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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
The adoption of the 2011 Management Plan for the Istanbul World Heritage property marks a major
step forward for the conservation of the property, and clearly highlights key issues that remain to be
resolved. These issues do not stem from a lack of conservation expertise, craft skills, or the
enthusiasm to use them, but from conflicts between two different sets of goals: a) a long term
objective of conservation-based, sustainable use of the Historic Peninsula, and b) large-scale public
and private projects. Both the Renewal Areas and the cluster of major infrastructure projects along
the south shore of the peninsula pose threats to the Outstanding Universal Value of the site and its
long-term conservation. Unless these projects are drastically modified, the Mission considers that
the Outstanding Universal Value of the World Heritage property could be threatened. In coming to
this conclusion, the Mission is mindful of the fact that although grave concerns were expressed over
many years about the impact of the Haliç Metro Crossing Bridge on the Outstanding Universal Value
of the property, construction work has progressed steadily, to deliver a refined version of the
original concept, which nevertheless still has a negative visual impact, albeit less so than for the
original design.
The infrastructure projects currently planned would transform the south shore of the peninsula,
with a motorway-standard road serving the proposed Eurasia Tunnel and a 58ha meeting area,
formed by reclaiming land from the sea and designed to hold up to 1 million people. The footprint
and silhouette of the peninsula would be radically altered by the meeting area, and the Marble
Tower left in the central reservation of the enlarged road. Direct vehicular access from the tunnel
via a grade-separated interchange at Yenikapı would inevitably increase vehicle traffic in the
peninsula, while the consequences of encouraging so many people to congregate there have not yet
been fully assessed. The Tunnel could actually have a positive effect if it extended beyond the Land
Walls, an integral part of the property, thus facilitating valorisation of the sea walls; however the
proposed approach road, compounded by the Meeting Area (on which work has already begun),
would result in major harm to the property.
Despite some excellent repair and restoration work on individual buildings and building groups, the
extent of deterioration, decay and demolition of Istanbul’s heritage of Ottoman houses has reached
a critical point. Renewal areas under Law 5366, as currently interpreted and implemented, appear to
be escalating the problem rather than facilitating a solution. Urban renewal needs to be replaced by
urban conservation, with work taking place in smaller packages, focussed on in-situ repair of historic
buildings. It needs to be accompanied by a diversity of infill buildings to a common but not overprescriptive brief, to avoid the areas becoming dominated by a single form and style of fauxtraditional new building. Significant harm to the Outstanding Universal Value of the inscribed area
has already been caused by the redevelopment of Sulukule and demolition in Ayvansaray. The
immediate priority is for urgent ‘first aid’ works, to slow down the rate of decay and loss, and to
expand grants and assistance to owners and small investors who wish to repair buildings.
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Key recommendations are that:


The 2011 Management Plan be updated (with ongoing input from civil society) by October
2013 to provide clear and definite policies for the effective conservation of the property, to
which the plans and proposals of all public bodies with the powers to make decisions
affecting the property would then be aligned.



Emerging details of the Haliç Metro Crossing Bridge, in relation to the colour scheme, the
pylon caps (Option 2) and the station (Option 3) be supported.



A Heritage Impact Assessment of the emerging scheme for the Eurasia Tunnel Approach
Road be undertaken, alongside detailed mapping and evaluation of potential archaeological
levels along the proposed shoreline route, and evaluation of environmental impact in terms
of noise and air pollution.



Options for extending the length of the Eurasia tunnel to a point beyond the Land Walls be
thoroughly and publicly explored in technical terms, including implications for ventilation,
and vibration from tunnel boring; and preferably implemented. The Marble Tower should
not, in any scenario, be left isolated in the central reservation of a road.



The Heritage Impact Assessment of the Yenikapı Assembly Ground should address not only
the direct and indirect physical impacts of the scheme, but also the potential impact of very
large gatherings on the environment and infrastructure of the peninsula as a whole, and be
submitted to the World Heritage Committee by June 2013.



In relation to Ottoman timber houses,
o

urgent ‘first aid’ works should be prioritised, based on a rapid assessment of
‘buildings at risk’, to slow down the rate of decay and loss, and be facilitated or
undertaken by the KUDEB;

o

the previous scheme of grants and assistance to owners be reinstated without delay;

o

reconsideration of how renewal area powers under Law 5366 and engagement with
private sector actors can be used to achieve conservation-led outcomes, rather than
maximising development potential and encouraging ‘reconstruction’;

o

the 2007 Süleymaniye Renewal Plan be reviewed by June 2013, to make it
compatible with conservation objectives for the World Heritage property set out in
the Management Plan, and specifically

o

that implementation take place in smaller packages, with a diversity of infill
buildings, to avoid the areas being dominated by a single contemporary form and
style of building.
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1. BACKGROUND TO THE MISSION

The Historic Areas of Istanbul was inscribed on the UNESCO World Heritage List in 1985 under
cultural criteria C (i), (ii), (iii), and (iv).
Since its inscription, significant threats to the site have been identified, including but not limited to:





the demolition of Ottoman-period timber houses,
the quality of repairs and reconstruction of the Roman and Byzantine Walls,
the potential negative effects of the construction of the Marmaray Rail Tube Tunnel and
Gebze-Halkalı Surface Metro System,
the initial Haliç bridge project.

