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ABSTRACT 

 

 

UNDERSTANDING THE CONSERVATION PROCESS OF  

GALLIPOLI HISTORICAL SITE 

 

 

Bektaĸ, Bilge Nur 

M.S., Department of Urban Policy Planning and Local Governments 

Supervisor: Assoc. Prof. Dr. Osman Balaban 

 

September 2019, 297 pages 

 

 

Various events took place in world history such as wars, migrations, genocides, and 

disasters. Throughout history, people have attributed values to objects and places to 

remember and to be remembered, aimed to transmit these values to the future, hence, the 

conservation field has evolved.  

This study aims to understand the conservation process in the Gallipoli Historical 

Site, which is internationally recognized as the place of the Gallipoli Campaign of WWI. 

The Gallipoli Campaign affected the world political history and contributes to consideration 

of war and peace in human history. Located in Turkey, the Gallipoli Historical Site has a 

special significance for Turkey, Australia, and New Zealand. Conservation and management 

policies have been carried out since 1970s. 

Within the scope of this study, The Burra Charter (2013) and value-centered 

conservation approach were adopted to comprehensively understand the conservation 

process. The historical background, cultural and natural assets, use, users and associations, 

related places and objects, transportation and infrastructure, risks, stakeholders, management 

and resources were investigated. Then, values of the place were assessed, and the 
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obligations, constraints, problems, and opportunities were evaluated. Finally, in line with the 

analysis and inferences, the preliminary policies were proposed for conservation of the place. 

In consequence, this study aims to contribute to the understanding of conservation 

process of Gallipoli Historical Site, which supports the friendships between countries, 

societies and communities and development of the idea of peace in the world. The 

conservation process of place was assessed within the general conservation process in 

Turkey and considering international approaches. 

 

 

 

 

Keywords: Conservation, Cultural Heritage, Burra Charter, Gallipoli Campaign, Gallipoli 
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GELĶBOLU TARĶHĶ ALANININ KORUMA S¦RECĶNĶ ANLAMAK 

 

 

Bektaĸ, Bilge Nur 

Y¿ksek Lisans, Kentsel Politika Planlamasē ve Yerel Yºnetimler Ana Bilim Dalē  

Tez Yºneticisi: Do­. Dr. Osman Balaban 

 

Eyl¿l 2019, 297 sayfa 

 

 

D¿nya tarihinde savaĸlar, gº­ hareketleri, soykērēmlar, doĵal felaketler gibi farklē 

bir­ok olay yer etmiĸtir. Tarih boyunca insanlar ­eĸitli nesnelere ve mek©nlara hatērlamak ve 

hatērlatmak i­in ­eĸitli deĵerler atfetmiĸ, bu deĵerleri geleceĵe ulaĸtērmayē ama­lamēĸ ve 

bºylece koruma alanē ge­miĸten g¿n¿m¿ze dek evirilmiĸtir.  

Bu ­alēĸma, I. D¿nya Savaĸē ¢anakkale Savaĸlarēnēn ger­ekleĸtiĵi mek©n olarak 

uluslararasē ºl­ekte tanēnan Gelibolu Tarihi Alanē ¿zerinden koruma s¿recini anlamayē 

ama­lamaktadēr. D¿nya siyasi tarihine yºn vermiĸ olan ¢anakkale Savaĸlarē insanlēk 

tarihinde savaĸ ve barēĸ kavramlarēnēn d¿ĸ¿n¿lmesine katkē sunmaktadēr. T¿rkiyeôde yer alan 

Gelibolu Tarihi Alanē ºzellikle T¿rkiye, Avustralya ve Yeni Zelanda ¿lkeleri a­ēsēndan ºzel 

bir ºneme sahip olup, alanda 1970ôli yēllardan beri koruma ve yºnetim politikalarē 

s¿rd¿r¿lmektedir. 

¢alēĸma kapsamēnda, Gelibolu Tarihi Alanēnēn koruma s¿recini kapsamlē bi­imde 

anlamak a­ēsēndan Burra T¿z¿ĵ¿ (2013) ve deĵer odaklē koruma yaklaĸēmē bakēĸ a­ēsē 

benimsenmiĸtir. Alanēn tarihsel ge­miĸi, k¿lt¿rel ve doĵal varlēklarē, kullanēmē, kullanēcēlarē 

ve iliĸkileri, alanla iliĸkilenen diĵer alan ve objeler, ulaĸēm sitemi ve altyapēsē, riskleri, 

paydaĸlarē, yºnetim yapēsē ve kaynaklarē incelenmiĸtir. Daha sonra, alanēn deĵerleri analiz 

edilmiĸ, alan yºnelik kēsētlēlēklar, zorunluluklar, sorunlar ve olanaklar deĵerlendirilmiĸtir. 
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Son olarak, yapēlan analiz ve ­ēkarēmlar doĵrultusunda alanēn korunmasēna yºnelik ilk 

ºneriler geliĸtirilmiĸtir.  

Sonu­ olarak, bu ­alēĸma ¿lkeler, toplumlar ve topluluklar arasēndaki dostluk 

iliĸkileri ile d¿nyada barēĸ d¿ĸ¿ncesinin geliĸimini destekleyen Gelibolu Tarihi Alanēnēn 

koruma s¿recinin anlaĸēlmasēna katkē sunmayē ama­lamēĸtēr. Alanēn koruma s¿reci, 

T¿rkiyeôdeki genel koruma s¿reci ve uluslararasē yaklaĸēmlar gºzetilerek deĵerlendirilmiĸtir.  

 

 

 

 

Anahtar Sºzc¿kler: Koruma, K¿lt¿rel Miras, Burra T¿z¿ĵ¿, ¢anakkale Savaĸlarē, Gelibolu 

Tarihi Alanē 
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CHAPTER 1 

 

 

INTRODUCTION  

 

 

There is not an explicit definition of heritage, however, the term is a 

conceptualization in the field of conservation. Heritage is related to humanity, time, and 

place, and has associations with value, asset, history, memory, society, and identity.  

It is known that the history of humanity has evolved through wars, revolutions, 

inventions, discoveries, scarcities, natural disasters, massacres, and similar direct and 

indirect human actions. Throughout the destructive and constructive history, people have 

attributed values to objects, places, sites, rituals, et cetera, and endeavored to maintain these 

values associated with their past and present situation. This attempt of maintenance of the 

values could be considered as an issue of conservation. 

The motivation behind conservation is diverse and disputable. Lowenthal states, ñthe 

past informs the present; that its relics are crucial to our identityò (2015, p. 413). According 

to this view, relics can be said to provide knowledge of memory and history. Although 

conservation has a long history, the term of heritage is mainly considered to have emerged 

with modernization. In that sense, ñevidence of past societiesò could create ña sense of 

security and belongingò for the rapidly changing modern world (UNESCO, ICCROM, 

ICOMOS, IUCN, 2013, p.12).  

Jokilehto (2001) asserts that identification and policy making for the objects and 

structures of the past evolved through modernization and it has been perceived as a 

responsibility of modern society. Regarding this view, Harrison (2013, p. 39) draws attention 

to the leading position of Western World in modernization and states that  heritage is ñboth a 

product and producerò of the Western modernity.  

Similarly, G¿nay (2009) conceptualizes the epistemology of heritage as one of the 

given names in the western languages to the objects of conservation. Investigation of the past 

and writing of history are to be considered based on ñtimeò and awareness of human on 

ñbeing thereò (recalling the term of Da-Sein of Heidegger). In that manner, G¿nay (2009) 

emphasizes the significance of place within time and states that objects of conservation 
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ontologically exist in ñbeingò, which is directly related to ñimage of the human beingò 

(p.137), and ñWhat, when and how reflect our beingò (p.151).  

On the other hand, Harvey (2008, p.19) asserts that inexorable connection of 

heritage with modernity is problematical, but he perceives heritage to be related to ñthe 

process by which people use the pastò. Similarly, Ashworth et al. (2007, p.3) define the 

heritage concept as ñthe use of the past as a cultural, political and economic resource for the 

presentò, in reference to heritage industry.  

Invariably, conservation and heritage are directly linked to history and society. For 

instance, the French Revolution is considered to be a breaking point in the modern era, 

which has an ñimpact on the life of people and nationsò, and that ñit sharpened historical 

consciousnessò (Jokilehto, 2001, p.17), while the Second World War is important for 

conservation history, ever since collecting and listing has grown to international level 

(Jokilehto, 2001; West and Ansell, 2010; Harrison, 2013).  

Moreover, conservation is related to political power. At present, intergovernmental 

bodies within the Western World have a significant leading place in the field of 

conservation. World heritage concept and roles of states, international organizations and 

communities to manage conservation have been constituted with the declaration of the 

World Heritage Convention in 1972.  

Various international documents have been adopted based on the discussions in the 

field of conservation. In that sense, Tankut (2005) draws attention that the conservation of 

cultural and natural assets is a political power for the States in the 21st century. Similarly, 

Keskinok (2006) regards the conservation issue as a problematic of civilization and a 

significant reason and instrument for political actions of the developed countries.  

Hence, conservation has both political and social consequences. The concepts in the 

field of conservation have clearly evolved at international level in association with politics. 

Besides, the basic reason behind conservation of the assets and transferring of them to the 

future generations is public benefit.  

In that manner, conservation itself is a public value (Keskinok, 2006), a necessity for 

public responsibility (Bademli, 2006), and is more related to the future, rather than the past 

of a State, in reference to heritage and identity, accordingly, contributing to cultural, 

economic and social powers (Tankut, 2004). 
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1.1. Introduction: A Short Review on Development of Concepts and Tools in Cultural 

Heritage Conservation and the case of Turkey1  

Preservation and conservation have a long history. In ancient times, mainly 

monumental structures and objects were preserved due to their religious, symbolic and 

political value. During the 14th century, interest on monumental structures increased, and 

with development of modern history in the 16th century, cultural assets began to be regarded 

as an expression of a culture or identity (Altēnºz, 2012a). Jokilehto (2001) states that 

modernity is crucial for the development of conservation in Europe since it changes the 

conceptualization of time and value. During the 18th century, upper classesô interest in 

discovering ancient Greek and Roman period increased, and archeological objects, artworks 

and historical monuments became the main scope of conservation (Altēnºz, 2012a). In that 

sense, Jokilehto (2001, p.1) states the aim has been to conserve ñcultural heritage of 

humanityò since the 18th century. The modern conservation movement was born with the 

revolutions and wars in the 19th century, including the French Revolution, Napoleonic Wars 

and Industrial Revolution. The relationship between planning and conservation, particularly 

the fact that Haussmannôs plan on Paris resulted in the destruction of several monuments, 

was criticized. During this period, Camillo Sitte, Viollet-le-Duc, Ruskin, Morris, and Riegl 

contributed to the development of conservation discipline (Altēnºz, 2012a).  

International debates on conservation began in the 20th century. The document titled 

ñThe Preservation and Restoration of Architectural Monumentsò, which was published after 

Sixth International Council of Architects organized in 1904 in Madrid, was the first step to 

define international standards in conservation. Afterwards, The First International Congress 

of Architects and Technicians of Historic Monuments was held in Athens and The Athens 

Charter for the Restoration of Historic Monuments was published in 1931. The Charter is 

important because it determined the principles of architectural conservation and ethics and 

emphasized the need for the establishment of international institutions (Altēnºz, 2012b).  

On a separate note, International Union for Conservation of Nature (IUCN) was 

founded ñto encourage international cooperation and provide scientific knowledge and toolsò 

on conservation of nature, as a global environmental union that contains governments and 

civil society organizations in 1948 (IUCN, 2019). 

First and Second World Wars affected the development of conservation and 

encouraged global institutionalization on conservation. With the end of Second World War, 

 

1 I would like to thank Prof. Dr. Neriman ķAHĶN G¦¢HAN to clarify me the conservation history of 

Turkey and present ñT¿rkiye'de K¿lt¿rel Miras Korumanēn Deĵiĸen Yasal-Yºnetsel ¢er­evesiò once 

again on 13.08.2019. 
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United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization (UNESCO) was 

established with forty-four countries in 1945 ñto build peace through international 

cooperation in Education, the Sciences and Cultureò (UNESCO, 2019). Due to the 

destruction of the cities during the war, the concept of ñcommon European heritageò was 

developed to gather European countries under European culture (Altēnºz, 2012b). In 

addition, The Council of Europe was founded in 1949 with the representatives of the United 

Kingdom, Germany, France, Belgium, and Italy. Moreover, The Council founded European 

Cultural Convention in 1954, in order to ñsafeguard European culture, to promote national 

contributions to Europe's common cultural heritageò and to support ñcultural activities of 

European interestò (Council of Europe, 2019).  

Hague Convention for Protection of Cultural Property in the Event of Armed 

Conflict, which emphasizes ñthe cultural heritage of all mankindò, was signed between 

several countries in 1954, regarding the destruction of assets during the war. Moreover, The 

International  Centre for the Study of the Preservation and Restoration of Cultural 

Property (ICCROM)  was founded in 1959 based on a proposal adopted in the 9th UNESCO 

General Conference as an intergovernmental organization to response reconstruction need 

after the war (ICCROM, 2019). 

During the 1960s, social, economic and political aspects also began to be regarded 

within the conservation of historical districts and urban areas (Altēnºz, 2012a). For instance, 

ñRecommendation Concerning the Safeguarding of Beauty and Character of Landscapes and 

Sitesò was adopted in 1962 in the General Conference of UNESCO. The document is 

significant since it emphasizes conservation of landscape, covering cultural and natural 

assets in conjunction, which contributed to the development of the term ñcultural landscapeò 

(Altēnºz, 2012b). 

In 1964, The Second Congress of Architects and Specialists of Historic Buildings 

was held in Venice. In the Congress, resolutions and motions were adopted, which brought 

in two significant outcomes. Firstly, ñInternational Charter for the Conservation and 

Restoration of Monuments and Sites (The Venice Charter)ò, which is a breaking point in 

conservation history, was signed in 1964. The Venice Charter emphasizes that historic 

monuments carrying messages from the past and have been retained to the present must be 

safeguarded for future generations as a common heritage. In that sense, the Charter aims to 

describe internationally agreed guiding principles, which are to be adopted by each country 

with regard to her culture and traditions.  

Hence, regarding historic monuments as a common heritage that must be conserved 

with international basis, The Charter gives responsibility to the countries. Moreover, not 
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only single units but also urban and rural settings that have cultural significance are 

perceived as historic monuments. In this regard, it is stated that (Article 1) ñéThis applies 

not only to great works of art but also to more modest works of the past which have acquired 

cultural significance with the passing of timeò. Thus, the Venice Charter has contributed to 

altering of conservation attitude.  

Altēnºz (2012b) also underlines the importance of the Charter, which concerns 

historic features of the cultural assets. The Venice Charter is perceived to represent the 

conventional approach to conservation and management and the beginning of the modern 

conservation movement in the Western World (UNESCO, ICCROM, ICOMOS, IUCN, 

2013).  

The second outcome of the Congress, the International Council on Monuments 

and Sites (ICOMOS) was formed with the participation of the delegates from 26 countries 

in 1965. The Council is a global non-governmental organization composed of experts from 

different disciplines and aims at ñpromoting the application of theory, methodology, and 

scientific techniques to the conservation of the architectural and archaeological heritageò, 

including ñbuildings, historic cities, cultural landscapes, and archaeological sitesò 

(ICOMOS, 2019). Therefore, international institutions such as UNESCO, ICCROM, 

ICOMOS, and IUCN have played key roles in guiding the conservation discipline and its 

practices through organizing international meetings and publishing recommendations, 

resolutions, declarations, charters and other international standards since their foundation. 

Accordingly, new terminologies, principles, and methods on conservation have been 

developed between 1960 and 1975. Convention on the Means of Prohibiting and Preventing 

the Illicit Import, Export and Transfer of Ownership of Cultural Property was adopted in 

1970. The document aimed to ensure the conservation of the cultural assets within the setting 

of the land.  

The term of ñworld heritageò was determined and notions of conservation of cultural 

properties and nature conservation were associated to each other with the declaration of 

ñConvention Concerning the Protection of the World Cultural and Natural Heritageò 

in the general conference of UNESCO in 1972. The notion of linking cultural and natural 

assets was derived from ñWorld Heritage Trustò conference which was held in 1965 in 

Washington D.C. in the USA. IUCN proposed similar issues to its members in 1968 

(UNESCO, 2019). With the adoption of the Convention, the World Heritage List and List of 

the World Heritage in Danger were determined. The World Heritage Committee was 

founded as an intergovernmental organ and World Heritage Fund was established. 
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Additionally, ICCROM, ICOMOS, and IUCN were determined as advisory bodies to the 

Committee. 

The Convention justified how and why cultural and natural heritage should be 

managed. The issues of deterioration and demolition risk of cultural and natural heritage due 

to daily decay, change in social and economic conditions, and insufficient resources for 

protection at the national level were mentioned. Heritage is considered as ñuniqueò and 

ñirreplaceableò properties that are of ñoutstanding interestò and ñoutstanding universal 

valueò. Din­er also (2010) emphasizes the importance of the Convention as a breaking point 

and underlines the statement of increasing risk of demolishment of cultural and natural 

heritage in the world with the changes in social and economic conditions, which is 

impoverishment for every country. At this point, it is important to note that the Convention 

is an early example of ñvalues-led approachò to conservation and management, different 

from The Venice Charter. The values-led approach has emerged due to the complexity of 

heritage itself. Since heritage also has social and economic aspects, considerable complexity 

and expanded scope, the involvement of society in heritage management process increased 

(UNESCO, ICCROM, ICOMOS, IUCN, 2013).  

From 1975 to 1985, several international documents to guide local issues have been 

adopted since international principles and standards were inadequate to respond to specific 

issues (Altēnºz, 2012a). For instance, conservation of historic towns, architectural heritage, 

historic gardens, revitalization, reconstruction of monuments destroyed by war and 

conservation of the cultural property in earthquake regions have been addressed. Moreover, 

within the scope of European Architectural Heritage Year, the European Charter of the 

Architectural Heritage and the Declaration of Amsterdam were adopted in 1975. These 

documents are significant to publicize ñintegrated conservationò attitude. The target in both 

documents is Europe, in that manner, the focus has been transferred from the national 

framework to the regional context (Altēnºz, 2012b).  

In 1979, the values-led approach to conservation and management became better 

known with Australia ICOMOS Guidelines for the Conservation of Places of Cultural 

Significance (Burra Charter). The Charter was established as a revised version of the 

Venice Charter, in order to be adopted as ñthe working document for use in Australiaò, 

though, it has been recognized worldwide. The Charter was reviewed in 1981, 1988, 1999 

and 2013 (The Australia ICOMOS, 2018). Finally, the Burra Charter become the main 

document defining the framework of conservation and management process 

comprehensively. 
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The Convention for the Protection of the Architectural Heritage of Europe was 

signed in 1985 in Granada. The Washington Charter: Charter on the Conservation of 

Historic Towns and Urban Areas was signed in 1987. By emphasizing architectural 

heritage, the Charter aimed to improve urban conservation within planning policies, 

including social and economic aspects. 

