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ABSTRACT 

 

THE GROWING PROBLEM BETWEEN URBAN EXPANSION AND 

SUSTAINABILITY OF AGRICULTURAL LANDS, KIRCAMI EXAMPLE IN 

ANTALYA  

 

Demirbaĸ Topcu, Elif 

Ph. D., Department of City and Regional Planning 

Supervisor: Prof. Dr. Baykan G¿nay 

 

September 2015, 256 pages 

 

 

 

Land controversy between cities and rural areas is a vital problem of the worldôs 

natural resources. At the two sides of the problem, there are the land requirement for 

expanding cities and loss of arable lands. Absolutely, arable lands have to be 

protected for the longer term in Turkey that has reached to its limits. However, due to 

political, legal and implementation mistakes, consuming of arable lands is continuing 

rapidly.  

 

Antalya city of Turkey has developed rapidly in last 50 years due to the unforeseen 

development of tourism sector and migration. Although city had one of the most 

important agricultural productions of Turkey, it lost serious amount of its arable 

lands due to urbanization. Kērcami Area is a 1600 ha agricultural settlement 

dominantly with greenhouses that are the 7 per cent of all greenhouses of Antalya 

city. Area was a rural recreation area for Antalya residents and called as kēr in its 

past. Today, although the lands of the area are still primary agricultural lands and 

urban agriculture is continuing, the area is planned for urban purposes for several 

times since 1996. 

 

Today, the area is locating in the city and supporters of development termed the area 

as a void in the macro-form of Antalya city. This thesis approaches to Kērcami Area 

as a óvalueô owing to its agricultural and natural richness. 



vi 

 

In this thesis, land loss and land conservation problems are initially examined by 

theoretical background and literature reviews. Then the data that obtained by 

observations, interviews and survey were analyzed through both agricultural and 

natural values of urban agricultural lands for the aim of determining the value of 

Kērcami Area that has to be protected. Finally, legal and political dimension of the 

problem are discussed and some suggestions are submitted as being the solution way 

for the problem. 

 

Keywords: Value, Urbanization, Agricultural settlement, Agricultural land loss, 

Urban Agriculture 
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¥Z 

 

KENTSEL B¦Y¦ME VE TARIM TOPRAKLARININ S¦RD¦R¦LEBĶRLĶĴĶ 

ARASINDA B¦Y¦MEKTE SORUN: ANTALYA, KIRCAMĶ ¥RNEĴĶ 

 

Demirbaĸ Topcu, Elif 

Doktora, ķehir ve Bºlge Planlama Bºl¿m¿ 

Tez Yºneticisi: Prof. Dr. Baykan G¿nay 

 

Eyl¿l 2015, 256 sayfa 

 

 

Kentler ve kērsal alanlar arasēndaki arazi kullanēmē problemi d¿nyanēn doĵal 

kaynaklarē a­ēsēndan hayati bir problemdir. Problemin bir ucunda b¿y¿mekte olan 

kentlerin arazi ihtiyacē bulunurken, diĵer ucunda ise bu durum verimli tarēm 

topraklarēnēn yok oluĸuna neden olmaktadēr.  Verimli tarēm topraklarē kaynaklarēnēn 

sēnērēna gelmiĸ bulunan T¿rkiye i­in tarēm arazilerinin korunmasē ka­ēnēlmazdēr. 

Buna raĵmen yasal eksiklikler, siyasal ve uygulamaya dºn¿k hatalar problemin 

artarak devam etmesine neden olmaktadēr. 

T¿rkiyeônin beĸinci b¿y¿k kenti olan Antalya, b¿y¿yen turizm sektºr¿ne baĵlē olarak 

gº­ almasē nedeniyle son 50 yēlda ºng¿lemeyen bir ĸekilde b¿y¿m¿ĸt¿r. Kent, 

¿lkenin en ºnemli tarēmsal ¿retim merkezlerinden biri olduĵu halde, ­ok ºnemli 

miktarda verimli tarēm topraĵēnē kentsel b¿y¿me nedeniyle kaybetmiĸtir. Kērcami 

Bºlgesi, 1600 hektar kentsel tarēm alanēna sahip olan ve bug¿n Antalya kenti i­inde 

kalmēĸ ºnemli bir tarēmsal yerleĸim bºlgesidir. Antalya ilindeki sera alanlarēnēn 

toplamēnēn %7 si bu bºlge kapsamēndadēr. Ge­miĸinde, Antalyalēlarôēn ókērô adēnē 

verdikleri ve bir rekreasyon alanē olarak faydalandēklarē bu bºlge bug¿n hala birinci 

derece tarēm topraklarēna sahiptir ve buna raĵmen 1996 yēlē Antalya Planēôndan beri 

imara a­ēlmak istenmektedir. 

Ķmar kararēnē destekleyen gruplarēn savunduklarē óBºlge, kent makroformu i­inde 

kalmēĸ anlamsēz bir boĸlukturô gºr¿ĸ¿n¿n aksine bu tez ­alēĸmasēnēn yaklaĸēmē, 

Kērcami Tarēm Bºlgesiônin Antalya kenti i­in ótarēmsal ve k¿lt¿rel bir deĵerô 

olduĵudur.  
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Bu ama­ doĵrultusunda Kērcami alanēnēn deĵerini ortaya koymak i­in ºnceliki olarak 

teorik araĸtērma ve literat¿r incelemesi yapēlmēĸ; ardēndan gºzlem, gºr¿ĸme ve anket 

yºntemleri yoluyla elde edilen veri kentsel tarēm topraklarēnēn tarēmsal ve doĵal 

deĵerleri bakēmēndan analiz edilmiĸ; sonu­ olarak Kērcami Bºlgesiônin korunmasē 

gereken bir deĵer olduĵu ortaya koyulmuĸtur. Ardēndan soruna neden olan legal 

eksiklikler siyasi hatalarla birlikte irdelenmiĸ ve sorunun ­ºz¿m¿ne yºnelik ºneriler 

sunulmuĸtur. 

Anahtar Kelimeler: Deĵer, Kentsel B¿y¿me, Tarēmsal Yerleĸim, Tarēmsal Toprak 

Kaybē, Kentsel Tarēm 
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CHAPTER 1 

 

INTRODUCTION  

 

 

1.1. INTRODUCTION  

This thesis is prepared as to address the consumption problem of arable agricultural 

lands in Turkey. This universal problem causes the loss of considerable amount of 

arable agricultural land resources especially in developing countries each year. 

Essentially, emergence of the problem dates back to humanityôs initial experience of 

agricultural production in about B.C. 10000-5000, in the Neolithic Period. Human 

beings first benefited from agriculture and animal husbandry for their produce and 

reproductions in this period. After a period of time, depending on production and 

consumption of plants and animals, products became domestic and thus the predator 

societies transformed to agriculturist (making agriculture and bringing up animals) 

societies. In following periods, the societies develop their own agriculture structures 

albeit the divergent ecosystems of the world. This transformation is the Neolithic 

Agriculture Revolution that is the first revolution of humanity and V.G. Childe 

emphasize it as óthe first revolution that transforms the human economyô (Mazoyer 

& Roudart 2007, translated to Turkish by ¦nsaldē, 2009).  

Although of fundamental importance today, agriculture is relatively a recent human 

innovation that spread rapidly across the globe only 10000 to 12000 years ago 

(Parikh, 2012).  Neolithic Agriculture Revolution was also one of the influential 

factors on making the human groups settling on the land and establishing the initial 

cities. Consumption of arable agricultural lands problem occurred in those periods 

due to the establishmenet of neighborhood of ancient cities and agricultural lands; 

arable lands started to be used due to the requirements (land and food requirement) 

of rapid increasing population in this period. These were the first steps of 
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urbanization and thus initial urban residents became initial agriculture workers of 

ancient cities.  

óIt is clear that agriculture sustains and defines our modern lives, but it is often 

disruptive of natural ecosystemsô (Parikh, 2012). Urbanization process kept 

agriculture in and near urban areas until the technological developments that provide 

new methods on storage and transporting foods. Not only industrial and 

technological developments but also the increasing population led to rapid 

urbanization that cause radical divide between agriculture and cities. Rural and 

agricultural lands started to be occupied by the rapid urbanization. óLand uses for 

residential, industrial and commercial, civic and culture tend to dominate agricultural 

lands in the bid for space in the urban place. This dominance tends to deprive 

farmers of arable land to cultivate thereby reducing agricultural productivityô (Naab, 

Dinye, Kasanga, 2013). 

Urbanization process has two facets: rural with its dominant agricultural qualities 

and urban with its predominantly non-agricultural qualities (Keleĸ, 2014). óIn 1800, 

only 3% of the worldôs population lived in urban centers of 5 000 or more and many 

of these behaved like large villages in their socio-economic activities. By 1900,      

14 per cent of the worldôs population was living urban centers and this proportion 

increased rapidly after 1950 to reach close to 50%ô (Fazal, 2000).  

Today, 60% of worldôs settlement areas are urban. 54 % of the worldôs population 

lives in urban areas, a proportion that is expected to increase to 66% by 2050. 

Projections show that urbanization combined with the overall growth of the worldôs 

population could add another 2.5 billion people to urban population by 2050. The 

urban population of the world has grown rapidly from 746 million in 1950 to         

3.9 billion in 2014 and it is expected to surpass six billion by 2045. The rural 

population of the world has grown slowly since 1950 and is expected to reach its 

peak around 2020. The global rural population is now close to 3.4 billion and is 

expected to decline to 3.1 billion by 2050 (Data source: United Nations Official Web 

site, http://www.un.org/en/development/desa/news/population/world-urbanization-

prospects-2014.html). 
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óGlobally, it has been forecasted that 24 million hectares of crop land will be 

transformed to urban use by the year 2000. This is only about 2 per cent of the 

worldôs total crop land but it provides the equivalent present-day food supply for 

some 84 million peole. The loss of agricultural land to urbanization is most severe in 

low and middle-income nations. One estimate suggested that by 2000, more than 

476,000 hectares of land a year will be built up in low and middle-income nationsô 

(Fazal, 2000). 

The worldôs surface area is 13 billion hectares and 37% of these are used through 

agricultural purposes. Food and Agricultural Organization of United Nations 

indicates in the study of óWorld Agriculture: Towards 2010ô, the world has ó1,8 

billion hectares agricultural land potential for the future and a great deal of countries 

and also Turkey are at the limits of their agricultural land potentialô  

 

 

Graphic 1: Transformation of   present and forecasted percentages of urban-rural 

population between 1950 and 2050  

Data Source: United Nationsô Official Web Site, 

http://esa.un.org/unup/p2k0data.asp 
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Graphic 1 demonstrates the transformation of present and forecasted percentages of 

urban-rural population in the 100 years period between the years 1950-2050. One of 

the most important effects of urbanization on rural areas is probably the urban use of 

arable agricultural lands and losing arable lands due to urbanization. It is also a vital 

problem of Turkeyôs enlarging cities. Especially in the coastal border, it is seen that 

land use transformation is realized from agricultural to housing and tourism and 29,3 

% of agricultural lands were transformed to other uses in the period of 1990-2000 

(Bayar, 2004).  In her thesis Topcu (2012), according to the results of a survey study 

that was applied to respondents from universities, non-governmental organizations, 

public and special organizations, exposed that the most important problem of 

agricultural lands is non-agricultural uses and the urbanization is the main reason of 

non-agricultural uses of agricultural lands in Turkey. 

According to 2014-2018 10th Development Plan of Turkey, the main sectors that take 

place on agricultural lands are industry, housing, tourism, mining and transportation 

sectors in order and in the years between 1989 and 2010, 827.000ha of agricultural 

area transformed to other uses. In only 2011, for industrial purposes 22400 ha, for 

housing sector 12400ha, for tourism sector 12000 ha, for mining sector 7900ha and 

for transportation purpose 6500 ha agricultural land transformed in Turkey. 

In 1928, while Turkey has 6, 6 million ha agricultural production area, until the end 

of 1980s this amount increased to 28 million ha. However, agricultural lands amount 

started to decrease in the beginning of 1990s.  

Contemporarily, the main causes of the land-use problems are non-existence of 

sustainable and/or effective land management policies and exterminating the land 

resources because of exterior and wrong agricultural policies (Aksoy & ¥zsoy, 

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

1. Inadequacy of laws associated with arable land protection 

2. Inadequacy of óurban ecologyô approach in Turkeyôs planning and 

application practices 

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

practices that are not appropriate with development plans 

 

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

YEARS TOTAL AGRICULTURAL LAND OF TURKEY (ha)  

1990 42.033.000 

1995 39.212.000 

2000 38.757.000 

2005 41.223.000 

2011 38.247.000 

 

Data source: 10th Development Plan 

 

Loss of land resources is at the same time means the loss of rural settlements, loss of 

rural socio-economic and cultural structures and transformation of rural landscapes, 

decreasing of bio-diversity. Comprehending the urban agricultural lands as being 

óvalueô of urban eco-system, is the main approach of this thesis due to the 

agricultural land loss problem in Turkey.  

Antalya city is one of the most important agricultural production cities of Turkey. 

According to Antalya Mercantile Exchange (A.M.E.)ôs journal of Barsonomi (2014), 

Antalya city has the 53% of Turkeyôs exportation. However, in last 10 years, Antalya 

city lost its 267 000 da agricultural lands as the result of urbanization. Kērcami Area 

which is expected for development since 1980s is an important agricultural 

production area of Antalya city with 1600 ha land. 

Kērcami Area is an agricultural settlement area and its economic structure is 

dominantly based on greenhouse production and greenhouse production is being 

done for nearly 50 years. Not only in greenhouses but also in open fields, agricultural 

production is still going on in the area. In Kērcami Area 1424 ha of total 1660 ha area 

is agricultural production area (Report of 1/5000 scaled plan of Kērcami). According 
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to the information obtained from Antalya Chambers of Agriculture Engineers, 8%  of 

greenhouses of Antalya city are locating in the Kērcami Area.  

Kērcami Area is planned for development before about 30 years. Because it is 

primary agricultural land, development decision is precluded through the judicial 

decisions through the objections of Chambers of Agricultural Engineers, Chambers 

of Architectures and non-governmental organizations. However, constructions on the 

area are continuing associated with partial development plans and arable lands are 

consuming relatedly.  

This thesis is done for emphasizing the agricultural land loss problem and 

accordingly, exposing an attention on the necessity for conserving the urban 

agricultural lands as óbeing valueô in Turkey through the example of Kērcami Areaôs 

development problem. Study is related with the natural and cultural values of 

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

 

1.1.1. AIM OF THE STUDY  

This thesis is prepared for exposing the óvalueô of arable urban agricultural lands of 

Kērcami Area in Antalya city of Turkey.  In this study, urban agricultural lands refers 

to the agricultural lands locating inside or at the fringe of an urban area and the 

concept of óvalue of agricultural landsô refers to agricultural and natural value. 

Under this knowledge, the overall aim of this study indicating the value and the 

requirement of conservation of urban agricultural lands through examining the case 

of Kērcami Region in Antalya.  

 With regard to the overall aim, study also targets three aims for exposing that are: 

1. Determining the main concepts those are related with the problem 

area such as: rural, rurality,urbanization, urban fringe, urban 

quality of life, urban open green systems, value, value of an 

agricultural land 
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2. Understanding the deficiencies those cause to the problem through 

reviewing succesful conservation examples from the world 

3. Reviewing both planning history of Antalya city and related legal 

mechanism for exposing the legal and implemental deficiencies 

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

1. The deficiency of academic studies researching the value of 

agricultural lands for urban areas 

2. Requirement of presenting the agricultural lands as being one of 

the vital elements of urban open green areas systems urban 

planning practices in Turkey 

3. Exposing the legal deficiencies related with  agricultural land 

conservation in Turkey 

 

1.1.2. PROBLEM DEFINITION, HYPOTHESIS AND RESEARCH 

QUESTION  

Loss of arable agricultural lands locating in and at the edge of the urban areas 

constitutes the essence of the problem; urban development in Kērcami Area of 

Antalya city constitutes the problem area of this thesis.  The hypothesis of this study 

says that óthere is no rational reason for development in Kērcami Areaô. According to 

this hypothesis, the research question asks: óIs Kērcami Area a meaningless void in 

the urban land-use form of Antalya city or a value in the socio-economic, ecological 

and agricultural structure of the city? 

 

1.1.3. SCOPE OF THE STUDY 

The scope of the study includes four main stages those are reviewing the theoretical 

framework of the problem, reviewing the planning process of both Antalya city and 

Kērcami Area, making a case study through the research methods of observation and 

survey and exposing the legal situation in Turkey. 
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In the first stage, the issue of conservation of natural resources according to the issue 

of conservation of agricultural lands, afterwards terms interrelated with urban and 

rural concepts and urbanization are examined and defined. Then, urban open green 

systems are defined through the explanation of urban quality of life and urban 

agricultural landscape.  After that, the former and contemporary agricultural land 

conservation approaches are examined through the aim of determining the theoretical 

framework of the study. Greenbelt examples, Greenheart of Holland example and 

examples for urban agriculture projects were examined for obtaining the common 

points of these examples according to the reviewing the role of agricultural lands. 

Lastly, the value of urban agricultural lands is exposed as the theoretical basis of 

this thesis. 

Through the second stage of the study, it is aimed to research for indicating the 

Kērcami Area as óbeing valueô. Through this aim, a general overlook is done for 

exposing the socio-spatial structure of Antalya city as the first step. Secondly, 

Antalya cityôs planning history is reviewed for understanding the Antalya cityôs 

urbanization process. Then, the demographic, natural and agricultural structure of 

Kērcami Area is reviewed in the third step and lastly the development process of 

Kērcami Area is reviewed chronologically as the fourth step. 

Thirdly a case study is done to obtain the data for Kērcami Areasô value and finally 

the common properties of óbeing valueô of the examined examples in the theoretical 

background study are interpreted for the Kērcami Area. 

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

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

 

1.1.4. METHOD OF THE STUDY  

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

make understand the theoretical framework of the study. Articles, books, institutional 
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and official reports and electronic media sources are benefited to collect the required 

data for interpreting the theoretical structure of the thesisô research question. 

In the second stage ï Kērcami Area case study stage- of the study ethnographic case 

study approach is used to gather multiple sources of evidence for the three-stepped 

structure of the case study. 

In the first step as the preparation step of the case study, interpretative- textual data 

collecting method is used for preparing the second stepôs observation and interview 

methodsô requirements. Electronic local media resources, development plan reports 

and aspects of experts for the problem area are benefitted.  

In the second and third step of the case study, ethnographic case study methodology 

is used. In the second step, observation method and semi-structured interview 

method is used to collect data about the problems of the case study area. Interrelated 

study of observations and semi-structured interviewsô provided the preliminary 

absolute data for the problem area that directs the research study to a survey study. 

Then, lastly semi-structured survey conducted as the third step of the stage. Survey 

method provided gathering data those are generally more qualitative that do not have 

collecting possibility through interview method. 

In the third stage of the study, interpretative-textual data collecting method is used to 

make understand the legal and institutional dimension of the problem. Laws, legal 

documents and articles are benefited for making understand the issue and submitting 

suggestions for the solution ways of the problem. 

Finally, researches provided creating an organizational framework for land 

conservation studies in Turkey as a suggestion.   

 

1.2. CONCLUSION 

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

be summarized as: 
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CHAPTER 1 is the introduction chapter of the study that presents: 

¶ History of agriculture, urbanization and the arable land loss 

problem in the world 

¶ A brief introduction to agricultural land loss problem in Antalya 

city 

¶ Brief information about the research design 

CHAPTER 2 is the literature review and the theoretical background chapter of the 

study. In this chapter, literature review is done through two aims that work parallel 

each other that they make understand the theoretical and practical dimensions of the 

problem. Thus, for determining the theoretical framework of the study, terminology 

of the problem area is examined initially. Then, three examples of land conservation 

methods (Green Belt, Green Heart and Urban Agriculture) are reviewed for 

examining the land conservation issue for understanding the main approaches for the 

problem in the world. 