Concerns have also been expressed over the legislative arrangements, proposed renewal plans
(under law 5366) and the effectiveness of organisational and coordination relationships between
decision making bodies responsible for the safeguarding of World Heritage.
Most recently, these threats have resulted in yearly World Heritage Committee decisions between
its 27th (2003) and its 36th (2012) sessions, and requests for progress reports from the State Party in
order for the Committee to review a potential inscription of the property on the List of World
Heritage in Danger.
This mission arises from a decision made by the World Heritage Committee during its 36th Session
(Decision 36COM 7B.89, see the Annex), where it:








regretted that, according to the information received, no further mitigation measures to
the negative visual impact of the proposed Golden Horn (or Haliç) Bridge had so far been
proposed beyond those already announced by the State Party and examined by the
Committee in 2011, and that, as construction work has progressed, no further structural
changes would be possible.
also considered that the Bridge, as currently being constructed, will have an overall
negative impact on the Outstanding Universal Value of the property, and urged the State
Party to pursue, as a matter of urgency, any further possible work to mitigate the negative
visual impact of the proposed Bridge such as through changes to colour and lighting, and
to discuss emerging proposals with the World Heritage Centre and the Advisory Bodies;
requested the State Party to invite this joint World Heritage Centre/ICOMOS reactive
monitoring mission to assess progress in mitigating the visual impacts of the proposed
Golden Horn Bridge, to consider proposed renewal and conservation projects, as well as
progress with the overall strategic management of the property, and to assess the overall
state of conservation of the property;
acknowledged the efforts made by the State Party to address the need for conservation
plans, an effective management system, development strategies for traffic and tourism,
and a buffer zone,
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considered the revised Management Plan to be a significant improvement, and also
requested it to address, at the first annual review of the Management Plan, the
recommendations that ICOMOS has provided;
commended the State Party for the Management Plan’s scope in relation to the overall
Historic Peninsula, as well as the proposals to develop a Silhouette Master Plan for the
Historic Peninsula that will lead to a definition of the silhouette and appropriate height
controls.

Accordingly, the Terms of Reference of the 2012 joint Reactive Monitoring Mission were defined as
follows:
1.

Assess the progress made in mitigating the visual impacts of the proposed Golden Horn
Bridge, as well as the overall strategic management of the property, including the
progress on the integration, at the first annual review of the Management Plan, of the
recommendations provided by ICOMOS in 2012. Also assess the implementation of
Decision 36COM 7B.89 of the World Heritage Committee, as well as the
recommendations of the joint World Heritage Centre / ICOMOS mission in 2009,
endorsed by the World Heritage Committee at its 33rd session (Decision 33COM 7B.124).
Also provide further comments on the development of a Silhouette Master Plan for the
city that will define the silhouette, articulate key views and set out height limits for
buildings.

2.

Review the potential impacts of building and development projects on the Outstanding
Universal Value of the property, including the following projects located within the
property or in its vicinity, and using Heritage Impact Assessment incorporating Visual
Impact Assessment; and how these projects relate to the Management Plan, the
Conservation Plan and other urban instruments:
Conservation and urban renewal projects;
Bosporus Transition Tunnel Project for Motor Vehicles;
Coastal Fill Project in the Yenikapı district of the Historic Peninsula of
Istanbul.

3.

Assess the overall state of conservation of the property.

The complete Terms of Reference for this Mission are attached in the Annex.
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2. NATIONAL POLICY FOR THE PRESERVATION AND
MANAGEMENT OF THE WORLD HERITAGE PROPERTY
2.1.

Legal and institutional framework

Turkey1 became a State Party to the 1972 Convention Concerning the Protection of the World
Cultural and Natural Heritage, in 1982, and has ratified the Convention for the Protection of the
Architectural Heritage of Europe (Granada, 1985), the European Convention on the Protection of the
Archaeological Heritage (Revised; Valetta 1992) and the European Landscape Convention (Florence,
2000). According to the Turkish constitution, international conventions which have been properly
ratified have statutory effect.
All activities related to identification, management and conservation of cultural and natural heritage
are implemented under the legislation for the Conservation of Cultural and Natural Heritage and the
Guiding Principles of the Superior and Regional Conservation Councils. The principal legislation is
Law 2683 (1983), amended by Laws 3386 (1987) and 5226 (2004). The Ministry of Culture and
Tourism (acting in collaboration with any other government institutions concerned) is responsible
for the implementation of this legislation, including taking measures to protect immovable cultural
and natural property to be conserved, regardless of the ownership, providing funds, and supervising
those measures or having other public institutions supervise them. There is no law or regulation
requiring public/ civil society participation in planning or conservation decisions.
There is no specific planning legislation to protect World Heritage sites. Individual monumental and
civil cultural properties within them are registered, and the value of the ensemble recognised
through registration as Conservation Areas (areas that have to be conserved for the protection and
preservation of immovable cultural and natural property within their historical context). The Historic
Peninsula as a whole was declared an historic urban conservation zone in 19952, and under Law
5226 a Management Plan is required for the whole area. This was prepared by the Istanbul Cultural
and Natural Sites Management Directorate, which incorporates an Advisory Board and a
Coordination and Supervising Board.
Within the Ministry of Culture and Tourism, the General Directorate for Cultural Heritage and
Museums carries out planning and implementation of the conservation measures, acting through
The Superior Council of Immovable Cultural and Natural Heritage and 31 Regional Conservation
Councils operating within the Superior Council’s guiding principles, supported by professional and
technical staff. Practical responsibility for conservation of state-owned properties within the World
Heritage site lies with Istanbul Directorate of Survey and Monuments and the Directorate of Istanbul
National Museums. Law 5226 was intended to provide ‘more efficient technical and administrative
tools in the field of conservation with the aim of enhancing public participation and state support for
the conservation of the historical assets’. Under Article 10, Conservation Implementation and
Control Bureaux (KUDEB) have been established within municipalities including both Istanbul
Metropolitan Municipality and Fatih Municipality. Employing specialists in art history, archaeology,
1