The term ñmanagementò became popular in the 1990s in diverse fields and it was 

mentioned for the first time with conservation in Charter for The Protection and 

Management of the Archaeological Heritage in 1990. With the indication of management, 

conservation has been regarded as a process in which stakeholders are involved, instead of a 

result-oriented issue conducted by the experts (Altēnºz, 2012b). This perception became 

clear with The Burra Charter (1999), which identifies significant topics, such as 

ñconservation and managementò (Article 2), ñparticipationò of people who are associated 

with the place in conservation, interpretation and management (Article 12, 26.3), ñstatement 

of significanceò and preparation of ñpolicy for managing the placeò (Article 26-27). Mason 

(2006) emphasizes that the Burra Charter is pivotal to codify the values centered 

preservation. The charter defines ñidentificationò and retention of ñcultural significanceò as 

the central goal of conservation, additionally, set more participatory and open process of 

consultation (2006, p.32). Regarding this point, Expert 4 of our research also underlines the 

importance of Burra Charter (1999), which expands the limits of cultural heritage with the 

statement ñThe guidelines apply to any place likely to be of cultural significance regardless 

of its type or sizeò (Australia ICOMOS, 1988, p. 11).  

Furthermore, heritage and risk preparedness, education and training in conservation, 

human rights, international cultural tourism, underwater cultural heritage, and vernacular 

heritage have been addressed in the international documents adopted in the 1990s. Capacity 

building topics, recent objects, and risk were issued as social aspects; therefore, the context 

of conservation was extended.  

The Nara Document on Authenticity dated 1994 has expanded the scope of 

authenticity consideration on cultural heritage. The document remarked diverse ñinternal and 

external factorsò to judge authenticity, such as ñuse and functionò, ñtraditions and 

techniquesò and ñspirit and feelingò by addressing the changes in value in each culture and 

even within the culture. The document, which was prepared by the experts in Japan, altered 

the conception of conservation in Europe. 

For the 21st century, Altēnºz (2012a) states that intangible cultural heritage is the 

theme. In addition, instead of a strict and prescriptive view, a more active and guiding 

perspective on conservation and management with broader participation of stakeholders has 
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been embraced with the adoption of new terms and approaches (Altēnºz, 2012a). For 

instance, The Convention for the Safeguarding of Intangible Cultural Heritage dated 2003 

presents intangible values of cultural heritage. Moreover, international documents on wall 

paintings, risk management, conservation of the setting of the heritage, climate change and 

conservation, cultural routes, interpretation and presentation of heritage, and spirit of the 

place were declared between 2000 and 2010.  

Adopted in 2002, The Budapest Declaration on World Heritage further develops 

The World Heritage Convention. This declaration by the World Heritage Committee, 

emphasizes ñappropriate and equitable balance between conservation, sustainability and 

developmentò, ñcommunication, education, research, training and public awareness 

strategiesò, and ñactive involvement of our local communities at all levelsò in conservation 

and management activities. Related to Budapest Declaration, ñThe fifth Cò (for 

Communities) have been adopted in the strategic objectives of the World Heritage 

Convention in 2007. The objectives are ñcredibilityò of the World Heritage List, 

ñconservationò, ñcapacity buildingò, ñcommunicationò for public awareness and 

involvement, and enhancing ñcommunitiesò (UNESCO, 2019). Regarding this point, Expert 

1 of our research also expresses that the Budapest Declaration is important for the 

development of heritage management in the UNESCO framework. Furthermore, industrial 

heritage, heritage and development, rural landscape, historic urban public parks, wooden 

built heritage, heritage and democracy, et cetera have been discussed in the international 

documents published between 2010 and 2017. In this regard, specified topics have been 

focused on and heritage has been perceived as a living and dynamic issue that is not apart 

from the human being.  

Although the discipline of conservation, similar to other disciplines, was constituted 

after the Industrial Revolution, conservation approach has more rooted past for the case of 

Turkey . Between 13th and 15th centuries of the Ottoman Empire, an organizational structure 

named vakēf (foundation), which was established by sovereigns, conducted construction, 

repair, and maintenance activities on the buildings. After 15th century, Hassa Mimarlar 

Ocaĵē (Hassa Architecture) was established to train architects with master-apprentice 

relationship. With the Tanzimat period (1839-1876), Westernization of the empire began and 

several legislation was enacted. The first museum of the St. Irene Church was established in 

Topkapē Palace in 1846. I. and II. Ebniye Nizamnameleri related to standards and techniques 

for buildings were enacted between 1848-1849. The first local administrations were 

established in Beyoĵlu/Ķstanbul and Konya (Ķstanbul ve Konya ķehremanetleri) in 1854. 

Afterwards, Tarik and Ebniye Nizamnamesi was enacted in 1864 to conduct recovery 
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activities after fire events and redesign the settlements with use of motor vehicles, hence 

related to modern planning approach (ķahin G¿­han, 2015).  

The first law on conservation was 1869 dated Asar-ē Atika Nizamnamesi 

(Regulations for Historical Monuments). The law was regulated in 1874, 1884, and 1906 

parallel to the evolvement of conservation attitudes. Moreover, Ebniye Kanunu in 1183, 

Ebniye-i Emiriye ve Vakfiye Ķnĸaatē ve Tamiratē Hakkēnda Nizamname (Regulations for the 

Construction and Repair of State-Owned Buildings) in 1887 were enacted related to building 

standards. The first local council, Muhafaza-i Asar-ē Atika Enc¿meni Daimisi (The Council 

of Historical Properties) was founded regarding to historical monuments of Istanbul in 1917 

(Madran, 1996; ķahin G¿­han, 2015). 

Turkish Grand National Assembly was founded in 1920 and the Republic of Turkey 

was established in 1923. ķahin G¿­han and Kurul (2009) names the years between 1920-

1951 as a period of ñthe building of a secular nation stateò. In this period, Asar-ē Atika 

Nizamnamesi dated 1906 on conservation, several laws, and the organizations were 

maintained. Regarding planning, Municipality Law dated 1930 stated duties and 

responsibilities of the municipalities to prepare plan and sustain conservation of historical 

monuments (ķahin G¿­han & Kurul, 2009). Law on Municipality Buildings and Roads 

no.2290 and dated 1933 stated the establishment of a commission of experts to prepare town 

plans for the municipalities. The law also stated that surroundings up to 10 meters of a 

monument must be unconstructed, which was criticized to cause damage on civil 

architecture that had been developed associated with the monument. These statements, 

which was in force until 1984, were the only decrees regarding historical buildings until 

1973 (Din­er, 2010; ķahin G¿­han, 2015).  

The Council for Preservation of Monuments (Anētlar Koruma Komisyonu) was 

established in 1933 to conduct studies for the whole country. Vakēflar Law no.2762 was 

enacted in 1936 and stated that the Vakēflar Umum M¿d¿rl¿ĵ¿ (General Directorate of Pious 

Foundations) was responsible for all monuments with foundation origin, except the ones in 

private property (Madran, 1996; ķahin G¿­han, 2015). Common Regulations for 

Implementation of City Plans, dated 1936, objectified the municipalities and stated 

conservation of historical patterns and preparation a list of relics (Din­er, 2010). Between 

1924 to 1949, provincial organizations of central administrations including Directorate of 

Culture, Directorate of Museums, and Directorate of Antiquities and Museums were 

established (ķahin G¿­han & Kurul, 2009). In this period, conservation activities including 

Topkapē Palace, Hagia Sophia in Ķstanbul, and Mahmut Paĸa Bazaar in Ankara were 

conducted (Madran, 1996).  
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1950s is the transition period of multi-party system and rapid urbanization times 

with migrations from rural to urban areas (Aldemir & Doĵan, 2015). The Superior Council 

for Immovable Antiquities and Monuments (GEEAYK) was established in 1951. Differently 

from current system, GEEAYK was autonomous, its decisions were final, and memberships 

were lifelong. The council was crucial for presenting conservation and planning activities 

together with the municipalities (ķahin G¿­han, 2002), facilitating conservation activities 

during rapid urbanization period, determining key principles on conservation, categorizing 

types of buildings, pioneering debates on conservation of areas, hence improving 

conservation activities (ķahin G¿­han & Kurul, 2009).  

In 1956, the first Development Law no.6785 was enacted. In these circumstances, 

Ministry of Development and Housing (Ķmar ve Ķskan Vekaleti) was established in 1958 with 

the law no.7116 (ķahin G¿­han, 2015). In this rapid urbanization period, people migrated 

from rural to urban and either constructed gecekondu or inhabited in the historic centers of 

the cities. Additionally, people migrated between urban areas inhabited in the settled areas of 

the cities. At those times, when conservation attitude was limited to artifacts, unregistered 

civil architecture buildings were demolished, and apartment buildings were developed. The 

Condominium Law dated 1965 and build-and-sell mechanism was the main tool for this 

transformation (Din­er, 2010). 

Law on Ancient Works no.1710 and dated 1973 was extended the conservation 

attitude with statements of civil architecture buildings and conservation sites for the first 

time (Madran, 2012; Tankut 2004; ķahin and Kurul, 2009). Additionally, planning and 

conservation were associated together literally (Din­er, 2010). However, the law was 

deficient in terms of determinations, monitoring mechanism, training experts, et cetera 

(Din­er, 2010; ķahin G¿­han & Kurul, 2009).  

With the law, after identification of conserved areas, the development plans that 

were approved previously would be invalid. Conservation master plans were to be prepared 

in two years, and the Council would set ñtemporary development conditionsò for the period 

of two years (ķahin G¿­han & Kurul, 2009). Hence, the duties and responsibilities of the 

council were extended. On the other hand, process of preparation of conservation plans by 

municipalities was long since conservation was perceived as an obstacle to development. 

Between 1973 and 1983, historical parts of the cities were abandoned, and ownerships of 

historical buildings were changed rapidly (ķahin G¿­han & Kurul, 2009). Din­er (2010) 

states that any conservation master plans were not prepared and implemented in any urban 

conserved areas in 1980, thus, implementation and embracement of the legislation required 

long years for the decision-makers and society. 
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The first steps of neoliberal politics began in 1980s and localization mechanisms 

were presented with several legislation. The major law on conservation, Law on the 

Conservation of Cultural and Natural Property no.2863 was entered in force in 19832, and 

organizational structure and legislation on conservation were associated (Din­er, 2010).  

The law altered the identification of ñantiquesò with ñcultural propertyò and ñnatural 

propertyò, additionally, states all movable and immovable natural and cultural properties 

have the quality of state property.  

With the law, the Superior Council was repealed, High Council for the Conservation 

of Cultural and Natural Property and Regional Councils for the Conservation of Cultural and 

Natural Property were established to respond conservation issues at local more rapidly. 

Members of the councils were assigned for certain periods by the component central 

administrations. The Regional Councils were established regarding size of the area and 

variety of the assets (ķahin G¿­han, 2015). With the law, definitions and process of 

preparation and implementation of conservation master plan were identified. Municipalities 

became responsible for preparation of conservation plans for the conserved areas in their 

municipal boundaries. The plans were approved by the Regions Councils, compatible with 

the relevant legislation adopted by Ministry of Culture (ķahin G¿­han & Kurul, 2009). In 

that sense, planning and implementation processes had become more localized. Besides, 

Environment Law no.28723 and the National Parks Law no.28734 were enacted in 1983 

related to natural assets. Moreover, Development Law no.3194 was enacted in 19855. The 

law determined planning and approval authorization of the local administrations for the first 

time.  

Several regulations were made regarding to institutional organizations, for instance, 

Ministry of Culture and Ministry of Tourism and Promotion were reestablished as Ministry 

of Culture and Tourism in 1982 (Ministry of Culture and Tourism, 2018). During 1990s, 

conservation planning activities and NGOs in conservation were increased. The first term of 

the contract for conservation plans was prepared in 1990s (ķahin G¿­han & Kurul, 2009). 

 

2 Official Gazette with date 23.07.1983 and number 18113. 

 

 
3 Official Gazette with date 11.08.1983 and number 18132. 

 

 
4 Official Gazette with date 11.08.1983 and number 18132. 

 

 
5 Official Gazette with date 9.5.1985 and number 18749. 
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Several conservation activities in several sites and monumental buildings significant in its 

related place were conducted (ķahin G¿­han, 2015). 

Turkey became a candidate for the European Union in 1999 (Ministry of Foreign 

Affairs Directorate for EU Affairs, 2017). Related to the European Union (EU) accession 

process of Turkey, ķahin G¿­han states (2015) that several actions were made regarding 

public reform, committing localization, democracy, and participatory planning. Indirectly 

related to conservation, regulations were made in Law for the Encouragement of Tourism 

no.2634 in 2003. ñTourism areasò were redefined as ñcultural and tourism preservation and 

development regionsò and ñtourism centersò to conserve and sustain sectoral development of 

the regions having tourism potential with cultural values.  

ķahin G¿­han and Kurul (2005) draw attention that since the law enables 

transferring cultural and tourism preservation and development regions to the third bodies, 

secondary housing problems in the coastal zones might be deepened. In 2004, important 

regulations regarding new terms, new administrative structures, and financialization issues 

were made in the main law on conservation no.2863 with the amendment Law no.5226. The 

definition of conservation master plan, environmental project, management site, 

management plan, and junction points are determined. Regulations on conservation master 

plans clarify preparation and implementation process of these plans. Main components of 

participatory site management system and museum management with monument council are 

determined within the Additional Article 2. Enacted in the following year, Regulation on 

Substance and Procedures of the Establishment and Duties of the Site Management and the 

Monument Council and Identification of Management Sites6 clarifies the site management 

and museum management tools and processes.  

The regulation resolves to define a sustainable participatory management 

mechanism with public institutions and organizations, civil society organizations to clarify 

implementation and monitoring processes and to define management authorities. The site 

management units include a site manager, advisory board, Coordination and Audit Board, 

and Audit Unit. In that sense, the responsible authorities were the municipalities for urban 

protected areas, and for urban protected areas within other conserved areas, and Ministry of 

Culture and Tourism for archeological, natural and historical conserved areas, and for urban 

protected sites, where does not have related municipality. The competent authorities are 

responsible to prepare site management plans, appoint site manager and identify Advisory 

Board, Coordination and Audit Board, and Audit Unit.  

 

6 Official Gazette, dated 27.11.2005 and numbered 26006. 
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The law also determines constitution of Conservation, Implementation and 

Inspection Offices (KUDEB), project offices and training units in order to facilitate 

conservation activities at local level. Besides, technical and financial aids, exemption from 

tax, and tax reduction regulations are identified for immovable cultural properties. Although 

the regulations are significant for conservation, the definitions of mixed protected area, rural 

protected area (Madran & ¥zgºn¿l, 2005), and cultural landscape (Madran and ¥zgºn¿l, 

2005; ķahin G¿­han, 2005), modern architecture, industrial structures (ķahin G¿­han & 

Kurul, 2005) are deficient.  

Moreover, Additional Article 3 of the law no.2863 defines exemptions about site 

management for certain natural areas, where the site management system shall not be 

applied. One of those areas was Gallipoli Peninsula National Historic Park. Hence, these 

exemptions create a risk of adoption of a participatory management mechanism.  

Besides, several legislation and regulations were enacted to support conservation 

activities. For instance, Law on the Encouragement of Cultural Investments and Initiatives 

no.5225 enacted in 20047  determines cultural investments and initiatives to improve 

sustainable relationship between cultural values and society. Moreover, Income Tax Law8 

no.193 was regulated in 2004. It is identified that any kind of donations and grants 

contributing to conservation and supported by competent administrations are completely or 

partly exempt from the income tax. ķahin G¿­han (2015) emphasizes that these kinds of 

legislation are important for financing conservation activities by private initiatives.  

Regarding public reform, several legislation were enacted from 2005, which are 

criticized by the scholars (Din­er, 2010; Aldemir & Doĵan, 2015; ķahin G¿­han & Kurul, 

2009). Enacted in 2005, Law on Renovating, Conserving and Actively Using Dilapidated 

Historical and Cultural Immovable Assets no.53669 states declaration of ñrenewal areasò in 

the conserved sites to revitalize and mitigate risks by the decision of Council of Ministers. In 

2012, the law has been regulated, and the provincial council or municipal council have 

become authorized on identification of renewal areas. The law has several statements 

 

7 Published in Official Gazette, dated 21.07.2004 and numbered 25529.  

 

 
8 Published in Official Gazette, dated 31.12.1961 and numbered 10700. 

 

 
9 Published in Official Gazette, dated 5.7.2005 and numbered 25866. 
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including that these conservation areas would be expropriated, and implementations would 

be conducted based on a program.  

Hence, contradicting attitude toward conservation of values by complete renewal, 

identification of the areas, implementations without conservation master plan, problematic 

statements on ownership, decision-making mechanism and insufficient participatory 

processes, expropriation for housing, and social-cultural problems are criticized (Din­er, 

2010; ķahin G¿­han & Kurul, 2009).  

In addition, legislation related to conservation was enacted. Metropolitan 

Municipality Law no.521610 enacted in 2004 and Municipality Law no.539311 in 2005 

identify duties and responsibilities of the municipalities in conservation. With these laws, 

municipalities are authorized to identify ñurban transformation and development project 

areasò and implement these projects.  

Law on Special Provincial Administration no.530212 dated 2005 authorizes special 

provincial administration to prepare environment plans for the provinces that are not 

administered by metropolitan municipalities. Moreover, with the change in law no.2862 in 

2009, the financial resources identified for immovable cultural properties are collected by 

the Special Provincial Administration and allocated to the related local administrations by 

the governor.   

Several regulations were made regarding institutional organizations. Development 

Agencies were established with the law no.5449 in 2006 to sustain collaboration with public 

institutions, private sectors, and NGOs. In 2011, public institutions were reorganized by 

several with statutory decrees with commitments of decreasing bureaucracy and 

construction-based economy (ķahin G¿­han, 2015). For instance, the Ministry of 

Development was established with the statutory decree no.641. The Ministry of Public 

Works and Settlement was abolished, and its duties and responsibilities were assigned to the 

Ministry of Environment and Urbanization in 2011 with the statutory decree no.644. With 

the statutory decree no.648, Ministry of Environment and Urbanization has authorized on the 

immovable natural property, natural protected area, and related protected areas. Ministry of 

Forestry and Water Affairs was established with statutory decree no.645 in 2011.  