In CHAPTER 3, Antalya city and Kērcami Area is examined through researching of 

urbanization process, natural and agricultural conditions of Antalya and the Kērcami 

Area. Firstly, Antalya city is examined through its historical, socio-spatial, 

geographical and demographic and agricultural conditions. Then city is examined 

through the planning history and arable land loss problem for understanding the 

Kērcami Areaôs spatial and developmental problem in the whole. Secondly, Kērcami 

Area is examined through its socio-spatial, geographical, demographic and 

agricultural conditions. By examining the Antalya Development plans, Kērcami 

Areaôs development problem is analyzed as being parallel to the planning history of 

Antalya. 

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

reviewed.  

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

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

hypothesis. 

In CHAPTER 6, initially arable land loss problem of Turkey is examined through 

the legal dimension. Regulations and laws related with land conservation issue are 

criticized for designating the legal deficiencies as the major factor of the problem. 

Secondly, planning and implementation practices were criticized for submitting 

suggestions for land conservation in Turkey. 

CHAPTER 7 is the conclusion chapter of the study that draws an overall evaluation 

as the results of the research study. Chapter submits an eventual discussion of the 

problem area in Antalya and also submits an organizational framework as being a 

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

 

THEORETICAL  FRAMEWORK  

 

 

2.1. INTRODUCTION  

The objects of conservation are known in the western languages by such 

epistemologies as heritage, historical building, monument site, or beauty. Such a 

terminology exists in Turkish too, however, either consciously or unconsciously, 

legislation in Turkey rests on the notion of natural and cultural beings (tabiat ve 

k¿lt¿r varlēklarē). In spite of such a sophisticated definition, and that Turkey has a 

well-developed legislation concerning conservation; it is hard to say that the society 

as a whole finds the phenomenon appropriate (G¿nay, 2009). 

Agriculture has both cultural character as being outcome of human activities and 

natural character related to its space of existence. Conversation of agriculture has 

meaning of protecting the elements of agriculture if thoughts of conservation 

encompass just the óbeingô of agriculture. However, understanding agriculture as one 

of the essential parts of natural and cultural world could mean the óvalueô of being.  

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

agricultural lands as óvalue of beingô. 

 

2.2. CONSERVATION  OF NATURAL RESOURCES 

Conservation of urban agricultural lands is the issue of both agricultural conservation 

and urban conservation contexts. Agricultural lands as being one of the elements of 

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

óPrior to the 1970ôs, the conservation of natural resources was a collection of 

practices primarily removed from the urban scene. Conservation as a philosophy or 
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attitude was essentially envisioned as sustaining or increasing the yield of various 

resources that lay beyond the jurisdiction or concern of the urban dweller. It was not 

until the mid-twentieth century that the sheer numbers of people and consumption 

rate joined together to form environmental crises of worldwide dimensions. As 

urbanization and suburbanization increased, the burdens of urban wastes, along with 

the rapidly rising social costs that were imposed upon the metropolitan environment, 

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

According to Havlick (1974), óthe best way for urban ecological considerations to be 

used for management is to undertake an analyses of the critical elements of a human 

settlement and then devise management strategies that take into account the vital 

urban elements and their interdependenciesô. Havlick (1974) examines the anatomy 

of human settlements by citing from the C.A. Doxiadisôs study of Ekistics through 

five ekistic elements those are: óNature, man, society, shells (buildings) and networks 

(communications, canals, electrical transmission lines, transportation and sewerage 

lines)ô as it is seen in Figure 1. 

The element of nature is referred to all of the primary resources those are ówater 

resources, mineral resources, soil resources, soil resources, air resources, even the 

plan life and animal life exclusive of man make up the raw materials those are 

prerequisites for a human settlement. Other subdivisions of the nature element are the 

geomorphology, the weather and climate. Included also, there are chemical cycles 

and the other biological and ecological forces those are operating. 

Classification of natural resources may help examining the urban agricultural land as 

a being resource that has to be conserved for having the sustainability of society. 

Chiras and Reganold (2005) classify the natural resources as renewable and non-

renewable resources in Table 2.  Fertile soil and products of the land are renewable 

resources although it costs much money and requires too time. Because agricultural 

land loss directly means loss of soil, land loss directly affected on the whole 

ecosystem that is based on soil.  
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Figure 1: Anatomy of Human Settlements 

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

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

 

RENEWABLE RESOURCES NONRENEWABLE RESOURCES 

1. Fertile soil 1.Fossil fuel 

2. Products of the land 

¶ Agricultural 

products 

¶ Forests 

¶ Rangelands 

¶ Wild animals 

2. Nonmetallic minerals 

3.Products of lakes, streams, and 

oceans 

3. Metals 

 

4.Ground water and surface 

water 

5.Ecosystems 

 

  Data source: Chiras and Reganond, (2005) 

 

2.3. URBAN, RURAL AND URBANIZATION  

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

better urban management outcomesô (El-Hefnawi, 2005). óUrbanization is one of the 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

local levelsô (Bryant, 2009). 

óThe rapid loss of agricultural lands is prevalent throughout the world and clearly 

shows that crops cannot compete with the sprawl that is characteristics of citiesô 

(Mason, 2011). At this point, the terms of urban and rural must be treated together 

because they deal with one single geographic concept. óUrban and rural are labels 

applied to different parts of space based its uses. Rural is that space which is not 

urban. We can define an urban area as being one where the land uses from customary 

and traditional urban activities produce higher returns than from traditional and 

customary rural activitiesô (Hite, 1998). Today, ócountries on every continent are 

grappling with significant rural to urban migration, population growth within their 

urban areas, and thus the physical spread of their major urban area and most if not all 

of theirô (Jacobs, 1999). So, as a result of urbanization, agricultural lands have been 

close to cities. Jacobs (1999) says that this result can be evaluated according to three 

perspectives as rural perspective, urban perspective and traditional land economic 

theory. 

According to the rural perspective, land use pattern of closer agricultural lands to the 

urban areas, óallows producers easy access to markets, especially where 

transportation systems may be unreliable and expensive, the products may be 

perishable, and producers may be small-scale and not have the capital or facilities for 

storage of agricultural goodsô. From the urban perspective óthis land use relationship 

benefits urban residents by providing them with some or all of the food they need for 

daily life. Urbanization has, in most cases, caused the spread of the city onto 

adjoining agricultural lands, often in a pattern of low density residential 

development. In some parts of the world (mostly developed countries), this spread 

has been the site of middle and upper class housing; in other parts of the world 

(mostly developing countries), this spread has been where a countryôs poorest people 

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

Thirdly, according to the traditional land economic theory, óthis land use change has 

not and should not be a problem. Higher demand uses (urbanization) are competing 
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for a limited resource (land) and displacing a less intensive resource (agriculture). A 

form of market-based economic efficiency is playing itself out. The result should be 

that agriculture gets displaced to another location (further out) where its less 

intensive demands are economically efficient/reasonable and/or the macro-economic 

structure changes to allow for the provision of food products from other sources 

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

Reviewing literature about the agricultural land loss problem, it is seen almost all 

developed and developing countries are face to face with this problem.  Enlargement 

tendency and necessity of cities cause to threats of vanishing the worldôs arable 

agricultural lands. Agricultural lands resisting on rural areas cause to negative effects 

both on urban and rural areas. From the rural point of view, this resistance cause to 

transforming of arable lands to urban uses and decrease in productivity of lands due 

to urban effects. From the urban point of view, agricultural pollution and physical 

and functional problems may be seen due to interference of rural and urban 

functions. It is apparent that the power of urbanization will go on to win the weaker 

rural power day by day. 

Conservation and management of agricultural lands is crucial not only for 

sustainability and productivity of agriculture but also sustainability of urban 

ecosystems. Agricultural production areas are vital natural reserve areas in the 

ecosystems that also including urban areas with regard to biological diversity. 

óBiological diversity ï or biodiversity ï is the term given to the variety of life on 

Earth. It is the variety within and between all species of plants, animals and micro-

organisms and the ecosystems within which they live and interactô 

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

In developed countries, terms those are related with rural, rurality, urbanization and 

agriculture are being redefined due to interference of rural and urban areas and 

functions. This recent approaches for the interface of urbanization and rurality, not 

only reform the agricultural activities in the urban edge but also lead agriculture 

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

edge of the cities. 

 

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

1. A production function (Producing agricultural products and 

services) 

2. A resource protection function (e.g., the maintenance of 

agricultural production of particular types to contribute to the 

maintenance and protection of, say, water quality and wild life 

habitat, maintaining agricultural land resources for current and 

future agriculture production) 

3. A landscape protection function (whereby the agricultural 

landscape contains valued reminders of historic and cultural 

heritage, as well as contributing to aesthetic values, e.g., through 

setting off rural, open landscape against urban development zones- 

in other words, an urban design function) 

4. An educational and scientific function 

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

uses 

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

as: 

1. Conflicts associated with the conversion of agricultural-based land 

to non-farm uses (i.e. actual conversion to urban development, 

scattered residential development and so forth as well as indirect 

effects associated with impacts ótransmittedô by the urban uses to 
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the continuing agricultural structure, e.g. land-use 

incompatibilities, higher property taxes and servicing costs, etc. 

2. Changes within agriculture that affect the long-term productivity 

of the land resource, e.g. technological change and changing 

cultural practices 

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

resident ownership of farmland, and associated land rental issues) 

 

 

2.4. URBAN GREEN SPACES AND AGRICULTURE 

2.4.1. URBAN GREEN SPACE SYSTEMS AND AGRICULTURE 

Bilgili and Gºkyer (2012) define the urban green spaces as urban areas which were 

natural or semi-natural ecosystems those were converted to urban spaces by human 

influence. Urban green spaces provide the connection between urban and nature. In 

this context, green areas are the reflection of nature in the urban spaces.  

óThe term of óopen and green areasô is used instead of the term of óurban green 

spaceô in the Turkish development legacy. Law categorizes the open and green areas 

as active and passive open and green areas.  Active open and green areas are the 

areas that designed for activities such as entertainment, recreation and health, open to 

the public use. These areas can also be commercial areas. Play gardens for children, 

exhibition areas, zoos, botanic gardens and picnic areas are the examples for active 

open and green areas. Passive open and green areas are the areas those are not open 

directly to public use and having purposes such as environmental health, 

conservation and urban aesthetics. óFruit production areas, plantation areas, 

graveyards, afforested areas because of the topographic reasons, conservation 

areas/zones between distinct usages, cultural beings, forest areas are the examples for 

passive open-green areasô (¥zt¿rk, 2004). According to these definitions, agricultural 

areas that locate in the cities and at the edge of the cities are passive open-green areas 

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

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

1. Environmental Benefits 

a. Ecological Benefits 

b. Pollution Control 

c. Biodiversity and Nature Conservation 

2. Economic and Aesthetic Benefits  

a. Energy Savings 

b. Property value 

3. Social and Psychological Benefits 

a. Recreation and Wellbeing 

b. Human Health 

Agricultural open green areas in the cities should also serve environmental, 

economic, social and psychological benefits for the city under the right conditions for 

both urban space and agricultural space. In Turkey, there is still an approach for the 

agricultural spaces evaluating these areas as just having rural functions. In other 

words, in Turkish planning experiences, agricultural areas do not take place in the 

context of open green areas. Whereas, due to the being both natural and cultural 

areas, agricultural areas should serve lots of benefits for the urban ecosystem and 

urban quality of life. 

There is a strong collaboration between the living environment and quality of life. 

Quality of life concept includes the subjects that define the life styles of people such 

as education, health, culture and economy. By all means, life quality has different 

meanings. According to Dissart and Deller (2000), óQuality of life can mean 

different things to different people, encompassing such notions as ówell-beingô 

centered on the individual to ógood placeô centered on the locationô. óThe lack of a 

standard definition has led to the inter-changeable use of the term quality of life with 

other concepts, such as well-being, level of living, way of life, life satisfaction, 

happiness and morale, to name a few. Some scholars put quality of life on a 

continuum; others argue that quality of life is a multidimensional concept. In spite of 



22 

 

the diversity of concepts to measure quality of life, a number of authors have 

observed that there are high intercorrelations between them. This may be why there 

has been little effort to impose either empirical or theoretical order on the various 

constructsô (Evans, 1994; Dissart and Deller, 2000). 

The factors that effect on the urban quality of life have multi-dimensional structure. 

Evans reviewed this multi-dimensional structure through a theoretical model 

framework such as (T¿rksever, 2001; Saĵlēk 2014): 

1. Satisfaction: It is seen that satisfaction of any areas such as life, 

job, family is directly effected on the life quality 

2. Abilities  

3. Social Environment 

4. Personal factors that are effected by personal characters and 

abilities: It is proved that the factors in this group is related with 

the personal perception 

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

environment effected on personal quality of life. 

 

As it is seen, environmental conditions are one of the factors that directly determine 

the personal life quality. Nowadays, the terms such as quality of life, livability, 

livable spaces are heard as daily life arguments due to the increasing urban restraints 

on urban dwellers. Open green areas in and near the close environment of cities gain 

more importance in planning the livable future of the cities. As being one of the 

components of open green systems of cities, conservation of agricultural areas also 

gain more significance in the planning area. 

In the Preliminary Report of the 10th  Five- Year Development Plan of Ministry of 

Development, the determined principles and values about ecology in the planning 

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

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

environmental values 

3. Ecological sustainability and sustainable development 

4. Hygienic environments, preventing noise pollution and improving 

the air and water quality 

5. Providing balance between ecology and economy  

The principles also expose the values and significance of conservation of agricultural 

areas as having ecological values, local landscape and environmental values. 

Additionally, agricultural lands have to be protected and improved economically 

against land speculation according to a balance between ecology and economy. 

 

2.4.2. URBAN AGRICULTURAL LANDSCAPE  

In literature there are many definitions of the term landscape according to the 

looking approach to it. óThe disparity in definitions makes it difficult to communicate 

clearly, and even more difficult to establish consistent management policies. óThe 

landscape concept differs from the traditional ecosystem concept in focusing on 

groups of ecosystem and the interactions among them- the focus is on spatial 

heterogeneity and its impact on process. There are many variants of the definition 

depending on the research or management contextô (McGarigalôs Lecture Notes, 

http://www.umass.edu/landeco/teaching/landscape_ecology/schedule/chapter3_lands

cape.pdf). 

The term of landscape may be defined as óview of a spaceô in the simplest way. 

Landscape may be formed through natural and artificial components and also either 

natural or artificial components.  

Natural landscape areas are the each kind of natural areas having no human 

intervention on. Landscape design study is the designation work of a space through 

human usages/requirements by benefiting from both natural and artificial elements of 

landscape.  

http://www.umass.edu/landeco/teaching/landscape_ecology/schedule/chapter3_landscape.pdf
http://www.umass.edu/landeco/teaching/landscape_ecology/schedule/chapter3_landscape.pdf
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Agricultural spaces also have both natural and artificial elements. Natural elements 

of an agricultural space: 

1. Soil 

2. Vegetation (Flora)  

3. Animals (Fauna) 

4. Geographical features 

5. Geological features 

6. Water resources 

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

seasons 

Artificial elements of an agricultural space: 

1. Rural houses  

2. Rural equipment (Barns, depots, service constructions and area, 

production facilities, bazaar) 

3. Greenhouses 

4. Irrigating channels 

Artificial components of an agricultural landscape are the formation of agricultural 

living culture. In the landscape architecture disciplinary; it is generally evaluated 

through the cultural landscape context. Especially the house architecture that has 

local characteristics and settlement characteristics constitutes the cultural landscape 

context of an agricultural settlement area. 

Under these information, it is seen that an agricultural landscape have to be evaluate 

according to both natural and artificial characters of the whole landscape area. As an 

example, greenhouses are the artificial ways of agricultural production that benefit 

from climatic advantages through the technological equipment. In some of the 

agriculturally developed countries, there are increasing ógreenhouse design and 

planning studiesô for improving the visual quality of greenhouse production that 

contains on huge lands. Photograph 1 shows the greenhouse production areas in the 

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

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

1. Visual diversity 

2. Biodiversity areas for the city 

3. Agricultural-scientific education opportunities 

4. Agricultural job opportunities 

5. Recreational opportunities 

6. Local and fresh food 

7. Effects on urban climate 

for both city and city dwellers. 

  

Photograph 1: Westland Region, Holland 

Data source: http://www.thehagueevents.com/ 

Urban climate is highly different from rural climate. Especially at nights in rural 

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

be 2,5 ÜC  to 8 ÜC (Baykan, 2005). Open green areas have positive effects on urban 

http://www.google.com.tr/url?sa=i&source=imgres&cd=&cad=rja&uact=8&ved=0CAkQjRwwAGoVChMIgsOXiLakxwIVYixyCh218gJK&url=http://www.thehagueevents.com/en/business-tours/the-heart-of-horticulture/&ei=wLHLVYLjF-LYyAO15YvQBA&psig=AFQjCNGttWV2jXFs_9lfP7pjvJHnMah6ww&ust=1439499072468674
http://www.google.com.tr/url?sa=i&source=imgres&cd=&cad=rja&uact=8&ved=0CAkQjRwwAGoVChMIgsOXiLakxwIVYixyCh218gJK&url=http://www.thehagueevents.com/en/business-tours/the-heart-of-horticulture/&ei=wLHLVYLjF-LYyAO15YvQBA&psig=AFQjCNGttWV2jXFs_9lfP7pjvJHnMah6ww&ust=1439499072468674
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climate due to the presentation of grass and soil ground in contrary to artificial urban 

grounds. (Baykan, 2005) categorizes the climatic functions of urban open green areas 

as: 

1. Decreasing temperature in the city 

2. Formation of local air movement function 

3. Providing clean air to the city 

 

2.5. AGRICULTURAL  LAND LOSS ON THE FRING E 

Peri-urban agricultural lands have both agricultural and environmental values those 

are critical to protect against urbanization. Both Jacobs (1997, 1999) and Alterman 

(1997) reviewed to expose the agricultural land protection experiences of United 

States, North America and European Union and they submit similar results. 

According this researches, authors indicates that effective agricultural land protection 

requires a comprehensive planning by local governments, a system of strict land use 

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

According to Jacobs (1999) Netherlands, United Kingdom and Sweden are most 

successful western European countries at agricultural land protection issue both use 

planning systems those are (1) comprehensive planning by local governments, (2) 

public purchase of agricultural land which is threatened with conversion, (3) a 

purchase price for agricultural land that reflects its value as food production land, 

(4) a system of strict land use regulation (zoning) that were put in place shortly after 

the World War II. Policies and both have the same emerging point that is avoiding 

future dependence on food imports and future food shortages.  

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

three components of peri-urban land loss as: 

1. Land directly converted from agricultural use to urban use 

2. Land indirectly lost through a decrease in productive capacity 

3. Land idled in anticipation of imminent urban development 
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Audirac (1999), points out the two faces of the urban fringe as being urban-rural 

fringe or rural-urban fringe. She asks for if they are really the same concepts and 

emphasizes that they are generally used to define same concepts but she asserts that 

concepts have different meanings according to the urban perspective or farmland 

perspective.  

She cites the urban fringe definition of T.L. Smith that is appeared for the first time 

in 1937 as óthe built-up area just outside the corporate limits of the cityô (Audirac 

1999). She emphasizes that óFringe has become a formal subject of inquiryô but 

definitional issues and attitudinal ambiguities toward its socio-spatial characteristics 

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

The fringe concept is ótoo urban for rural researchers despite its semi-rural character 

and too rural for to incite urban scholarly inquiryô (Audirac, 1999). She says, from 

the urban perspective óThe rural-urban fringe may be the last vestige of farmland 

needing protection from urban encroachmentô, however on the other side from the 

farmland perspective óurban encroachment may be a welcomed opportunity to 

capitalize on the accompanying surge of land values, when pressures such as cash-

flow problems and financial stress, instability from international trade or 

macroeconomic and farm policy threaten the farmôs economic viability (Audirac 

1999). She also emphasizes that since 1970s, urban-rural fringe óhas become the 

frontier of a new type of post-suburban edge development where industrial and office 

parks, outlet malls, and conventional and neo-traditional communities represent new 

coveted new tax-bases. Additionally,  

óThey represent new employment sources, more spacious 

housing, and new ways of consuming land and sense of place 

for outward-bound residents. Moreover, green belts or farming 

districts and large-lot-zoned acreage temporarily preserve open 

space for urbanities and hobby farmers, while wealthy gated 

communities, small plat subdivisions, and mobile homes house 

ex-urbanities leapfrog on to green field sitesô. 