Information on Turkish heritage legislation is based on the summary in the 2009 Mission Report, updated by reference,
particularly, to the Site Management Plan (s1.5) and the information provided on the intergovernmental HEREIN database
http://european-heritage.coe.int
2
For details see Management Plan, 1.4.1
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architecture, urban planning and engineering, these bureaux are in charge of controlling the
implementation of the conservation plans and projects approved by the Regional Conservation
Councils, and are empowered to approve minor repairs to historic buildings. Fatih Municipality is
now the district municipality responsible for the whole Historic Peninsula. Areas outside the Land
Walls but within the World Heritage property remain the responsibility of Zeytinburnu and Eyüp
municipalities.
The General Directorate of Pious Foundations is legally responsible for protecting and evaluating
cultural and natural property under the ownership of foundations administered by the General
Directorate and of property such as mosques, tombs, caravanserais, medressas, inns, public baths,
convents, Mevlevi lodges and fountains under private or public ownership. However, all
conservation and restoration projects are subject to the prior approval of the Regional Conservation
Councils, regardless of the contracting authority (including the General Directorate and all municipal
authorities) or ownership.
Built heritage conservation, particularly historic area conservation, takes place within the spatial
planning system, the responsibility of the Ministry of Environment and Urban Planning at national
level, the Directorate of City Planning within IMM at Municipal level, and a Directorate of Housing
and Urban Development at Borough (Fatih) level. Use and construction are regulated under the
Spatial Planning Law (3194). Conservation development plans have been prepared by the
Directorate for the whole Management Plan area at 1:5000 and 1:1000. The Ministry is also directly
responsible for planning the coasts, filling areas, and all public lands subject to privatisation (see
Yenikapı , 3.5).
The Tourism Encouragement Law (2634) authorises the Ministry of Culture and Tourism to make
plans in every scale and ‘to single-handedly’ approve those plans in areas declared by the Council of
Ministers3. The ‘Archaeological Park’ Tourism and Culture Area Plan was declared in 2000 for the site
of the Byzantine Palace in Sultanahmet. The Atakoy Tourism Centre, on the Marmara coast at
Zeytinburnu (declared 1989) extending east to the Land Walls, proposes high density marina
development, with the potential for negative impacts on the silhouette of the peninsula (see 3.7.3
below)

2.2.

Funding

Recent legislation has increased the amount of funding available for conserving the World Heritage
property. The regulation (Procedure and Principles for the Utilization of the Fund Providing for the
Restoration of Immovable Cultural Properties), authorising the Ministry of Culture and Tourism to
give grants for the design and implementation of projects for the conservation of cultural heritage,
came in to effect on 15 June 2005. Law 5226 also provided that 10 % of the real estate tax is
allocated as “the contribution share for the conservation of immovable cultural property” in
accordance with the law on real estate tax (Law 1319), in order to be used for the conservation and
evaluation of the cultural entities within the boundaries of municipalities. This enables the Istanbul
Special Provincial Administration (SPA) to support municipalities in the design and implementation
3

Management Plan, p66
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of projects (including expropriation, planning and implementation) for the conservation and
evaluation of cultural assets. It was the main sponsor for conservation projects undertaken by the
2010 Istanbul European Capital of Culture 2010 Agency.
Law 5225 on Encouraging Cultural Investments and Law 5228 (revising the Act of Taxation)
encourage the sponsorship of cultural heritage conservation through tax concessions. Financial aid
for conservation projects is exempt from income tax, cultural property is exempt from inheritance
and succession tax, and approved works to registered properties (including professional fees) are
exempt from VAT and municipal taxes.

2.3.

Regeneration

Law 5366 for the “Preservation by Renovation and Utilization by Revitalizing of Deteriorated
Immovable Historical and Cultural Properties” enables local authorities to prepare regeneration
proposals for degraded historic areas. Areas are proposed by local authorities for designation by the
Council of Ministers. The emphasis is on renewal and the operation of the conservation plan and
remit of the Regional Board are suspended. The Istanbul Urban Renewal Areas Regional
Conservation Board for Cultural and Natural Heritage has been created to approve projects
presented by local authorities within the framework of the law. The whole of the Süleymaniye core
area, most of the Land Walls area, and part of the Sultanahmet area have been designated (Fig 1).
The consequences are addressed at section 3.6.
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3. IDENTIFICATION AND ASSESSMENT OF ISSUES SINCE THE
REACTIVE MONITORING MISSION OF 2009
3.1.
Summary of the 2009 joint WHC/ICOMOS Reactive
Monitoring Mission report
The full mission report is available at: http://whc.unesco.org/en/list/356/documents/
Since the Joint UNESCO WHC/ICOMOS reactive monitoring missions of 2006 and 2008, significant
improvements had been made in the management structure of the site, including the appointment
of a World Heritage Site Manager, the establishment of a World Heritage Site Management
Directorate and other institutional improvements responsible for World Heritage issues.

According to the report of the 2009 Mission, serious threats to the Outstanding Universal Value and
integrity of the World Heritage property nevertheless still remained. These included mainly:
1. Failure to meet benchmarks for the preparation of a World Heritage management plan
results in major infrastructure projects being planned without regard to the effect they
might have on the Outstanding Universal Value of the site. Currently, such threats are posed
by the proposal to construct a towering cable-stay bridge over the Golden Horn,
immediately next to the Süleymaniye Mosque, and a proposal by the central government for
a road tunnel which would bring large volumes of traffic into the Historic Peninsula and
would also impact on its setting, because of the large ventilation towers which will be
required.
2. Law 5366 for the “Preservation by Renovation and Utilization by Revitalizing of Deteriorated
Immovable Historical and Cultural Properties” enables local authorities to prepare
regeneration proposals for “worn-out” historic areas, which are thereby taken outside the
conventional planning system. As a new law, enacted in 2005, there is little practical
experience of its implementation in practice, but a project at Sulukule inspected by the
mission suggested that projects implemented under this law will be unusually destructive
and will pose a major threat to the integrity and authenticity of the site. Projects were
already under implementation or final planning for the Theodosian Land Walls and
Süleymaniye core areas of the World Heritage property.

The mission further highlighted that preparing an effective and viable management plan will need a
new and strong effort in coordination of the relevant planning and decision-making bodies in all
relevant levels of administration, to fulfil the responsibility of safeguarding required by the World
Heritage Convention.