 

10 Published in Official Gazette, dated 23.7.2004 and numbered 25531. 

 

 
11 Published in Official Gazette, dated 13.7.2005 and numbered 25874. 

 

 
12 Published in Official Gazette, dated 4.3.2005 and numbered 25745. 
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Moreover, the councils have been reidentified with the regulation in law no.2863 in 

2011. The High Council for the Conservation of Cultural and Natural Property was restated 

as ñHigh Council for the Conservation of Cultural Propertyò. Similarly, the name of the 

regional council was redetermined as ñRegional Councils for the Conservation of Cultural 

Propertyò. Additionally, ñCentral Commission for the Conservation of Natural Propertyò, 

ñRegional Councils for the Conservation of Natural Propertyò are identified. Thus, the 

councils were reorganized in a manner of distinction of cultural and natural assets. Besides, 

the period for preparation conservation master plans is stated to be extended by the Regional 

Councils. Related to conservation, Law on Metropolitan Municipality no.6360 was enacted 

in 201213.  

Above all, the authorities of metropolitan municipalities have been extended, 

including responsibilities of conservation of cultural and natural assets. The law is criticized 

to abolish village status and associations between urban and rural areas.  

Law on Transformation of Areas under Disaster Risk no.6306 was enacted in 

201214. Initially, the law including conservation areas, was stated identification of ñareas 

under disaster riskò at low qualified and dilapidated buildings or at the areas under 

earthquake or other natural disaster risk in order to constitute healthy and secure hosing 

stocks. However, the law is mainly based on demolishment and reconstruction, emphasis on 

strengthening of building structures is not given. The law is criticized due to problematic 

statements of ownership, lacking statements on gathering places, and authorization of 

Ministry of Environment and Urbanization and Housing Development Administration 

(TOKĶ) (Aldemir & Doĵan, 2015).  

Regarding site management mechanism in the law no.2863, regulations with law 

no.6745 were enacted in 2016. Ministry of Culture and Tourism has become to solely 

authorized institution to identify site manager, constitute site management units and conduct 

planning studies.  

With Turkey Election 2018, the parliamentary system of Republic of Turkey is 

transformed to the presidential system. Afterwards several regulations and presidential 

decrees were enacted. For instance, public institutions were reorganized. Regarding 

development, provisional article 16 in the law no.3194, the Ministry of Environment and 

Urbanization declared Procedures and Principles for Issuing Building Registration 

 

13 Published in Official Gazette, dated 6.12.2012 and numbered 28489. 

 

 
14 Published in Official Gazette, dated 31.5.2012 and numbered 28309. 



  

 

16 

 

Certificate15, which is also known as zoning amnesty. The declaration was criticized due to 

increment of unhealthy and risky building stocks, loss of public areas, threatening protected 

areas, increment of population density, deficiency of social and cultural facilities, causing 

socio-cultural problems, hence, contrary to the public interest (UCTEA , 2018).  

ķahin G¿­han (2015) assesses the evolution of conservation of legislative and 

administrative changes related to cultural heritage in Turkey. In the Republic of Turkey, the 

conservation attitude inherited from the Ottoman period has been developed with the 

conservation legislation and institutionalization, however, implementations and financial 

resources for conservations have not been sufficient until 2004. The level of 

institutionalization, partly localized organizational structure, developed legislation, and 

legislative tools were important opportunities in the field of conservation. However, 

insufficient political will towards conservation, scarcity of good examples in conservation 

implementations, limited financial resources, problems due to ownership, deficient technical 

knowledge about traditional conservation techniques, inadequate human and intellectual 

resources, undeveloped interdisciplinary studies, and insufficient embracement of the society 

were the main obstacles.  

Although several legislation was enacted between 2004 and 2010 in regard to 

localization and participation, the legislative changes after 2011 draw an opposite 

perspective by prioritizing centralization, supporting rent based development, and demands 

of the construction sector. The policies for cultural and natural assets were segregated from 

institutional organizational structures. The re-institutionalization of state system results in 

damages in public institutional culture, corporate cumulative knowledge and institutional 

experience, and archives. Interventions have been made on the cultural assets and built 

environment without planning, based on individual projects, ignoring integrated 

conservation principles by ignoring the users in these areas, and increasing population 

densities.  

Regarding general framework of site management system in Turkey , currently, 

the central governmental public institutions are the key responsible actors in conservation 

and management of cultural and natural values. Ministry of Culture and Tourism is the main 

authority in conservation issues in Turkey, and there are numbers of institutions, including 

Directorate General of Foundations, Ministry of Transport and Infrastructure, Ministry of 

Youth and Sports, which are directly or indirectly have a responsibility in conservation of 

 

15 Published in Official Gazette, dated 6.6.2018 and numbered 30443. 
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cultural and natural assets. In this sense, the main institutional mechanism in conservation 

and management at present is clarified below. 

Ministry of Culture and Tourism  is the key authority to take necessary 

conservation measures on immovable cultural property and to audit, without regarding of 

ownership and administration, or make competent public institutions, municipalities and 

governorates to audit cultural properties (Article 10, law no.2863). Madran and ¥zgºn¿l 

(2005) emphasize that this statement is rather important to share duties and responsibilities 

and provide participation of local administrations in conservation activities.  

With Turkey Election, tasks and authorizations of Ministry of Culture and Tourism 

is restated as ñresearching, developing, conserving, evaluating, promoting, to make 

embraced national, spiritual, historical, cultural and touristic values and thus to contribute on 

strengthening national comprehensiveness and economic developmentò, cooperating with 

related public institutions, local administrations, NGOs and private sectors in culture and 

tourism issues, directing any kind of investments, communication and development 

potentials of culture and tourism areas, and promoting and marketing convenient possibilities 

are some of its tasks and authorizations (Article 277, presidential decree no.1, 2018). 

The tasks and authorizations of the Ministry of Agriculture and Forest  include 

protecting, developing, managing and maintaining forests, developing policies to conserve 

nature, identification of national parks, natural parks, natural monuments, management and 

development of these areas. 

General Directorate of Nature Conservation and National Parks is one of the service 

units under the Ministry of Agriculture and Forest. Its tasks and authorizations cover 

identification of national parks, natural parks, natural monuments, nature conservation areas, 

and wetlands, and conserving, developing, promoting, managing, maintaining and to have 

maintained the ones that have been registered by Ministry of Environment and Urbanization 

(Article 420, presidential decree no.1).  

Ministry of Environment and Urbanization  has a variety of tasks and 

authorizations, some of which are preparation of legislation on environment and construction 

and monitoring, to sustain studies for protection and rehabilitation of environment, and 

preventing environmental pollution; conducting environmental impact assessment; 

determination of main principles, strategies and standards for spatial plans; to prepare or to 

have prepared, approve and provision of building license when required, territorial plan, 

master plan, implementation plan, subdivision plan, and revision of these plans, adopting 

projects; preparation of spatial strategic plans in corporation with related institutions and 
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organizations, sustaining building control system. The Ministry is authorized ex-officio, 

which shows centralization attitude in management and planning.   

Central Councils are High Council for the Conservation of Cultural Property and 

Central Commission for the Conservation of Natural Property. 

The main tasks of High Council for the Conservation of Cultural Property are 

determination of conservation and restoration principles for immovable cultural property, 

principle decisions ñilke kararēò, coordinating Regional Conservation Councils, assisting the 

Ministry of Culture and Tourism by evaluating problems in implementation steps, making 

decisions for requested issues by the Ministries (Article 51, law no.2863).  

The Council assesses and makes final decisions on the issues addressed by the local 

governmental institutions and public institutions. In that sense, The Council also serves as an 

audit and control mechanism on conservation decisions. Previously, the representative 

members were the graduates of higher education from relevant disciplines and should be 

Undersecretary of the Ministry, Deputy Undersecretary of the Prime Ministry, The related 

Deputy Undersecretary of the Ministry, Director General for Cultural Heritage and 

Museums, Director General for Tourism, the related Director General or Deputy Director 

General from the Ministry of Public Works and Settlement, Director General or Deputy 

Director General for Forestry, Director General or Deputy Director General for Foundations, 

and six chairpersons of Regional Conservation Councils to be selected by the Ministry. 

However, the statement was amended with statutory decree no.700 in 2018. Thus, ensuring 

competence of the members cannot be sustained. Din­er (2010) criticizes that although The 

Council was worked scientifically previously, it has changed as a more technical council at 

present. 

Central Commission for the Conservation of Natural Property is advisory body 

on natural property, natural protected areas, and related protected areas. Its representative 

members are the experts of architects, urban planners, forest or environment engineers, 

lawyers, and other experts approved by Ministry of Environment and Urbanization, with 

president of undersecretary or deputy undersecretary of Ministry of Environment and 

Urbanization (Additional Article 4, law no.2863). 

Regional Councils are Regional Councils for the Conservation of Cultural Property 

and Regional Councils for the Conservation of Natural Property. 

Regional Councils for the Conservation of Cultural Property serve within the 

decisions of High Council for the Conservation of Cultural Property. Main duties, powers 

and works of Regional Councils for the Conservation of Cultural Property are registration of 

cultural and natural property, unregistering records of the properties that have lost their 
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characteristics, grouping the properties, identification of ñterms and condition for building in 

the transition period within three months after the registration of conservation sitesò, 

identification of conservation sites of the immovable cultural and natural property, 

examining and making decision on conservation plans and related alterations of the plans, 

and making decisions for implementation process of conservation activities regarding 

cultural and natural property (Article 57, law no.2863).  

With the change in the law no.2863 in 2011, based on the statutory decree no.648, it 

is stated that regarding the boundaries, related mayor or technical representative, or technical 

representative appointed by the Governorate can be member of the Council (Article 58). 

Additionally, professional chambers can attend to the meetings with invitation of Directorate 

of Regional Conservation Councils (Article 58).  

Regional Councils for the Conservation of Natural Property are authorized at 

regional level to make decisions on natural assets (Additional Article 4, law no.2863). 

According to Article 9 in Regulation on Constitution and Working Principles of Councils for 

the Conservation of Natural Property16 , the councils are constituted by Ministry of 

Environment and Urbanization. Qualifications and quantity of members of the councils are 

determined in basis of natural properties and general conditions of natural protected sites in 

the region. 

At provincial level, there are also public entities besides ministries (Table 1) such as 

Conservation, Implementation and Inspection Offices, Special Provincial Administrations, 

Metropolitan Municipalities, and Provincial Governorship.   

Conservation, Implementation and Inspection Offices are established in 

metropolitan municipalities, governorships, and municipalities with authorization of the 

Ministry of Culture and Tourism. Its members are composed of experts in relevant fields 

such as art history, architecture, urban planning, engineering, and archeology (Article 10, 

law no.2863). 

Special Provincial Administrations are public legal entities, which response local 

and common needs of the locals in the province, especially in villages where there are 

municipalities (not metropolitan municipalities) and serve based on the law no.5302. The 

administrations are composed of general provincial assembly, the provincial council and the 

governor; additionally, decision making branches are elected. Provincial council elects a 

president among its members. The governor is an executive actor of the decisions taken. The 

provincial governor, which is appointed by the central administration, also enrolls in central 

 

16 Official Gazette dated 18.10.2011 and numbered 28088. 
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administration. Thus, the special provincial administrations are linked to central 

administrations.  

Authorized in the province, some of its duties are conservation of heritage, 

rehabilitation, maintenance, construction of buildings, preparation of environment plans for 

the provinces that are not administered by metropolitan municipalities, sustaining cultural, 

artistic, touristic and social services and aids, and provision of required utilities and 

infrastructures outside of municipality boundaries. In addition, project offices and training 

units within the administrations might be organized (Article 10):  

project offices shall be established in special provincial administrations to prepare and 

implement surveys, restitution, restoration projects with the aim of conserving cultural 

property and training units to provide certified training to construction masters 

The offices are important for implementation and auditing conservation activates at 

local level in time, development of human resource, and provision of required materials for 

conservation. 

Metropolitan Municipalities  are public entities authorized in the provincial 

boundaries, have administrative and financial autonomy, coordinate district municipalities 

within the metropolitan municipality boundaries, whose decision making branches are 

elected. The branches are mayor, municipal council and municipal assembly. They serve 

based on the law no.5216 and law no.6360. Tasks of the metropolitan municipalities include 

preparation of master plans (scale of 1:25.000-1:5.000), approval of implementation and 

parcellation plans, preparation of transportation master plan, maintenance utilities and 

services required, sustaining conservation, and rehabilitation and maintenance of cultural and 

natural assets.  

 

Table 1: Administrative Structures (Public Entities) besides Ministries 

 

Central Administration  Local Administration  

Provincial 

Governorship 

District 

Governorship 

Special 

Provincial 

Administration 

Metropolitan 

Municipality / 

Municipality 

Village 

Á Provincial 

Governor 

Á District 

Governor 

Á General 

Provincial 

Assembly 

Á Mayor 
Á Village 

Association 

Á Provincial 

Administration 

Board 

Á District 

Administration 

Board 

Á Provincial 

Council 

Á Municipal 

Council 

Á Councils of 

Elders 

  
Á Provincial 

Governor 

Á Municipal 

Assembly 

Á Village 

Leader 
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Provincial Governorship are related to central administration and serve based on 

Law for Provincial Administration no.5442. The main duties and responsibilities are 

sustaining general maintenance of the province, public peace and safety, and coordinating 

district administrations. They are composed of provincial governor and provincial 

administration board. Provincial governor is the corresponding major authority of the 

governorship. The governor invites district governors to discuss required services for the 

province annually. 

District and village level public authorities are District Governorships, District 

Municipalities, and village administration. 

 Similar to provincial governorships, District Governorships serve within the law 

no.5442. They are authorized on general administration of the districts, according to the 

provincial governorships. In that sense, the district governorship is a dependent unit of 

central administration and serves to maintain, regulate and audit the district. Additionally, 

governorships contain branches of district administration and district governor, who is the 

key authority of the governorship.   

  District Municipalities  serve in the district municipal boundaries based on the law 

no.5393. Similar to metropolitan municipalities, district municipalities have three branches, 

which are mayor, municipal council and municipal assembly, additionally, the decision 

making branch is elected. Being a public entity with administrative and financially 

autonomy, they have duties and responsibilities in provision of public and local utilities and 

infrastructures; maintenance, conservation, rehabilitation, and reconstruction when required 

of cultural and natural assets and historical areas, conducting urban renovation and urban 

development projects and mitigating earthquake risks, et cetera.  

Villages are public entities and administered based on Village Law no.44217. Village 

administration  has three branches of village association, local headman and councils of 

elders. Village association is composed of locals who have the right to vote. Local headman 

and with councils of elders are elected and they provide services and utilities required such 

as sustaining clean water, maintenance of the village, and general cleaning of the village. 

Local Public Authorities are Site Management Authorities for conserved areas. 

Site management authorities are established in the management sites, identified to 

conserve cultural assets. In practice, a site management authority is required to utilize 

coordination between institutions, monitor implementation process, and serve as an 

 

17 Official Gazette, dated 7.4.1924 and numbered 68. 
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information center (Ulusan, 2016). Hence, the site management unit is crucial for 

understanding of the place by providing updated information and data. According to 

Additional Article 2 in law no.2863 and its related regulation18, duties of site manager, 

advisory board, Coordination and Audit Board, and Audit Unit are stated as followed.  

Site Manager is supposed to have knowledge of the site and able to develop vision 

and policies. Duties of the site manager covers planning working programs in corporation 

with the competent authority, investigating funding sources, preparing annual budget 

proposals, preparing draft contracts with competent authority for needs of the site, 

coordinating with related institutions and persons for managing activities in the site, and 

coordinating preparation and presentation processes of annual audit reports (Article 14). 

Before 2016, the site manager, regarding educational background, is appointed by the 

authorized institution. However, Ministry of Culture and Tourism is authorized to appoint a 

site manager at present.  

Advisory Board is established with composition of ñat least five members from 

persons with the right to property in the area, professional chambers, civil society 

organizations, relevant university departments, site manager and members who are 

determined by the competent authorityò (Article 15). The Board evaluates the draft 

management plan and presents the issues and proposals to Coordination and Audit Board. 

With the change in the law no.2863 in 2016, the Ministry of Culture and Tourism is entitled 

to constitute the board in any conserved sites. Previously, related municipality had authority 

to constitute the board in urban conservation sites. 

Coordination and Audit Board  is authorized on approval of the draft management 

plan by consensus within six months and audit implementation of the plan. The structure of 

the Board is identified as composition of at least five members including site manager, two 

members elected by the advisory board, and at least one representative from each related 

administration, whose services are required to implement the management plan. The site 

manager is identified as the chairperson of this board. Coordination and Audit Board is also 

constituted by the Ministry of Culture and Tourism. 

For control function, an Audit Uni t with at least five members from related 

institutions shall be established. The Unit supervises the implementation process of the 

management plan, evaluates annual working performance, prepare and presents work 

schedule of following year to the Coordination and Audit Board and could request 

 

18 ñRegulation on Substance and Procedures of the Establishment and Duties of the Site Management 

and the Monument Council and Identification of Management Sitesò, published in 27.11.2005 dated 

and 26006 numbered Official Gazette. 
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information from public institutions, organizations and third persons, regarding the 

management plan and its implementation. 

Processes of planning is briefly clarified (Figure 1). Definitions of assets is crucial 

for conservation. The terms of ñcultural propertyò, ñnatural propertyò, and ñarchaeological 

siteò, ñnatural conserved areaò, and ñmovable natural assetò are defined. For instance, 

cultural and natural properties are defined as (Article 3, law no. 2863): 

ñCultural propertyò shall refer to movable and immovable property on the ground, 

under the ground or under the water pertaining to science, culture, religion and fine 

arts of before and after recorded history or that is of unique scientific and cultural 

value for social life before and after recorded history. 

ñNatural Propertyò shall refer to all assets on the ground or under the water pertaining 

to geological periods, prehistoric periods until present time, that are of kind or require 

protection due to their characteristics and beauty. 

The cultural and natural properties are not only regarded as ancient but also their 

historical background is prioritized. For Gallipoli Peninsula, additionally, it is fundamental 

to state national park, which is determined as ñnationally and internationally unique natural 

and cultural resource values and natural parts with protected, recreational and touristic areasò 

(Article 2, law no.2873). 

The definitions in the law no.2863 are also important for identif ication of 

boundaries of the conserved areas. For instance, ñconservation siteò is ñcities and remains 

of cities that are product of various prehistoric to present civilizationsò, areas comprising 

ñstages of social life or important historical events with a concentration of cultural propertyò 

and ñthe natural characteristics of which have been documentedò (Article 3). In that sense, 

conservation sites can have social, economic, architectural features. ñConservation zoneò, 

additionally, is an area to be conserved with several conservation activities to sustain cultural 

and natural values.  