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

1. Inner fringe 
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2. Outer fringe 

3. Urban shadow 

4. Rural hinterland 

Saxena (2008) defines urbanization in the fringe as: 

 óThe process of urbanization operating in the fringe  has given 

rise to typical land use associations where the contemporary and 

dynamic land use pattern is developing side by side in the 

contemporary context, the various land uses. Old villages, new 

residential extensions, commerce and industry, city service and 

farming are not neatly sorted out into homogenous areas but are 

intermingled in a random fashion which gives a distinctive 

quality to the land use pattern of rural-urban fringe. The 

haphazard development of slums, unauthorized colonies, 

piecemeal commercial development, intermixes of conforming 

and non-conforming uses of land coupled with inadequate 

services and facilities have become common features in the 

fringe. The dynamic change from rural to urban land use is so 

fast that the resultant need and complex uses coupled with 

shortage of land have led to the speculation and increase in land 

valuesô.  

In their study Rahman, Alam and Islam (2008) expose the urbanization process of 

operating in the fringe through the Bangladeshôs capital city Daka Case, and ask for a 

planned urban development for sustainable urbanization. They emphasize one of the 

results of urban growth in the urban fringes is urban sprawl. They cited the 

Bosselmanôs definition of the term urban sprawl as óGrowth of a metropolitan area 

through the process of scattered development of miscellaneous types of land use in 

isolated locations on the fringeô and óUrban sprawl, and the economic and regulatory 

systems which create it, not only produce an inefficient and unpleasant environment 

on the urban fringe, but adversely affect the inner city and the rural areas as well 

(Bosselman, 1968). According to the authors, in the broad sense and long run, 

sustainable urbanization should take the following indicators: 

1.  Process of urban planning 

2.  Components of sustainable urban environment 

3.  Definition and expected size of the city 

4.  Survey and assessment of the existing features of the city area 
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5.  Development plan to serve national goals 

6.  Spatial planning and distribution of urban infrastructure and 

services 

Mason (2011) points out óCalifornia is the most important agricultural state in 

America and produces forty-two percent of its fruit and forty-three percent of its 

vegetablesô.  According to Mason (2011), óCalifornia had lost three million acres of 

its high quality farmlands by 1960 and óone third of the prime agricultural land was 

gone by 1980, and predictions for the year 2020 show that more than fourteen 

million acres of the southern stateôs highest quality farmland will have disappearedô. 

Hara, Takeuchi and Okuba (2004) point out that óurban sprawl areas as mixtures of 

urban and rural land uses are being created increasingly rapidly in the suburbs of the 

mega cities located on Asiaôs river deltasô. They research to understand the urban 

growth control in deltaic suburban Asian mega cities because of the conversion of 

large deltaic suburban areas as broad rice field to urban uses. They examined the land 

use changes in the suburbs of Bangkok that is under effect irregular urban land uses 

that have been expanding since the 1980s along a disorganized road network (Hara, 

Takeuchi, Okuba, 2004).  

Their study reveals that the present urban land uses are linked with the past 

agricultural land use patterns. According to the results of their research, authors 

discuss the effects of past agricultural land use on the present urban land use. The 

emphasizing point of this discussion is the agricultural land-use type; land parcel size 

and shape all have effect on transformation of rural land use to urban land use. 

Authors also point out that converting of agricultural infrastructure into urban 

infrastructure in the urban fringe is easy. 

Another discussion is the authorsô suggestion about the presence of interaction 

between land-use changes and landform transformation. They give the example of 

land-use transformation related with the increasing urbanization that the local 

farmers tendency of producing more profitable food products because of change in 

the market demand. óBuilding a new house on an orchard is more economical than 
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building on a rice field: an orchard has already been banked up, so building on it is 

cheaper than building on a paddy. In fact, we found abandoned fruit trees inside one 

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

Authors indicate that Bangkok Metropolitan Administration has created a greenbelt 

as a floodwater retention area in 1999, but the authors emphasize the insufficiency of 

a mono-functional zoning on the urban fringe because of the highly variable land use 

types. And they suggest for planners a mixed-use zoning that is óeffective to set 

mixed used districts depending on the past agricultural land use patterns. Within the 

mixed-use district óa limit on the maximum volume of landform transformation 

should be setô (Hara, Takeuchi and Okuba, 2004). 

 

2.6. GREENBELT AS A WAY OF LAND CONSERVATION  

Green belts are green preventive zones that are encompassing the whole or a part of 

city. Controlling the urban land-use form, conserving the historical character of the 

cities, providing transition from urban to rural uses, having recreational and sportive 

opportunities, conserving the agricultural and forestry areas and rural settlements are 

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

Green belt approach was developed in England for providing the conservation of 

London against urban sprawl at the edge. óGreen belt In England, the present London 

Green Belt Act and the statutory establishment of Green Belts around several major 

cities and conurbations formulated in the 1950s. This incorporated an encircling 

Green Belt or green girdle around city as protection against unrestrained urban 

expansion. It was also to act as a source area for agriculture and recreation, providing 

rural contact to counterbalance the urban settings of the residents in the newly-

created garden citiesô (Fazal et. al. 2012). 

Greenbelt is a well-known and an effective planning concept of land-use. Ebenezer 

Howardôs Garden City idea around London is known as the origin of the greenbelt 

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

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

According to Thomas (1963), London Greenbelt was established as a ócordon 

sanitaryô 3 miles wide around the city of London in 1580 and developed in years 

through several roles such as encircling parkway, suburban parks, open spaces, ring-

road as improving communications around London.  

In 1911, George Pepler proposed a ring-road idea as a strip of land should be bought 

one-quarter of a mile wide and further from the center of London than the earlier 

girdles. It contained a system of roads, railways and tramways interspersed with 

grass and trees, which occupied about a quarter of the total. 

In 1935, the green belt scheme that óprovided a reserve supply of open spaces and of 

recreational areas and to establish a green belt or girdle of open lands, not necessarily 

continuous, but as readily accessible from the completely urbanized area of London 

as practicableô (Thomas, 1963) was launched.  

In 1944, Patrick Abercrombieôs proposal for a green belt up to 10 miles wide was 

óMuch more than a ring of parkland (Thomas, 1963). His aim, like those of Howard, 

restricting urban growth (Londonôs overspill population was to be channeled into 

eight new towns and into a number of expanded towns) and, at the same time, 

actively encouraging agriculture, creating recreational and enhancing the natural 

beauty of the area, was accepted as the first governmentôs recognition of the need for 

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

Data source: Carter and Esakin, (2010) 

 

In 1955, green belt concept was recommended under three circumstances. óIt could 

be used to check the growth of a large built-up area, it could prevent the merging of 

two neighboring towns, or it could preserve the special character of a town. If 

possible, the green belt was to be of sufficient width to ensure that a substantial rural 

zone would be preserved. Except in very special circumstances no new buildings, or 

change in the use of existing buildings, were to be allowed other than for agriculture, 

sport, cemeteries, institutions standing in extensive grounds or other uses appropriate 

to a rural area (Thomas, 1963). 

Green belts have become a widely accepted planning concept also beyond Britain. 

Not only in European cities as Frankfurt, Barcelona, Vienna, Budapest but also in 

American cities such as Wash, California, Chicago and Asian cities Tokyo, Bangkok, 

Seoul, Taipei greenbelts are seen as planning elements; and  recognized as the 

integral parts of the ecological networks of cities. How can greenbelts be benefitted 

as conservation instruments for the urban-fringe agriculture lands? 
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Hong Kong example is reviewed in Tang, Wang, Leeôs (2007) research paper. They 

examine the evolution and implementation of the green belt concept in the highly 

dense and compact city of Hong Kong. Green belt planning concept developed in 

Hong Kong under the effect of British colonial for over 150 years. Authors reveal the 

Hong Kongôs green belt experience in three historical evolutions as three different 

roles:  

1. Early years: Green belt as passive recreation space 

2. 1960s- 1970s: Green belt as residual development space 

3. 1980s onwards: Green belt as conservation space 

In Hong Kong conservation and environmental protection by the green belt as a land 

use conservation zone was largely established in 1990s , óthe Green Belt was 

specifically added, in conjunction with other land-use designations including country 

parks, coastal protection areas and sites of special specific interests to the amended 

Town Planning Ordinanceé Specifically, the main planning functions of this zone 

included: (a) to conserve existing landscape features, areas of scenic value, (b) to 

define outer limits of urbanized districts, (c) to provide additional outlets for passive 

recreational usesô (Tang et al., 2007).  

Tang et al. (2007) points out that óHong Kongôs green belt is a transition zone rather 

than a zone for conservation. In the statutory land-use plans, it covers the residual or 

óleftoverô pieces of land waiting for timely and permanent óurbanô development of 

some sorts.ô 

The Greenbelt is a symbol of Canadaôs rural traditions and shows viable and diverse 

agriculture in a near-urban setting Capital Ottawa. The Greenbelt farming sector 

includes 5,400 hectares of good quality farmland. Greenbelt farms are owned by the 

NCC (National Capital of Canada) and rented to farmers. The model of stable public 

ownership provides unique opportunities for new farmers to establish farms on 

quality farmland without needing large capital investments 

(http://www.canadascapital.gc.ca). Ottawaôs, comprehensive plan was done by a 

French architect Jacques Greber in the late 1940s. Establishing a green zone around 
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the Ottawa portion of the National Capital Region was one of the most significant 

elements of the plan. This area, referred to as the ógreen beltô, is 20 000 ha (50 000 

acres) in size, has an average width of 4km (2, 5 miles), and is over 40 km (25 miles) 

in length. Parts of the greenbelt are only 8 km (5 miles) from Parliament Hill, the 

geographic center of the metropolitan region, and almost 500 000 people at present 

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

According to Taylor et al. (1995), Ottawa Green Beltôs specific aims 

were: 

 

1. Preventing further urban sprawl and to protect adjacent 

agricultural lands from being developed 

2. Providing a reserve of building sites for future government and 

public institutional use, once the central area of Ottawa was built 

up 

3. Greenbelt was intended to place a ópractical and economicô limit 

on the growth of the Capital by confining development to an area 

that could be provided with municipal services at a reasonable cost 

Ottawa Green Belt was planned to incorporate several land use types within its 

boundaries such as federal facilities, natural areas, recreation facilities, farmland and 

land held in reserve to meet future need of the federal capital (Taylor et al., 1995). 

Ottawa greenbelt example is not only a good example for conserving and enhancing 

agricultural facilities but also is criticized because of its insufficient properties. 

According to the Taylor et al. (1995) data, Green Belt landscape is generally in rural 

character, incorporating farmland (25%)ô reforested and sensitive natural areas 

(15%), government research centers and the Ottawa airport (30%) and other urban 

uses such as developed open space, schools, private sector research facilities and 

hospitals. 

The most criticized three points of Ottawa Green Belt, 

1. The Green Belt is ineffective in controlling urban growth outside 

the Green Belt 
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2. Lack of identity because of incorporation of unrelated functions 

within the Green Belt area 

3. Poor visibility of the Green Belt  

 

2.7. URBAN AGRICULTURE AS A WAY OF LAND CONSERVATION  

Recent studies on land use changes have paid more attention to the conversion 

between agricultural land uses in urban fringe. These changes have been regarded as 

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

In 1996, according to the UNDP, around 800 million persons were involved in urban 

agriculture (UNDP, 1996; Knapp, 2013). Urban agriculture already started during the 

Industrial Revolution in England and continued to develop during the World Wars in 

order to combat hunger (Hanna and Oh, 2000; Knapp, 2013) These gardens were 

referred to as óVictory Gardensô in order to combat hunger (Hanna and Oh,2000; 

Kanpp, 2013). In United States, it started in 1893 with poverty relief programmes 

from the government in which vacant land was given to the unemployed in order to 

produce for themselves (Hanna and Oh, 2000; Knapp, 2013). Urban agriculture has a 

significant role in producing sustainable cities. óSooner or later, cities that have come 

to take  large-scale food imports for granted may need to consider reviving 

agricultural production in urban areas or the urban fringe to reduce the demand for 

land surfaces elsewhereô (Deelstra and Girardet, 2000).  

óAlthough urban agriculture refers, in general, to activities connected to the 

production of fresh vegetables in the city, it does not mean that it has to be strictly 

related with production; urban agriculture is also fundamental on including 

ecological, cultural, recreational and aesthetic concerns, related to the landscape, 

This means, urban agriculture can integrate, and be, a structuring continuum that 

assures the occurrence of the processes and flows of the various systems that 

constitute the landscape. This structure should be ecologically justified, as well as it 

should be developed according to the holistic view that the landscape demands in and 

for its understanding. In it, there should be present the ecological, aesthetic, social, 
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economic and cultural components and from it there should result spaces and 

economic, social, cultural, aesthetic and ecologically balanced structuresô (Matos and 

Batista 2013, Page no: 459). 

Despite their inherent density, cities have enormous potential for food growing. As a 

vital element of livelihoods of urban people, urban food production has a crucial role. 

Deelstra and Girardet (2000) says that the major constraints of farming cities as the 

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

1. Create improving the microclimate 

2.  Conserve soils 

3. Minimize waste in cities 

4. Improve nutrient recycling 

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

the environmental awareness of city inhabitants 

 

 

 

Photograph 2: Urban agriculture in Cuba 

Data source: 

http://reimaginerpe.org/files/images/28.%20cuba%20Power%20Garden.jpg 
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Urban agriculture concept is also termed as urban farming and city farming in the 

literature. It is an actual concept in the land protection studies; it was developed 

against the consequences of rapid and unplanned urbanization in cities for saving the 

arable lands that are lasted in the cities or at the fringes of the cities. In general urban 

agriculture is known as agricultural activities that take place in and/ or around cities 

to provide nutrition requirements and/ or adding income for the inhabitants that live 

in/or around cities. City farming, or urban agriculture, is the growing of food and 

non-food plants and the raising of animals such as cattle, fowls and fish both within 

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

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

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

1. Farming activities in backyards, referring to growing food or 

keeping animals on oneôs own piece of space in the compound. 

2. Farming in open spaces of land not belonging to those who use it. 

This is the type usually practiced by poor urban households  

3. Farming in rural areas which became part of the city due to 

expansion of the city boundaries- (Peri-urban agriculture, then 

refers to farming activities in the zone between the city boundaries 

and the rural areas, although it is often quite difficult and arbitrary 

to establish where peri-urban ends and rural starts) 

The distinction of urban agriculture from traditional/rural agriculture is its relation 

with urban ecosystem. óThe lead trait of urban agriculture which distinguishes it from 

rural agriculture is its integration into the urban economic and ecological system. It is 

not its urban location which distinguishes urban agriculture from rural agriculture, 

but the fact that it is embedded in and interacting with the urban ecosystemô 

(Mougeot, 2000). 

According to Nugent (1999), the common characteristics of urban agriculture that 

has several types such as óin backyards, rooftop containers, community gardens, 

green houses and bona-fide commercial farms on the peripheryô, are limited space, 
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products that have high value or perishability, or both, and which are often consumed 

by the growers themselves, or by nearby populations. Each of these characteristics 

sets urban agriculture apart from rural agriculture.  

óAt the dawn of the 21st century, the largest-scale advances in city farming and 

marketing are found in and around major Asian cities. Outside Asia, since the late 

1970s, city farming has been growing in many developed and developing countries, 

in terms of number of people involved, space used benefits to households and city 

economies, and new challenges. Local authorities have been revising long-held 

attitudes toward city farming and developing more sustainable urban policies. More 

governments are creating agencies and programs to promote and manage city 

farming. Beyond private backyard gardening, a growing number of North American 

and European city governments are now supporting community and city-level 

gardening on public landô (Mouget,1994). 

¦stoĵlu (2012), categorizes the impacts of urban agriculture in three groups as: 

economic impacts, environmental impacts, social impacts as it is illustrated in Figure 

2. 

Nairobi, the capital of Kenya, case is an interesting example with its urban farming 

implementations. óFarming activities are everywhere, not only in outskirts but also in 

the heart of the city. Along roadsides, in the middle of roundabouts, along railway 

lines, in parks, along rivers, under power lines, in short in all kinds of open, public 

spaces, crops are cultivated and animals like cattle, goats and sheep are roaming 

aroundô (Foeken and Mwangi, 1998). Foeken and Mwangi (1998) describe urban 

farming in Nairobi in all its aspects; its magnitude, its characteristics, its importance 

for those involved, the constraints faced by the farmers, its impact on the 

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

In Nairobi, open space planning in the city is administered by zoning regulations 

dating from the colonial period. Authors indicate that 1948 master plan for Nairobi is 

óambitious and truly comprehensive urban plan explains a great deal about the way in 

which informal urban agriculture has arisen in the city of Nairobiô. However, 
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political basement for urban farming is unclear. Several official administrative units 

have varying acts representing contradiction for the implementation area. For 

example, while the Local Government Act says óurban farming can either be 

permitted or restricted by local authority by-laws. The Nairobi by-laws only prohibit 

cultivation on public streets maintainable by the Cityô. However, Nairobi City 

Councilôs Public Health Prosecution Officer do not allow crop farming within the 

city boundaries because of the mosquito threat, so, óthe farming that takes place 

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

 

 

 

Figure 2: The main impacts of urban agriculture 

Data source:  ¦stoĵlu, (2012) 
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2.8.  óGREENHEART OF HOLLANDô AS AN EXAMPLE FOR LAND 

PROTECTION  

Another planning initiative example for restricting the urban expansion is the Green 

Heart that is a national planning policy concept of Holland. Fazal et.al., (2012) 

indicates that óspace is at a premium in the Netherlandsô and  ó There is not enough 

space available for all activities. In addition, many uses of the available space 

exclude other uses to some extentô. Due to this reason, through the national spatial 

planning policies of Netherlands, ómost efforts were directed mainly to the Randstad, 

a distinctive poly-nucleated pattern of urban centers at the western part of the 

Netherlands (including the major cities of Amsterdam, Rotterdam, The Hague and 

Utrecht and a substantial number of small cities). These settlements locate as a ring 

and surround as a horseshoe shape a ócore of green landscape named as Green Heart 

is put forward to check the urban sprawl as planning initiativesô (Fazal et. al. 2012) 

and it covers approximately 1 600 square kilometers area.  

Essentially the area of Green Heart was a peat bog and developed as a man-made 

landscape initiativeô. The term óRandstad Hollandô was first used in the 1930s, but 

only refer to the group of towns and cities located relatively close to each other at the 

Western Netherlands. In 1950s, the Working Comission for the Western Netherlands 

developed the basis for an urban strategy for the Randstad Holland. It was started to 

construct in 1960 by politicians and planners however, its origins dates back to the 

beginning of 1900ôs as the years of start in raising the man-made landscape in 

Holland. The period of between 1960s and 1990s should be named as the term of 

constructing and developing the natural values of Green heart. In 1988, it has given 

the status of óNational Landscapeô. It is seen that, after 1990s, a particular emphasize 

was paid for developing the cultural values that are existing in the Green Heart 

additionally to natural values.  

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

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

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

Policy (Fazal et.al., 2012). In the Randstad Region, 80 % of the land continues to be 
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used for a diverse range of agriculture, including cultivation under glass at the west, 

bulb production at the north and large-scale arable farming in the south. In Map 2, 

the lands that are showed in yellow color show the agricultural areas in Green Heart 

of Holland.  