The mission’s recommendations included:


A new independent environmental impact assessment should be prepared for the proposed
metro crossing bridge across the Golden Horn, evaluating the impact of the proposed bridge
on the attributes of outstanding universal value as well the impact of alternative bridge
designs without pylons or significant upward projections above the level of the bridge deck.
Any assessment should also consider the impact on the wider urban setting and the location
of the metro station in terms of development and traffic. The assessment should be
prepared and submitted to the World Heritage Centre by 1st February 2010 at the latest.
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An integrated and comprehensive management plan for the World Heritage property should
be developed to international standards in compliance with the Operational Guidelines and
transmitted to the Secretariat by 1st February 2010 at the latest. The plan should include:
a) boundaries to the First Degree protection zones amended to incorporate all the
existing core areas and any new core area proposed (e.g. the Grand Bazaar);
b) details of a buffer zone to protect the visual integrity and urban form of the property
(the mission recommends that the buffer zone should include the Eyüp conservation
area, the historic core of Galata-Beyoğlu, the protected Front Perspective Area of
the Bosphorus and the Princes Islands);
c) details of the new management structure and arrangements for coordination
between the institutional and other stakeholders;
d) a single vision for the regeneration and management of the World Heritage
property;
e) a Tourism Management Plan;
f) a Traffic Plan;
g) a functional and decentralisation plan; and
h) a World Heritage awareness-raising programme.



All projects for the World Heritage property proposed by the municipalities, including those
designated under Law 5366, should be comprehensively revised to realise the in-situ
conservation of existing historic structures rather than rebuilding, new construction and land
development, and that the resulting Sultanahmet, Süleymaniye, Zeyrek, and Theodosian
Land Walls Conservation Implementation Plans should be submitted to the Secretariat
before 1st February 2010, within the framework of the overall World Heritage Management
Plan.



A “Conservation Action Plan” should be prepared for the entire circuit of walls, both Sea
Walls and Land walls, to conserve them in accordance with international standards.



While the efforts of the Istanbul European Capital of Culture 2010 programme in
incorporating activities to promote the outstanding universal value of the World Heritage
property should be praised, it should also emphasise its role as providing a platform for
exchanges between civil society and local and national authorities.

3.2.

World Heritage property Site Management

3.2.1. The 2011 Management Plan
Following recommendations by the World Heritage Committee in 2011,4 a Site Management
Plan dated October 2011 has now been completed under the direction of Dr Halil Onür, the
World Heritage Site Manager, covering the whole of the Historic Peninsula, and including the
World Heritage Site. The plan is commendably wide in its scope, both geographically and in the
topics considered, the document extending to 459 pages5. Comments on the Plan were made by
ICOMOS in January 2012 (see Annexe, 6.8) and endorsed by the World Heritage Committee in
4
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2012. It defines and describes the peninsula and the four inscribed areas of the serial property
within it, sets out appropriate ‘principles and policies’ (pp.138-9), identifies seven main themes,
including their ‘problematic areas’, and the objectives, strategies and actions necessary to
address them, as well as the revision and updating process. Monitoring and evaluation is to take
place annually and the results of projects incorporated.
As identified in the ICOMOS comments and endorsed by the World Heritage Committee, the first
revision of this plan needs to articulate more clearly the attributes of the site and its setting that
carry its Outstanding Universal Value, considering how each of the four parts relate to each other
and the Historic Peninsula which forms their geographical, historical and practical context, and
how elements of each of them to a greater or lesser extent conveys the attributes of the OUV of
the site as a whole. The Mission was informed that work on articulating the attributes of the site
had begun and a draft would be completed within a few months. A particularly important aspect
of the plan is developing the knowledge base and using it to raise awareness of the values of the
place, among municipal staff, local inhabitants, and visitors.
Public institutions and organisations, municipalities and ‘natural and legal persons’ are obliged to
comply with the Management Plan approved by the co-ordination and supervision board, and
authorised administrations are required to prioritise the services within the scope of the plan and
allocate the necessary funds from their budgets. However, the Plan is a new concept introduced
into an already complex system of parallel roles and jurisdictions, to which its relationship needs
to be worked out by negotiation and co-ordination where legal precedence is untested. Thus the
(entirely either necessary or desirable) policies and actions identified tend to be aspirational or
general rather than specific. Typically they define the nature of the problems, and project plans
(pp. 208-369) for further work to address them over a 2-4 year timetable. The outputs of these
are reports and recommendations for action, including addressing identified inconsistencies in
the legislation.
In the circumstances, this approach is understandable, and early revision will provide a means of
rapidly incorporating co-ordination protocols and implementation actions as they are agreed.
However, in some cases it would surely be possible to move quickly to more definite statements
of what should be done. Project II-PP7, for example, would result at the end of 4 years in
recommendations on legal and institutional arrangements for Heritage Impact Assessments (HIA)
for World Heritage cultural properties in the peninsula. When the envisaged outputs define a way
forward, two further steps will be necessary: agreement be reached to adopt the proposals, and
once adopted, the necessary processes and resources put in place to implement them. Only at
that point is value added to the management of the site; thus it is target dates for
implementation that are most important. Without under-estimating the difficulties of local
adoption and integration, the World Heritage property Operational Guidelines, a substantial
literature on HIA, and the fact that promoters of major projects have already demonstrated their
acceptance of the need to follow the Guidelines, suggest that this timescale could be reduced.
Rather than trying to resolve all contention in advance, it may be best to set out clear
requirements and refine them through experience.
In conclusion, the Management Plan clearly and thoroughly defines the scope of the issues and
problems affecting the conservation of the peninsula. It is, in effect, the start of a process, and
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on issues that are a priority should soon lead to agreed solutions and the processes and
resources necessary to implement them through specific, measurable, achievable, relevant and
timely actions.