Concerning related places and objects, surrounding areas are mentioned in the law as 

ñjunction pointò and ñinteraction and transgression zoneò (Article 3). Cultural properties that 

are outside of the boundaries of a management area, but related ñin terms of management 

and development on the basis of archeological, geographical, cultural and historical 

considerations or the same vision or themeò, are defined as ñjunction pointò. Besides, 

ñinteraction and transgression zoneò means areas that have a direct effect on cultural 

properties and conserved sites, which are ñintegrated with conservation sites, were inside 

conservation boundaries previously and taken outò, areas covering related urban pattern, and 

areas ñlocated between conservation sitesò, thus, should be considered in planning process. 

In this respect, interaction and transgression zones are in the management site, while 

junction points are out of the boundaries of management site. However, both junction points 



  

 

24 

 

and interaction and transgression zones are related to place, and directly or indirectly affects 

comprehensiveness of the heritage. These terms are similar to definition of ñbuffer zoneò in 

the international legislation19.  

 

 
 

Figure 1: Site Management Process of Cultural Heritage in Turkey 

 

19 Operational Guidelines for the Implementation of the Convention. 
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With these respects, ñmanagement siteò, which comprise ñconservation sites, 

architectural sites and surrounding interactive areasò, is identified for conservation and 

development to meet educational and cultural needs of the society. Ministry of Culture and 

Tourism identifies boundaries of management sites based on ñviews of the relevant 

institutions and organizations, professional chambers, universities and civil society 

organizations and persons with right to property in the areaò (Article 3). In that sense, a 

coordination meeting is organized to coordinate and obtain views of participants to define 

the final borders20. Hence, legislation ensures determination of boundaries of the areas with 

cultural values within a participatory mechanism. 

On the other hand, General Directorate of Nature Conservation and National Parks 

under Ministry of Agriculture and Forest has authorization on identification of national 

parks, natural parks, natural monuments, nature conservation areas and wetlands (Article 

420, presidential decree no.1). Moreover, Ministry of Environment and Urbanization is 

authorized in identification of boundaries of natural assets, natural protected areas and 

special environmental protection areas (Article 109, presidential decree no.1). Hence, 

boundaries of the areas with natural values are identified by the competent central 

administrations, without participatory mechanism.  

Depending on definition of the assets, different types of plans are prepared for 

conservation and management of areas in Turkey. For instance, ñlong term development 

planò is prepared with consents of related Ministries and approved by Ministry of 

Agriculture and Forestry for a national park (Article 11, Regulation on National Parks).  

Besides, ñconservation planò and ñmanagement planò are to be prepared for the 

designated areas with cultural values, such as urban protected sites and archeological sites. 

In that sense, conservation plan is a spatial plan with conservation, social and development 

aspects. Conservation plan which is prepared based on ñfield studies providing 

archeological, historical, natural, architectural, demographic, cultural, socio-economic, 

ownership and settlement dataò in regard of interactive areas is ñof the scale prescribed for a 

master and implementation development planò, including objectives, planning decisions, 

ñimplementation phases and programmesò, land use patterns, transportation and 

infrastructure facilities, ñdraft in a way to entail strategies on job creation and value addition, 

principles of conservationò, conservation actions, proposals on improvement of social and 

 

20 Article 6, Regulation on Substance and Procedures of the Establishment and Duties of the Site 

Management and the Monument Council and Identification of Management Sites 



  

 

26 

 

economic conditions of the locals, ñlocal ownership, participatory area management models 

on the basis of financial principles of implementationò (Article 3).  

Hence, conservation plans are prepared for the conservation sites with interaction 

and transgression zone, if it is identified, by the competent administration. For an area 

identified as conserved site, the implementation process of any kind of plan are held on and 

development plans are revised regarding the conservation plan. Until preparation of 

conservation plan, Regional Councils for the Conservation of Cultural Property determines 

principles of transition period. Although competent authorities are to make prepared 

conservation plans in three years, this period could be extended by the Regional Councils, 

based on the change in the law numbered 2863 in 2011. With the assent of the Regional 

Council, the competent administration approves the conservation plans. 

Management plans, besides, are also prepared for conserved sites, in regard to the 

conservation plan. Hence, management plan should be prepared for the areas having 

conservation plan. Management plan must be revised in five year periods and prepared for 

conserving and managing the site, with clarifications of annual and five yearly 

implementation steps and budgets of conservation activities. Preparation steps of 

management plan are determined with five main parts in the regulation21; a. analyzing needs 

for conservation and presentation and communication with related stakeholders, b. analyzing 

the site to identify ñthe significance, problems, bearing capacity of the area and functional 

and managerial analysisò, c. determination of visions, policies and strategies with 

ñoperational, managerial, administrative and financial modelsò, d. Determination on work 

plan with time period, financial resources, and responsible institutions and persons, e. 

ñdefinition of monitoring, evaluation and training processesò regarding stakeholders for 

implementation. 

Ministry of Culture and Tourism prepare or have prepared a draft management plan 

in corporation with other related public institutions. The draft management plan is prepared 

within a team, which is composed of experts and consultants from different disciplines, by 

the Ministry of Culture and Tourism with coordination of appointed site manager. Before 

and during the preparation process, minimum two meetings are to be organized with 

participation of related stakeholders, both to inform participants and to gather information 

for preparation of the management plan. After finalization of preliminary draft of the 

management plan by Ministry of Culture and Tourism, the plan is evaluated by the Advisory 

 

21 Article 9, Regulation on Substance and Procedures of the Establishment and Duties of the Site 

Management and the Monument Council and Identification of Management Sites. 
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Board, then, approved by the Coordination and Audit Board. The Audit Unit, if constituted, 

controls the implementation phases of the plan and contribute on revision of the plan for 

improvement of the management system. 

The institutions must implement actions that are defined in the management plan and 

allocate required resources as stated in the legislation. However, Ulusan (2016) states that 

negotiation between institutions for implementation is the only method in the present. That is 

because, autonomy and institutional framework of site management authority and penalties 

for not adopting the management plan are not clearly stated in the legislation. The legislation 

state that annual performance assessment, draft work schedule and budget for following year 

are prepared by the authority referred in the management plan, and these are evaluated and 

approved by the Coordination and Audit Board. Additionally, vision, aims and polices of the 

management plan are evaluated and updated when necessary and in every five years. For any 

physical implementations, change in the function, and related plans and projects for 

immovable cultural and natural properties and conservation sites in the management plan, 

decisions are to be taken by Regional Council for the Conservation of Cultural and Natural 

Property.   

 

1.2. Problem Definition and Reasons for Selecting the Place 

The field of conservation has deep-rooted past, evolved in the world and Turkey. In 

the case of Turkey, Tankut (2005) emphasizes that cultural and natural heritage and risk are 

the two main aspects that cannot be rejected at any scale of planning in terms of 

comprehensiveness and effectiveness. Although Turkey has adopted several international 

policies and developed conservation tools in her legislation and planning praxis, the recent 

practices have been criticized in general by the scholars.  

ķahin G¿­han criticizes that the recent policies related to cultural assets and built 

environment have been regarded as tools for urban rent. For instance, with the tool of 

ñrenewal areaò in the law no.5366, the Sulukule in Ķstanbul (Nesliĸah and Hatice Sultan 

neighborhoods) was transformed with changing both built environment and socio-cultural 

structure (ķahin G¿­han, 2015). Fener-Balat was also declared as renewal area, even so, 

people have been organized to intervene the transformation (ķahin G¿­han, 2015; Ahubay, 

Din­er, & ķahin, 2016).  

The first declared ñurban transformation and development project areaò with the law 

no.5393 is Doĵanbey Neighbourhood in Bursa, which is criticized due to high-rise buildings 

distorting the silhouette of the world heritage site, Bursa and Cumalēkēzēk: The Birth of the 
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Ottoman Empire. Based on law no.6306, Suri­i district in Diyarbakēr were declared as an 

area under disaster risk and the cultural assets were significantly damaged. Thus, recent 

implementations in Turkey are in general extremely contradictory to conservation activities 

(ķahin G¿­han, 2015). 

In the scope of this thesis, Gallipoli Historical Site, also mentioned as GHS, 

previously named Gallipoli National Historic Park, in Turkey was chosen as the case study 

in order to expand understanding of the conservation process (Figure 2). The place is well-

known worldwide as the scene of Gallipoli Campaign in the First World War. Connecting 

Asia and Europe, the place is in the southern part of Gallipoli Peninsula, surrounded by the 

natural strait of Dardanelles to the east and by the Aegean Sea to the west. Regarding 

administrative boundaries, the place is in Eceabat district of ¢anakkale Province. Containing 

diverse cultural and natural assets, the place has a significant ancient history besides its 

prominent history. Moreover, it is a living place covering an urban settlement and village 

settlements. 

 

 

 

Figure 2: Views from Gallipoli Historical Site 

 

Turkey gives specific importance to the place and has attempted to conserve and 

manage since 1970s. The place was identified as a historical national park and managed as a 

natural asset previously. Three main development plans were prepared, and an international 

architectural competition was conducted previously, however, none of the plans were 
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implemented effectively. In 2014, the Ministry of Tourism submitted the place for UNESCO 

World Heritage List and it was inscribed in the Tentative List.  

In the same year, specific legislation, The Law on Several Regulations for Gallipoli 

Campaign Gallipoli Historical Site no.645622 , was adopted for the place. With the 

legislation, the place was reidentified as a ñhistorical siteò and has been managed as a 

cultural asset by the Directorate of Gallipoli Historical Site, which is a dependent unit of 

Ministry of Culture and Tourism, since then. The legislation also states several specific 

issues solely for the place in Turkey, such as restrictions, exemptions, site management 

units. In addition, the provisional article 16 in law no.3194, the Procedures and Principles for 

Issuing Building Registration Certificate, is not valid for the place. Hence, the place is a 

significant example of understanding conservation process.  

 

1.3. Aim and Scope 

The overall aim of this thesis is to provide a broad understanding of the 

conservation processes of the Gallipoli Historical Site. The scope of the thesis is limited to 

cultural assets with the focus of Turkey; however, natural protected areas and related 

instruments are also briefly indicated to state differences in conceptualizations and to 

provide a better understanding for the place.  

Within the aim, the Burra Charter process with values-centered approach is 

embraced. As Mason (2006) clarifies that the values-centered approach, which is also ña 

conservation planning toolò, provides a comprehensive understanding of the place with 

multiple values, establishing a participatory mechanism and recognition of the stakeholders, 

hence, a widely supported conservation mechanism to ensure long-term sustainability, and 

identification of deficient or lacking knowledge about the assets, which is important for 

further research.  

The scope of the thesis is limited to cultural heritage. With the awareness of the 

Burra Charter Process is a whole, the first three steps of the Burra Charter process are 

entirely, while the fourth step is preliminary responded within this aim and scope (Figure 3).  

Firstly, conservation of cultural values in the world and in Turkey is briefly 

mentioned above. Since it will not be possible to understand a place without understanding 

the general framework in Turkey and dynamics between urbanization and conservation.  

 

 

22 Name of the law was ñLaw on Establishment of Directorate of Gallipoli Campaign Gallipoli 

Historical Siteò, which was renamed with statutory decree numbered 703 on 02.07.02018. 
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Figure 3: The Scope of The Thesis in Burra Charter Process  

(Source: The Burra Charter, 2013, p.12, edited by the author) 

 

Accordingly, fundamental objectives of the thesis were determined to clearly and 

systematically conduct the research: 

1. To present an overall historical background 

2. To investigate the place  

3. To assess the cultural significance and identify all factors and issues  
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The first objective provides an understanding of the historical background of the 

place. The overall history both states the Gallipoli Campaign, and conservation and 

management history of the place. The history could be further extended; however, it is aimed 

at presenting a general picture. Afterwards, the place is investigated to determine present 

situation, define the place and its extent. The last objective express specificity of the place 

and identify problems and opportunities.  

The objectives present differences and similarities of the conservation dynamics in 

the place and in Turkey, and its promotive and problematical sides. In that sense, it is 

expected that the study will contribute to further studies in the field of conservation for the 

place.   

 

1.4. Methodology of the Thesis 

In the research diverse methodologies are used. The Burra Charter  (2013) is 

embraced to design general framework of the methodology. The terms and titles used in the 

Burra Charter adopted to the case. Within the context of the thesis, literature review based on 

books and journal articles, legal documents such as international documents adopted by 

ICOMOS, national acts and regulations, semi-structured in-depth interviews, field surveys 

conducted in Gallipoli, and documents produced and referred in Gallipoli Historical Site 

Plans and Site Management Plan Project conducted by Directorate of Gallipoli Historical 

Site are used. At that manner, ongoing Gallipoli Historical Site Plans and Site Management 

Plan Project which I have been involved is the seminal source23.  

Semi-structured in-depth interviews were conducted to expand knowledge not only 

on the case and but also on the conserved areas in Turkey in general (Table 2). To this end, 

interviewees are classified into four groups: 1. academic and professional experts, 2. 

ministry officials, 3. local officials and 4. local headmen. The first group is composed of 

academicians and/or professional experts who work in the field of conservation such as 

conducting conservation activities, engaging in planning or management activities of world 

heritage sites in Turkey. Some of the cases that the experts have significant knowledge and 

experience in are Historical Areas of Ķstanbul, Mount Nemrut Tumulus, Archeological Site 

of Ani, and Gallipoli Historical Site. Interviewees in this group are referred to as ñExpertsò 

and indicated with ñE(number)ò or ñinterview (number)eò. The interviews were conducted in 

September, July, and November in 2018.  

 

23 I would like to thank Serdar M. A. NĶZAMOĴLU, the project coordinator, to let me to use the 

project documents and related resources.   
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Table 2: Semi-Structured In-Depth Interviews Conducted in the Thesis 

 
Groups of 

Interviews 

Interviews Interviewees Date of 

Interview 

Reason for 

Interview 

Academic 

and 

Professional 

Experts  

(E) 

Interview 1e Interviewee 1e / Expert 1 

(E1) 

September 2018 Academic 

and 

professional 

experts 

studying on 

conservation 

and cultural 

heritage 

management 

Interview 2e Interviewee 2e / Expert 2 

(E2) 

September 2018 

Interview 3e Interviewee 3e / Expert 3 

(E3) 

July 2018 

Interview 4e Interviewee 4e / Expert 4 

(E4) 

November 2018 

Interview 5e Interviewee 5e / Expert 5 

(E5) 

September 2018 

Ministry 

officials 

(MO) 

Interview 1m Interviewee 1m / Ministry 

Official 1 (MO1) 

August 2018 Officials of 

Ministry of 

Culture and 

Tourism who 

work on 

conservation 

and cultural 

heritage 

management  

Interview 2m Interviewee 2m/ Ministry 

Official 1 (MO2) 

August 2018 

Local 

officials 

(LO) 

Interview 1g Interviewee 1g / Local 

Official 1 (LO1) 

July 2018 Local 

officials of 

Directorate 

of Gallipoli 

Historical 

Site 

Interview 2g Interviewee 2g / Local 

Official 2 (LO2) 

May 2018 

Interview 3g Interviewee 3g / Local 

Official 3 (LO3) 

July 2018 

Interview 4g Interviewee 4g / Local 

Official 4 (LO4) 

May 2018 

Interview 5g Interviewees 5g / Local 

Officials 5 (LO5) 

July 2018 

Interview 6g Interviewees 6g / Local 

Officials 6 (LO6) 

July 2018 

Local 

headmen 

(LH) 

Interview 1h Interviewee 1h / Local 

Headman 1 (LH1) 

July 2018 Local 

headman 

living in 

Gallipoli 

Historical 

Site 

Interview 2h Interviewee 2h / Local 

Headman 2 (LH2) 

July 2018 

Interview 3h Interviewee 3h / Local 

Headman 3 (LH3) 

September 2018 

Interview 4h Interviewee 4h / Local 

Headman 4 (LH4) 

September 2018 

Interview 5h Interviewee 5h / Local 

Headman 5 (LH5) 

September 2018 

Interview 6h Interviewee 6h / Local 

Headman 6 (LH6) 

September 2018 

Interview 7h Interviewee 7h / Local 

Headman 7 (LH7) 

September 2018 

Interview 8h Interviewee 8h / Local 

Headman 8 (LH8) 

September 2018 
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The second group of interviewees is ñministry officialsò who work under the 

Ministry of Culture and Tourism. Besides their experience in the Ministry, one of the 

officials has significant knowledge on the Gallipoli Historical Site, while the other official is 

specialized in world heritage sites in Turkey. Accordingly, the interviewees indicated with 

ñMO(number)ò or ñinterview (number)mò are experienced in the field of cultural heritage 

and conservation in Turkey. Ministry officials were interviewed in August 2018. The 

interviewees in the first and second groups provide detailed insider knowledge in the field of 

conservation at the national level and/or for the case of Gallipoli Historical Site.  

The third and fourth groups provide direct knowledge on the place. ñLocal officialsò, 

indicated with ñLO(number)ò or ñinterview (number)gò, are the public officials who work at 

Directorate of Gallipoli Historical Site. Differently from the other interviews, interview 5g 

and interview 6g were conducted with more than one interviewee. Interview 5g was 

conducted with three interviewees, while interview 6g was conducted with two interviewees. 

The officials were mainly at administrative positions at the time of interviews; hence, they 

provide insightful observations regarding the management activities of the Directorate. The 

interviews with local officials were conducted at two different times, in May and July 2018.  

The last groups are ñlocal headmenò, in other words muhtars, who are the locals in 

the villages. Ages of the local headmen vary between 47 and 66, on average 57 years. Local 

headmen are elected by the villagers to serve a term of 5 years. At the time of the interviews, 

each of the interviewees had served as local headmen between 4 years and 15 years, with an 

average of 11 years. Most of them make a living as a farmer, moreover, some of them work 

or worked as grocer, fisher or driver. Local headmen who are indicated with ñLH(number)ò 

or ñinterview (number)hò represents locals living in the place and have significant 

knowledge and observations on the place. Local headmen were also interviewed in two 

different times, in July and September 2018.  

The interviewees were principally chosen to extend qualitative data in the field of 

conservation studies and practices in Turkey. They are grouped according to their 

characteristics and position in the field. Based on most of the intervieweesô requests, their 

names are not given in the thesis.  

The methodology is diversified according to the context of the chapters in the basis 

of the Burra Charter  process. The first four steps of the Burra Charter process are 

responded in the chapters.  

The first step of the Burra Charter process, ñunderstand the placeò, is followed in the 

second and third chapters. The first chapter, the general background of the research, 

including problem definition, aim and scope, and a general outline of the thesis is given. In 
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this part, evolution of conservation of cultural values in the world and in Turkey with 

selected case is focused. The chapter is based on the literature is reviewed in conservation of 

cultural values. For the literature review, books, articles, legal international documents such 

as recommendations, acts and regulations, and conference proceeding are investigated.  