 

 

Map 2: Greenheart of Holland 

Data source: Carter and Esakin, (2010) 
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Map 3: Land-Use / Land Cover in 2006 

Data source: Fazal et. al. (2012) 

In Table 3, general features of Green Heart are shown. It is seen the major objevtives 

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

 

Table 3: General features of Green Heart of Randstad Holland 

GREEN HEART OF RANDSTAD HOLLAND  

Area  ¶ 160 000 hectares 

Major Ob jectives/Vision ¶ There should be recreation areas near 

great cities 

¶ Productive agricultural land should not be 

surrendered to urban uses 

¶ Water catchment areas and recration 

should not be given over to urban uses 
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Table 3 (continued) 

 

Agricultural Features ¶ In the Randstad Region, 80% of land is 

used for range of agricultural activities 

including cultivating under glass, bulb 

growing and large-scale arable farming 

¶ Contains peat meadows, low polders, 

dunes and flood plains 

Natural Features ¶ Highly scenic 

¶ Dykes, ditches, ponds 

¶ Three major landscapes are river 

landscapes, peat lands and drained lakes 

Governance ¶ Considered more of a planning concept 

than a legal entity, The Fourth Report on 

Spatial Development in the Netherlands 

gave the Green Heart the status of 

óNational Landscapeô and a policy 

document was created to protect and 

promote the areaôs openness and 

landscape identity. 

¶ The policy involves development of the 

landscape, development of nature and 

cultural values, and restriction of urban 

sprawl. Although strictly a planning 

policy, it is strongly supported by the 

Netherlands government 

¶ The Green Heart Platform is responsible 

for implementing policy relating to the 

Green Heart. It is made up of 

representatives of the four government 

ministries, the Ranstad provinces, the four 

major cities in the Randstad ring, other 

municipalites, water boards and interest 

groups. 

Greatest Threat ¶ Housing and development pressures on 

open spaces 

¶ Construction of new roads and railway 

lines 

¶ Recreational space is in short supply 

¶ Struggle to protect agricultural land 
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Table 3 (continued) 

 

Recent Activity ¶ Although the Green Heart continues to be 

a national planning policy concept, local 

governments now have more discretion in 

deciding where to build and which 

restrictions to lift 

¶ Netherlands government has identified the 

Green Heart as part of its response to 

climate change 

Bottom Line ¶ While the Green Heart remains in need of 

continued protection, better conditions 

have been created there and it is viewed as 

a significant and valuable part of the 

Randstad Region, with its diverse 

functions of agriculture, recreation, and 

water and nature management 

 

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

 

 

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

 

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

LAND -USE (2006) LAND AMOUNT  (ha) 

Transport  5184 ha 

Built -p 9499 ha 

Others 3553 ha 

Open Spaces 1604 ha 

Recreation 4177 ha 

Agriculture  122 688 ha 

Nature 5048 ha 

Waterbodies 15 585 ha 

Total 167 338 ha 

 

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

Researching the óvalueô of agricultural land is required for understanding the concept 

of óvalueô. The term of value generally brings the term of ópriceô to the minds of 

people; whereas value is a term that may be used for many meanings. In his study, 

Tepe (2008) looks for the answer of question that asks if the values are the meanings. 

He asks óWhat is value? What is it that makes anything valuable? Is it the ascribed 

meaning that makes something valuable? In colloquial language both value and 

meaning are used almost synonymously. Both of them are certainly the facts of the 

human world. It is the human beings who make the world valuable, or at least the 

achievements of some human beings. Therefore in a world without man there would 

not be any value or meaning. Yet the fact that the value or meaning is a fact of the 

human world and meaning is always seen or attributed by a human agent does not 

render the value or meaning subjective or relative to that person who sees or 

attributes values to thingsô (Tepe, 2008).  

In the following argument, Tepe (2008) points out that value of anything is due to its 

meaning that is given by anybody. He underlines the difference between the value 

that depended on meaning and meaning that dependent on value. Nothing has any 

value if nobody tells about its meaning. So it is obvious that value is subjective 

because their natures that cannot be free from personal valuations through the 

personal benefit relations. 

He emphasizes that, value and meaning might be the same things if the things/ 

phenomenon that are criticized through their gaining for humanity and world. 

Meaning and value coincidence in the approach of the looking sight of being a 

person and conservation of personôs values. 

In this study agriculture as a human phenomenon and agricultural land as the being 

that is both only and not renewable resources of food production and its all aspects 

those are both agricultural and natural are accepted as value through its meaning that 

is due to the benefits for living quality of humanity. 
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Through the literature review and theoretical framework study, it is seen that the 

agricultural lands locating in the urban and peri-urban areas have both agricultural 

and natural values. Agricultural and natural values are interrelated; they operate 

together in the eco-system. Elements of being óagricultural valueô are (Figure 3):  

1. Agricultural Economics: In this study the agricultural economics 

term refers to the all processes and elements of agricultural 

production that has bidirectional relations with agricultural 

policies and general economy. The processes of agricultural 

production include all the steps from methods of producing to 

marketing such as source of income, agricultural investments, 

agricultural proceeds, food security and the role of it in the general 

economy. Elements of agricultural economy refer to agricultural 

labor-force, agricultural products, agricultural equipment, 

agricultural chemicals, irrigating. 

2. Agricultural Settlement and Agricultural Living Culture: 

Agricultural settlement refers to settlement area that includes the 

agricultural production field and housing together in. Agricultural 

living culture refers to óthe culture of a society is the accepted way 

of doing things in that particular society. It is the way in which 

people live, their customs, traditions, methods of cultivation and 

so on. The culture of a society is learned by each individual 

member of that society. Children are not born with this 

knowledge; they learn by seeing how older children and adults 

behave. There are five particular aspects of local culture that the 

extension agent should be aware of: the farming system, land 

tenure, inheritance, ceremonies and festivals, and traditional 

means of communication (Oakley and Garforth, 1985). 

3. Potentials of Agricultural Lands: Potentials of agricultural lands 

refer to all the capacities that the land should be served through 

combining different elements of being óvalueô for improving the 

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

multi-functionality potentials, recreational potentials, educational 

potentials. 

Elements of being ónatural valueô are: 

1. Geographic and Geological Elements:  Geographic and 

geological elements refer to land forms, soil, climate and water as 

they are the key elements of agriculture.  

2. Landscape: Landscape element refers to agricultural landscape 

that provides both cultivated spaces and diversified open green 

areas for the whole of urban open-green systems. Landscape value 

serves changing views according to changing time and both type 

of production and products.  

3. Biodiversity: Biodiversity element refers to habitat of the 

agricultural land that includes diversified types of all living 

organisms and their interrelated life-cycles. 

4. Environmental Impacts:  Environmental impacts element refers to 

the positive impacts of agricultural land on cities such as clean air, 

temperature decreasing, providing local air movements  

5. Conservation Impacts: Urban agricultural lands should be 

benefitted for conservation of soil, preventing of urban sprawl 
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Figure 3: Inter-related structure of óAgricultural Land Valueô 

2.10. CONCLUSION 

An increasing number of studies carried out by experts in various scientific fields 

focus on a new spatial dimension, bridging urban and rural entities. They analyze 

functions and shapes of the borders between the city and the countryside, to 

characterize these frontier spaces of contact, connection and separation (Torreggiani 

et. al. 2011). 

This literature review and theoretical framework study is prepared through the aims 

of exposing the present situation of the land conservation against urbanization 

through examples and analyzing the elements of values of urban agricultural lands 

that are under the threat of urban enlargement. Consequential evaluation of the study 

designated the studyôs approach to being value of agricultural lands for the cities. 

 

AGRICULTURAL LAND VALUE  

AGRICULTURAL VALUES  

¶ Agricultural Economics 

¶ Agricultural Settlement 

and Agricultural Living 

Culture 

¶ Potentials of Agricultural 

Land 

NATURAL VALUES  

¶ Geographic and 

geological elements 

¶ Landscape 

¶ Biodiversity 

¶ Environmental Impacts 

¶ Conservation Impacts 
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CHAPTER 3 

 

 

THE SOCIO-SPATIAL STRUCTURE OF ANTALYA CITY AND 

KIRCAMĶ AREA 

 

 

3.1. INTRODUCTION   

Antalya is a city of West- Mediterrenean Region of Turkey  with 20.815km2 surface 

area and this amount is equal to the 2,6 per cent of Turkeyôs total surface area. City is 

surrounded by Toros Mountains at the north. At the eastern side of the city there are 

Mersin, Konya and Karaman cities, at the northern side there are Isparta and Burdur 

cities, at the western side of the city there is Muĵla city of Turkey. Mediterranean 

Sea constitutes the southern borders of the city. 

 

 

 

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

3.2.1. ANTALYA  IN HISTORY  

Antalya city was a part of Pamphylia Region and it was the óancient maritime district 

of southern Anatolia, originally a narrow strip of land that curved along the 

Mediterranean between Cilicia and Lycia but that, under Roman administration, 

included large parts of Pisidia to the northô.  

(http://global.britannica.com/EBchecked/topic/440504/Pamphylia). 

Antalya was established by the king of Pergamon II. Aktolos in B.C. 159 and city 

takes its name from the kingôs name. Before II. Aktalos city was captured by Lydia 

Kingdom and II. Alexander. Antalya integrated to Galatia and became shire with 

Lycia in B.C. 36.  

In 1207, Seljuk State captured the city by Gēyaseddin Keyh¿srev. The Seljuks 

captured the city for twice in the history. After seven years of the first capture, 

Byzantium State captured the city in 1217 for just two years, then Seljuks took back 

it again by Ķzzettin Keykavus. After Seljuksô domination, in 1301 Hamidoĵullarē 

Beyliĵi, then Karamans captured the city.  Ottoman period started by Yēldērēm 

Beyazēd in 1390. Through the óVilayet Nizamnemasiô in 1865, Antalya was 

integrated to Konya Sancaĵē. In the last years of Ottoman State, Antalya became one 

of the sancaks of the state. 

After I. World War, Antalya was given to Italians through the Armistice of Moudros 

in 30.10.1918. City owned its independence in 05.07.1922 as being one of the 

provinces of Turkish Republic State. 

Antalya had an important role due to its strong agricultural production throughout the 

history.Agriculture was dominant due to the large and arable lands of the Pamphylia 

Region and especially oil, grape and types of cereals as the essential agricultural 

products. 

 

http://global.britannica.com/EBchecked/topic/461776/Pisidia
http://tureng.com/search/armistice%20of%20moudros
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3.2.2. GEOGRAPHICAL  STRUCTURE 

Antalya city locates at the 36.06o-37.25o geographical north latitude and the 39.12o-

32.35o eastern meridians those are at the south of Turkey and west of Mediterranean 

Region. The neighbors of Antalya city is Konya city  at the north-eastern borderline, 

Burdur and Isparta cities at the northern borderline, Ķ­el city at the eastern borderline, 

and the Mediterranean Sea on the southern borderline of the. City is a harbor city and 

has 640 km coastal line that is the 11 per cent of total coastal line of Turkey (A.M.E. 

Report, 2012). 

Antalya city is the biggest city of West Mediterranean Region that includes Burdur, 

Isparta and Antalya cities due to its population.It is seen the amounts of the surface 

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

 

 

 

Map 5: Map of ancient Anatolia 

Data source: http:// kahramanmaras.org 

 

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

settles on the farthermost point of the gulf. Gulf expands from Yardēmcē Burnu 
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toward Gazipaĸa and it is 280 km in length. The eastern and north-eastern borders of 

the gulf reach to the Anamur Promontory. On this coastal line, the parts those are 

perpendicular to the sea, there are perpendicular cliffs.  Coastal line enlarges near 

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

At the western side of Antalya Gulf, geographical structure is plainer with respect to 

the eastern side of the gulf except the cliffs those are locating between Antalya and 

Kemer. Depth of the sea can be 200 m in a small distance from the shore in front of 

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

 

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

 

CITY/ REGION/  

COUNTRY 

SURFACE 

AREA 

(km2) 

% of 

SURFACE 

AREA in 

TURKEY  

2000 YEAR 

POPULATION  

% of 

POPULATION  

in TURKEY  

Antalya 20.788 2.65 1.697.600 2.50 

West Mediterranean 

 Region  

36.798 4.70 2.497.387 3,68 

Mediterranean Region 110.000 13.96 8.723.839 12.85 

TURKEY  787.577 100.0 67.845.000 100 

 

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

 

3.2.3. TOPOGRAPHIC  STRUCTURE 

Antalya city is located on the Antalya Basin that settles on the Antalya cliffs. Lands 

of Antalya Basin are constituted of two huge and fragmented plateaus those are 

Taĸeli Plateau at the east and Teke Plateau at the west. These plateaus are fragmented 

by Toros Mountains and several rivers and streams of Aksu, Kºpr¿, Manavgat, 

D¿den, Kargē, Alara, Karpuz, Korkuteli and Alakēr. The slope gradient of the city 
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center and its eastern and northern areas is generally is 10%. The areas those have 

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

Antalya Basin has a large variety of surface formations. In the basin, mountains are 

the basic formations and settled by two layers. Tahtalē Mountain as being the front 

layer 616m in height locates at the western side. In the back layer, there are Bey 

Mountains and they are approximately 1000- 1300m in height around Geyikbayērē 

Area and 2500m around the Saklēkent Area. These mountains generally encompass 

the eastern and northern parts of the basin and they are approximately 2000m and 

more in height. Between these mountains there are partly flovio-karstic and tectonic 

pits. Especially in Akseki- Korkuteli Region there are karstic melting pits. 

In the southern side of the Antalya Basin there are coastal plains with 100m in height 

and at the west and northern side of the basin there are high plains those are 800-

1200m in height. The coastal plains are formed by the alluvial rivers. They are wider 

at the western side and become narrower at the eastern side. Because of Toros 

Mountains are parallel to the sea, plains generally lie on the coastal line. High plains 

are stranded between the high mountains as óclosed karstic pitsô especially at the 

west side. 

 

 

 

Figure 4: Three- dimensional view of Antalya 

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

Annual average temperature is 18.4 ÜC in Antalya city. Temperature difference is low 

between winter and summer months; summers have high temperature and winters are 

cool and warm generally. Locating at the hillside of the Toros Mountains is one of 

the determinative facts of the Antalya Regionôs climate. At the ends of the October 

month, Antalya Region gets under the effect of warm and moisturized air. Due to the 

impact of this warm and moisturized air to the Toros Mountains intensive and long-

term orographic rainfalls starts. Especially, at the south-western hillside of Geyik 

Mountains amount of the rainfalls increase (Kafalē Yēlmaz, 2008). Map 6 illustrates 

the depth and height levels of Antalya Region that has impacts on climatic 

conditions.  

 

Map 6: Depth and height levels in Antalya Region 

Data source: Kafalē Yilmaz, 2008 
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According to the statistical data of General Directorate of Meteorology, the 

maximum daily rainfall amount was 331.5 kg/mĮ in17.01.1969; daily fastest wind 

was 155.5km/hour in 22.01.1998 and maximum snow height was 5.0cm in 

07.01.1993. Table 6 illustrates the annual temperature amounts, rainfall and sun 

conditions those submits appropriate conditions for agricultural production for 

Antalya city.  

 

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

 

ANTALYA  

 

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

AVERAGE  

TEMPERATURE 

(ÜC) 

9,9 10,4 12,7 16,2 20,5 25,4 28,4 28,2 24,8 20,0 14,9 11,4 

AVERAGE 

MAXIMUM  

TEMPERATURE 

(ÜC) 

14,9 15,5 18,0 21,3 25,5 30,9 34,2 34,2 31,2 26,6 21,1 16,6 

AVERAGE  

MINIMUM 

TEMPERATURE  

(ÜC) 

6,0 6,2 8,0 11,2 15,0 19,6 22,7 22,7 19,3 15,2 10,6 7,5 

AVERAGE 

SUNSHINE 

TIME (hour)  

5,2 5,6 6,6 8,1 10,6 11,4 12,1 11,4 10,0 8,1 6,3 5,0 

AVERAGE 

RAINY DAY 

NUMBER 

12,7 10,4 9,0 7,1 5,6 2,6 0,6 0,6 1,8 5,8 7,8 11,8 

AVERAGE 

MONTHLY 

RAIN AMOUNT  

229,9 150,0 102,7 56,2 31,9 7,7 2,8 3,1 13,5 79,8 136,1 261,7 

MAXIMUM 

TEMPERATURE  

(ÜC) 

23,9 25,9 28,6 36,4 38,0 44,8 45,0 44,6 42,1 37,7 33,0 25,4 

MINIMUM 

TEMPERATURE  

(ÜC) 

-3,4 -4,6 -1,6 1,4 6,7 11,1 14,8 15,3 10,6 4,9 0,8 -1,9 

 

Data source: http://www.mgm.gov.tr/veridegerlendirme/il-ve-ilceler-

istatistik.aspx?m=ANTALYA 

 

3.2.5. VEGETATION  

As the result of diversification on climatic, topographic and soil structure, natural 

vegetation has also diversity. The main vegetation/ flora of Antalya city should be 

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

Total forest areas of Antalya city is 1.135.060 ha. These forests are categorized in 

three groups as 512.000ha normal small forest areas, 339.000 ha damaged small 

forest areas and 297.000 ha marsh small forest areas (Antalya Agricultural Master 

Plan, 2011). Types of trees have diversity according to the height: 

1. Between 0-600m in height: Maquies 

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

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

4. Between 1400m ï 1700m in height: Cedrus libani + Juniperus species 

(Juniperus excelsa, Juniperus foettidissima, Juniperus oxycedrus, 

Juniperus phoenica)+Abies cilicicia  

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

6. Between 2500m in height - : Alpin vegetation 

 

3.2.5.2. Shrubby and Pasture Areas: 

5 per cent of total surface area of Antalya city is constituted of shrubs and pasture 

areas. The shrubby and pasture areas those are closed to coastal line have generally 

2nd and 3rd classified agricultural lands. Today the lands those are used through 

grazing are damaged because of excessive grazing and drought. The significant and 

valuable vegetation of pasture areas are decreasing and thus less valuable vegetation 

occurs instead. 

3.2.6. DEMOGRA PHIC STRUCTURE 

Antalya city is dominantly affected by population increasing do to migration since 

1950s. Today, it is the fifth developed city of Turkey.  Table 7 illustrates the order of 

thhe population numbers of biggest citiest of Turkey. Migration process has two 

periods as before and after 1980s.While in the years between 1950 and 1980 

migration was generally from rural areas to Antalya, especially after 1980s migration 

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

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

According to data Turkish Statistical Institute, 357.253 numbers of people as being 

the 73% of total population of Antalya were living in rural areas with in 1965 and 

129.657 numbers of people as being the 27% of total population were living in urban 

areas. It is seen a quite opposite situation in 2012 data. According to 2012 population 

data, 599.863 numbers of people as being the 29% of total population were living in 

rural areas and 1.492.674 numbers of people as being the 71% of total population 

were living in urban areas in Antalya. 

Today Antalya Metropolitan Municipality (A.M.M.) has eleven first levels of 

municipalities. Before 1980, Varsak, Aksu, ¢alkaya and Dºĸemealtē were integrated 

to Antalya Municipality. After 1980 Beldibi, after 1990 Yeĸilbayēr and Yurtbayēr, 

after 1997 Pēnarlē, Yukarē Karaman, Doyran and ¢ēĵlēk municipalities were 

integrated with A.M.M. In the city tourism and agriculture are the dominant sectors 

of economy. Before 1980s, Antalyaôs economy was dependent on agriculture. After 

the development of tourism sector in those years, today agriculture is the second 

economic sector in the city. In Table 8, it is seen the change in women-men 

population of between the years 2007- 2013 in Antalya. 

