of physical and administrative is an obstacle to distrusting

unity of thesite.

Very recently, in June 2014, during the"38ssembly of UNESCO World Heritage
Committee, Bergama iascribed to the UNESCO World Heritage List. In relation to
this, Conservation Management Plan of Bergama is under preparation, which will
also be an important document for defining and directing the future development of

the city.

To conclude, taking it account all conservation and planning studies in Bergama,
conservation studies started with aimitgy preserve whole city. Up to today,
different definitions, boundaries, plan decisions and implementatiave variedn
parallel with updated legislatisnRegarding existing development in Bergama and
3 degree archaeological site, these decisions cannot provide a well Hagameen
conservation anddevelopment As it is stated by Tuncer (2007)xanceling
conservation statues and dense housing prapedgasch do not account traditional
tissue in development plans are threats for Bergdima result reflecton Bergama

by disturbing the unity of the town and the mu#tyered character due to plan
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decisions and interventions. In addition, reduction aarthtion of conservation area
have prevened getting informationabout thepast of the city and accelerated
deterioration in heritage afie site Moreover, the archaeological potential of tite s

has not been taken into consideration in developmenitagiv

Studies forunderstandin@ergamaijts significancedefining contributions tohe site
andassessment impact tife proposed developmehtve not been dong to now

in the conservation and development plakwever this kind of study is
fundamentalffor conservation of heritage and proalssfor new developmentThe
archaeological potential hidden in underground and its relation with the new
interventions are not evaluated in the plan decisions. As mentioned before, the
proposalsn planscannot go beyahthe framework. Therefore, implementatiams
proposals for new intervention are not also sufficient and kept limited with the

current legal framework.

— [The central urban site was defined as Transition period Registered as
Urban and archaeological “urban site and 3rd degree development World Heritage
sites were registered archaeological site” decisions Site by UNESCO
0 [Yaf : T Restriction in site = =
< |Defined as “antique city boundaries Revisions Revisions
%-H % x =~ g —
= 2 2 2 SE8

1976
1983
984

1

1990
993
994
995

1996

2001

2002
2003
014

v N -
First Master Plan Revision Master Plan Preservation and Conservation and
Development Plan Development Plan

Pergamon Historical National Park
Master Plan for Protection and Use Conservation and Development| [UNESCO’s World Heritage
Plan for 3rd degree arch.site by| [Tentative List
KUDEB

Figure51: Chronological list showing conservation andrming studies
(Theimage is prepared by the author
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—» 194348 First Master Plan
- gave physical features information of the ritias aimed preserving single
monuments
—» 1969Pergamon Historical National Park Master Plan for Protection and Use
- aimed development and management of Antique Bergama, as a national park
— 1976Conservation Decisions
-defined the whole city as fiantique
—» 1983Conservation Decisions
- restricted conservation site boundaries

» 1984 Conservation Decisions
- defined boundaries a$ #legree archaeological and urban site

—» 1988Revision Master Plan
- defined three types of arezon-permitted constructions, existing and developing
agricultural
— 1990Conservation Decision
- enlarged the conservation site boundary
- stressed necessities ofnservation and development plan
—» 1991 Preservation and Development Plan
- carried integrated conservation concerns
- defined boundariesa§'fl e gr ee ar chaeol-parn KaEdgrees3 t
archaeological site and urban site

» 1993 Conservation Decisio

- defined boundaries a$'12", 39degree archaeological site and a new type of sit
called 6urban archaeol ogical sited
—» 1995Conservation Decision
- changed border of'12" 39 degree archaeological site and urban archaeologice
site
- defined the undefined areas in the core of city
—» 2001 Conservation Decision
- proposed transition period development decisions
— 2003Conservation Decision
- defined five types boundaries &% 2™ 39 degree archaeological site, urban
archaeological site and urban aritidgree archaeological site
—» 2004 Conservation Decision
- defined four types boundaries & 2" 39 degree archaeological site and urban a
3 degree archaeological site
—» 2006 Conrvation and Development Plan
- was prepared only for®degree archaeological site by KUDEB
—» 2007 Conservation Decision
- defined current conservation boundaries