In the second chapter, an overall historical background is presented. This chapter is 

consisted of the brief history of the Gallipoli Campaign and conservation and management 

history of the place. In this part, it is aimed to briefly state the history of the battle, without 

going into a complete history and analysis. The literature reviewed with the focus of the 

case. The official documents of the history of Turkey, Britain, and Australia are the main 

references. In the second part, conservation and management dynamics of the place for the 

past periods and present situation are analyzed. Mainly, plan documents are referred.    

In the third chapter, the present situation of the place is clarified. It is aimed to 

determine all features of the place and provide a comprehensive framework. The features of 

the place can be expanded for each component; however, it is aimed to express and 

summarize the major issues. In this section of the thesis, literature review, observations from 

field surveys, and archival research are conducted. For this chapter, plan documents, books, 

articles, reports published by public institutions, online resources, acts and regulations are 

used. To present the analyses, base maps are prepared by mainly reviewing the maps 

prepared for the Gallipoli Historical Site Plans and Site Management Plan project. The 

maps of the project were originally produced with ArcGIS and Google Earth, while 

redesigned for this thesis by using Adobe Photoshop and Adobe Illustrator. In similar, the 

tables are constituted and edited using the plan documents. 

The second and third steps of the Burra Charter (2013), which are ñassess cultural 

significanceò and ñidentify all factors and issuesò are issued in the fourth chapter. The 

chapter is consisted of three main parts. Firstly, the cultural significance of the place is 

analyzed. For this part, articles, thesis, studies conducted within the Gallipoli Historical Site 

Plans and Site Management Plan project, semi-structured in-depth interviews, observations 

from field surveys, and management plan for conserved places such as Avebury, the city of 

Bath, Hadrianôs Wall, Anzac Parade, and the site of the Battle of Northampton are benefited 

from. The value categories are defined specifically for the place in regard to the previous 

chapter. Secondly, prerequisites and limitations are analyzed based on legislation and the 

plan decisions. Afterwards, problems and opportunities of the place are determined. In this 

part, not only the place but also a general criticism for Turkey are mentioned to provide a 

better understanding the place within the context of Turkey.  
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In this chapter, all the interviewees provide essential information. In this regard, 

mainly the experts clarified the problems in the field of conservation in Turkey, and the local 

officials and local headmen pointed the situation in the place. In this part, semi-structured in-

depth interviews, observations from field surveys, the plan documents, activity reports of the 

Directorate, articles, books, acts and regulations, and online resources are referred.  

In the last chapter, the fourth step of the Burra Charter process ñdevelop policyò is 

preliminary responded. A brief set for policies is also developed. Mainly key findings of the 

thesis, the plan documents, semi-structured interviews, and observations from field surveys 

are benefited from. Afterwards, probable further research studies are remarked. 

 

1.5. Structure of the Thesis 

The thesis consists of five chapters. The first chapter is the introduction, establishing 

the context and content of the study in general. The chapter identifies conservation of 

cultural values at the international and national level in general. For this purpose, the 

evolutionary history of the conservation field, with an emphasis on cultural assets is 

investigated. The chapter is constituted based on the breaking points in the field of 

conservation. Thus, this chapter provides a literature review and an understanding of 

changing dimensions in the conservation field. 

After the introduction part, the research is centered upon the case analysis, Gallipoli 

Historical Site. The thesis, in general, embraces the path of the Burra Charter process. The 

second chapter states the tale of Gallipoli in two parts. Firstly, the Gallipoli Campaign is 

touched upon to state the history of place. The importance of history with the main actions in 

the campaign are clarified. Then, previous and current efforts for conservation and 

management of the place are stated mainly based on the legal instruments and planning 

studies. 

In the third chapter, the present situation of Gallipoli is investigated. In this regard, 

location, geography, and boundary, areas, objects, and buildings forming cultural heritage, 

related places and objects, use, users and associations, transportation and infrastructure, 

risks, stakeholders, level of research about the place, management structure, and resources 

are analyzed. With second and third chapters, it is aimed to understand the place.   

In the fourth chapter, the cultural significance of the place is assessed. Hence, it is 

aimed to understand the significance of the place with the previous chapters. Then, all 

factors and issues for the place are investigated. Firstly, prerequisites and limitations brought 

by international and national accepted and/or approved documents are stated. Afterwards, 
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problems of opportunities are stated. To comprehend the situation of place within Turkey, 

general problems in Turkey are also mentioned. Then, the problems and opportunities in the 

place are focused.  

The last chapter gives clues to develop a policy for the place. With the analysis of 

the third chapter, the main issues for developing policy for the place are emphasized. 

Afterwards, suggesting remarks for further research, the thesis aims to contribute to the 

conservation of Gallipoli Historical Site. 
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CHAPTER 2 

 

 

TALE OF GALLIPOLI  

 

 

 To understand significance of Gallipoli Historical Site, tale of Gallipoli is presented. 

The significance of GHS is embodied in its history, hence firstly history of Gallipoli 

Campaign in WWI which took place in GHS, and conservation and management process of 

GHS is clarified below. Besides a general overview, several historical characters (Figure 4) 

and narrations are also mentioned in the Gallipoli Campaign.  

 

2.1. The Gallipoli  Campaign: A Brief History  

ñWho is to have Constantinople? That is always the crux of the problemò as 

Napoleon had written in 1808 was the main struggle in the next century (Aspinall-Oglander, 

1935, p.1). The problem is linked to the political and economic significance of controlling 

Dardanelles and Bosporus. The Dardanelles and Bosporus are important in the 

Mediterranean and related to Strait of Gibraltar and Suez Canal. 

The major powers were Great Britain, France, and Russia as the Triple Entente, the 

Allied forces, while Germany, Australia-Hungary, and Italy as the Triple Alliance. The 

Ottoman Empire, who had lost in several wars and was close to dissolution, concluded a 

treaty with Germany on 2 August 1914 and declared mobilization. After Goeben and Breslau 

battleships had passed through the Dardanelles, the Empire closed the strait to pass of the 

foreign ships. With the attack of Ottoman navy forces to the coastal areas of Russia at the 

Black Sea, Russia and the Allied forces began to war with the Ottoman Empire. Afterwards, 

the Empire also declared war on 11 November 1914 to the Allied forces (ATASE, 2002). 

Hence, Gallipoli Campaign became an important front of the WWI.  

Mr. Churchill, the First Lord of the Admiralty, and Lord Kitchener, the Secretary of 

the State for War, were effective in the War Council of the Allied powers. Although the 

combined operation was discussed, the Council agreed on naval operations (Aspinall-

Oglander, 1935).  
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The operation area of Gallipoli Campaign is at Sea of Marmara and the basin of 

Straits in longitude of 25Á-28Á and latitude of 39Á-41Á, Dardanelles and Biga peninsula at the 

east, Gallipoli Peninsula at the West, near Lemonos, Imroz, and Tenedos (Map 1) (Map 4) 

(Saral, Orhon, & Erkal, 2012, p.6). Dardanelles, which is a narrow waterway and fortified 

with the defense complexes in Gallipoli and Biga peninsulas, and Gallipoli peninsula with its 

coasts and steep slopes had been one of the most difficult  but also most compelling 

operations of war. The Gallipoli Peninsula had scrub-covered cliffs, plateaus with low 

scrubs, knolls, and steep-to shore coastal lines (ATASE, 2002; Aspinall-Oglander, 1935). 

Although naval and air forces had been planned to be used, land operations were also carried 

out.  

 

 
 

Map 1: The Operation Area of the Gallipoli Campaign 

 

After the Balkan Wars, the Ottoman Army was reorganized and Marshal Liman von 

Sanders was assigned as the commander of the 5th Ottoman Army. The Ottoman Army was 

at four main areas: 1st Division at coastal areas between Saros Bay and Enez, Mobile 

Gendarme Battalion at the lands between Bababurnu and Edremit Gulf, Infantry Division at 

several landing areas. The six Infantry Divisions at the Coastal Areas of Kavaksuyu and 

Beĸigeler, which are 5th and 7th divisions at Gelibolu, 9th and 19th divisions at the southern of 

Gallipoli peninsula, 3th and 11th divisions at Biga peninsula (ATASE, 2002, p.54-55). 



  

 

39 

 

 General Sir Ian Hamilton commanded the Allied troops in the Mediterranean. The 

Allied forces were composed of 29th Division, the French division, the Anzac Corps, and the 

Royal Naval Division. The word of Anzac means the Australian and New Zealand Army 

Corps. The name was given as an official code. The originally written as ñA. & N.Z.A.C.ò 

(Aspinall-Oglander, 1935, p.115).  

The British 29th Division and French Corps Expeditionnaire dôOrient were the best-

trained troops. The French corps consisted of French, Algerian, Senegalese, and other 

foreign legion units from Africa and France. The Anzac Corps was partially trained. They 

were trained in Egypt before the Gallipoli Campaign; however, it was a limited training and 

cut short in general (Robert, 2015). 

 

2.1.1. Place Names Directory 

Some geographical features and structures in the operation area of the Gallipoli 

Campaign were named differently by Ottoman and Allied forces. Accordingly, the names 

have been mentioned differently in the literature and used differently by Turkish and foreign 

stakeholders.  

Moreover, some places were named in the Gallipoli Campaign and have been used 

since the campaign. For instance, Z beach of the amphibious operation is named as Anzac 

Cove. Besides, the Anzac soldiers who had trained in Egypt named the cliff, shaped by the 

weather conditions and geographic events, near Anzac Cove as ñThe Sphinxò (Bean, 1941a). 

Similarly, S beach of the amphibious operation was named as ñLe Ravin de la Mortò by the 

French soldiers due to heavy losses during the campaign. Meaning ñdeath bayò in English, 

the cove is known as Morto Bay at present (Australian Government Department of Veterans' 

Affairs, n.d.). Thus, place name directory is provided to enhance understanding of the place 

(Table 3) (Map 2) (Map 3). 

 

Table 3: Placesô Names Directory  

(Source: Sagona et al., 2016, p. xxiii ï xxv; Bartlett, 2007, p.283-284) 

 

No English Turkish  

1 Ac Bachi Liman Akbaĸ Limanē 

2 Achi Baba/Krithia Al­ētepe 

3 Aghyl Dere Aĵēldere 

4 Ari Burnu Arēburnu 

5 Australia Valley ¢ukurdere 

6 Baby 700 Kēlē­bayērē 

7 Batterie de Tott Eski Hisarlēk 
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Table 3 (continued) 

 

No English Turkish  

8 Battleship Hill/ Big 700 Hill D¿z Tepe 

9 Bauchop's Hill Yayla Tepe 

10 Balton Hill Keltepe 

11 Behram Behramlē Kºy¿ 

12 Boghali Bigalē Kºy¿ 

13 Balton's Hill/ Bolton's Ridge Yeĸil Tarla 

14 Besika Bay Beĸige Kºrfezi 

15 Bridge's Road Kºm¿rkuyu Deresi 

16 Brighton Beach Kabatepe Kumsalē  

17 Bulair Bolayēr 

18 Cabbage Well  Kabak Kuyusu 

19 Cape Helles  Ķlyas Burnu 

20 Chailak Dere ¢aylak Dere 

21 Chantham's Post S¿ng¿ Bayērē 

22 Chocolate Hills Mestan Tepe 

23 Chunuk Bair Conkbayērē/ Conk Tepesi 

24 Clarke Valley ¢akal Dere 

25 Cooee Valley/ Surprise Gully Kara Dere 

26 Courtney's Post Boyun 

27 Damakjelik Bair Damak­ēlēk Bayērē 

28 Dardanelles ¢anakkale Boĵazē 

29 Dead Man's Field ķehitler Tepesi 

30 Destroyer Hill Keskin Tepe 

31 Ejelmer Bay Ece Limanē 

32 The Farm Sarē Tarla 

33 Fisherman's Hut Balēk­ē Damlarē 

34 Gaba Tepe Kabatepe 

35 Gallipoli Gelibolu 

36 German Officers' Trench/ Ridge Merkez Tepe 

37 Green Hill Yeĸil Tepe 

38 Gully Beach Zēĵēndere Aĵzē 

39 Gully Ravine Zēĵēndere  

40 Gun Ridge Top­ular Sērtē 

41 Harris Ridge S¿ng¿ Bayērē 

42 Hell Spit K¿­¿k Arēburnu 

43 Hill 10 Softa Tepe 

44 Hill 60 Bomba Tepe 

45 Hill 141 Gºzc¿baba Tepesi 

46 Hill 971 Koca­imen Tepe 

47 Hill Q Besim Sērtē/ Besim Tepe 

48 Hobb's Hill Gºktepe 

49 Jonston's Jolly Kērmēzē Sērt 

50 Kereves Ravine Kerevizdere 

51 Krithia Kirte 

52 Kilia Kilye 

53 Legge Valley Karayºr¿k Deresi 
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Table 3 (continued) 

 

No English Turkish  

54 Lone Pine/ Lonesome Pine Kanlē Sērt 

55 Mortar Ridge Edirne Sērtē 

56 Morto Bay Morto Koyu 

57 Nebronesi Point K¿­¿kkemikli Burnu 

58 The Nek Cesaret Tepe/ Kēlē­bayērē 

59 Olive Grove Palamutluk Sērtē 

60 Outpos No 1/ Maori Post ¢ataltepe 

61 Outpos No 2 Mahmuz Sērtē 

62 Outpos No 3 Halit ve Rēza Tepesi 

63 Owen's Gully Cemal Dere 

64 Pine Ridge Albayrak Sērtē 

65 Plateau 400 Kanlēsērt Platosu 

66 Plugge's Plateau Hain Tepe 

67 Poppy Valley Yeĸil Dere 

68 Quinn's Post Bomba Sērtē 

69 Razor Edge Keskin Sērt/ Kansēz Dere 

70 Rest Gully Dinlenme Deresi 

71 Rhododendron Ridge/ Spur ķahin Sērtē 

72 Russell's Top Y¿ksek Sērt/ Y¿ksek Tepe 

73 S Beach / Morto Bay Morto Koyu 

74 Scimitar Hill Yusuf­uktepe/ Pala Tepe 

75 Scrubby Terrace Deniz Gºr¿nd¿ Teras 

76 Scrubby Koll Kemalyeri 

77 Shell Green/ Bolton's Hill Yeĸil Tarla 

78 Sharapnel Valley/ Monash Valley Korku Deresi 

79 Shrapnel Point ¢amaltē Burnu 

80 Suvla Point B¿y¿k Kemikli Burnu 

81 Table Top Pilav Tepe 

82 V Beach Ertuĵrul Koyu 

83 Valley of Despair Kars Dere 

84 Victoria Gully/Bronôs Dip Kikirik Dere 

85 Walkerôs Ridge Ser­etepe Sērtlarē 

86 Wolfôs Pass Kurt Ge­idi 

87 W Beach/Lancashire Landing Tekke Koyu 

88 W Hills Ķsmailoĵlu Tepesi 

89 X Beach Ķkizler Koyu 

90 Z Beach/Anzac Cove Anzak Koyu 

91 Zimmermanôs Farm Hacē H¿seyin Aĵa ¢iftliĵi 
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Map 2: Places' Names in the Gallipoli Historical Site  

(Source: HSMP, 2019, edited by the author) 
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Map 3: Places' Names at Anzac Cove and Gaba Tepe 

(Source: HSMP, 2019, edited by the author) 
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2.1.2. Naval Battle 

Admiral Carden, who was the commander of Royal Navy, was of the opinion of a 

combined large operation. With discussions of the War Council, he prepared a plan with four 

steps to force the Dardanelles (Aspinall-Oglander, 1935, p.57): 

1. Reduction of the forts at the entrance,  

2. Destruction of the inside defences as far as Kephez,  

3. Reduction of the forts at the Narrows,  

4. Clearing the minefield, reduction of defences above the Narrows, and final advance 

into the Marmara 

The weather would be determinant for the duration of the operations; however, it 

was predicted to be accomplished around one month (Aspinall-Oglander, 1935).  

The first attack of the Royal Navy was on 19th March; however, it was not effective 

due to long distances. With the second attack on 25th February, the first step of the plan was 

accomplished. The attacks and clearing minefield operations of the Allied forces were 

continued, while the Ottoman forces defended with the forts and redoubts and planted new 

minefields (ATASE, 2002).  

During preparation for a great naval attack, Admiral Carden left his duty on March 

16 due to his sickness. Cardenôs second-in-command Admiral De Robeck was appointed 

(Aspinall-Oglander, 1935).  

The naval battle on March 18 was brutal and the plan of Allied forces was not 

accomplished. The fortification of the strait was strong with the defense complexes and 

eleven lines of minefields, the last of which had been planted by the Ottoman ship Nusret 

around Erenkºy Bay on the night of March 7, at the Dardanelles (ATASE, 2002, p.32).  

The battle caused casualties from both sides, moreover, the forts and redoubts were 

damaged (ATASE, 2002), while Bouvet, Ocean, and Irresistible battleships were sunk, 

additionally, Inflexible, Gaulois, and Suffren were damaged in the battle (Aspinall-Oglander, 

1935, p.98).  

About March 18, a saga for Corporal Seyid is narrated in Turkish folk culture. The 

Rumeli Mecidiye Redoubt was damaged with the attacks, hence, Corporal Seyid removed 

whopping bullets to fire. The Ocean battleship is told to be sink due to these bullets (Yēlmaz, 

2015). 
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2.1.3. Landing Operations and Land Battle 

The battle was endured with landing operations, and afterwards, the land battle. 

Marshal Liman von Sanders was the commander of the 5th Ottoman Army, while, General 

Sir Ian Hamilton commanded the Allied troops in the Mediterranean. Liman von Sanders 

went to Bulair on 26th March, after his assignment, with estimating attacks to Saros Bay and 

Bigalē peninsula. Hence, limited forces were at the Gallipoli Peninsula (ATASE, 2002, p.54-

55).  

The plan of Hamilton was based on simultaneous landing operations (Map 5). The 

main operations would have been landing X, W, V, and Y beaches at the southern part of the 

peninsula by 29th Division and the French Division. Moreover, the collier River Clyde, ñthe 

manner of the wooden horse of Troy, a harmless-looking collier, filled with all the troops she 

could carryò, was to reach to V Beach (Aspinall-Oglander, 1935, p.132). 

The Anzac Corps was to land at near Gaba Tepe at the north simultaneously. The 

French troops would have landed at Kumkale simultaneously with landing of 29th Division at 

the beaches in the southern part of the peninsula. Additionally, operations for diversion 

would have conducted. Royal Naval Division near Bulair, and a part of French squadron 

near Besika Bay would have made a feint of landing (Aspinall-Oglander, 1935).  

After the landings, the 29th Division and French Division and Anzac corps would 

have moved towards to Maidos together (ATASE, 2002). The landing operations began on 

the morning of 25th April. 