3.2.2. The ongoing need for co-ordination and a generally accepted
management plan
Bringing together so many people and organisations in the drafting of the Plan seems to have
generated some enthusiasm for co-operation and the reconciliation of objectives. The Mission
recommends that (in addition to the specific comments made by ICOMOS) the evident goodwill
generated by the process of drafting the Plan needs to be rapidly and actively built upon, not only
through the ‘projects’ envisaged under the plan but also by identifying priorities in the
‘problematic areas’ and moving much more rapidly to substantive actions to address them. The
focus needs to be on issues threatening the Outstanding Universal Value of the site, most of
which have been subject to comment in successive Mission reports and World Heritage
Committee decisions. They are identified in candid terms in the ‘Threat’ quarter of the SWOT
analysis6, particularly concerning transportation and movement, and the ‘abuse of authority
assigned by Law 5366’ relating to Urban Renewal and consequent ongoing loss of the site’s
Ottoman timber houses. The most important and urgent issues are obviously the most difficult to
address, but there is little to suggest that further studies and reviews would contribute
significantly to doing so, as irreversible change and loss continue.
The problem of overlapping powers and jurisdictions as well as conflicting objectives between
different organisations at state, municipality and local levels seems to be the greatest issue in
outlining an effective conservation plan for the Historic Peninsula7. The site management team
know, and the Plan sets out most of the serious issues, but their role is advisory. Detailed
Conservation Plans have been prepared for Fatih, but are overlain by, for example, external
decisions about transport infrastructure (the Eurasia Tunnel for Motor Vehicles) or development
of the coastal fill project (Yenikapı), despite the conflict of objectives. Tourism Development Plans
over-ride local plans, as do, much more significantly, renewal areas under Law 5366, where the
protection of registered structures is the responsibility of a separate Regional Conservation
Council8. However, the Management Plan is now beginning to influence ongoing issues that
potentially conflict with its objectives.
Developing co-ordination and communication between the actors is a principal objective of many
of the projects in the plan. Once achieved, it will provide a framework for all of them to agree to
adhere to the next iteration of the Plan, but unless that iteration, particularly agreement to a
vision backed by explicit conservation policies, becomes accepted by all the actors, little real
progress will be made. As the World Heritage Convention Operational Guidelines state at para
109: ‘The purpose of a Management System is to ensure the effective conservation of the property
for present and future generations’.
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Furthermore, it is not enough for official bodies to agree among themselves to abide by a coordinated plan. Civil society, notably a range of NGOs, including the UNESCO Commission for
Turkey and ICOMOS Turkey, was well represented at all sessions of the Mission, but it was
evident that whatever the intentions of the authorities, communication and consultation had not
been entirely effective. The frank exchanges during the sessions led to general agreement the
need for more effective and open communication, which the Mission greatly welcomed.
The Mission considers it essential that the present Management Plan is rapidly revised (with
ongoing input from civil society) to provide clear and definite policies for the effective
conservation of the property, to which the plans and proposals of all public bodies with the
powers to make decisions affecting the property should be aligned.

3.2.3. Adequacy of World Heritage Site boundaries and buffer zones
The 2011 Management Plan adopts the interpretation of the boundaries of the Land Walls core
area and its “buffer zone” as clarified by the authorities at the time of the 2009 Mission but not
yet submitted to the World Heritage Committee for approval. In terms of the local setting of the
outside of the Land Walls this seems appropriate (although the 2012 Mission did not make a
specific assessment in the field), but tall buildings at a greater distance can have a substantial
impact on setting. Prompted in part by a particularly unfortunate scheme in Zetinburnu (Onalti
Dokuz Istanbul), height limits have now been imposed over a much wider area west of the land
walls, primarily to protect the silhouette of the Historic Peninsula (3.7.1). These will provide a de
facto buffer area protecting the wider setting of the land walls, although since impact is a factor
of height and distance, projects within sight of the land walls still need to be individually assessed
for their impact on the setting of the walls.
The 2006 and 2009 Missions recommended that that the buffer zone should include the Eyüp
conservation area, the historic core of Galata-Beyoğlu, the protected Front Perspective Area of the
Bosphorus and the Princes Islands in the Sea of Marmara. Current thinking by the authorities is
that these should not by implication be considered of lesser value than the Historic Peninsula
through designation as its Buffer Zone, but (by decisions in 2008-9) be protected as historic areas
in their own right. In consequence each area would protect the setting of its neighbours.
Management plans will be prepared for them under national legislation9. For those plans to be
effective, each will have to consider the implications of management proposals (for example tall
buildings, coastline treatment) on the others, and particularly on the Historic Peninsula. In the
particular circumstances of Istanbul, this seems to be an appropriate solution, provided the
policies in the management plans for the surrounding areas affecting the setting of the historic
peninsula are cross-referenced in and appended to a revision of the Historic Peninsula
Management Plan.
Within the historic peninsula, there appears to be confusion about the boundaries of the
Sultanahmet core area of the World Heritage property. It was defined on the 1985 inscription
plan, and (apart from a small area at the south-west corner) corresponds to the area shown on
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Map 6 (see Fig 2) showing ‘Cultural properties in Sultanahmet Archaeological site’. In
presentations to the 2012 Mission, however, the ‘[urban] Archaeological Park Conservation Area’
boundary alone was shown, differing from the World Heritage property boundary by omitting an
area on the south side including most of the sea walls and a dense concentration of Ottoman
timber buildings (Fig 3). This was said to represent the State Party’s current interpretation of the
World Heritage property boundary10. The confusion appears to stem from a very sketchy plan
which originated in the Istanbul Technical University in 1999, reached UNESCO in 2001, and is
reproduced as Map 5 in the Management Plan.
The mission urges the authorities to submit to the World Heritage Committee for approval
plans clearly defining the World Heritage property and its buffer zone, following the 2011
Management Plan proposals for the Land Walls area; aligning the Sultanahmet area to Map 6 in
the Management Plan; and setting out the proposal for complementary management plans for
the surrounding historic areas to address the Committee’s concern that these should be
inscribed as ‘buffer zones’. The mission (reiterating the views of previous missions) also
recommends that as part of this clarification of boundaries, the opportunity be taken to include
the Grand Bazaar within the World Heritage property.