— 2012Conservation and Development Plan

- aimed taking conservation and development decisiongsecvation sites and
offering proposals for development which was harmony with the tissue

- defined open, builtip areas and new construction criteria

—» 2014 Registered as World Heritage Slitg UNESCO

Figure52 Chronological list Bowing conservation and plaecisions
(Theimage is prepared by the author
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3.1.4.Current Urban Context of Bergama

In ordert o under st and physichlh fudcsonalB dsual, degeh and
administrative contextgincluding legal framework in Turkey, conservation and
planning studies in Bergam&ave been analyzed simply. However, this kind of

studyrequiresmore detailed site survey studies.

Today, the main access to Bergama is ftbmsouthwest direction.Additionally,

the development of the cifg throught hi s di recti on. The acropoli
Maltepe Tumulis are important landmarks which can be perceived from inside of
Bergama.Moreover Cumhuriyet Streehas a wide perspectivio view of the

Acropolis Hill and Tumulis.
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CURRENT CONTEXT OF BERGAMA ?EISTTf?;:ACENT .,TOWN S
= ACROPO!
-snwosmvzmxmosuw =" k @ TUMUL \$” VIEW POINTS
| ASKLEPION DEVELOPMENT 3k LANDMARKS
4__DIRECTION

Figure53: Currenturbancontext of Bergama
(The image is prepared by the author
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Moreover, functional organizatiors anotherimportant input for current urban
context of BergamaCurrent typs of uses have been analyzed in city scCHbe. area
has been grouped into thirteen categorieseaglential, commercial and services,
industrial areaseducation and healttadilities, sports areadministrative facilities
areas, religious facilities eas,open areas includingreen areas, agricultural area,
cemetery areas, transportation areailitary zore, and archaeological area.
Commercial and servicearea arein the city center and it is surrounddxy
residential areas. In the southeast part of the ttigreis industrial zoneThe west

part which isn theneighborhood of Asklepion is used for Military purpgsse

izmir

|
(Topographical Map, G Bilgin, 1996) m&“’ A
Residential Areas! Konut Alanlan B Green Areal Yesit Alan

Il commercial and Service Areas! Ticarst ve Hizmet Alanian Il Cemetery! Mezartik
Il industrial Areas/ Sanayi Alanian [l 5.: station’ Terminal
B Ecucation ana Health Facilities! Egitim ve Sagik Tesislen Milltary Zonef Askeri Alan
B seorts Areal Spor Alan Archaeclogical Areal Arkeolojik Alan
I Administrative Facilty Areas! Idan Tesis Alanian Agricultural Areal Tarm Alani
- Religious Fadility Areas/ Dini Tesis Alanlar) Undafinad Opan Araas! Tammianamayan Agik Alaniar

Figure54: Landuse in Bergama
(The i mage iRrajaketn foomPméparati on of Bergama Conser
Work of METU Faculty of Architecture, Graduate ProgrianiRestoration, 2002009 Fal)
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3.2. THE INTERVENTION CONTEXT: 3%° DEGREE ARCHAEOLOGICAL
SITE IN BERGAMA

3.2.1 Definition of the Study Area
The study areds in south part of Bergama and today this area is registerelf as 3

degree archaeological sit&he area registered as urban affdi8gree archaeological
site locatesn the northof the study areffigure 5557).

CONSERVATION SITES and
THE STUDY AREA

17 DEGREE ARCHAEOLOGICAL SITE
2" DEGREE ARCHAEOLOGICAL SITE
3" DEGREE ARCHAEOLOGICAL SITE

URBAN & 3" DEGREE
ARCHAEOLOGICAL SITE

Figure55: Conservation sites in Bergama and the study area
(The base map is produced fronap of Municipality of Bergama, 20}2

Figure56: A view of the study area from Acropol Hill
(Thephoto was taken by the author in 2013)
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Figure57: Location of the study area in Bergama
(The map is peparedby theauthor Thebase map is producédr o m i Ha | i by Beagang&Muniétplaliyn o
2012)
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