The Landing at Anzac and the Battle until May 24 are significant part of the 

Gallipoli Campaign. The Anzac corps was under command of Colonel E.G. Sinclair-

Maclagan and consisted of 3rd Australian Infantry Brigade, the 1st Field Company, and the 

bearer sub-divisions of the 3rd Field Ambulance (Aspinall-Oglander, 1935, p.166). Although 

it was intended to land near Gaba Tepe, the Anzac corps landed near Ari Burnu with the 

flow in the sea (Bean, 1941a, p.252).  

 The Ottoman Army assessed the southern part of the peninsula as the secondary 

prior, hence the 9th Division was in the defense at the coastal areas, between Azmak Stream 

and Sedd¿lbahir village (ATASE, 2002).  

The main responsible areas were: the 27th Regiment mainly at Maidos, partly at the 

coastal areas, the 26th Regiment at the coastal areas between Kumtepe and Gully Ravine 

(Zēĵēndere) and its 3rd battalion between W beach and S Beach, 2nd battalion at Kanlēdere; 

25th Regiment at Sarafim Farm, and the 19th Division under command of Lieutenant Colonel 

Mustafa Kemal around Bigalē and Maltepe. Thus, a small part of Ottoman forces was around 

Ari Burnu (ATASE, 2002, p.64,65).  
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Map 5: Operation Plan and General Situation 

(Source: ATASE, 2002, p.287, edited by the author) 
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 With the landing of Anzac corps, the battle between two sides continued at the 

coastal areas. Some part of the Anzac corps reached to Lone Pine and the Nek (Kanlēsērt, 

Cesaret Tepe), and some of them moved towards to Fishermanôs Hut. After informed of the 

battle, 27th Regiment began an attack to areas between Scrubby Koll and the Ridge 

(Kemalyeri-Merkez Tepe) (ATASE, 2002).  

Similarly, after waiting for a while for the orders to attack, yet did not have ordered, 

Lieutenant Colonel Mustafa Kemal took the initiative, left the two regiments in Bigalē and 

moved to Hill 971 (Koca­imentepe), which is a dominant position in the peninsula, with the 

57th Regiment (ATASE, 2002).  

On the way to Chunuk Bair, Mustafa Kemal faced with Ottoman soldiers, who was 

moving back due to attacks of Anzac corps (ATASE, 2002). Mustafa Kemal Atat¿rk 

mentions this event as (1930, p.24-26)24: 

- Why are you escaping? I said. 

- Enemies, sir! They said. 

- Where are they? 

- Over there, they showed the mount with 261m altitude. 

In fact, a hunter line of the enemy came close to the mount with 261m altitude and 

was marching with freedom of perfection. Now, think of the situation: I had left my 

forces for them to rest for ten minutesé And the enemy came to this mounté So the 

enemy is closer to my soldiers than I am! And if the enemy forces had come to the 

place where I was, my forces would most probably be grabbed in a very bad 

condition. At this time, I do not know what it is, a logical opinion or instinct, I do not 

know. To the escaping soldiers: 

- You should not escape from the enemy, I said.  

- We ran out of ammunition, they said.  

- If you do not have ammunition, you do have your bayonets, I said. 

And I had the bayonets fastened by shouting at them. I had them laid on the ground. 

Besides, I sent an order via my aide to the infantry regiment advancing to Conkbayērē 

and the soldiers of the battery of cannons to come near me with ñmarch marchò. When 

my soldiers fastened the bayonets and laid on the ground, the enemy forces also lay on 

the ground. This was the moment of our triumph. 

Hence, both sides took up their positions, and the Ottoman forces gained time. For 

this time of the battle, Mustafa Kemal mentions the counter-attack of the Ottoman forces 

(1930, p.30-31): 

This was not an ordinary assault, it was an attack in which everybody was oriented 

either to succeed or to die. Even I added the following orally to the orders I gave to the 

commanders: 

- I do not order you to attack, I order you to die. During the period that we all die, 

other forces and commanders may replace us. 

 

24 As translated by Ministry of Culutre and Tourism, Conversatēon Wēth Anafartalar Commander 

Mustafa Kemal, (https://kocaeli.ktb.gov.tr/EN-176308/first-session.html). Note:The original words are 

in the Appendix C.  

https://kocaeli.ktb.gov.tr/EN-176308/first-session.html
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Figure 4: Several Historical Characters of Gallipoli Campaign  

(Source: HSMP, 2019; edited by the suthor) 
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The Anzac corps moved from the hill. Afterwards, Mustafa Kemal assigned to 

command the Ari Burnu front (ATASE, 2002). General Birdwood, commanding Anzac 

corps, sent a note to Ian Hamilton about demoralization of the troops and asked about re-

embark (Bean, 1941a, p.458): 

Both my divisional generals and brigadiers have represented to me that they fear 

their men are thoroughly demorallsed by shrapnel fire to which they have been 

subjected all day after exhaustion and gallant work in morning. é I know my 

representation is most serious, but if we are to re-embark it must be at once. 

BIRDWOOD 

Sir Ian Hamilton with the generals and admirals decided that the boats were not 

ready for to evacuate the troops since many of them were damaged or sunk. Hence, 

Hamilton sent the note (Bean, 1941a, p.460-461):  

Your news is indeed serious. But there is nothing for it but to dig yourselves right in 

and stick it out. It would take at least two days to re-embark you, as Admiral Thursby 

will explain to you. é Make a personal appeal to your men and Godleyôs to make a 

supreme effort to hold their ground.  

IAN HAM ILTON. 

P.S- You have got through the difficult business, now you dig, dig, dig, until you are 

safe. Ian H. 

New troops for both sides arrived for reinforcement. The battle were transformed 

into land battle. The main battle areas were around the Nek, Walkerôs Ridge, 400 Plateau, 

Jonstonôs Jolly, and Lone Pine. During the day and night battle of April 27, the positions of 

two sides remain stable in subsequent battle, except for minor changes (Map 6). Both sides 

developed their defense lines with trenches at their current positions (ATASE, 2002; Bean, 

1948). For instance, the Ottoman forces counter-attacked to Anzac corps to prevent landing 

of the troops for reinforcement on 1st May. The targets were the line of Quinn's Post-

Courtney's Post-the Ridge, and Plugge's Plateau. The distance between trenches of both sides 

closed around 20 meters, even 8-10 meters in several areas. 

The battle had intensified since the night of May 7/8. For instance, the Ottoman 

forces raided the Dead Manôs Field (ķehitler Tepesi), While Anzac corps raided the Quinn's 

Post (Bomba sērtē) on May 9 and the night of May 13/14 (ATASE, 2002; Bean, 1941a). 

Atat¿rk mentions the battle at Quinn's Post (1930, p.47-48): 

é The distance between corresponding trenches is 8 meters, that means death for 

sure. The soldiers in the first trench die fighting and the ones in the second trench take 

their places. But what a great glory with envy and sobriety! He sees the dead, knows 

that he will die in three minutes, he doesn't even show a little futurism; not be shaken! 

The ones who can read are in the hands of the Quran, they are preparing to go to 

heaven. The ones who do not know are walking with the testimony for praying. This is 

an admirable and amazing example of the Turkish soldierôs moral power. You must be 

sure that this is the spirit that wins the Gallipoli Campaign. 
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Map 6: The General Positions at Ari Burnu, April 27, 1915  

(Source: ATASE, 2002, p.295, edited by the author) 
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After 5th May, the Ottoman Army was reorganized: the 5th Division at Biga 

peninsula, the 16th Division as South Group at around Sedd¿lbahir and Al­ētepe under the 

command of Commander Weber, the North group at Ari Burnu and Anafartalar under 

Commander Esat, and Saros Group. The commanding of Mustafa Kemal had been 

accomplished and he continued his duty as the Commander of 19th Division in the North 

Group. The headquarter of the 3rd Army corps at Maltepe was moved to Scrubby Koll, and 

the headquarter of 19th Division was moved to Chunuk Bair from May 17 (ATASE, 2002). 

 The Ottoman Army reached a decision to attack on May 19 and positioned around 

Jonston's Jolly, Courtney's Post, the Nek, the ridge, and 400 Plateau. Mainly bayonets were 

used in the battle and the Ottoman forces had many casualties than estimated (ATASE, 

2002). In that day, many were died or wounded, some of them eventually were feigning 

death and moved on. Although the battle were brutal, the attitude of the two opposite sides 

between each other became to change mainly from that day. The opposite sides not attacking 

hospital ships and the men carrying wounded soldiers respected by each other. In this sense, 

attitude of soldiers towards individual each other was ñopponents in a friendly gameò (Bean, 

1941b, p.162). 

Due to the acrid stench of corpses, the risk of pestilence, above and beyond, 

wounded soldiers at the No Manôs land and the desire to help them, Red Cross flag was 

raised from the Anzacôs line and responded with Red Crescent flags from the Ottomanôs 

line. Hence, an armistice was signed on May 24 for the burial of the dead. On that day, the 

burial parties of each side worked at the narrow No Manôs Lan at Quinnôs. They buried the 

dead soldiers from each side, both Anzac party buried the Turkish dead and Ottoman party 

buried the Anzac dead. The burial parties from opposite sides got and gave gifts and teased 

each other (Bean, 1941b).  

In the memories of Fahrettin (Altay) Pasha, the Chief Staff of the 3rd Ottoman Forces 

mentions this event (Sorgun, 2004, as cited by Hawthorne25, 1986, p.10,11): 

In the afternoon, the place got even more crowded. That was when we met the soldiers 

called the Anzacs. They were sympathetic and cheerful men. When we asked, óAre 

you English?ô they replied óNo! Weôre not English. Weôre Australians and New 

Zealanders.ô óWhy are you fighting?ô óThe English are our brothers. Our language and 

culture are the same.ô At every opportunity they indicated that they liked the attitude 

and behavior of our soldiers also. 

A friendly attitude developed between the soldiers of the two hostile sides who were 

supposed to kill each other. They were giving the buttons they tore off their uniforms 

to us as a war momento, and in return they were asking for something else. Our 

 

25 Translated by Ak­elik, R. The Day of Truce. From the Memories of General Fahrettin Altay. In: 

Golden Pages of the Victory of ¢anakkale, ed. N.A. Banoĵlu, H¿rriyet, Ķstanbul, 1982. 
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soldiers were not allowed to give their buttons because of the military regulations of 

the time. They looked for other things, and in the end tokens like coins changed hands. 

At the same time, the soldiers were offering chocolates and sweets to each other while 

trying to communicate in sign language. The truce commission tried to prohibit this 

sort of friendship, but as soon as the commission observers left, shows of friendship 

continued. I saw an Australian soldier who was trying to measure the height of our 

tallest soldier and our soldier was letting him do so with a smile on his face. As time 

passed the area was starting to look like a festival place and those who worked in the 

area went as far as embracing each other.  

Although the war continued, the friendly interaction between the soldiers from 

opposite sides increased from the Day of Truce (Figure 5), (Figure 6), (Figure 7).  

For instance, soldiers from opposite trenches played games, in which one side put a 

stethoscope for the others to fire, based on the hit or miss the score was to be calculated. 

Additionally, ñfood rations, cigarettes, photographs and badgesò were thrown between the 

soldiers (Hawthorne, 1986).    

 The Landing at Kumkale was an operation for diversion. The 1st French Division 

landed at Kumkale in the morning of 25th April. The battle between Ottoman forces and 

French troops continued in the Kumkale villages. The French troops occupied the village and 

aimed to reach Yenikºy, however, it was prevented with the struggle of the Ottoman forces. 

The French forces returned on the night of April 26/27 (ATASE, 2002). 

On 25th April, the demonstration operation was conducted at Besika Bay. The coastal 

areas were attacked, however, the Allied forces did not land (ATASE, 2002).   

The Landings at Sedd¿lbahir Region were the main landing operation. The 

landings at V, W, X, Y, and S beaches at Sedd¿lbahir region were the main part of the 

operations of the Allied forces. The first target of these landings was to reach Achi Baba. 

The Allied forces consisted of 29th Division, French Division, the Plymouth Battalion of the 

Royal Naval Division, and one brigade of Indian infantry (Aspinall-Oglander, 1935).  

 Regarding Ottoman forces, the large area of 35 km length between Azmak Stream 

and Eskihisarlēk near S beach was under the control of the 9th Division. The parties of 27th 

Regiment were mainly at Maidos, and some at the north of Kilitbahir plateau, and between 

the Azmak stream and ¢amtepe. The 26th Regiment was at the coast of Sedd¿lbahir region, 

while 25th Regiment at the Sarafim farm. The headquarter of the 9th Division was at near port 

of Maidos. Before the landing, the positions of 26th and 25th regiment were replaced with 

each other (ATASE, 2002).  
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Figure 5: Some Photos of Gallipoli Campaign (Source: Australian War Memorial, 2019; 

Imperial War Museums, 2018; edited by the author) 
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Figure 6: Some Photos of Gallipoli Campaign (Source: New Zealand WW100, 

2019Australian War Memorial, 2019; Imperial War Museums, 2018; edited by the author) 
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Figure 7: Soldiers in Gallipoli Campaign (Source: Australian War Memorial, 2019; Imperial 

War Museums, 2018; edited by the author) 
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Landing at Helles comprised landing at X, W, V, and S beaches (Map 7). The 

Allied forces were consisted of the Lancashire, Royal, Munster, and Dublin fusiliers and 

South Wales Borderers and landed at X, W, V, and S beaches under the command of 

General Hare. The plan for the V beach has two dimensions. First 86th brigade, then the Irish 

troops would have landed. Afterwards, the collier River Clyde with the two companies 

Hampshire of Royal Munster Fusiliers and one company of Royal Dublin Fusiliers would 

have landed, and constituted a port under the Hill 141 (Aspinall-Oglander, 1935).  

Inspired by the Troy, the River Clyde was painted in dark green color, her deck and 

machines were covered with sandbags, and large holes were drilled on the board. Both the 

troops and ammunition would have been landed (Bartlett, 2007). 

The 26th Regiment of the Ottoman forces counterattacked the allied forces. The 

Allied forces struggled for Aytepe and Hill 141, and Sedd¿lbahir village was highly 

damaged. The Allied forces occupied the Hill 141, the troops and ammunition for 

reinforcement were landed. Similarly, the troops of the Ottoman forces also came for 

reinforcement. The battle were continued at nights and days (ATASE, 2002).  

Landing at Y Beach was operated to assist the key operations at Sedd¿lbahir 

region. The first parties of the Allied forces were landed without any opposite attacks, 

however, they waited for the other parties for reinforcement (Aspinall-Oglander, 1935).  

The First Battle of Krithia was on 28th April 1915 (Map 8). The main aim of the 

battle of Krithia was to capture Krithia. General Hunter-Weston planned that mainly 29th 

Division to would have captured Sari Tepe, Hill 472, and Krithia, while the French troops 

would have controlled the left flank (Aspinall-Oglander, 1935). 

The Ottoman forces were in four group: the first at the line of Harapkilise-

Domuzdere, 19th and 20th regiments at the line of Sedd¿lbahir-Krithia and Kerevizdere, 25th 

and 26th regiments would have moved from Anderya Farm to South of Krithia to change 

their duties with other troops, and the last troop was at South of Krithia (ATASE, 2002).   

The First Battle of Krithia began with the attack of Allied forces on April 28. The 

battle were continued with the night attacks of Ottoman forces on May 1/2 and 3/4. The 

battle were mainly around Ravas location, Gully Ravine, Kirte Stream, coastal areas of 

Morto Bay, and Sedd¿lbahir. The sides were battled at close range, sometimes the parties 

entered each other's positions, some of the front line trenches were changed between the 

sides (ATASE, 2002).  
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Map 7: The Landing of the Allied Forces and the Position of the Ottoman Forces in 

Sedd¿lbahir Region (Source: ATASE, 2002, p.298, 300, edited by the author) 
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The Second Battle of Krithia was between May 6-8, 1915 (Map 8). On the May 4, 

Lord Kitchner telegraphed that the delay to press on the Achi Baba would allow the Ottoman 

forces to strengthen their reinforcement, hence would be dangerous.  

Hence, General Hamilton planned an attack on May 6, with composite division 

including Anzac troops under the command of General Paris. The plan was to capture the 

main position on and in front of the Krithia, and to attack from these positions to south-east 

and noth-west of the Kereves Revine (Aspinall-Oglander, 1935).  

After the attack on May 6, the battle were continued at the trenches until May 8. The 

Allied forces were not captured the Krithia. After these battle, the sides warred in trenches 

that were close to throwing grenades at each other (ATASE, 2002).   

The Third Battle of Krithia was between June 6-8, 1915 (Map 8). The positions of 

the Ottoman forces were: the 9th Division between the west of Sedd¿lbahir-Krithia and the 

Aegean Sea, one each battalion at north and south of Krithia, 12th Division at the south of the 

Krithia-Sedd¿lbahir, 22th Regiment at Kereves Sream-Domuzdere, 7th Division at around Ali 

Bey Farm, some of troops around Soĵanlēdere-Behramĸē and Havuzlardere at the southeast 

of the peninsula (ATASE, 2002).  

The battle was planned by the Allied forces was that the French corps would have 

secure the high ground towards Kereves Dere, the Royal Naval and 42nd divisions front 

would have captured the front line of the Ottoman forces, and the 29th Division would have 

to capture the three lines of trenches (Aspinall-Oglander, 1932). 

During the battle, both sides mainly protected their positions, however, some 

trenches in the middle around Kirte Stream were captured by the Allied forces. The Krithia 

was not captured and the battle was continued with the attacks to the high and dominant 

locations (ATASE, 2002). 

Kereves Dere (The Battle of Hill 83) was between June 21-22, 1915. General 

Gouraud planned operation for the French corps to attack Kereves Spur. The plan was to 

attack the trench lines for a distance of 350 yards (Aspinall-Oglander, 1932).   

The 2nd Division of the Ottoman forces were at the attacked trenches. To state the 

general situation of the Ottoman forces at June 21, the general headquarters of the 5th 

Ottoman Army was in Yalova, while the headquarters of Saros Group was in Gelibolu, the 

North Group at Scrubby Koll, and the South Group at Saim Bey farm.  With the attack, the 

first lines of trenches of the Ottoman forces, and the hill were captured by the Allied forces 

(ATASE, 2002).  
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Map 8: The Battle of Krithia at 28th April, 6th May, and 5th June 1915  

(Source: ATASE, 2002, p.306, 310; Tekĸ¿t & ¥kse, 2012, Sketch7) 
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The Battle of Gully Ravine was between June 28-July 5, 1915. The South Group of 

the Ottoman forces were reorganized after the attack at Kereves Spur. The 11th, 7th, and 12th 

divisions were defended the Gully Ravine (ATASE, 2002).  

The Allied forces were planned to capture Gully Ravie and two lines of trenches on 

Fir Tree Spur, in order to further moving to Nullah (Ke­ideresi). In the battle, both sides had 

enormous casualties. The Gully Ravine were captured by the Allied forces, yet they were not 

further moved (Aspinall-Oglander, 1932; ATASE, 2002).  