3.2.4. Tourism Plan
The 2006 mission recommended that a Tourism Management Plan, incorporating improved
visitor access and information and proposals to open additional monuments to the public to
reduce pressure on major monuments such as Ayasofya should be prepared within the context of
the overall World Heritage Management Plan, a recommendation endorsed by the 2008 and
2009 missions.
The Management Plan11 identifies the main problems related to visitor management as ‘the
uncertainty of the future of the tourism sector in the Historic Peninsula; the generation of more
visitors for the areas that are listed in the World Heritage List, insufficient promotion of other
important areas and work of arts, inaccessibility to these areas, the difficulty faced by the visitors
while accessing information regarding cultural heritage; the problems encountered during
management, research, exposition and security of the museums and inability to meet visitors´
needs’. Comprehensive objectives and strategies are set out at pp 172-79, with three projects at
pp 288-99, foreseeing (at p399) outputs within 2-4 years, including a Tourism Plan for the Historic
Peninsula as a whole and visitor management plans for the World Heritage Site areas, not least to
diversify tourist interest beyond the present focus on a few key monuments. Inventory collection
for the Tourism Master Plan by IMM Urban Planning Directorate is in progress.
The Mission notes that while the Management Plan provides a comprehensive scoping of the
issues and the strategies necessary to address them, in relation to Tourism, its effectiveness will
depend on rapid action to implement the projects and deliver the outputs; until they are, the
objective first set in 2006 to produce a Tourism Management Plan will not have been achieved.
10
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3.2.5. Transport and other major infrastructure projects: An overview
Modern Istanbul is a metropolitan area divided between the Anatolian and European shores of
the Bosphorus, the European side further divided by the Golden Horn estuary. While the
waterways provide one of the transport networks of the city, they are also formidable barriers to
developing a modern transportation network. Istanbul, the economic engine of Turkey, has
grown rapidly in the second half of the 20th century, to a population of some 13 million people,
and is anticipated to expand to 16-17million in the next decade as people continue to move from
the countryside.
From its origins on the Historic Peninsula between the Golden Horn and the Sea of Marmara and
early expansion onto the opposite shores, the urban area has spread extensively south-east and
west along the Marmara Sea coast (Fig 4). The modern growth of the city has been served
primarily by roads rather than rail, but with much lower levels of car usage than today. As car
ownership grows – by some 450 per day (38% between 2004 and 200812) – so does congestion.
Moreover, as well as catering for movement in and around the city, transit traffic between
Europe and Anatolia must currently cross the Bosphorus by one of the two bridges north of the
historic centre of the city. The Istanbul Provincial Environmental Plan (2011) has laudable
objectives, seeking, for example, to balance employment and residential provision within the
European and Anatolian sides of Istanbul, and so reduce commuting across the Bosphorus, but
this is a medium to long term aim. In the short term the Eurasia Tunnel is proposed to add
capacity and equalise the spacing of crossings.
The 2006 Mission recommended that within the context of the Management Plan the
preparation of a Traffic Plan incorporating clear proposals on how impacts on the World Heritage
site can be reduced, and this was endorsed by missions in 2008 and 2009, the latter noting that
‘there is no sustainable urban plan and the transportation infrastructure is insufficient…the traffic
system needs to be improved, especially the construction of railways’13. Investment was planned
to achieve a projected modal shift from 3.6% to 27.7% by rail by 2015. The 2012 Mission saw the
progress made on light rail, metro and tram lines (Fig 5). The Yenikapı Transport Point is taking
shape on the south shore of the Historic Peninsula as the major interchange on the European side
between rail, metro, bus/ road and water, on the site of the Theodosian harbour which continues
to be so spectacularly revealed by excavation in advance of construction. The Marmaray rail
station box is complete and final archaeological excavations are in progress on the portal areas of
the metro tunnels from the north-west.
The current transport plan originated in 2007-9, reviewed in 2009-11, and again from 2011following the adoption of the Provincial Environmental Plan14. Reference was made during the
mission to the Istanbul Transportation Demand Management Plan, foreseeing the introduction of
a range of internationally well-established methods, including congestion charging for vehicles
entering the Historic Peninsula, alongside continuing public transport improvements and
improvement of the pedestrian environment, which as the Mission observed, the Fatih
12

2009 Mission Report, p31
Ibid, 31-2
14
Clarified in February 2013 by Mr Berna Çalışkan, IMM Directorate of Transportation Planning
13

21

municipality are already successfully progressing in the central area. The introduction of these
measures seems, however, currently to be aspirational. The intended provision of a direct
connection from the proposed Eurasia Tunnel into the old city at Yenikapı appears entirely
contrary to their objectives.
While progress is being made in improving the mass transportation network, its form is still being
determined by historic decisions, which failed to take sufficient cognisance of the need to protect
the fabric and setting of the World Heritage property in the context of the conservation of the
Historic Peninsula as a whole. The development of the Haliç metro crossing bridge clearly
illustrates the problem; the site and elevation were set by the metro tunnels and the original
design, although subject to considerable modifications to reduce its height and bulk, is now
nearing completion, despite general acknowledgement of its negative visual impact on the
Outstanding Universal Value of the World Heritage property.
The location of the Yenikapı public transport interchange in the middle of the south shore of the
Historic Peninsula reinforces the latter’s centrality and relevance in the modern city, without
which it could be subject to a risk of the marginalisation and decline long evident in some areas.
Transport interchanges, however, by their nature attract further connections, and their ease of
access attracts large scale development. The Eurasia Tunnel would add a grade-separated
intersection with a fast vehicle route across the city, connecting Istanbul’s two existing airports15,
while a major development, the Yenikapı Meeting Area, has already been approved beyond the
current shore line.
The 2011 Management Plan (3.2.1) recognises the need for an integrated transportation (rather
than traffic-based) approach, which clearly must extend beyond the Historic Peninsula itself. It
highlights issues including ‘lack of research regarding the impacts of the transportation
investments of the Site at the project design stage; Historic Peninsula being used as a transit area
and transfer centre; transportation by wheeled vehicles is the preferred mode of transport in the
Historic Peninsula; the rail systems are not developed enough for urban transportation’. But as
with other problematic areas, it is at present ‘a plan to make a plan’.
The Mission recommends, in line with earlier missions, that transportation and movement
within the Historic Peninsula should be a priority issue in developing clear and definite policies
through the Management Plan and city-level transport planning.