 

Table 7 : 2012 population orders of cities in Turkey 

 

ORDER No: CITIES  2012 POPULATION 2013 POPULATION 

1 Ķstanbul 13.854.740 14.160.467 

2 Ankara 4.965.542 5.045.083 

3 Ķzmir 4.005.459 4.061.074 

4 Bursa 2.688.171 2.740.970 

5 ANTALYA  2.092.537 2.158.265 

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

 

YEAR WOMEN POPULATION  MEN POPULATION  TOTAL  

2013 1.067.422 1.090.843 2.092.537 

2012 1.034.467 1.058.070 2.158.265 

2011 1.008.820 1.034.655 2.043.482 

2010 976.425 1.001.908 1.948.333 

2009 946.175 973.554 1.919.729 

2008 917.013 942.262 1.859.275 

2007 881.295 908.00 1.789.295 

Data source: www.tuik.gov.tr 

 

 

 

 

Graphic 2: Graphic shows the cities that Antalya takes migration from 

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

 

 

http://www.tuik.gov.tr/
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3.2.7. AGRICULTURAL STRUCTURE  

Agriculture is still crucial sector not only for the Antalya city although it lost serious 

amount of agricultural lands especially in the last 50 years. Between the years 2005-

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

There are four agricultural basins as Coast Aegean Basin, Coast Mediterrenean 

Basin, Eagean Plato Basin  and Lakes Basin in Antalya (Map 7). 15% of total 

agricultural lands is fruit production area, 1% of total agricultural lands is ornamental 

plants production areas, 5% of total agricultural production areas is arable but empty 

agricultural fields, 10% of total agricultural lands is greenhouse production areas, 9% 

of total agricultural areas is fallowed areas and 55% of total agricultural areas is 

cultivated areas (Graphic 3 and Graphic 4). 

 

 

 

 

Map 7: Agricultural Basins of Antalya  

Data source: A.M.E. Report, 2012 
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Table 9 demonstrates the changing amounts of the types of products and amounts of 

the producing area according to the years. Greenhouse production dates back to the 

1940s in Turkey. Initial greenhouses are built in Ķzmir and Antalya through the aim 

of agricultural researches of some agricultural organizations. Between the years 

1940-1960, number of greenhouses did not increase due to the high cost of glass. 

After 1970,   polythene is started to use as the greenhouse covering material which is 

a cheaper method. Greenhouse production had increased through15% between the 

years 1980-1990s. Table 10 demonstrates the increasing amount of greenhouse areas 

according to the years. 

Today, Antalya, Ķ­el and Muĵla cities are the leader cities in greenhouse production 

in Turkey. Antalya city is the leader city in greenhouse production with 57% of total 

greenhouse production of Turkey. Although today vegetable production is dominant, 

in the last decade ornamental plants production was also increased, too (Emekli et. 

al., 2008). 

There are greenhouse production areas intensely on the coastal line of the area 

between Kaĸ and Gazipaĸa towns. This area is the leader one in greenhouse 

production not only in amount of greenhouses but also the production techniques.  

According to the data of Turkish Istatistical Institute, in the period of the years 2008- 

2009, the total greenhouse area is 259.787da and 84% of total glass greenhouses and 

44 % of polythene greenhouses of Turkey settle in Antalya (www.tuik.gov.tr). 

Between the years 2010-2012, total greenhouse area production increased through 11 

per cent amount that is more than the increasing average amount in Turkey (A.M.E. 

Report, 2013). 
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Graphic 3: General land-use types distribution in Antalya 

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

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

 

YEAR 

Cereals and 

Other 

Vegetal 

Products 

Fallowing 

Areas 

Vegetable 

Production 

Areas 

Fruits and 

Species 

Product 

Areas 

Ornamental 

Product 

Areas 

TOTAL AREA  

2005 2.423.280 486.250 416.520 541.260 0 3.867.310 

2006 2.318.668 485.982 415.485 559.705 0 3.779.840 

2007 2.240.160 438.604 438.604 562.220 0 3.726.759 

2008 2.245.727 471.796 471.796 593.775 0 3.732.153 

2009 2.119.995 452.275 452.275 618.214 0 3.566.431 

2010 2.206.217 451.84 451.804 632.53 0 3.672.513 

2011 2.076.662 455.264 455.264 654.569 5154 3.603.327 

2012 2.080.859 471.602 471.602 701.535 5201 3.681.788 

 

Data source: Antalya Agricultural Master Plan, 2002 

 

 

 

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

 

YEARS 
GLASS GREENHOUSE 

AREAS (da) 

POLYTHENE 

GREENHOUSE 

AREAS(da) 

TOTAL  

1990-1991 30.601 63.916 94.517 

1995-1996 35.972 118.624 154.596 

2000-2001 60.876 153.610 214.486 

2004-2005 67.227 171.043 238.270 

 

Data source: Emekli et. al., (2008) 
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3.3. UNDERSTANDING ANTALYAôS URBANIZATION PROCESS 

THROUGH DEVELOPMENT PLANS  

Antalya city is one of the negatively affected cities of Turkey during 1950-1980s due 

to urbanization.1950s were the years of rapid increase in population number due to 

migration. The population number of 1950 was about 50.000 and it was increased to 

about 200.000 in the beginning of 1980s. Population number was increased to 

680.000 in the year of 2000 by an excessive average of population increasing 

(Esengil, 2000). According to Manavoglu (2009), óspatial formation and 

transformation in urban character of Antalya city started in1950s and increased 

rapidly after these years. While in 1950, total urban surface area was 270 ha. and 

population number was 27.515, total urban surface area is increased to 690 ha. and 

population number increased to 50.908 through 85% increasing amount in 1960ô 

(Table 11).  

Antalya city had not a comprehensive plan until 1980 although the presence of this 

excessive population growth. Before 1980, there were two plans that were prepared 

by General Directorate of Provincial Bank in 1957 and 1965 but it is seen that the 

plans did not have effective roles on the spatial development of Antalya. Antalya 

cityôs planning history should be examined in 5 periods of: 

1. 1957 -  1965 Period 

2. 1965 - 1980 Period 

3. 1980 - 1994 Period 

4. 1994 - 2005 Period 

5. 2005 - 2014 Period 

 

3.3.1. 1957- 1965 PERIOD 

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

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

Kalei­i and the rapid urbanization started to damage the historical settlement 

character of Kalei­i. Due to the urbanization, General Directorate of Provincial Bank 
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prepared the first development plan of Antalya and it was approved by Ministry of 

Development and Housing in 1957. Plan was dominantly targeting Kalei­i Area and 

its environment that those are Bah­elievler at the west, ķarampol at the north and 

Yenikapē at the east of Antalya.  Plan was insufficient about forecasting the 

migration and the increasing population of the immediate future. 

 

Table 11: Population growth in Antalya  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Data source: Antalya Agricultural Master Plan, 2002 

 

3.3.2. 1965-1980 PERIOD 

1/5 000 Scaled Master Development Plan of Antalya city that was prepared by 

General Directorate of Provincial Bank was approved by the Ministry of 

Development and Housing in 1965. However, 1/5 000 scaled implementation plans 

did not complete and thus never implemented. The most important development 

issue of this term should be accepted as the Antalya Project of State Planning 

Organization. In this plan coastal line of South Antalya is suggested as being a 

tourism development area. In those years, also the construction of Antalya Seaport 

YEARS POPULATION  
INCREASING 

AMOUNT  (%) 

1950 27.515 0.990 

1955 35.283 2.823 

1960 50.908 4.428 

1965 71.833 4.110 

1970 95.616 3.310 

1975 130.774 3.677 

1980 173.501 3.267 

1985 261.114 5.049 

1990 378.208 4.484 

2000 603.190 4.413 



65 

 

has been completed and the capacity of the Antalya Airport has been increased. The 

results of this project are realized rapidly and all these developments caused to an 

unforeseen urbanisation of Antalya as the result of housing demand, increasing 

constructions and squatter houses in the middle of 1970s. 

 

3.3.3. 1980-1996 PERIOD 

In this period, Antalya city is developed according to the 1/ 5 000 scaled Master 

Development Plan of Z¿ht¿ Can Planning Office. Plan was approved in 19.02.1980 

by the Ministry of Development and Housing. Main decisions of the plan were 

suggesting enlargement at the western Antalya and protecting of arable agricultural 

lands at the eastern city. Lara Area is defined as a conservation area and limited 

development susuggested in the area. Plan was Antalyaôs first comprehensive plan 

including whole Antalya. However, plan was insufficient especially in population 

predictions. Antalya was developed according to the revision and adding plans of this 

insufficient plan until 1996. This plan term should be evaluated as the economic 

development and spatial-structural transformation term of the city through the 

development of tourism sector in the city.  

 

3.3.4. 1996-2005 PERIOD 

Antalya city has metropolitan status since 1993. In 1994, a new plan was decided to 

prepare by UTTA Incorparated Company through the common decisions of 

Chambers of Architects, Chambers of City Planners and A.M.M. 1/5000 scaled 

Master Development Plan was approved by A.M.M. and a common decision report is 

submitted to UTTA group that includes the requirements of Antalya city for the 

planning study. According to Esengil (2002), this report lists the basic aims of the 

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

¶ Historical and natural values must be prevented 

¶ Urban identity must have a new dimension through the cityôs 

historical and cultural background 

¶ Agricultural lands have to be protected  

¶ Limitation factors such as cliffs and D¿den Waterfall have to 

be determined in the urban development borders 

¶ Prevention of water resources 

 

UTTA Plan was approved in 1996 but because of the inappropriateness of the plan 

decisions with the demands of common decision report those were listed above, plan 

was completely disapproved by Antalya 2. Administrative Court in 14.05.1998. 

Then, through the report of committee of expertize; only the inappropriate parts of 

the plan were rejected after two months. 

 

3.3.5. 2005-2014 PERIOD 

In this period, through the 5216 numbered Antalya Metropolitan Municipality Law, 

the borders of A.M.M. is determined over again through participating 11 towns and 

17 villages to the city. After the UTTA plan, planning studies continued through 

revision and additional plans. Kērcami Areaôs development issue is the unsolved 

problem of Antalya development process since UTTA Plan. One of the objected 

parts of UTTA Plan was the decisions about Kērcami Area because of being planned 

as residential area with E: 0.80.  

 

3.4. KIRCAMĶ AREA IN ANTALYA DEVELOPMENT PLANS 

Kērcami Area is in the borders of Muratpaĸa Municipality of Antalya city and locates 

in the D¿den River Plateau as a part of large and arable lands of Altēnova, Koyunlar, 
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Pēnarlē and Aksu Areas those are the continuing agricultural lands at the north of 

Kērcami Area. Area locates at the east of the Antalya city center. Information about 

Kērcamiôs history is too little. In his Seyahatname, Evliya ¢elebi mentions about a 

road that connects Antalya to Burdur, K¿tahya and Bursa. According to Evliya 

¢elebi, road lies along D¿den River, arrives to Bademaĵacē, Kestel Lake, Aĵlasun 

and Isparta. This information indicates the connection of Antalya and Kērcami Area 

region with other cities in the Ottoman period. 

The name of ókērô is expressing óbeing a natural recreational areaô meaning, ócamiô 

is expressing the óbeing togetherô meaning. Kērcami Area was an agricultural 

recreation area in the past according to information of old Antalya inhabitants. They 

also mention about the large citrus gardens those they had picnics under the trees 

along the D¿den River about 40-50 years ago. 

Today, at the east and north-east of Antalya city, there are huge amounts of arable 

lands those are under the threat of urban expansion. Kērcami Area locates at the 

intersection point of urban and rural Antalya and acts as an interface and/or natural 

edge between the city and the rural areas (Figure 5 and Figure 6). Although area has 

a dominant rural settlement character, there are increasing urban uses on the borders 

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

Data source: Figure is applied from a figure from Kērcami 1/5000 scaled 

Development Plan Report 2014 

 

 

 

Figure 6: Location of Kērcami as the intersection area of urban and rural Antalya 

 

At the eastern side of the area, D¿den River settles as a natural edge. D¿den River is 

the resource of irrigation channels not only for Kērcami Area but also the agricultural 

lands those are at the northern and eastern neighborhoods of Kērcami Area. At the 

east of D¿den River, there is Antalya Airport that was constructed in 1960. There are 
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agricultural settlement areas surrounding the Antalya Airport.  In these agricultural 

settlement areas there are 2-3 storeyed housing areas making the airportôs close 

environment as being a semi-rural character. It is observable that the agricultural 

character is more damaged in these areas than Kērcami Area. Because of the 

existence of Antalya Airport near Kērcami Area, high constructions carries risks for 

both air transportation and the hosing areas. 

In the southern side of Kērcami Area, there is B¿lent Ecevit Avenue and Sinoĵlu 

Street at the south-east side of the area; B¿lent Ecevit Avenue is connected to 

Sinanoĵlu Street at the south-west side of the Kērcami Area. B¿lent Ecevit Avenue is 

one of the main roads of Antalya city connecting the city center and the eastern 

settlement areas of the city. Between the avenue and the coastal line in the southern 

side, Lara Settlement Area locates. The high prices of the houses in this region are 

also cause to land speculation on Kērcami Area. 

At the western side of the Kērcami Area, Perge Avenue settles as the border element 

seperating Kērcami Area from urban Antalya.  Perge Avenue is a main road that 

connects the southern side and northern side of Antalya city. Along the avenue, there 

are 5 to 10 storeyed apartment blocks. Along the roads (B¿lent Ecevit Street, Perge 

Avune, Sinanoĵlu Street and Aspendos Avenue) acting as the borders of Kērcami 

Area, there are commercial and housing constructions as the result of urban 

development that was allowed by partial development plans.  

Kērcami Area is seperated into two parts by Aspendos Avenue. Smaller part of the 

area locates at the north of Aspendos Avenue and it includes three districts those are 

Mehmet­ik, Doĵuyaka and Top­ular Districts. In the southern and largest part of the 

area, there are Kērcami, G¿zeloluk, Z¿mr¿tova, Tarēm and Yeĸilova Districts. This 

part of the area is the case study area of this thesis presented in Chapter 5. Kērcami 

Area is surrounded by urban uses except D¿den River settling as the eastern border 

of the area. Agricultural production is still productive especially in the middle of the 

area and the parts those are near and close to D¿den River. It is observable that the 

agricultural production is less near the other borders of the area. The largest district 

of the area is G¿zeloluk District with 484.80 ha surface area. Yeĸilova District is the 
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second largest district with 302.02 ha surface area. Surface areas of the districts are 

shown in Table 12. 

Until todays, Kērcami Area is lasted as a natural threshold against urbanization. Area 

is still a rural settlement near the city and relationship between the area and the city 

is weak. Area is isolated from the city not only as visual but also relational. Arriving 

to city center from Kērcami Area by public transportation vehicles is not possible. 

However, because of being settled on the road to airport, the narrow roads of the area 

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

3.4.1. DEMOGRAPHIC STRUCTURE OF KIRCAMĶ AREA 

Inhabitants of Kērcami Area are dominantly agricultural workers who are living in 

rural life conditions and generally farmers do not have interaction with urban sides of 

the area. Z¿mr¿tova District is the most urbanized district of the area and agricultural 

character of the district dominantly damaged due to the results of the partial 

development plans. Table 13 shows the population change between the years 1985 

and 2007. Data listed in Table 13 includes the population of the urbanized sides of 

the districts. It is seen an obvious increase due to the urbanization in the area. Three 

is a rapid increase in population of 1997 and a rapid decrease in population of 2007 

of Z¿mr¿tova District. It is also seen an obscure change in population of Topcular 

and Z¿mr¿tova District. In the plan there is no information about this radical change 

on population.  

Table 12: Surface areas of districts and their percentages 

DISTRICTS SURFACE AREA(ha) PERCENTAGE (%)  

DOĴUYAKA 182.29 12.21 

MEHMET¢ĶK 80.08 5.36 

TOP¢ULAR 84.90 5.69 

TARIM  113.14 7.58 

YEķĶLOVA 302.02 20.24 

KIRCAMĶ 141.05 9.45 

G¦ZELOLUK 434.80 29.14 

Z¦MR¦TOVA 153.53 10.29 

TOTAL  1491.81 100 

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

 

     DISTRICT S 1985 1990 1997 2007 

DOĴUYAKA 842 1660 1395 1984 

G¦ZELOLUK 1917 2471 3693 4524 

KIRCAMĶ 1325 1579 2082 2092 

MEHMET¢ĶK 586 839 1249 1504 

TARIM  1263 1479 1554 1901 

TOP¢ULAR 344 5610 2482 804 

YEķĶLOVA 2165 4420 2883 3470 

Z¦MR¦TOVA 595 913 4037 1678 

TOTAL  9037 18971 19375 17957 

ANTALY A TOTAL     913568 

 

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

 

3.4.2. NATURAL STRUCTURE OF KIRCAMĶ AREA 

3.4.2.1. Topographic Structure 

Kērcami Area locates in the D¿den Plain connecting to Yamansaz and airport area at 

the east to the southern sides of Masa Mountain. Plain is flat and the slope in the area 

is almost 5 per cent and this slope continues until Bēyēklē Mountain in 25 km 

distance. 

3.4.2.2. Water Resources and Irrigating Channels 

Geological structure is the main factor on the formation of the underground water 

resources. This structure is constituted of limestone and travertines and it has 630 

kmĮ surface areas among Mediterrenean Sea in the south, Aksu Valley at the east and 

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

Kērcami Area is irrigating by D¿den Waterfall Irrigating Channel since 1966 and 

totally irrigates 3500 ha area (Antalya Environment Status Report, 2009, Map 8). 
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Kērcami Area is on the D¿den River Water Resource and also in the second level of 

Duraliler Conservation Area of Drinking Water Resource (Map 9). Emerging point 

of D¿den River Basin is D¿den Water fall that is at the north and this waterfall 

emerges from Kērkgºz Underground Water Resources at the north-west of Antalya. 

D¿den River Basin is feeding up by Kērkgºz Underground Water Resources that is 

the biggest underground water resources of Toros Mountains. The basin that is 

feeding up by the Kērkgºz Underground Water Resource includes a huge area 

containing Burdur, Isparta and Korkuteli.  

In Map 8, it is seen the Kērkgºz Water Resources. Resource provides important 

amount of water of Antalya and also Kērcami Area. CHANNEL  2 transfers the 

water to Yedi Arēklar irrigating channel in Mehmet­ik District. Here it connects to 

D¿den River and Yedi Arēklar irrigating channel provides the water requirement of 

Kērcami Area. 

 

 

 

Map 8:  Antalya  Kērkgºz Water Resource 
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Data source: Tun­er and Ercoĸkun, (2007) 

3.4.3. AGRICULTURAL STRUCTURE OF KIRCAMĶ AREA 

Kērcami Areaôs economy is based on agricultural economy. In the area green 

vegetables are producing dominantly. There were huge citrus fruit gardens in the past 

of Kērcami Area. However, today the number of citrus fruit gardens is too little. In 

the area, more than half of the agricultural production area is greenhouse production 

area with 51.13 percentage an  cultivated lands have 38.91percentages ( Table 14). 

Kērcami Area has the most valuable lands of Antalya city. Maps 10, 11, 12 are 

shown the quality levels of the lands of Antalya. In Map 10 it seen that Kērcami has 

alluvial lands due to locating in a river basin. In Map 11 it seen that lands of Kērcami 

area in the first level of soil depth group. Map 12 shows that the lands of the Kērcami 

Area are primary lands as being second level agricultural lands. 

In the area irrigating is providing by D¿den River. Yedi Arēklar Irrigating Channel 

provides the water requirement of the whole area. Area is well irrigated. However, in 

the areas those are close to the urban borders there are some irrigating channels those 

are in need to be maintained (Map 13).  