The South Group of the Ottoman forces assigned Lieutenant Commander Yusuf to 

negotiate for an armistice for the burial of the dead soldiers. However, this request was 

refused by Sir Ian Hamilton (ATASE, 2002). 

The battle at Kereves Dere was continued between June 12-13, 1915. The main 

aim of the Allied forces was to capture the trenches of the Ottoman forces around Kereves 

Dere, between Ragnon and Point T (Aspinall-Oglander, 1932). 

The Ottoman forces were not organized after the battle of the Gully Ravine. The 

situation of the troops was: 1st and 11th divisions at the right, 7th, 4th, and 6th divisions were at 

the middle and the left. At the end of the attack, the Ottoman forces were secure the lines and 

this area until the evacuation (ATASE, 2002).  

The Battle in August 1915 were the last brutal part of the Gallipoli Campaign. Sir 

Ian Hamilton planned combined operations and the main attack at the northern part of the 

peninsula, at Suvla Bay and Anafartalar regions. The main target was ñthe capture of a 

position astride the peninsula from Gaba Tepe to the neighborhood of Kilia Bayò. In this 

sense, the attacks at the Sedd¿lbahir and Ari Burnu regions were secondary importance 

(Aspinall-Oglander, 1932, s.133). 

 At Sedd¿lbahir Region the war continued on August 6-13, 1915. The operations 

were planned as a series of continuing attacks (Aspinall-Oglander, 1932). Hence, it was 

expected to divide the defense Ottoman forces by attacking at the southern part. The battle 

on August 6/7, both sides secured their positions. Until the evening of August 13, the wars 

continued to be less intense. There was no main change in the positions of the both parties 

until the evacuation (ATASE, 2002). 

At Ari Burnu Region, the Battle of Lone Pine and the Battle of Chunuk Bair 

occurred on August 6-10, 1915 (Map 9). 

The Battle of Lone Pine was planned as a diversion, even so, it was important for 

the plan to reach Kilia. With the night attack, the outpost of the Ottoman forces would have 

been captured, then the attacks would have continued to capture Hill 971, Hill Q, and 
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Chunuk Bair. Afterwards, Battleship Hill, Baby 700, and the Nek would have captured 

(Aspinall-Oglander, 1932). 

 

 

 

Map 9: Ari Burnu on August 6/7 and 7, 1915 (Source: ATASE, 2002, p.328) 

 

The Ottoman forces consisted of the Anafarta corps, at north of Sazlēdere, under the 

command of Commander Wilmer, and the 9th Division at the south of Azmakdere and 

commanded by Colonel Kannengiesser. The 19th Division was at the north of the Sazlēdere-

Azmakdere, while 16th Division was at its south. The headquarters of the 19th Division was 

at Battleship Hill, while 16th Division was at Adana bayērē (ATASE, 2002).  

1st Australian Division under the command of General Birdwood was to attack 400 

Plateau and the 1st Brigade was to make initial attacks to Lone Pine. the 6th Battalion was to 
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capture the German Officerôs Trench at midnight, then 2nd Brigade was to attack at 

Johnstonôs Jolly. When this plan was accomplished, Gun Ridge was to be captured 

(Aspinall-Oglander, 1932; Bean, 1941b).  

 On the August 6, 400 Plateau and Lone Pine were attacked by the Allied forces. In 

the morning the battle was continued around Legge Valley and Gaba Tepe. The Ottoman 

forces struggled to defend the region during the battle, hence the diversion aim of the plan 

was accomplished. The Lone Pine was captured by the Allied forces (ATASE, 2002). 

The Battle of Chunuk Bair began on the night of August 6. The Allied forces 

attacked to Sazlēdere, Outpos No 3, Table Top, Destroyer Hill, and Bauchop's Hill. During 

the battle, the Allied forces captured some of the places, and further attack towards to 

Chunuk Bair (Bean, 1941b; ATASE, 2002).  

The Commander of 19th Division Mustafa Kemal, ordered to defend the line of 

Chunuk Bair and Wolfôs Pass. During the battle, the Allied forces further attacked Hill 971 

and Chunuk Bair (ATASE, 2002).   

On the night of August 7, the North Group of the Ottoman army was reorganized. 

The 9th Division and Anafartalar Corps were assigned to under the command of Saros 

Group. With this change, the Anafartalar Group was assigned under the command of 5th 

Ottoman Army. The battle with the attacks to Chunuk Bair was continued. On the night of 

August 8, Mustafa Kemal was assigned as the Commander of Anafartalar Group (ATASE, 

2002).  

Both sides had many casualties, however, the battle was continued on August 8 and 

9. Commander Mustafa Kemal decided for a counterattack on 10 August without waiting for 

reinforcement, in order not to allow reinforcement of the Allied forces. The battle was close-

range and mostly bayonets were used, hence, this was one of the most brutal battle. The 

Ottoman forces recaptured some areas around Hill Q and Chunuk Bair. At the battle, a bullet 

the hit the right chest of Commander Mustafa Kemal at the observation point and broke his 

pocket watch (ATASE, 2002).  

Atat¿rk (1930) mentions this event in his memories. To not to worry the soldiers, he 

did not tell this. After the campaign, Liman von Sanders presented his clock to Atat¿rk. 

At Anafartalar Region, the war continued with landing at Suvla.  

Landing at Suvla was operated on August 6, 1915. Sir Ian Hamilton aimed to 

reinforce Ari Burnu region, capture the line of Hill 971-Tekke Tepe, and moved towards to 

Maidos. To surprise the Ottoman forces, the Allied forces were to land at Suvla Bay. With 

the opinion of General Stopford, three points were chosen for landing: two areas at the south 

of Nibrunesi Point, and an area near to Suvla Point the plan was to seize the Lala Baba, rush 



  

 

64 

 

the Ottoman forces around Suvla Point, and then to capture Kire­ Tepe. Afterwards, the 

attacks were to continue towards Chocolate and W hills. Lastly, Hill 971 was to be captured 

(Aspinall-Oglander, 1932). 

The 32nd, 33rd, and 34th brigades were landed on August 6 at Suvla Bay (Aspinall-

Oglander, 1932). The Ottoman forces, the 16th Corps at Saros region, several troops at 

Anafartalar, and the north Group at Ari Burnu (ATASE, 2002).  

The Allied forces were landed at B beach without casualties. The battle began with 

the attacks on Lala Baba. The Allied forces were captured the Lala Baba, then waited for 

landing at A beach, which has more difficult geographic features. The battle was continued 

for Nibrunesi and Suvla points. The battle was continued on August 7 (ATASE, 2002).  

The reinforcing troops of the Allied forces could not land at C beach as planned, 

due to several reasons (Aspinall-Oglander, 1932).  

During the battle, some areas at Chocolate Hills and Karakol Daĵ were captured by 

the Allied forces (ATASE, 2002).  

At Anafartalar , battle intensified between August 9-13, 1915. On August 9, the 

Ottoman forces attacked to the Allied forces and recaptured Anafartalar and Hill 971. The 

battle was continued, and the Allied forces waited for reinforcement until August 11. The 

attacks of the Allied forces to Kavaktepe and Teke Tepe were not accomplished. Both sides 

were not densely attacked to each other on August 13 (ATASE, 2002).  

At Kire­tepe (Kiretch Tepe Ridge), the battle was fierce between August 15-17, 

1915. The Allied forces decided to attack Kire­tepe and to capture strong points on this 

ridge, and to occupy Kidney Hill (Aspinall-Oglander, 1932).  

The several hills were captured and occupied by the Allied forces on August 16, and 

some of them were recaptured by the Ottoman forces on the following days. From August 

17, not important operations were conducted (ATASE, 2002).  

At Anafartalar , an attack was planned on August 21, 1915 (Map 10). The General 

de Lisle had been assigned to the IX Corps. The Allied forces planned an attack to W hills 

and Anafarta spur. The 11th Division was to capture W Hill, while the 29th Division was to 

capture 112m Hill and Scimitar Hill. Afterwards, the 10th Division was to attack Anafarta 

spur (Aspinall-Oglander, 1932).  

The Ottoman forces of 5th division at Kire­tepe-K¿k¿rtl¿pēnar, 12th Division at 

K¿k¿rtl¿pēnar-Eĵirikulak, 7th Division at Eĵrikulak-Yayvantepe, and 4th Division at 

Yayvantepe-¢am­akpēnarē. With the battle, western parts of Scimitar Hill, and northern area 

of Azmakdere were captured by the Allied forces (ATASE, 2002).  
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Map 10: Suvla on August 7, and Anafartalar on August 27, 1915  

(Source: ATASE, 2002, p.337, 342) 
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For Hill 60 , an attacked was planned for August 27, 1915. Hamilton targeted to 

capture Tekke Tepe and Kavak Tepe, similarly, General Bridwood intended to attack to 

Chunuk Bair again. To incorporate the hillocks and the wells in the Anzac region, General 

Cox with the Indian and 4th Australian Brigades, and the 4th South Wales Borderers attacked 

to Hill 60 (Bean, 1941b).  

With the battle, some locations at the Hill 60 were captured by the Allied forces. 

This battle was the last operation in Anafartalar and Ari Burnu regions, the battle were 

continued as trench battle afterwards (ATASE, 2002).   

 

2.1.4. The Evacuation and After  the Gallipoli Campaign 

On November 22, Lord Kitchener recommended to the Cabinet for the evacuation of 

Gallipoli. The cold weather, increment of the sick-rate from October, continuing wars of 

WWI, the situation of Western front in France, and insufficient medical support were some 

of the underlying reasons (Aspinall-Oglander, 1932; Bean, 1941b).  

Moreover, the public reactions and criticisms on exploiting young and untrained 

soldiers had increased (Bartlett, 2007). The Cabinet decided on a secret evacuation, and 

General Monro was assigned for the evacuation (Aspinall-Oglander, 1932; Bean, 1941b). 

 The evacuation was based on partial withdrawal in steps. Firstly, the soldiers, 

animals, and guns at Anafartalar and Ari Burnu regions were evacuated on 20th December 

1915. Afterwards, the evacuation of Sedd¿lbahir region was completed on 9th January 1916 

(ATASE, 2002).  

 

Table 4: Chronology of Gallipoli Campaign  

(Source: ATASE, 2002, p.257-259, edited and translated by the author) 

 

Date Event 

2nd August 1914 The treaty between Ottoman Empire and Germany  

10th August 1914 Passing of Goeben and Breslau battleships through the 

Dardanelles  

27th September 1914 Closing the Dardanelles  

1st November 1914 The attack of Ottoman navy forces to the coastal areas of 

Russia 

3rd November 1914 The attack of Royal Navy to Dardanelles  

11th November 1914 Declaration of war of the Ottoman Empire to the Allied forces  

19th February 1915 Naval Battle - The attacks of Royal Navy to Dardanelles and 

defense complexes  

16th March 1915 Admiral Cardenôs left of his duty due to health problems  

17th March 1915 Appointment of Admiral de Robeck to command the Royal 

Navy  
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Table 4 (continued) 

 

Date Event 

18th March 1915 Naval Battle 

25th March 1915 Reorganization of 5th Ottoman Army 

26th March 1915 Assignment of Liman von Sanders to command 5th Ottoman 

Army 

10th April 1915 Arrival of General Sir Ian Hamilton at Lemnos  

25th April 1915 Landing at Anzac and land battle  

25th April 1915 Landing at Kumkale 

25th April 1915 Landings at Sedd¿lbahir Region (V, W, X, Y, and S beaches) 

26th/27th April 1915 Evacuation of Kumkale  

28th April 1915 The First Battle of Krithia 

27th/28th April 1915 The attacks of Ottoman Forces at Arē Burnu 

6th/8th May 1915 The Second Battle of Krithia 

19th May 1915 The attack at Arē Burnu  

4th-6th June 1915 The Third Battle of Krithia 

21-22 June 1915 Kereves Dere (The Battle of Hill 83) 

28th June-5th July 

1915 

The Battle of Gully Ravine 

12th-13th June 1915 The Battle at Kereves Dere 

6th-7th August 1915 Landing at Suvla   

6th-10th August 1915 The Battle of Chunuk Bair 

6th-10th August 1915 The Battle of Lone Pine 

9th-12th August 1915 The Battle at Anafartalar Region 

6th-13th August 1915 The Battle at Sedd¿lbahir Region 

15th-16th August 

1915 

The Battle at Kire­tepe (Kiretch Tepe Ridge) 

21st August 1915 The Battle at Anafartalar Region 

27th August 1915 The Battle for Hill 60 

8th-9th December 

1915 

Beginning of the first step for evacuation at Arē Burnu and 

Anafartalar  

20th December 1915 Accomplishment of the first step for evacuation at Arē Burnu 

and Anafartalar 

28th December 1915 Beginning of the second step for evacuation at Sedd¿lbahir 

region 

9th January1916 Accomplishment of the second step for evacuation at 

Sedd¿lbahir region 

 

The war lasted fifteen months, including the land battle which lasted around eight 

and a half months (Table 4). The number of casualties is not certain. However, it is estimated 

that the casualties, including dead, captured, or listed as missing, have been around 470.000 

(ATASE, 2002; CWGC, 2019b). 

In the winter, a letter was left from the Australian Third Light Horse Brigade to the 

Ottoman forces (cited by Gammage, 1974, p.112,113): 



  

 

68 

 

The Brigadier presents his compliments to our worthy TURKISH opponents and 

offers those who first honour his quarters with their presence such poor hospitality as 

is in his quarters with their presence such poor hospitality as is in his power to give, 

regretting that he is unable personally to welcome them. 

After a sojourn of 7 months in Gallipoli we propose to take some little 

relaxationéand in bidding óAu revoirô to our honourable foes we Australians desire to 

express appreciation of the fine soldierly qualities of our Turkish opponents and of the 

sportsmanlike manner in which they have participated in a very interesting contest, 

honourable, we trust, to both sides. 

For a little while we have been with you, yet a little while and you shall see us not. For 

us it is a matter of deep regret that the ancient friendship so long existing between the 

British and Turkish Empires should have been thus disturbed by the insidious 

machinations of the Arch-enemy f humanity. 

We have left this area and trenches in which we have taken considerable trouble and 

pride, clean and in good order, and would be grateful if they may be so maintained 

until our return, particular care being asked in regard to matters of sanitation, so vital 

to the health and well being of an army. 

We hope you will find the wine, coffee, tobacco, cigarettes and food to your taste, and 

a supply of fuel has been left in the cupboard to ameliorate in some measure the 

discomfort during the cold watches of the winter. é 

The Gallipoli Campaign has a significant place in world history. Affecting world 

politics, the campaign also a shared history for the countries involved in such as Britain, 

France, India, Australia, New Zealand, and Turkey.  

For Turkey, Australia, and New Zealand the Gallipoli Campaign is a quintessential 

ethos which is related to independence and nationhood. People of the Republic of Turkey 

reflect upon the Gallipoli Campaign is a founding event, contributing recognition of Mustafa 

Kemal Atat¿rk, founder of the republic, who after served in War of Independence.  

The Gallipoli Campaign is perceived as a respectful and cordial relationship between 

the countries. The message of Mustafa Kemal Atat¿rk for the commemoration in 1934 is 

embraced at the international level and inscribed in the memorials in Turkey, Australia, and 

New Zealand (Figure 8) (Turkish Consulate General in Melbourne, 2019): 

Those heroes that shed their blood and lost their livesé You are now lying in the soil 

of a friendly country. Therefore rest in peace. There is no difference between the 

Johnnies and the Mehmets to us where they die side by side here in this country of 

oursé You, the mothers who sent their sons from far away countries, wipe away your 

tears. Your sons are now lying in our bosom and are in peace. After having lost their 

lives on this land they have become our sons as well. 

The Government of the Republic of Turkey also named the beach landed by Anzac 

soldiers in 1915 as ñAnzac Coveò in 198526.  

 

26 Official Gazette dated 25 April 1985 and numbered 18735, p.17. 
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In return, the Government of Australia named an area around Lake Burley Griffin in 

Australia as ñGallipoli Reachò in 1985 (Australian Government Department of Veteransô 

Affairs, n.d.).  

After the Gallipoli Campaign, war cemeteries and memorials were constituted by 

several countries in Gallipoli. Commemoration activities have been organized both in 

Gallipoli and several countries for long years.  

 

 

 

Figure 8: 1-Anzac Cove Monolith in Gallipoli,  

2- Brisbane Gallipoli Memorial in Australia,  

3-Kemal Atat¿rk Memorial in Canberra/Australia,  

4- Atat¿rk Memorial in Wellington/New Zealand  

(Source: HSMP, 2019; Queensland War Memorial Register, 2009; Turkish Consulate 

General in Melbourne, 2019; New Zealand Government Ministry of Culture and Heritage, 

2019; edited by the author) 
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2.1.5. Documents related to the Gallipoli Campaign 

There are several documents produced before and/or during the Gallipoli Campaign. 

For instance, before Gallipoli Campaign several newspapers, journals, and magazines 

were published to inform the public, attach their interest, and for propaganda (Figure 9). For 

example, Harp Mecmuasē was produced by the Ottoman Empire specifically for Gallipoli 

Campaign in 1915  (HSMP, 2019). 

In similar, related counties of the Gallipoli Campaign published postcards and 

posters to interpret and present the campaign, call for the volunteers to the campaign, and 

for propaganda. There are also many photographs taken during the Gallipoli Campaign. In 

similar, several paintings were produced related to the important times of the campaign. 

Besides, several military maps were produced during the campaign. The military maps 

show the strategic targets of both sides and plans for the battle. Additionally, signs and 

remains of war are also signed in some of these maps (Figure 10) (HSMP, 2019).  

Moreover, there are letters, sketches, and diaries belong to the wartimes. Several 

soldiers in the Gallipoli campaign wrote letters, sketched, and diarized. These publications 

represent daily life of the campaign, general overview of the battlefields, the thoughts and 

perceptions of the soldiers in the campaign (Figure 10) (HSMP, 2019).  

At present, the documents related to the Gallipoli Campaign are preserved and/or 

presented in the archives of several countries. Some of them are also published, presented as 

online resources and in the museums.  

 

 
 

Figure 9: Some newspapers, journals, and magazines related to the Gallipoli Campaign 

(Source: HSMP, 2019, translated and edited by the author) 
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Figure 10: Some Documents Related to Gallipoli Campaign  

(Source: HSMP, 2019, translated and edited by the author) 
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2.2. Conservation and Management History of Gallipoli Historical Site 

Gallipoli has been conserved for a long time. The legal status of the site was 

ñnational parkò between 1973-2014 and mainly managed by Ministry of Forest, or as 

renamed later Ministry of Forest and Water Affairs.  

After the inscription of the place on UNESCO World Heritage Tentative List in 

2014, a new management system was defined within the authority of Ministry of Culture and 

Tourism, and the place has been conserved as ñhistorical siteò since 2014. Hence perception 

of the place was altered from ñnatural assetò to ñcultural assetò literally.   