3.2.6. Environmental (including Heritage) Impact Assessment
The origins and potential effects of the Eurasia Tunnel and Yenikapı Meeting Area projects are
addressed below. But it is notable that the decisions in principle to proceed were taken without
the benefit of a prior Heritage Impact Assessment in accordance with para 119 of the World
Heritage Convention’s Operational Guidelines. Initially, strategic EIA assessment should inform
the decision in principle through an awareness of its environmental impacts, usually (and
especially for transport infrastructure) comparing a broad range of options to address the
15
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strategic objective (rather than simply routes for a pre-determined one). Closer assessment of
the emerging high level option (e.g. alternative routes) should follow, and finally detailed
assessment of the chosen route, particularly to minimise remaining negative impacts through
mitigation.
The Mission views with concern the ongoing failure to assess the heritage and other
environmental impacts of major projects on the World Heritage property in order to inform
decisions in principle, rather than (at best) to mitigate consequences.

3.3.

The Golden Horn (Haliç) metro crossing bridge

3.3.1. Background
The Haliç metro crossing bridge was approved in 2005, to link two largely completed sections of
metro tunnel. Their invert set the bridge deck level about 12m above the Golden Horn, in
contrast to the nearby low-level road bridges (Unkapani/ Atatürk and Galata). The project was
first considered by the World Heritage Committee in 2006, when serious concern was expressed
about the impact of an elevated bridge, and in particular the proposed cable-stay design with
two tall pylons.16 This concern led not to an alternative design, as the World Heritage
Committee urged, but the progressive refinement of the adopted one, following a review by
Independent Expert Groups which concluded that a cable stay bridge was the most appropriate
form in terms of engineering. An International Expert Advisory Committee (IEAC) was
maintained by the authorities to assist in this mitigation process. The pylons were reduced from
65m to 55m in height, their shape changed, the cables reduced in section and the station cover
on the bridge reduced from 180m to 90m in length.
At its 2012 meeting the WH Committee considered17 ‘that the Bridge, as currently being
constructed, will have an overall negative impact on the Outstanding Universal Value of the
property, and urges the State Party to pursue, as a matter of urgency, any further possible work
to mitigate the negative visual impact of the proposed Bridge such as through changes to
colour and lighting, and to discuss emerging proposals with the World Heritage Centre and the
Advisory Bodies’ and set as one aim of the 2012 Mission ‘to assess progress in mitigating the
visual impacts of the proposed bridge’.
In November 2012, the bridge pylons were nearing structural completion, with sections of the
deck at their base in position, and the north (Beyoglu) abutment was substantially complete (Figs
6-11). These elements provided 3D markers which enabled the Mission to judge the visual impact
of the structure in its context. Principal viewpoints visited were at high level, principally the
Galata Tower (Fig 6)) and the northwest end of Buyuk Hendek Cadessi (Beyoglu) and the Haliç
Café (Fatih; Fig 7); and at low level from both shores and the bridges downstream (Galata, Fig 8)
upstream (Unkapani/ Atatürk, Fig 9), and from the completed deck of the north abutment (Fig
10). The primary cause for concern, as successive studies and reports have made clear, is the
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effect of the bridge on the silhouette of the Historic Peninsula and the setting of its principal
monuments, especially the Süleymaniye Mosque.
The bridge, with a metro station occupying much of its central span, and a deck 12m above the
water, will block lower-level views of the peninsula over a long distance, where at present one
looks over the low level road bridges. The elevated bulk of the bridge and station set across the
waterway will certainly have a ‘negative impact’ on people’s ability to appreciate the Outstanding
Universal Value of the World Heritage property, particularly on views looking down the Golden
Horn towards the Historic Peninsula, and towards Sinan’s masterpiece, the Süleymaniye Mosque
and its complex. This is arguably a greater issue than the comparatively esoteric concern about
the pylons competing with the minarets of the Mosque. From the north-east shore upstream of
the Atatürk Bridge, the new bridge will dominate the view (Fig 11).
The greatest impact will be on views from the downstream footway of the Atatürk Bridge, but the
significance of that view is disputable given the hostile environment caused by the heavy traffic.
As a public viewpoint of the Peninsula and tourist photo opportunity it will be succeeded by the
downstream pedestrian footway of the new bridge. The impact of the new bridge on high level
views, looking across or down into the estuary, will be much less, a middle ground addition to
views of the Historic Peninsula or Beyoğlu rather than a serious intrusion into them.
Since most of the bridge structure is now either in place or manufactured (the bridge deck
sections were being brought to the site on barges), the only design aspects remaining for decision
are colour, lighting, the design of the (non-structural) pylon caps, the detailed design of the
station and its cover, and the form and landscaping of the pedestrian entrance structures and
their setting. The design of the station is inevitably becoming technically more complex than the
outline designs. A great deal of detailed thought is being put into these matters, but before
considering them in turn, they need to be put into context.
The metro crossing bridge will be the largest structure in the Golden Horn estuary below the high
level Haliç road bridge. That fact alone demands design quality commensurate with its
prominence, which generates an inherent tension with the key design objective of minimising its
visual competition with the monumental structures and silhouette of the peninsula. The
refinement of the engineering design to date, through reducing bulk and height, has provided
some mitigation of the effect of the scale of the bridge on its historic context and improved the
realisation of the bridge design itself. Both considerations need to be borne in mind in the final
decisions that must soon be made. Despite the harm that the bridge will cause to the integrity of
the historic landscape, that harm would only be compounded if the design integrity (and
functionality) of the bridge were to be seriously compromised by decisions that offer only
marginal additional mitigation of impact. Furthermore, while the focus of mitigation by design
has been and remains the fixed structure of the bridge, it will be animated in many colours by
frequent trains (every 2 ½ minutes) and the people using them and crossing the bridge. This
kinetic component will be one of the defining visual characteristics of the bridge in the landscape
(as it is now of, particularly, the Galata Bridge).
During the meetings, the Mission became aware of a hiatus between the different stakeholders,
as well as a considerable lack of communication and knowledge about the background of the
Haliç metro crossing bridge. This remains a crucial issue. The Mission therefore proposed that an
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agreement be reached between the project architect, IMM and the International Expert Advisory
Committee that public presentations be organised, particularly in order to explain the processes
of design of the bridge to the civil society, and to explain how decisions in favour of this bridge
were taken on a scientific basis. This proposal was met favourably by all stakeholders present.
The final design proposals for the outstanding items were being developed at the time of the
mission (see Annexe 6.9, Design Schedule) and more detailed proposals for some elements were
envisaged as being included within the framework of the state of conservation report to be
submitted to the next session of the World Heritage Committee by 01 February 2013. However
this report doesn’t contain any new information compared to what has been collected by the
Mission in November 2012. Annexe 6.9 also includes further illustrative material provided in
presentations to the Mission, mostly related to these outstanding matters.