 

Table 14:  Agricultural production types, amounts and land percentages 

 

AGRICULTURAL 

PRODUCTION TYPE  

AGRICULTURAL 

PRODUCTION AREA (ha)  
% 

GREENHOUSE 728 51.13 

CULTIVATED LAND  554 38.91 

EMPTY LAND  124 8.70 

TREE LAND  18 1.26 

TOTAL  1424 100 

 

Data source: 2008, 1/5 000 scaled Master Development Plan Report 
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Map 9:  Duraliler 1. and 2. Level Water Resources Conservation Area 

Data source:  Antalya XIII. Regional Directorate of Turkish General Directorate of 

Hydraluic Works and General Directorate  
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Table 15 shows the distribution of agricultural production areas according to the 

districts. It is seen that Mehmet­ik, Topcular and Doĵuyaka Districts those 

constitutes the northern part of the area is the agricultural production is weaker than 

the southern part of the Kērcami Area. 

 

Table 15: Distribution of the greenhouse areas in Kērcami Region 

DISTRICT NAME  

AGRICULTURAL 

PRODUCTION AREA 

(ha) 

% 

YEķĶLOVA 149.29 24.27 

TOPCULAR  35.73 5.8 

G¦ZELOLUK 212.64 34.5 

MEHMET¢ĶK 26.08 4.2 

DOĴUYAKA 46.67 7.5 

KIRCAMĶ 48.09 7.8 

TARIM  43.33 7.04 

Z¦MR¦TOVA 53.16 8.64 

TOTAL  614.99 100 

  

Data source: 2008, 1/5 000 scaled Master Development Plan Report 
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Photograph 3: D¿den River cliff waterfall on Mediterranean Sea 

Data source: http://www.antalyakulturturizm.gov.tr/Eklenti/8696,618-

dundenbuguneantalya-1cilt-muratpasapdf.pdf 
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Map 10: Map of Large Soil Groups in Antalya 

Data source: Antalya Environment Status Report (A.E.S.R.), 2013 
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Map 11: Map of Soil Depth in Antalya 

Data source: A.E.S.R., 2013 



79 

 

 

Map 12: Map of Antalyaôs Land-Use Capability 

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

Data source: www.google.earth.com 
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3.4.4.  KIRCAMI  AREAôS PLANNING CHRONOLOGY 

In this section, planning process of Kērcami Areaôs development problem is reviewed 

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

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

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

development of Kērcami Area.  

1. 1/5000 scaled Master Development Plan of Antalya (City 

planner Z¿ht¿ Canôs plan) was approved in 19.02.1980 by the 

Republic of Turkey Ministry of Development and Housing. 

According to the plan decision, area was agricultural settlement 

area that its agricultural character had to be protected through E: 

0.10 

2. 1/25000 scaled Environment Plan was approved by Republic of 

Turkey Ministry of Development and Housing in 24.09.1985. 

According to the plan decision Kērcami Area was accepted as 

being an agricultural settlement area that its agricultural character 

has to be protected. 

3. Revision plan of 1/5000 scaled Master Development Plan was 

approved through the 304 numbered decision of Parliament of 

Antalya Municipality in 20.08.1986. In the plan decision, sides of 

Aspendos and Termessos Avenues, Aĸēk Veysel Street and D400 

Road is planned as settlement area by E: 0.60 ï 0.90. 

4. Revision of 1/5000 scaled Master Development Plan was 

approved by Parliament of Antalya Municipality in 1993. In the 

plan, two sides of the road locating between Demokrasi Kavĸaĵē 

and airport area is planned as óurban business area without 

housingô. However, plan was rejected because of the decision is 

not appropriate with the decision of the 1/25 000 scaled upper 

plan.  

5. 1/5000 scaled Master Development Plan was prepared by UTTA 

Group in 1996. This plan is known as UTTA Plan and in the plan 
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area was planned as óhousing area with E: 0.80. Plan was rejected 

by Antalya 2. Administrative Court because of being not 

appropriate to decision of 1/ 25 000 scaled upper plan. 

6. In 1997, 1/1000 scaled Implication Development Plan was 

prepared by Muratpaĸa Municipality. But, because it was rejected 

because of being inappropriate to the previous planôs decision, 

plan did not implement. 

 

 

 

Plan 1: 1980 Z¿ht¿ Can Plan 

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

seen as agricultural settlement area 

 

7. 1/ 25000 scaled Environment Plan was prepared in 2003. Plan 

included the borders of Antalya Metropolitan Municipality and 

Kērcami Area was planned as ósettlement area with agricultural 

character and low densityô. 
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8. In 2003, as accordingly with 1/ 25 000 scaled Environment Plan, 

1/ 5000 scaled Master Development Plan for Kērcami Area was 

prepared through the decision of low density and agricultural 

character. However, due to the disapprovement of the previous 

plans by Republic of Turkey Ministry of Development and 

Housing; Parliament of Antalya Metropolitan Municipality also 

did not approve the plan. 

9.  1/ 50000 scaled Environment Plan was approved by Republic of 

Turkey Ministry of Development and Housing in 03.03.2005. 

According to the plan decision Kērcami Area was planned as 

housing area with agricultural character through E: 0.10. Plan 

emphasized the national and international dimension of the 

agricultural production areas those are locating at the edge of 

Antalya (Kērcami, ¢akērlar and Altēnova) and indicated the 

requirement of providing connection between these rural areas and 

urban Antalya. Plan also indicated that: 

¶ Requirement of an approach  that provides the sustainability of 

the economic and spatial potentials of the agricultural areas 

those are locating at the edge 

¶ Requirement of improving the agricultural character of citrus 

fruits and forests in agricultural areas those are locating at the 

edge 

¶ Requirement of preventing the non-agricultural uses in the 

agricultural areas 

¶ Improvement of the possibilities for organic production and 

development of organic marketing ways 

¶ Establishing relations between the agricultural life style and 

urban dwellers  

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

464 numbered decision of Parliament of Antalya Metropolitan 
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Municipality in 17.06.2005. Plan decision determined the area as 

being a housing area with agricultural character through E: 0.10 

11. 1/25000 scaled 2nd Part of Master Development Plan was 

approved by the 525 numbered decision of Parliament of Antalya 

Metropolitan Municipality in 10.09.2007. In the plan area was 

planned as óurban agricultural planning areaô. In the plan notes, 

urban agricultural planning area is described as being óthe areas 

for ecological urban renewal projectsô. 

12. In 04.03.2007, according to the 13. Matter of 5403 numbered Land 

Conservation and Land Protection Law, decision of ópublic 

interestô was accepted by Republic of Turkey Ministry of Interior. 

13. In 16.04.2007, 1/100000 scaled Antalya- Burdur Environment 

Plan was approved by Republic of Turkey Ministry of 

Environment and Urbanisation. Plan was rejected through the 

objection of Antalya Bureau of Chambers of Architects due to the 

reasonof not including Isparta. 

14. In 25. 10.2007, the decision of óLands should be used for non-

agricultural purposesô is approved by Republic of Turkey Ministry 

of Food, Agriculture and Livestock 

15. Through the decisions of related ministries (Republic of Turkey 

Ministry of Development and Housing and Republic of Turkey 

Republic of Turkey Ministry of Food, Agriculture and Livestock) 

1/ 50000 scaled 2nd Part of Strategical Environment Plan was 

accepted by the 101 numbered decision of Parliament of Antalya 

Metropolitan Municipality in 18.01.2008. Kērcami Area was 

planned as óUrban Development and Prestige Project Areaô.  

16. Revision plan of 1/ 25000 scaled Master Development Plan was 

approved by the 84 numbered decision approval of Parliament of 

Antalya Metropolitan Municipality in 15.02.2008. According to 

the plan decision, Kērcami Area was planned as being óhousing 

area through E: 0.41-0.80ô 
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Plan 2: 1/ 50000 Scaled Environment Plan, 2005 

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

17. Antalyaôs Body of Lawyers, Antalya Bureau of Chambers of 

Architects, Antalya Bureau of Chambers of Mechanical Engineers, 

Antalya Bureau of Chambers of Agricultural Engineers and Antalya 

Bureau of Chambers of Electrical Engineers objected to the 1/50000 

scaled Environment Plan and 1/25000 scaled Master 

Development Plan because of the agricultural settlement character 

of Kērcami Area that is planned as housing area. Court was 

demanded the expertsô evaluation related with the objection matter. 

18. 1/5000 Master Development Plan was approved by the 550 

numbered decision of Parliament of Antalya Metropolitan 

Municipality in 14.11.2008. According to plan decision area was 

planned as óhousing settlement area through E: 0.80ô. 

19.  Revision plan of 1/5000 scaled Master Development Plan was 

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

was planned as Housing Settlement Area with E: 0.80. 

 

 

 

 

Plan 3: 1/25 000 scaled Master Development Plan  

Data source: A.M.M. 1/25 000 scaled Master Development Plan 

 

20. In 03.09.2009, 1/ 100000 scaled Antalya-Burdur Environment 

Plan that was not including Isparta was approved by Republic of 

Turkey Ministry of Environment and Urbanisation. Plan was 

rejected by 6th Department of Council of State towards the 

objections of Antalya Bureau of Chambers of Architects by the 

reason of ónot being appropriate to the legacy, urban affairs, 

planning principles and public interestô in 30.05.2012 
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21. The Turkish Foundation for Combating Erosion, Reforestation and 

the Protection of Natural Habitats prosecuted against the ópublic 

interestô decision of Ministry of Interior and the decision of óusing 

through non-agricultural purposeô of Republic of Turkey Ministry 

of Food, Agriculture and Livestock. In 30.07.2009, Antalya 1. 

Administrative Court rejected the related decisions. 

 

 

 

 

Plan 4: 1/50000 Strategical Environment Plan approved in 18.01.2008 

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

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

 

22. Antalya Bureau of Chambers of Architects, Antalya Bureau of 

Chambers of City Planners, Antalya Bureau of Chambers of 

Agricultural Engineers and Antalya Body of Lawyers prosecuted 

against the plan decisions those are written in the 14. and 15.  

articles of this section above. Antalya 2. Administrative Court was 

rejected these decisions for Kērcami Area by the 1146 numbered 

decision in 30.09.2009. 

23. Antalya Bureau of Chambers of Architects, Antalya Bureau of 

Chambers of City Planners, Antalya Bureau of Chambers of 

Agricultural Engineers and Antalya Body of Lawyers prosecuted 
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against the plan decisions those are written in the 16. article of this 

section above. Antalya 2. Administrative Court was rejected the 

decisions for Kērcami Area by the 1504 numbered decision in 

31.12.2009. Due to this objection, Antalya 2. Administrative Court 

was demanded the expertsô opinion about the related objection. The 

expert commission that is constituted by  Prof. Dr. Duran Taraklē, 

Assoc. Prof. Dr. Baykan G¿nay and Assoc. Prof. Dr. ¢aĵatay 

Keskinok is emphasized the necessity of establishment of a strong 

relationship between conservation- development and  conservation-  

usage in the context of evaluation of the problem for obtaining the 

public interest. Expert Commission examined the conservation level 

of the problem through the subjects of (i) conservation requirement 

of agricultural lands, (ii)  sustainability of ecological corridor 

(D¿den River coming from Toros Mountains and the sustainability 

of its environment) and the open areas systems around the area, 

(iii) Conservation requirement of the open areas system in the 

region that also includes the airport area.  In the report, Expert 

Commission said that: 

 

¶ Area is well-irrigated and according to the Turkish 5403 

numbered Land Conservation and Land-Use Law lands of 

Kērcami Area are 1. classified agricultural lands. 

¶  The conditions that may cause to land use through non-

agricultural purposes are not constituted in the area yet now and 

area have to be used as agricultural production area. 

¶ It is seen that, until the planning interventions, area was a part 

of whole larger region of D¿den River Valley including Aksu, 

Altēnova, Koyunlar and Pēnarlē agricultural production areas. 

They indicated that Kērcami is physically separated from these 

agricultural production areas and locating in the urban areas as 

being an urban agricultural production area. 
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¶ Along the D¿den River Valley, open-green areas systems have 

to be sustained and Kērcami Area should be play ecological 

maintaining and conservation-development role on the 

constitution of open green areas system in the metropolitan 

borders of Antalya city. 

¶ Commission also reported the risk factors of high building 

constructions around the airport area. Report described the 

reasons of the risks due to the multi-storey speculative housing 

areas around the airport area. Commission emphasized the 

significance of being aware of those risks at the region due to 

the importance of airport areaôs planning and designing 

principles.  

 

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

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

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

General Directorate of State Airports Operations Obstruction Control Regulations of 

Airports. In the Figure 8, the risk ribbons are determined as I., II. and III. Risk 

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

airport. 

24. Through the 27.04.2011 dated written document, decision of 

Antalya Land Conservation Committee of Antalya Directorate of 

Agriculture decision for ócompatibility of non-agricultural usesô in 

Kērcami Area is demanded by Antalya Metropolitan Municipality.  

25.  Through the 05.05.2011 dated written document of A.M.M., 

decision of ópublic interestô is demanded from Ministry of Interior 

are demanded.  

26. In 01.02.2012, the decision of óArea is appropriate for the use of 

non-agricultural purposesô was given by Antalya Land Conservation 

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

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

 

27. Coordination Committee of Chambers of Antalya was organized a 

press conference due to the necessity for informing the public 

opinion about A.M.M.ôs ópublic interest decisionô demand from 

Land Conservation Committee for development of Kērcami and 

Varsak Areas in 28.02.2012. This press conference underlines the 

basic issues related with the development demands such as: 

¶ They indicated that conserving the agricultural quality of land  

has also public interest 

¶ Committee emphasized the vitality of food security and 

indicated the 240% increasing amount of food prices in the 

years between the years 2010-2012. 
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¶ Committee said that scientific ones should have to determine the 

processes instead of political and speculative approaches 

¶ Committee indicated that there are 70000 redundant houses in 

Antalya city and Antalya does not have any housing settlement 

areas until the year of 2050 due to this redundant housing and 

present empty developed settlement areas. 

¶ They said that, the development problem is not related with the 

agricultural productions problems; problem is based to 

politiciansô political and speculative undertakings that cause to 

decrease in farmersô desire for continuing agricultural 

production. They also said that the decision related with these 

areas have to be taken not only according to the demands of 

local dwellers, but also the whole city dwellers. 

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

Chambers of Architects, Antalya Bureau of Chamber of City 

Planners and Antalya Bureau of Chamber of Agricultural Engineers 

for designing óKērcami Areaôs Conceptual Projectô that determines 

the implication model of master development plan and presenting 

the principles and strategies that will direct the planning process of 

Kērcami Area. Through this protocol, A.M.M. put out the tender of 

the conceptual project in 29.08.2012 

29. In 30.04.2012, Consultation and Evaluation Committee of 

Kērcami Area hold a meeting through the aim of thinking on 

common solution ways of Kērcami Areaôs development problem 

through scientific and participatory planning approaches. The 

members of the committee were from A.M.M., Muratpaĸa 

Municipality, Antalya Bureau of Chamber of Architects, Antalya 

Bureau of Chamber of City Planners, Antalya Bureau of  Chamber 

of Agricultural Engineers, Antalya Bureau of Chamber of 

Landscape Architects, Antalya Bureau of Chamber of 

Topographical Engineers, Antalya Bureau of Chamber of Trade 

and Industry, Antalya City Council, Kērcami Area Development, 
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Embellishment, Culture and Cooperating Association and 

academicians from Middle East Technical University, Istanbul 

Technical University, Yēldēz Technical University and Akdeniz 

University. In this meeting, Kērcami is determined as being a 

ridiculous void in the macro-form of the city. 

30. In 30.05.2012, 1/100000 scaled Environment Plan was rejected by 

6th Department of Council of State due to the objection of Antalya 

Bureau of Chambers of Architects. 

31. 1/ 100000 scaled Antalya- Burdur- Isparta Environment Plan was 

approved by General Directorate of Spatial Planning Republic of 

Turkey Ministry of Environment and Urbanisation in 16.09.2013. 

This plan played the key role on removing the obstacles against 

Kērcami Areaôs development plan due decision that planned the 

Kērcami Area as a settlement area. (Plan 5. Yellow colored 

agricultural areas are planned as settlement areas 1/ 100000 scaled 

Antalya- Burdur- Isparta Environment Plan). 

32. 1/25000 scaled Master Plan Revision that was approved by 

Parliament of A.M.M. in 29.08.2013 is revised by Parliament of 

A.M.M. in 13.01.2014. 

33. In 07.10.2013, Republic of Turkey Ministry of Interior made 

decision of ópublic interestô for development in Kērcami. 

34. 1/ 5000 scaled Kērcami Master Development Plan is approved by 

Parliament of A.M.M in 13.01.2014. According to the plan 

decision, Kērcami Area is planned as business and residential area 

with E: 0.80. In the plan, there is no information related with 

conservation of agricultural lands or agricultural production. 

35. 1/ 100000 scaled Antalya-Burdur-Isparta Plan was approved by 

Republic of Turkey Ministry of Environment and Urbanisation in 

15.04.2014. In the plan Kērcami Area is planned as urban settlement 

area. 
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Plan 6: 1/100000 scaled Antalya- Burdur- Isparta Environment Plan approved by 

Republic of Turkey Ministry of Environment and Urbanisation in 15.04.2014 

 

Data source: Republic of Turkey Ministry of Environment and Urbanisation 

General Directorate of Spatial Planning Antalya- Burdur- Isparta Planning Region 

1/100000 scaled Environment Planôs Report  

 

3.5. CONCLUSION 

In this chapter, Antalya cityôs general structure and the urbanization process is 

reviewed periodically and Kērcami Areaôs planning process is reviewed 

chronologically.  

From ancient past to todays, Antalya city is an agricultural production center in the 

region due to the appropriate climatic, soil, water and other natural conditions. 

However, tourism development process made the agriculture as the second economic 

sector in the city at the beginings of the 1980s. Thus the cityôs economy is 
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empowered due to tourism development policies. This development process caused 

to loss of serious amount of arable lands due to the inadequacies of development 

plans, land speculative policies and implementations. Uncontrolled development is 

realized at the eastern plain of Antalya in contrary to the plan decisions about the 

conservation of agricultural lands at the east and suggesting enlargement at the 

northern areas of Antalya in the initial plans. 

Today, Kērcami Area is still locating as a natural- agricultural area in the city 

although it lost its some features due to the land- speculative urbanization policies. 

Researches showed that Kērcami Agricultural Area was a part of Antalyaôs 

agricultural system and it has a verified physical and social structure in the city. 

It is seen that since 1996 UTTA plan, Kērcami Area is accepted as a meaningless 

void in the land-use form of the city. Plans did not evaluate the areasô specific 

properties for conservation; on the contrary, it is decided to transform the area to 

urban land use because of the land speculative pressures. 

In the next chapter, the recent 1/100000 scaled Antalya- Burdur- Isparta 

Environment Plan, 1/ 25 000 scaled Antalya Master Development Plan and 1/5000 

scaled Kērcami Development Plan are reviewed to make understand the future of 

Kērcami Area. 
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CHAPTER 4 

 

 

THE RECENT DEVELOPMEN T PLANS OF ANTALYA AND KIRCAMĶ 

AREA 

 

 

4.1. INTRODUCTION  

This chapter is prepared for reviewing the last development plan process of Kērcami 

Area for making understand the present situation and future plans of Kērcami Area.  

Depending on this aim, the last 1/100000 scaled Antalya- Burdur - Isparta 

Environment Plan, 1/ 25000 scaled Antalya Master Development Plan, 1/ 5000 

scaled Kērcami Master Development Plan and 1/ 1000 scaled Kērcami 

Implementation Plan are reviewed. 

4.2. 1/ 100000 SCALED ANTA LYA -BURDUR-ISPARTA ENVIRONMENT  

PLAN 

1/ 100000 scaled Antalya- Burdur- Isparta Environment Plan is approved by 

Republic of Turkey Ministry of Environment and Urbanisation in 15.04.2014, 

through the 7th article of 644 numbered legislative decrees. Plan targets the year of 

2025 and basically aims exposing the conservation and development principles of the 

planning region.  In this plan Kērcami Area is planned as óUrban Development Areaô 

that allows usage through non-agricultural purposes.  