Several development planning studies, an international design competition, master 

and development planning studies were conducted from 1973 (Table 5), (Table 6).  

Additionally, several projects were implemented partially. Conservation and 

management history of the place is analyzed in four periods with emphasize on breaking 

points. Mainly development plans are analyzed, master and implementation plans are listed. 

Key problems behind ineffective implementations are clarified. 

 

Table 5: Approved Development Plans for the Place  

(Source: HSEP and HSMP, 2016a, p.6; Directorate of Gallipoli Historical Site, 2019b) 

 

Title Scale 
Date of 

Approval  
Situation 

Gallipoli Peninsula Historical National Park Long 

Term Development Plan  
1:25.000 1980 Dated 

Gulf of Saros Environment Plan  1:25.000 16.07.1996 
Invalid, not 

implemented 

Gallipoli Peninsula Peace Park International Ideas 

and Design Competition  
- 

1997 - 

1998 
Competition 

Gallipoli Peninsula Historical National Park (Peace 

Park) Long Term Development Plan  
1:25.000 23.12.2003 Dated 

Gallipoli Peninsula Revised Long Term 

Development Revision Plan  
1:25.001 29.04.2013 Dated 

Balēkesir-¢anakkale Region Territorial Plan 1:100.000 16.02.2015 Valid 

Gallipoli Historical Site Environmental Plan  1:50.000 03.01.2018 Valid 

Gallipoli Historical Site Development Plan  1:25.000 03.01.2018 Valid 
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Table 6: Approved Master and Implementation Plans in the Place (Source: HSEP and 

HSMP, 2016a, Vol.1, p.20, 21; Directorate of Gallipoli Historical Site, 2019b) 

 

Title  Scale 
Date of 

Approval  

Areas 

(ha) 

Kabatepe Ferry Port Location Plan 1:1.000 8.06.1984 27,50 

A-Kum Limanē Tourism Settlement Area Master Plan  1:5.000 21.03.1986 80 

B-Kum Tourism Settlement Area Location Plan  1:1.000 21.07.1986 24,6 

Kilitbahir Village Location Plan  1:1.000 14.02.1991 0,3 

Kilitbahir Village Location Plan 1:1.000 14.08.1994 0,6 

K¿­¿kanafarta Village Development Area Plan  1:1.000 27.10.1994 4.91 

Eceabat Urban Settlement Master and Implementation Plans 
1:5.000 

1:1.000 
7.07.1995 211,5 

Kilye Cove Park Main Promotion Center Conservation Revision 

Plan  
1:1.000 26.05.2004 21,15 

B¿y¿kanafarta Village Cemetery Location Martyrs Location Plan 1:1.000 11.03.2005 8,4 

Location Plans for Parcels 277-386 1:1.000 4.05.2005 0,72 

Eceabat Urban Center Embankment Plan  1:1.000 11.01.2005 5,70 

Al­ētepe Village Implementation Plan  1:1.000 2007 47,5 

Bigalē Village Parpadar Location Parcel 592 Conservation Plan  1:1.000 7.03.2008 1,48 

A- Gaba Tepe Promotion and Simulation Center Conservation 

Implementation Plan  
1:1.000 30.04.2009 2,97 

Al­ētepe Village, Kºyi­i Location Parcel 70 "Place of Worship" 

and Parcel 1486 "Cultural Facility" Areas Renovation Plan 
1:1.000 26.01.2010 0,5 

III. Degree Natural Protected Areas Conservation Plan  
1:5.000 

1:1.000 
22.02.2011 2,1 

III. Degree Natural Protected Areas Conservation Plan 
1:5.000 

1:1.000 
23.06.2011 0,87 

B- Gaba Tepe Promotion (Simulation) Center Additional 

Conservation Implementation Plan  
1:1.000 12.01.2012 6,96 

Sedd¿lbahir Village Plot 1-2 Parcel 178 Plans for Port 
1:5.000 

1:1.000 
6.05.2013 0,73 

Kilitbahir Village Aĵadere Martyrôs Cemetery Conservation Plan 
1:5.000 

1:1.000 
3.10.2013 45 

Havuzlar Building Cooperation Location Plan  1:1.000 - 0,6 

Revision Plan of Al­ētepe Village Implementation Plan 1:1.000 06.02.2015 3,38 

Eceabat Urban Settlement Revision Master and Implementation 

Plans 

1:5.000 

1:1.000 
22.02.2019 197,50 

Eceabat Kilisetepe Tumulus and Surroundings I. degree 

Archeological Site Conservation Master and Implementation Plans 

1:5.000 

1:1.000 
14.05.2019 6,84 

Eceabat Maidos I. and III. degree Archeological Sites Conservation 

Master and Implementation Plans 

1:5.000 

1:1.000 
14.05.2019 15,47 

Eceabat ¢amburnu Fort and Surroundings (Mixed Conserved Sites) 

Conservation Master and Implementation Plans 

1:5.000 

1:1.000 
14.05.2019 7,28 

Behramlē Village Settlement Area Conservation Master and 

Implementation Plans 

1:5.000 

1:1.000 
14.05.2019 23,58 

B¿y¿kanafarta Village Settlement Area Conservation Master and 

Implementation Plans 

1:5.000 

1:1.000 
14.05.2019 61,28 

Kocadere Village Settlement Area Conservation Master and 

Implementation Plans 

1:5.000 

1:1.000 
14.05.2019 14,28 

 



  

 

74 

 

2.2.1. First Attempts for Conservation and Management: 1973-1993 

Conservation and management of Gallipoli Peninsula have a long history, which 

dates back to 1970s. The place was conserved as forest with the 26.05.1973 dated 7/6477 

numbered decision of Council of Ministers. Afterwards, the place was declared as ñhistorical 

national parkò with a regulation dated 2.11.1973. Moreover, Directorate of Gallipoli 

Peninsula Historical National Park under Ministry of Forest was established as a primary 

local authority in 1974. The Directorate was the first specialized institution of the place, and 

the resources for management sustained mainly by Ministry of Forestry and District 

Governorship of Eceabat (HSEP and HSMP, 2016a, Vol.1; LTDP, 2004, Vol.6).  

In 1970s, the first planning studies were conducted under State Planning 

Organization by an American national park expert in English. This plan was revised in 1980, 

however, the plan was not legally approved according to National Parks Law numbered 

287327 (HSEP and HSMP, 2016a, Vol.1; LTDP, 2004, Vol.6, p.8). The plan was partly 

implemented; however, the locals reacted against the plan, which does not emphasize on 

living inhabits (LTDP, 2004, Vol.6). 

Due to the threats of land speculations and inappropriate development, Superior 

Council for Immovable Antiquities and Monuments registered the whole place as a natural-

archeological-historical-militaristic-military historical urban protected area with 14.11.1980 

dated and 12331 numbered decision (Official Gazette, 2016). Afterwards, the Ministry of 

Public Works and Settlement prepared and approved Environmental Master Plan (1:25.000 

scale) in 28.07.1981 in the light of the previous unapproved plan. However, the master plan 

was prepared based on the Construction Law. Even though Long Term Development Plan, 

which will be named as LTDP hereafter, and Environmental Master Plan are different in 

terms of decision expands, Environmental Master Plan was used in place of the LTDP by 

time (HSDP, 2018; LTDP, 2004, Vol.6). 

Gallipoli Peninsula Historical National Park Long Term Development Plan 

(1980) emphasizes on national and international value of the place, which has been inherited 

from WWI, and aims to balance conservation and use of the place for present and future 

generations, establish a single authority to gather disorganized resources through an 

approved and supported project by related public institutions, conserve, restore and 

rehabilitate monuments and martyrsô cemeteries, respond to tourism demands with the 

improvement of the service sector, and contribute on promotion of the site (LTDP, 1980). 

 

27 Official Gazette dated 11.08.1983 and numbered 18132. 
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The plan conceptualizes the place in three zones, with identifying the areas to be 

conserved and to be used. The first zone covers battlefields and mainly forestry. In this zone, 

agricultural activities are allowed, while construction of several facilitates for animal 

husbandry, industry and hunting are forbidden. Additionally, new cemeteries an memoriasl 

may be constructed when necessary. The second zone, which constitute as a buffer zone for 

the first zoene, covers settlements. Preparation of the master plans for the settlement is 

proposed. Military facilities are placed in the third zone. The militaristic function of the site 

is proposed to be sustained without disturbing visitor relations in this zone (LTDP, 1980). 

The plan identifies decisions and problems to be responded. Conservation of 

battlefields is prioritized, while secondary residence development pressure is perceived as a 

threating factor for coastal zones, where the landing operations occurred during the Gallipoli 

Campaign. To overcome improper development, the plan proposes preparation of master 

plans. The second problem is determined as a forest fire. It is stated that planting activities 

that had been conducted after forest fire caused changes in the morphology of the place. This 

has resulted in difficulties for the presentation of the place to visitors and has damaged 

remains of war. The plan proposes to supply required equipment, means and resources to 

mitigate fire risk, to control and to monitor camping activities and agricultural activities, and 

preparation of a landscape plan for the site. Additionally, forest fire roads are not proper for 

the view of the place, hence the roads should not be designed in the main routes affecting 

general landscape  (LTDP, 1980). 

Decisions on architectural standards, visitor centers, regulations on the entrance, tour 

routes, administration centers, principles of landscape planning and environment, 

monuments and martyrsô cemeteries, camping areas, tourism areas, other commercial 

functions, et cetera are also determined within the plan. For instance, constructions would be 

made with minimum interventions on the land, in harmony with the historical and natural 

environment; entrance price would be collected in visitor centers, camping areas and daily 

facilities; tour routes would be organized for north and south regions of the place. 

Additionally, main visitor center would be in Eceabat, administration centers would be 

within the visitor centers; Kum Limanē would be tourism Area, daily facility areas would be 

in Eceabat ¢amlēk location, Morto Cove, Gaba Tepe, and Suvla Point. The sunken 

battleships would be presented, landscape and general view of the place would be conserved 

without new planting, olive and almond cultivating would be supported, environmental plans 

would be conducted for monuments and  martyrsô cemeteries (LTDP, 1980).  

Although the plan proposes tour routes and agricultural activities to support local 

socio-economic structure, it mainly deals with spatial issues without emphasizing 
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demographic, social and economic issues sufficiently. Thus, locals were reacted against the 

plan, and dur to the strict protection regulations based on the legislation the local community 

has been alienated to management and conservation process (HSDP, 2018).   

Besides, the main problems were related to buildings and development, 

institutional framework was governance. With 28.08.1986 dated and 2574 numbered 

decision of Ministry of Culture High Council for the Conservation of Immovable Cultural 

and Natural Property; natural, historical and urban protected areas are identified and 

registered. Forest sites were registered as first degree natural protected area, while 

agricultural lands under private ownership were registered as third degree natural protected 

area. The decision lead to rapid change of property rights of agricultural lands and increment 

of development demands. Besides, Council for the Conservation of Cultural and Natural 

Property of Bursa identified protected sites with 17.06.1991 dated and 1784 numbered, and 

19.04.1992 dated and 2412 numbered decisions. With these decisions natural, historical, 

archeological and urban protected areas, additionally, cemeteries, memorials, civil 

architecture and military architecture structures were registered. Kilitbahir village was 

registered as urban protected area, while approval of the Council would be must for 

development in other villages. Due to building and development problems, the Council 

decided that development plan (1:5000 scale) must be prepared for development on 

agricultural land. However, illegal housing problem occurred afterwards (HSDP, 2018). 

Central and local governmental institutions directly made interventions on the site 

without coordination of Directorate of Gallipoli Peninsula Historical National Park, which 

was passivized the directorate as the site management authority. For instance, Ministry of 

Culture was authorized on the conservation of cultural and natural assets, Ministry of Public 

Works and Settlement were authorized with the Environmental Master Plan, Ministry of 

Forest was authorized for forest areas, Ministry of Foreign Affairs worked for international 

connections, while Ministry of Interior, Gendarmerie, Governorship and district governorate 

were authorized on security. The coordination and communication obstacles between public 

institutions at central and local levels resulted in authorization problems and alienation of 

Directorate of Gallipoli Peninsula Historical National Park from its duties and 

responsibilities. Moreover, public institutions such as Governor of ¢anakkale, Ministry of 

Culture Directorate General of Fine Arts, Ministry of Forest Directorate General Forestry, 

General Directorate of Erosion Control and Forestation, Forest and Village Relations 

(ORK¥Y) made inappropriate interventions, such as monuments, unregistered housing, 

forestation (LTDP, 2004, Vol.6).  
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2.2.2. International Concerns and Attempts: 1994-1999 

In 25.07.1994, forest areas at Ari Burnu and Chunuk Bair districts were fired and the 

place was damaged dramatically. The fire endangered historical areas, graveyards, martyrsô 

cemeteries, monuments, and many other assets. This situation caused concerns at the 

international and national arena (LTDP, 2004; HSDP, 2018). 

The place was afforested rapidly after the fire; however, this has damaged the 

authenticity of nature, historical landscape and negatively affected perceptibility of 

battlefields. Some trenches were planted or used inappropriately for plant (HSMP, 2019; 

Sagona et al., 2016). Thus, international concerns and critiques on lacking a comprehensive 

plan of the site were increased (HSEP, 2018b).  

Problems of building, development, and governance were articulated with the fire 

risk, and due to the concerns at worldwide, National Security Council (Turkey) had reached 

a recommendation28  in 1994 for enacting specified legislation for the place to redevelop a 

comprehensive LTDP. Based on this, Inter-Institutional Guidance Council was established. 

After two years of studies of the council, R. Raci Bademli was assigned as a professional 

technical consultant. In the basis of the decision taken by the council, an idea and design 

competition studies began in Middle East Technical University (METU) in 1996 (LTDP, 

2004; HSDP, 2018).  

Although Ministry of Public Works and Settlement was approved Gulf of Saros 

Environment Plan (1:2500 scale), which covers the place, in 16.07.1996, this plan was not 

implemented due to planning process. This plan was criticized to increase buildings in rural 

land and proposed ¢anakkale Bridge project, which was drawn without respecting values of 

the place (LTDP, 2004; HSDP, 2018). Moreover, Eceabat Municipality was approved master 

plan and implementation plan for Eceabat in 07.07.1995, before beginning of the 

competition process (HSDP, 2018). In that sense, Bademli (2006) criticizes authorization 

problem between institutions and states that the plan prepared by Ministry of Public Works 

and Settlement with the assent of Ministry of Forest, however, Ministry of Forest was in 

preparation for international competition at that time.  

At the international level, the place was registered in United Nations List of 

Protected Areas in 1997 with Category V, which is (World Conservation Monitoring Centre 

and the IUCN World Commission on Protected Areas, 1998, p. xviii):  

Area of land, with coast and sea as appropriate, where the interaction of people and 

nature over time has produced an area of distinct character with significant aesthetic, 

ecological and/or cultural value, and often with high biological diversity. Safeguarding 

 

28 30.11.1994 dated and 377 numbered recommendation of National Security Council (Turkey). 
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the integrity of this traditional interaction is vital to the protection, maintenance and 

evolution of such an area.  

Inscription of the place on the list not only declared its significance worldwide but 

also identified it within a perspective of the cultural landscape, through emphasizing the 

relation between human and nature.   

 Gallipoli Peninsula Peace Park International Ideas and Design Competition 

was organized by National Parks, Game and Wildlife General Directorate in 18.05.1997. The 

competition was organized inconvenient with UNESCO/ International Union of Architects 

(IUA)  recommendations for international competitions in architecture and town planning 

(IUA, n.d.). With the competition, the national historic park was dedicated to ñpeaceò and 

for renewing the master plan, six major design strategies were set (Bademli et al., 2001, p. 

13):  

1. preserving and rehabilitating natural assets, 2. conserving and better displaying 

archeological heritage sites, 3. conserving, re-evaluating and better displaying 

historical sites and battlefields, 4. integrating inhabits with the management of the 

Park and reorganizing activities and scenarios, 5. improving the NHP and its 

management, 6. re-evaluating the identity of the NHP and creating a new identity. 

The competition set three focus areas for concept plans and design strategies. ñKilye 

NHP Main Gatewayò focus area was determined to separate transit traffic and local traffic 

from visitor traffic, and for utilizing define entrance functions as visitor center. ñKabatepe 

Arēburnu and Conkbayērē Battlefieldsò focus area was determined for designing an open-air 

museum with cemeteries, memorials and natural elements. Lastly, ñSedd¿lbahir Peace 

Forumò was presented to design of a meeting place, for visitors from all nationalities to 

experience the ñpeaceò idea  (Bademli et al., 2001). 

The competition was compelled in 1998 and 120 projects were submitted. 

Norwegian architects, Brºgger & Reine Arkitektur, won the first prize with their project 

titled ñThe Foot and The Eyeò (Figure 11). The jury stated that the place is respected with 

minimal interventions, human-scaled and well-designed architectural vocabulary, and 

releases individual experiences. It ñevokes contemplation, silence, serenityépeaceò 

(Bademli et al., 2001, p.38). The project has notable proposals. It identifies Sedd¿lbahir Fort 

as a Forum for peace, proposes a museum for exhibition of historical layers of the region, 

separates visitorsô traffic with determined transportation infrastructure. The jury also 

appreciated the ideas of limited plants in the battlefields, restoration of original trenches and 

remains of war, an ornate path to express historical landscape (Bademli et al., 2001).  
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The Foot and The Eye Landscape of Memory 

 

Figure 11: The First Two Prized Projects (Source: Bademli et al., 2001, p. 38, 40) 

 

ñLandscape of Memoryò from the Netherlands was the second prized project (Figure 

11). The jury stated that the project shows layers of history, through integrating natural 

environment and suggested restoration projects. The project also suggests localization of 

mobility patterns of visitors and locals, which contributes the identity of place. Additionally, 

a specified path titled ñWalk of Memoryò would follow ñno man's landò to constitute sense 

of memory through walking (Bademli et al., 2001). 

With the perspective of main ideas of the competition and reports of the 

international jury, Inter-Institutional Guidance Council recommended that professional 

technical consultant R. Raci Bademli and METU should be instructed to prepare LTDP for 

the place. Thus, a protocol between Ministry of Forestry and METU was signed in 

7.10.1999. Afterwards, Gallipoli Peninsula Historical National Park (Peace Park) Planning 

and Consultation Office was established with the leadership of Bademli at METU on 

18.11.1999. Moreover, between prizewinner Norwegian architects and General Directorate 

of National Parks and Game Wildlife a protocol of General Idea and Design Consultancy 

was signed in 14.12.1999. Although the first prized project was not implemented, the ideas 

of the submitted projects affected the planning studies (LTDP, 2004).   

 






















































































































































































































































































































































































































