4.3. 1/ 25000 SCALED ANTALYA  MASTER DEVELOPMENT REVISION 

PLAN 

1/ 25000 scaled Antalya Master Development Plan is approved by the Parliament of 

A.M.M. in 13.01.2014 as the revision plan of the 1/ 25000 scaled plan which was 

approved by the Parliament of A.M.M through the 84 numbered decision in 

15.02.2008. While the previous plan targets the 2020 vision, last plan of Antalya 

targets 2030 vision. The report of the plan exposes the target of 2030 Antalya Vision 
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as empowering the economic and social structure and increasing the living and 

spatial quality of the city due to a ósustainable spatial development approachô. 

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

the plan as: 

1. Conservation of the natural resources such as forestry, agricultural 

areas, water  resources and ecological values 

2. Conservation of historical and architectural beings and values; 

empowering the identity of the city 

3. Planning the urban land-use form due to the plan that presents a 

rational and balanced distribution of urban uses, population and 

labor force 

4. Development of urban services 

5. Empowering the identity of the óbeing tourism cityô 

6. Verifying the types of tourism that takes place in the city during 

all the seasons of the year 

7. Developing healthy, livable urban spaces and empowering the 

spatial quality 

8. Planning organized business and service areas at the urban edge 

for preventing the urban sprawl through a decentralization 

approach 

9. Determining development and transformation areas and describing 

general principles of center and sub-center areas for the 

development of central business areas. 

10. Describing the essentials of urban renewal for the regions that 

have risks or unplanned development 

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

Kērcami Areaôs development but also the other undeveloped areas at the cityôs edge. 

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

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

land-use form of Antalya. 
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The aims of the plan that target conserving the natural resources such as forestry, 

agricultural areas, water resources and ecological values, conserving the historical 

and architectural beings and values; empowering the identity of the city, developing 

healthy, livable urban spaces and empowering the spatial quality are directly related 

the issue of conservation of Kērcami Area. However, A.M.M did not change its 

attitude for Kērcami Area that is decided to plan the area as an urban area by this 

latest plan once more. Kērcami Area did not be accepted as a natural resource area 

but area should go on playing an active role on developing healthy, livable urban 

spaces and spatial quality and empowering the identity of the city through the 

environmental aims of the plan. However, by all means, development of Kērcami 

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

Evaluation of plan decisions according to the Kērcami Area shows that in the plan 

decision that is óThe essentials related with preparing the development planô, 

Kērcami Area is planned through the Special Planning Area (SPA) decision. 

According to the SPA decision, SPAs are defined as the areas that have strategical 

significance and priorities for the implication of the development plan. It is said that, 

the 1/5000 scaled master development plans and 1/1000 scaled implication plans 

have to be prepared based to the both óplanning area as a wholeô and óconceptual 

design and/or urban designô projects. Plan decisions also emphasize that each SPAs 

should be determined as óplanning stagesô.  

4 SPAs were stipulated for master development plans those are: 

 

1. SPA1- Kērcami Urban Development Area and Sub-center Special 

Planning Area 

2. SPA2- ¢alkaya Expertize Sub-center Special Planning Area 

3. SPA3- Masadaĵē Special Planning Area 

4. SPA4- Northern Center Development Corridor Special Planning 

Area 
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According to the SPA1 decision, construction density is determined as E= 0,80 for 

the whole area. Plan says that the adequacy of social equipment for the requirement 

of the increasing population and usages that will be located in the area, will be 

planned by the small scaled plans. 

Another plan decision related with settlement areas that have rural qualities defined 

those areas as the óareas that include the settlement and development areas of rural 

qualified units that they are in the scope of the 1/25000 scaled planô. Plan decision 

foresees the minimum parcel amount as 300mĮ and allows construction of maximum 

2 storeyed buildings.  It is a certainty that Kērcami Area is a rural settlement area due 

to having rural qualities. High constructions around the area did not change the main 

character of the whole area. However, development plan took Kērcami Area into the 

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

The plan decision related with the open and green areas examines the open green 

areas under 3 articles those are: 

1. Urban-Regional Open and Green Areas: These areas are defined 

as public open and green areas such as parks and children 

playgrounds that they serve recreational services for the 

community in the urban and regional scale. 

2. Recreation Spots and Picnic Areas: These areas are defined as 

the areas that allotted by the Ministry of Forestry and Water 

Affairs for the social, cultural and visual purposes such as 

recreation areas in the forests and city forests. 

3. Theme Park Areas: Theme Park areas are defined as open and 

green areas that focused on themes such as science-fiction, 

archeology, botanic and natural living areas that operates in the 

urban and regional scale. In the 1/25000 development plan, 

there are five types of theme parks those are nature park, 

culture park, botanic park, zoo and water park.   
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As it is seen above, agricultural areas do not accepted as one of the element of the 

open and green areas system of the city in the 1/ 25000 development plan. Plan does 

not serve agricultural theme parks or urban agriculture areas and evaluates the 

agricultural areas according to their rural identity. 

Areas that their agricultural quality will be protected decision says that, in these 

areas the required operations will be operated under the regulations and the 

instructions of 5403 numbered Land Conservation and Land- Use Law of Republic 

of Turkey Ministry of Food, Agriculture and Livestock. As being an agricultural 

area, Kērcami Areaôs development decision is approved by the instructions of Land 

Conservation Committee of Republic of Turkey Ministry of Food, Agriculture and 

Livestock according to the the legal procedure.  

About the conservation of the river beds, plan decisions only says that the natural 

beds of the river will be protected and the spate preventing institutions will be 

projected and constructed through the opinions of General Directorate of Hydraluic 

Works and General Directorate of Antalya Water and Wastewater Management 

Institution. 

1/25000 plan defines an Ecological Movement Conservation Line as being vital areas 

for sustaining the ecological life and conserving the ecological system of the city. 

According to the decision, plan does not allow high and middle density in settlement 

areas, high amount of vehicle traffic and industrial facilities. In this line, recreational 

areas those are appropriate with natural structure such as sportive areas, camping 

areas, pedestrian-bicycle and horse trip roads, zoos, arboretums and health tourism 

centers such as therapy and rehabilitation services. 

Decision about Water Resources and D¿den Conservation Area of the plan says that, 

conservation of these areas will be provided by the óWater Basins Conservation and 

Control Regulationô and óWaste Water Control Regulationô of General Directorate of 

Antalya Water and Waste Water Management Institution. 
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4.3.1. CRITIQUE of 1/25000 SCALED ANTALYA MASTER 

DEVELOPMENT PLAN  

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

Antalya Master Development Plan: 

1. Plan does not explains the rational reasons of the requirement of 

Kērcami Areaôs development through any scientific reasons such 

as statistical data 

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

qualities around the close environment of Antalya city 

 

 

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

Data Source: 1/ 25000 scaled Antalya Development Plan Decisions Document, 

January 2014 
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3. Plan do not emphasize both the natural and agricultural character 

of the environment that Kērcami Area locates in and the role of 

Kērcami Area in this area 

4. Plan decisions about Kērcami Area were taken according to the 

relationship of city with the urbanized parts of Kērcami Area 

5. The locational opportunities of Kērcami Area is evaluated just for 

the aim of urbanization  

6. Plan decisions about multi-storeyed constructions (8 to 12 

storeys), may have risks due to the the presentation of the Antalya 

Airport in the close environment of the area 

7. Planning process is managed by a óparticipatory processô; 

however, this process has not include the participation of 

landowners who have little amount of lands and do not support the 

development 

8. Plan does not have any decision for the economic satisfaction 

ways of the landowners who have little amount of land 

9. Plan does not explains the ways of how the agricultural-workers 

will  be employed after development 

10.  Plan does not have any decision about the ways of óproviding the 

ecology-economy balanceô principle that was presented in the 

Preliminary Plan Report of the 10th National Five-Year (2014-

2018)  Development Plan of Turkey 

11. Plan does not evaluate the agricultural areas as the components of 

open-green areas  

4.4. 1/ 5000 SCALED KIRCAMĶ MASTER DEVELOPMENT PLAN 

1/ 5000 scaled Kērcami Master Development Plan was approved in 13.01.2014 and 

thus 1600 ha agricultural lands of Kērcami Area completely transformed to urban 

usages. According to the land-use decisions of the plan, 13 types of land-use are 

planned these are: Housing areas, Central Development Corridor (MGK), Sub-

center, Mixed Land-Use Area, Commercial Areas, Tourism Facilities Area, Culture 

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

of these uses are exposed below. 

1. Plan Decisions about Housing Areas 

According to the land-use decisions, two types of housing area is 

planned as Housing Area I (K I) and Housing Area II (K II) through 

the construction density as being E: 0,80. For K I, minimum allotment 

circumstance was determined as 2500mĮ, Hmax was determined as 

24,50 m and 8 storeys. For K II, minimum allotment circumstance was 

determined as 5000 mĮ and more, Hmax: 36, 50 m and 12 storeys. 

Plan note also says the basement height as being 0,50 m.  

2. Plan Decisions about Central Development Corridor (MGK)  

In the middle side of the southern part of Kērcami Area a central 

development corridor plan as MGK is planned (Plan 8, the red 

colored corridor area in the middle). In MGK, expertize business 

centers, bureaus, office blocks, commerce, showrooms, private health 

and education facilities, banks, multi-storey shops, shopping mall, 

hypermarket, administrative, social and cultural facilities are allowed 

by the plan th Erough: 0,80, allotment circumstance between 2000-

10000mĮ and Hmax: 18, 50m. 

3. Plan Decisions about Commercial Corridor  

Plan says that bureaus, office blocks, multi-storey shops, banks, 

hotels, cultural facilities such as cinema and theatre, administrative 

and municipal facilities  should be take place in the commercial 

corridor according to E: 0,80, minimum allotment circumstance as 

2000 mĮ,Hmax 21,50m and 7 storeys. Plan also allows housing usages 

in the commercial buildings except ground floors.  

 

4. Plan Decisions about Sub-Center Area 

The sub-center area is planned at the inner side of the intersection 

point of Sinanoglu Street and Perge Avenue (Map14 in CHAPTER 

5) under the same decisions about commercial corridor that allows 
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construction of bureaus, office blocks, multi-storey shops, banks, 

hotels, cultural facilities such as cinema and theatre, administrative 

and municipal facilities may take place in the commercial corridor 

according to E: 0,80, minimum allotment circumstance as 2000 mĮ, 

Hmax 21,50 m and 7 storeys and plan also allows housing usages in 

the buildings except ground floors.  

5. Plan Decisions about Mixed Land-Use Area 

Mixed land-use area is the area that may be constructed bureaus, 

office blocks, multi-storey shops, banks, hotels, cultural facilities such 

as cinema and theatre, administrative and municipal facilities should 

in with E: 0, 80.  For mixed usage areas, 2 types of usages are 

determined as Mixed Usage I and Mixed Usage II. In Mixed Usage I 

areas, as being optional, maximum 15% of construction area in total 

should be housing usage in the parcel. In Mixed Usage II areas, as 

being optional, maximum 50% of construction area in total should be 

housing settlement except ground floors with minimum allotment 

circumstance as 5000mĮ, Hmax: 21,50m and 7 storeys. 

6. Plan Decisions about Commercial Areas 

Commercial areas are planned as the center of the districts and 

planned through the aim of providing the basic requirements of a 

district such as bureau, restaurant, caf®, market, bank, administrative 

and municipal service areas, family medicine services according to 

E:0,80, minimum allotment circumstance as 1000 mĮ and Hmax:8,50 

m.  

7. Plan Decisions about Tourism Service Areas 

The decisions of Certifying and Qualities of Tourism Facilities 

Regulation will be the determinative instrument for the tourism 

planning process with E: 0, 80 and unconfined Hmax for the tourism 

service areas planning studies. 
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8. Plan Decisions about Culture and Convention Center 

This area is designed as a symbolic project area for Antalya city with 

E:2 and it is decided to obtain the center project through an 

international planning project contest. 

9. Plan Decisions about A.M.M.  Municipal Service Area 

This area is planned depending on the decision of E: 2 and unconfined 

Hmax. 

10. Plan Decisions about Hospital Area 

This area is planned depending on the decision of E: 2 and unconfined 

Hmax. 

11. Plan Decisions about Educational Facility Area 

This area is planned depending on the decision of E: 2 and Hmax: 

16,50 m.  

12. Plan Decisions about Urban Equipment Area 

In this area, social facilities such as municipal service areas, 

governmental agency areas, urban sport areas, religious areas and 

bazaar areas will take place. The construction order of these areas will 

be determined in the 1/1000 scaled Kērcami Implication Plan 

according to the qualities and requirements of the facilities. 

13. Plan Decisions about Active Green Areas 

The decision about the active green areas of the plan determines the 

planning essentials of 3 types of park areas. In the plan, along the 

D¿den River, an urban regional green area line planned that will 

operate as urban and regional recreation area. 

4.4.1. CRITIQUE  of 1/5000 SCALED KIRCAMĶ MASTER DEVELOPMENT 

PLAN 

This thesis submits some critiques that are listed below for the last development plan 

of Kērcami Area. 

1. 1/5000 scaled Kērcami Master Development Plan is not 

appropriate with the natural and cultural values of the area and 

demographic and economic structure. The inhabitants of the area 
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have habits of living in 1-2 storey houses locating in personal 

gardens.However, the future of Kērcami people is planned 

according to the 8-12 storeyed construction decision. 

2. Kērcami Area is an area that has local characteristics. However, 

plan does not have any decision that reflects the characteristic 

value of the area. 

3. An open green areas system is planned along the transportation 

network in the area. However, the relationship between Kērcami 

Areaôs open green areas and Antalya cityôs open green system are 

not determined briefly in the plan. 

4. D¿den River bed is planned as an open green area through the aim 

of óregional usageô. But, plan decisions do not explain the 

meanings of óregional usageô In other words, it is not apparent that 

with which regions this recreational area will be in relation and 

how they will  be connected. 

5. According to the plan, Yedi Arēklar Water Channel is completely 

surrounded by urban uses. 

4.5. 1/ 1000 SCALED KIRCAMĶ IMPLEMENTATION PLAN 

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

Implementation Plan as óSustaining the development of Kērcami Area in a planned 

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

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

decisionô and óProviding conservation- usage balance between natural values and 

urban developmentô are the two aims of the 1/1000 scaled Kērcami Implementation 

Plan. 

The expression of ónatural valuesô  is used only in the description of the aim of the 

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

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

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

studyôs critics about them are listed above: 

1. Inadequacy of transportation network:  In the report it was not 

clearly defined the implied meaning by the expression of 

inadequacy of transportation network. It is not described obviously 

that if the inadequate transportation there is in the whole Antalya, 

a specific part of Antalya or only in Kērcami Area. It is also not 

described obviously what conditions cause to this problem and 

what is the role of Kērcami Area in this inadequacy.  

2. Land speculation on Kērcami Area: Land speculation is a 

phenomenon that supported by local governors and benefit groups 

of the city. Locational advantages such as being closed to city 

center and airport makes the area more desirable for development 

with regard to benefit groups. However, the general decision of 

landowners about the future of their lands has to be evaluated as a 

determinative factor of the Kērcami Area. Some municipal 

resources mention about their survey studies those were done in 

the area but there are no tangible documents as the result of this 

survey studies. It is seen the participation of the land owners union 

that has large amounts of land in Kērcami Area to participatory 

planning process. However, this union does not represent the raid 

opinion in the area. This kind of a planning process briefly means 

that the benefit groups will be determinative element for the future 

of the landowners who have little amount of lands. The second 

critic that has to be exposed is that óland speculation on Kērcami 

Area should be managed by conservation plansô. Economic land 

speculation can not be the reason for the plan decision because of 

the agricultural and natural value of the area for Antalya city. 

Development decision of Kērcami Area has to be evaluated in 

respect to not only for the area but also for the whole Antalya.  
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3. Irregular urbanization / urban sprawl due to the unplanned 

development: Since 1990s, A.M.M. did not embrace a 

conservative approach for the Kērcami Area. Area is allowed for 

construction by the partial development plans of A.M.M. in years. 

However, óconserving and/ or establishing green areasô should be 

one of the preventing instruments against urban sprawl. As being 

one of the basic recreative areas of cities green areas should also 

play a preventing role on preventing urban sprawl. However, plan 

works as presenting ódevelopmentôdecision as the indispensable 

solution way for the urban sprawl problem of Antalya city.  

4. Irregular Landscape of Kērcami Area due to the unplanned 

development: First of all, it is obvious that the unplanned 

development of Kērcami Area is the responsibility of A.M.M. For 

almost 20 years, in spite of the legal regulations, objections and 

decision of expertsô expressions through the conservation 

requirement of the area, A.M.M. did not embrace and develop any 

conservative programs, on the contrary A.M.M. itself allowed the 

partial developments in the area. 

5. Deficiency of social equipment in the area:  In their studies, 

Eminaĵaoĵlu and ¢evik (2007) mention about that nowadays, 

rural settlements include verified qualities and activities due to the 

transformation of socio-economic conditions in rural areas. They 

also emphasize the increasing significance of rural settlement 

areas due to their natural qualities for the urban dwellers and the 

essentials of policies and principles of physical planning of rural 

settlement areas.  Putting into words the deficiency of social 

reinforcements in Kērcami Area is the irony of both A.M.M. and 

Muratpaĸa Municipality, because of not serving any municipal 

services but development promises for years.  

Kērcami Area is a rural settlement area that has distinct 

geographical, cultural and demographic structure from the rest of 
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the city; therefore,  these properties have to be evaluate as a whole 

in itself and Kērcami Areaôs physical planning studiesô policies 

and principles have to be made by considering these features and 

their relations with the city. While small scale agricultural areas 

are protected in the urban areas at the western world under the 

urban agriculture context for sustaining the distinct living areas in 

the world, treating 1600ha rural settlement area as an urban area 

cannot be acceptable.  

6. Deficiency of employment opportunities in the area: Today 

Kērcami Area is still an agricultural production area and almost all 

of the areaôs population is the farmersô families who work as 

agricultural workers for years. This problem expression may be 

evaluate as an invitation for urban employment opportunities but 

plan do not serve any solution way for the deficiency of 

employment opportunities for the agricultural workers of the area 

after realization of development in Kērcami Area. As a certain, 

while the landowners who have large amounts of lands will be 

pleased, the consequences for the landowners who have little 

amount of land is left uncertain in the plan. 

7. Deficiency of sectorial diversity despite being closed to city 

center: This problem is again the result of urban approach to an 

agricultural settlement area. Plan does not evaluate the areaôs own 

distinctive properties but tries to evaluate its proximity to city 

center. Plan offers an economic development through 

opportunities of the urban sectorial diversity; however Kērcami 

Areaôs economic conditions should be developed by planning the 

areaôs present potentials. 

In the plan report of 1/1000 scaled Kērcami Implementation Plan, the opportunities 

those are submitted for supporting the development decision listed in 6 articles those 

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

urban usages 

2. Areaôs proximity to city center, Antalya Airport and sea 

3. Accessibility of the area 

4. Being located on the Aspendos Avenue that has high amounts of 

facilities those present opportunities for urban development 

5. Partial planned areas of southern and northern sides of Aspendos 

Avenue and Perge Avenue presents opportunities for urban 

development  

6. Presentation of Yedi Arēklar Irrigating Channel and D¿den River 

in the area 

 

  

 

Legend 1: Legend Of Kērcami Area 1/5000 scaled Master Development Plan 

Data Source: A.M.M. 
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Plan 8: 1/ 5000 scaled Kērcami Area Master Development Plan 

Data Source:  A.M.M.  
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Plan 9: Kērcami Area 1/ 1000 scaled Implementation Plan 

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

Data source: A.M.M. 

 

4.6. CONCLUSION 

1/25000 scaled Antalya Master Development Plan was approved by the Parliament 

of A.M.M in 13.01.2014. Both the inappropriateness to the upper scaled environment 

plans and the Turkish land-use and land conservation legislation were the reasons of 

the rejections of previous Kērcami plans until the decision of ópublic interestô by 

Republic of Turkey Ministry of Interior,  in 2007. Kērcami Area was planned as 

housing settlement area for the first time in 1/ 100 000 scaled Antalya- Burdur- 

Isparta Environment Plan in 2008 due to the public interest decision. Because of the 

objections for the plan again, in 2009 decision of Experts Committee declared the 

requirement of protection of the area as being rural settlement area. However, after 

this declaration establishment of Land Conservation Committee was approved by the 

Land Conservation and Land-Use Regulation. Land Conservation Committeeôs 

authority on the decision for land-use by non-agricultural purposes played the key 

role on the last Antalya Master Development Plan that approves the urban 

development in Kērcami Area and the other agricultural lands at the edge of the city. 
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Today, there are still some debates especially about the decisions of Kērcami 

Implementation Plan. However, anymore it is apparent that, the development process 

is in an irrevocable way and loss of whole values of Kērcami Area will be realized in 

the immediate future. 
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CHAPTER 5 

 

CASE STUDY OF KIRCAMĶ AREA 

 

 

5.1. INTRODUCTION  

In this case study chapter, the information obtained by case study method is analyzed 

in the following four sub-sections: description of the case study method and its 

application specific to this thesis, plotting the case study area, survey analyses and 

findings. 

5.2. CASE STUDY 

óIn Turkey, data sources at national, regional and local levels are quite poor and the 

state is the main provider of statistical dataô (Ecevit, 1999). This chapter benefits 

from two data sources, those are; the documents of Antalya Metropolitan 

Municipality and Muratpaĸa Municipality (those are also based on the stateôs 

statistical data) and primary data obtained through observations, interviews and 

survey. 

5.2.1. DECIDING KIRCAMĶ AREA AS THE CASE STUDY CONTEXT  

Kērcami Area is chosen as the case study area of this thesis for five reasons, those 

are; being one of Turkeyôs rapiply urbanizing cities, having lost a substantial amount 

of its arable lands, facing threat of development on its eight districts since 1980s, 

óbeing valueô for Antalya and emcompassing all qualities that yield answers for all 

the research questions of the study.  

5.2.2. DETERMINING THE BORDERS OF CASE STUDY AREA  

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

Antalya city-center. Area has 1660 ha surface area in total and is constituted of two 
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parts i.e. northern and southern those are divided by the Aspendos Avenue. Aspendos 

Avenue separates these parts. The southern side is constituted by five districts that 

are Kērcami District, Tarēm District, Yeĸilova District, G¿zeloluk District and 

Z¿mr¿tova District, which are determined as the case study area of this study (Map 

14). It has 1103.56 ha surface area and 10958 inhabitants. It has borders to Aspendos 

Avenue and the partially developed housing area at the north, Perge Avenue and the 

partially developed housing area at the west, Sinanoĵlu Street and the partially 

developed housing area at the south-west, B¿lent Ecevit Avenue and the partially 

housing area at the south and lastly D¿den River at the east.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Map 14:  Case study area 
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5.2.3. PHASES OF THE CASE STUDY 

Case study has three major phases as follows:  

¶ Phase I: Introductory knowledge 

¶ Phase II: Initial field study (July 2-6, 2012) 

¶ Phase III: Second field study (October 7-12, 2013) 

5.2.3.1. PHASE I: INTRODUCTORY KNOWLEDGE  

This preparation step of the case study is targeted to have initial information before 

the field research for having general insight about the area and its dwellers. This 

general notion about the field helped to decide and organize the main studyôs 

method. In this step, electronic local sources, Antalya development plan reports, 

expertsô decisions and literature review about Antalya are used to form the latter 

steps. 

For having introductory knowledge especially local electronic media resources were 

examined. Local authorsô articles were read to understand the prominent views about 

Antalya related with development of Kērcami. Also the development plan reports, 

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

For having information about the Kērcami dwellers, general opinions and the 

agricultural production in Kērcami, some electronic blogs were watched to 

understand the general condition in Kērcami. 

Literature review about urbanization and agriculture of Antalya helped to form the 

structure of the field study. This literature review also yielded the fact that there was 

a lack of data and documents about Kērcami.   

In this step also interviews were conducted by telephone with two local governors 

from Kērcami Area as to have further insight about the development process. In this 

step, City Directorate of Land Registry and Cadaster (Tapu Kadastro Ķl M¿d¿rl¿ĵ¿) 

and City Directorate of Agriculture (Tarēm Ķl M¿d¿rl¿ĵ¿) are also visited for 

obtaining official information and documents. 
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At the end of this introductory step, the writer of this study had four general ideas for 

the latter step as follows: 

1. Kērcami is an important agricultural and recreational area in 

Antalyaô history. 

2. Area is a part of Antalyaôs agricultural land system. 

3. Agricultural production is under the negative effects of soil, 

water, and climate conditions and hence agricultural production is 

almost ending today. 

4. Almost all Kērcami dwellers support development plan. 

5.2.3.2. PHASE II: INITIAL FIELD STUDY - INTERVIEW AND 

OBSERVATION  

The first field study was done in July 2-6, 2012. In this step interviews and 

observations were done. Interviews were conducted with the chairman of the 

Chambers of Agricultural Engineers, mukhtars of Kērcami and G¿zelova Districts, 

two planners from Antalya Municipality and Muratpaĸa Municipality and lastly with 

Kērcami dwellers.  

The aim of the interview with Vahap Tuncer, the chairman of the Chambers of 

Agricultural Engineers, was to collect information about the development process, 

the reasons of the objections of the chamber as well as how they plan to take a 

position in the following process. He talked about the significance of the area in 

Antalyaôs agriculture sector as being the first classified production area and a part of 

the whole agricultural lands of Antalya as well as their objections to development 

plans. 

The aim of the interview with Kērcami, Yeĸilova and G¿zeloluk Districtôs mukhtars, 

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

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

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

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

distinct ideas about agricultural production in Kērcami and its development. While 
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one of them was advocating the sustainability of lands, the other was supporting 

development by expressing the reasons of bad conditions for agricultural production. 

One of them is supporting the idea of óAgricultural production should be continuing 

perfectly by some maintenance on irrigating channels and greenhousesô.  However 

the other mukhtar was supporting development if the plan gave permission to high 

buildings. The other mukhtars did not want to answer the questions about Kērcami 

and its development; did not about Kērcami Areaôs development problem.  

The purpose of the interviews with planners from Antalya and Muratpaĸa 

Municipalities was to explore the development processô past, present and future. 

Through these interviews official documents related with Kērcami development issue 

were also collected. Planners informed the researcher about the land necessity of 

Antalya and emphasized the need for the development of Kērcami. 

In the interviews step, people who were approached casually were asked about their 

family, opinions about living in Kērcami, agricultural production (land, production, 

marketing, and problems), educational and economic conditions and also their 

opinions about development. For these interviews semi-structured questions were 

prepared to leave room for the prominent questions during the interviews. These 

interviews were done in the houses of the dwellers and this condition also provided 

possibility for making observations about rural life and agricultural production in 

Kērcami. By these interviews with Kērcami dwellers and observations on the area, the 

essential information of the study was obtained about the present situation in 

Kērcami. This information revealed the need of a questionnaire as to collect detailed 

data about agricultural production, demographic and socio-cultural structure. Since, 

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

1. Agricultural production is still continuing in the area. 

2. Area is still an important vegetable production area for not only 

Antalyaôs markets, but especially for big cities of Turkey. 

3. Almost each adult member of the families is agricultural worker. 

4. Educational level is low and especially all women work in 

agriculture. 
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5. All landowners do not want development; only the land-owners 

who have large lands want development. The landowners who 

have smaller lands do not support the development idea. 

6. Almost all participants indicated that they want to go on 

agricultural production in other agricultural areas of Antalya if 

development realized. 

7. Kērcami dwellers who support development do not want to tell the 

certain information about their amount of production; they are in 

tendency of indicating that they are in hard income conditions.  

8. Kērcami dwellers are bored about the development issue and they 

do not trust governors. 

9. Although some areas have irrigating problems D¿den, River is still 

irrigating the whole area. Through maintenance every farm should 

be irrigated easily. 

10. Generally greenhouses need maintenance. People do not want to 

invest in their greenhouses because of the development 

speculation. 

11. Development speculation prevents the farmers from having more 

attention on their production.  

By these collected information, the óvalueô of Kērcami Area and the necessity for 

conserving the area are observed. However, the third step ïSurvey- of the case study 

is planned for having quantitative data in order to further invetigate the óvalueô of 

Kērcami.  

5.2.3.3. PHASE III: SECOND FIELD STUDY- SURVEY & 

OBSERVATION:  

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

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

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

Kērcami District 10 people, from G¿zeloluk District 13 people, from Yeĸilova 

District 13 people and from Z¿mr¿tova District 5 people answered the questions 



123 

 

(For survey see Appendix A and Appendix B). Questions of the survey were 

targeted to have information about five main issues that are: 

1. Demographic Profile: For obtaining household demographic 

information 6 questions were asked, those are; the relationship of 

the respondents with the landowner, household size, household  

members, their ages, education levels and jobs.  

2. Housing and Land Profile: For obtaining data about housing and 

land profile, 4 questions were asked; the ownership status of the 

land, amount of the land, land ownership history and the number of 

its current inheritants. 

3. Economic Profile: For determining the economic profile of the 

respondentsô family, 5 questions were asked: annual income from 

agricultural production, existence of other income sources, 

additional house ownership and rent status, number and type of 

vehicles owned. 

4. Agricultural Production Profile:  For obtaining the data of 

agricultural production of respondentsô family, 13 questions were 

asked: who is/are operating the land, type of the agricultural 

production, types of agricultural products and animals, the type of 

products in the previous years, having tractor/s, having irrigating 

systems, applying medicine and doing fertilizing, renting any 

agricultural equipment, renting out agricultural equipment, amount 

of annual agricultural product, number of annual harvesting, type 

of marketing approaches for products, the cities where products are 

marketed to.  

5. Kērcamiôs Dwellersô General Ideas about Kērcami and 

Development: For obtaining information about the general ideas of 

Kērcami dwellersô about Kērcami, development and related 

problems, 4 questions were asked to respondents: the main 

problems of agricultural production in Kērcami, the expectations 

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

future of agriculture sector in Kērcami. 

 

5.3. CASE STUDY AREA 

5.3.1. ENVIRONMENT OF THE CASE STUDY AREA 

Case study area covers urban housing, trade and trade within housing except D¿den 

River on the eastern border. Aspendos Avenue, Perge Avenue, B¿lent Ecevit Avenue 

and Sinanoĵlu Streets are important in the transportation system of Antalya city. 

Perge and Aspendos Avenues and Sinanoĵlu Street connect city center and Antalya 

airport. Sinanoĵlu Street and B¿lent Ecevit Avenue are the main roads of connection 

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

Area is in 3 km distance to Antalya Airport, has traffic problem because of the 

drivers who prefer the areaôs roads and want to arrive to the airport by a shorter 

distance especially in the morning and evening hours. Especially the 1830 numbered 

road that is connecting Yalē Street to the Aspendos Avenue by passing through 

G¿zeloluk and Yeĸilova Districts. Another intense traffic problem is seen in Kērcami 

Distict on the Gºller Street that connects the Perge Avenue to the airport road. 9 

Eyl¿l Street is the most disadvantaged road because being on the connection point of 

these roads (Map 15).  

At the urban side of the area, there are housing and trade as the results of partial 

development plans. Because of being an agricultural settlement with first classified 

agricultural lands, area is developed through partial development plans as the result 

of consuming the arable lands of Kērcami Area. At the borders of the area there is 

urbanized areas that are 5 to 10 storeyed buildings, trade, trade under housing, 

private school, private hospital, shopping mall and some small industrial sites. In 

Figure 9, it is seen the land-use of Kērcami Area and the locational relations between 

urban Antalya and Kērcami Area. Being on the intersection points of main roads and 

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

Data source: www.maps.google.com 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Photograph 4: Perge Avenue 
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Case study area is surrounded by arable lands throughout its eastern border. Due to 

being located near to the D¿den River, the lands between the airport and the case 

study area have the most arable lands of the whole area. However, by partial 

development plans, there is also urban housing in the area and the buildings are 

maximum 3 storeys. 

Although case study area has agricultural character, in the area there are two driving 

training roads (both in G¿zeloluk and Yeĸilova Districts) and small commercial 

shops that are selling agricultural products i.e. agricultural chemicals and seeds. 

There are two housing sites in G¿zeloluk District that were constructed through 

partial development plans.  

 

 

Photograph 5:  A housing area on the location between Kērcami Area and Antalya 

Airport.  
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Photograph 6:  A view from Tarēm District shows the rural settlement character of 

the case study area 

 

 

 

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

 

 

5.3.2. DEMOGRAPHIC STRUCTURE OF THE CASE STUDY AREA  

There is no actual rural inhabitant population data for people living in the rural side 

of the Kērcami Area. Data given in Table 16 is from 2002 and it is obtained from 

1/5000 scaled Master Development Plan that was approved in 14.11.2008. 

Population in the area is increasing due to the urbanization on the borders of the area 

as a result of the partial development plans.  

In the area generally two or three families live together in two or three-storey houses. 

It is seen that rural inhabitants of the area dominantly work as agricultural workers in 

their own lands. Their houses are located on their lands and agriculture is the 

dominant factor that leads the Kērcami dwellers to live in the area. They indicate that 

they would prefer to live in another agricultural area and continue to agricultural 

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

 

DISTRICT 

NAME  

2002 

POPULATION  

NUMBER OF 

HOUSING(*)  
AREA (ha) 

POPULATION 

DENSITY 

(person/ha) 

KIRCAMĶ 1752 207 141.05 8 

YEķĶLOVA 2986 410 302.02 10.1 

G¦ZELOLUK 3415 720 434.80 12.7 

TARIM  1780 190 113.14 6.35 

Z¦MR¦TOV

A 
1025 165 112.55 10.9 

TOPLAM  10958 1692 1103.56 10.07 

 

Data source: 2008, 1/5000 scaled Master Development Plan Report, (*) Number of 

Housing Data is obtained by Elif Demirbaĸ Topcu. 

  

5.3.3. AGRICULTURAL STRUCTURE OF THE CASE STUDY AREA  

Dwellers of Kērcami Area generally work in the agricultural sector. Especially 

almost all women are agricultural workers. Young population dominantly does not 

continue to higher education and join in the familyôs agricultural labor. In the area, 

essentially, two types of agricultural production are done that are open-field/ 

cultivated production and green house production. Greenhouse production is the 

dominant type of agricultural production. Initial greenhouses were built in the area 

about 50 years ago. While in those years vegetable and fruit (e.g. dominantly citrus 

fruits) were produced, today, a few types of green vegetables are dominantly 

produced (Related data is given in the questionnaire section).  

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

land-owner is wondering about his/her landôs future. There are empty and neglected 
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greenhouses because of the expectation of the development plan. It is apparent that 

this 30 years ambiguity reverberates on the agricultural production negatively. 

However, area is still productive and agricultural production is continuing even 

though as it is not as in the past. In the area, agricultural production is continuing 

especially in Yeĸilova and G¿zeloluk Districts because both are affected less from 

urban uses than the other districts. Being closer to D¿den River provides irrigating of 

whole area by channels. However, in the parts of the area locating near to urban areas 

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

have a vital irrigating deficiency. 

 

 

Map 16: Types of agricultural production lands in Kērcami Area 
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In the Table 17, the greenhouse areas are presented. Case study area is 1103.56 ha 

and 506.51 ha of land in total (48%) are greenhouse. 

 

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

DISTRICT NAME  GREENHOUSE AREA (ha) PERCENTAGES (%) 

KIRCAMĶ 48.09 9.49 

YEķĶLOVA 149.29 29.47 

G¦ZELOLUK 212.64 41.98 

TARIM  43.33 8.55 

Z¦MR¦TOVA 53.16 10.49 

TOTAL  506.51 100 

 

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

 

 

 

 

Photograph 9: A view from a productive greenhouse 
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Photograph 10:  Irrigating channel (arēk) in G¿zeloluk District. Channels are 

observed all along the area. 

 

 

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

together. 
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5.3.4. HOUSING IN THE CASE STUDY AREA  

Housing typology in Kērcami Area is generally one, two or three storey. Generally 

houses are two-storey and are located in the agricultural land. Houses generally are 

grouped as five or more. G¿zeloluk District is the most crowded district of the area 

with 720 houses and 3415 number of people. Yeĸilova District is the second crowded 

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

 

 

 

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

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

garden.  

 

5.3.5. OWNERSHIP STATUS IN THE CASE STUDY AREA 

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

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

case study area. 

 

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

DISTRICTS 
NUMBER OF 

PARCELS 

PERCENTAGES OF 

PARCELS 

G¦ZELOLUK DISTRICT 222 31.53 

YEķĶLOVA DISTRICT 166 23.57 

KIRCAMĶ DISTRICT 148 21.02 

Z¦MR¦TOVA DISTRICT 99 14.06 

TARIM DISTRICT  69 9.80 

TOTAL  704 100 

 

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

5.4.1. DEMOGRAPHIC PROFILE OF RESPONDENTS 

The first part of the survey was designed to gather demographic information about 

the sample. Accordingly, demographic data constituted of age, education level and 

employment condition of 203 people who share household with the respondents. The 

age groups of the 50 respondents are shown in Table 20 and age groups of 203 

household members are listed in Table 21. 

 

Table 19: Average, small and large parcelsô size 

DISTRICT NAME  

AVERAGE 

PARCEL 

SIZE 

SMALL PARCELSô 

SIZE 

LARGE PARCELS 

SIZE 

KIRCAMĶ 13617 4500 28125 

YEķĶLOVA 14451 5312 26000 

G¦ZELOLUK 29780 4675 69000 

TARIM  19402 3750 38000 

Z¦MR¦TOVA 15972 3000 75000 

TOTAL  93222 21237 236125 

 

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

 

In Kērcami, younger parents between 30-50 years old generally have two children. 

However, the parents from the older generation, between 50-60 years old generally 

have three or more children. This shows that the older generation tends to have more 

children in the household. Graphic 6 shows the population distribution of the 

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

Data Source: Muratpaĸa Municipality 

 

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

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

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

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

AGE GROUPS NUMBER OF HOUSEHOLD PEOPLE PERCENTAGE % 

0-9 ages 19  9.35 

10-19 ages 25  12.31 

20-29 ages 23  11.33 

30-39 ages 34 16.74 

40-49 ages 42 20.68 

50-59 ages 30  14.77 

60-69 ages 12  17.64 

70-79 ages 12  5.91 

80-89 ages 6   2.95 

TOTAL  203  100 

AVERAGE AGE  38, 7 - 

 

 

 

 

Graphic 5: Household age distribution according to number of people 
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Graphic 6:  Proportion of 50 familiesô population 

 

Secondly, for obtaining the educational level of household members, the respondents 

were asked their education level. It is seen that, while almost 15% of participants 

received no schooling; almost 3% went to primary school but did not graduate and 

32% graduated from high school. This amount is almost equal to 50% of the total 

population. 14.28 % of people is graduated from high school mostly younger 

generation. Higher education attendence is very low in the middle age groups. Only   

4.43% of people have a university degree, 2.46 % left university education and 

2.46% of people is currently attending university education. Table 22 shows the 

educational level in Kērcami Area. 

It is also observed that education is still not valuaed for Kērcami inhabitants. 

Although it seems higher education gains more importance for the younger age 

groups, nevertheless education does not have significance according to their 

agricultural-rural based life. Through the interviews, almost half of the young people 

indicate that they prefer to work as workers in their land or in any work in Antalya or 

Turkey instead of other jobs. 

 










































































































































































































