3.3.2. The colour
Prof Dr Enzo Siviero and his team, as part of IEAC, have undertaken research on the colouring of
the Bridge, the main objective being ‘to create a chromatic coherence between the Haliç Bridge
and its surroundings18’. The research identified the dominant colours of the landscape of the
sides of the Golden Horn seen from significant viewpoints around the bridge. These dominant
colours were then weighted for visibility and recognisability, aesthetic quality, and significance,
initially for each viewpoint, then combined to provide a single global colour chart. From this, five
options were identified, and evaluated on two criteria, Context Coherence Level (how much the
colours relate to those of the background context; high is good) and Deviation (the extent to
which the colours amplify or minimise the visibility of the bridge; medium, the condition of
coherence, is good). The second criterion can be seen as a check on the first. Option A was
recommended (high coherence and optimum deviation), and the recommendation has been
accepted by the authorities (see Fig 12) for the piers and pylons. This represents a great
improvement on the originally-intended white. The deck and station colours remain to be
confirmed once the detailed design and materials of the station and entrance structures has been
determined, and submitted to the WH Centre for review by ICOMOS International.

3.3.3. The pylon caps
Structurally, the pylon terminals are quite blunt. Caps provide weathering and carry warning
lights, but their shape is determined more by aesthetic than technical considerations. A blunt cap
echoing the structural form would minimise height but the architect and IEAC support a taller
form on the aesthetic grounds that this would give a more elegant shape to the pylons, and have
a relationship with minarets (an established cultural component of the landscape) without
imitating them. This may be a decision best left, as it was put to the Mission, ‘to the experience
and education of the architect’. Of the 11 potential solutions previously circulated by the State
Party, Option 2 (Fig 13A) provides, in the Mission’s opinion, an appropriate compromise
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between minimising height and avoiding too squat an appearance. The Mission understood
that Option 6 (Fig 13B), more elongated and asymmetrical, remains the preferred solution.

3.3.4. The station
The station will sit midway between the pylons of the bridge. Operational and safety
requirements include overbridge connections between the platforms, and stairs and lifts
between the attached passenger walkways and the platforms above, and impose critical
minimum dimensions (Fig 14). Given the exposed location, at least partial shelter of the platforms
amounts to a practical necessity, but it has long been accepted that the shell can be open at the
top, above the trains. Of the four options and the baseline scheme presented (see Annexe 6.9),
Option 3, is, in the opinion of the Mission, the least intrusive, in that the platform covers only
extend across half the length of the space between the pylons (Figs 15-17). By reducing the
length of the enclosure and making the shell as transparent as possible, the visual intrusion of the
station in views along the Golden Horn would be minimised. Nonetheless, the trains and people
on the platforms will make views of the station, including those ‘through’ the covered part, both
kinetic and more or less heavily filtered except when passengers and trains are few. The top of
the bridge deck (particularly the station) will be prominently visible in high level views, making
this an important elevation. In this partial cover approach, the overbridges and lifts would be
more exposed, but their comparatively small size and location next to the pylons (the overbridges
wrapping around them: Fig 17) would mean that they are unlikely to be prominent. The cross
section of the bridge rules out pushing such connections between platforms below deck level,
and the overbridges must be at the ends of the platforms since they would otherwise restrict
movement along the platforms.

3.3.5. Ground connections
At either end of the bridge, it is necessary for pedestrians to ascend to the level of the walkways,
by stairs and lifts. These are to be integrated with the ground anchors for the tensile connections
to the bridge deck. Emerging designs (Annexe 6.9 are encouraging, seeing these structures as
sculptural elements of the bridge set in the (historically reclaimed) shoreline parks. The details of
how the bridge abutments are integrated with the historic urban form, and on the Beyoğlu side,
related to the surviving parts of the Genoese walls (now revealed and conserved), and Kiliç Ali
Paşa Mosque, remain crucial to success. Further information and context plans are awaited, to be
reviewed by ICOMOS International.

3.3.6. Conclusion
The Mission welcomed the considerable work that had been undertaken and the resources
committed to mitigating the visual impact of the Haliç metro crossing bridge, and the careful
thought being put into resolving the remaining design details of the bridge, particularly through
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the studies undertaken over the previous year, to mitigate its impact on the historic landscape.
On the specific issues under consideration, the Mission


fully supports the choice of Option A for the principal colour scheme of the bridge;



recommends the adoption of Option 2 for the shape of the pylon caps;



strongly supports the development of station Option 3, involving partial coverage of the
platforms, significantly reducing the bulk of the bridge presented in views along the Golden
Horn;



encourages stakeholder engagement and public communication in the ongoing
development of the design; and



expects further information to be submitted to ICOMOS International for review as soon it
becomes available.

However, the Mission notes that although considerable modifications to the design of the bridge
have been undertaken to mitigate its impacts, it still will have a negative visual impact, albeit less
so than the original design.

3.4.
The proposed Eurasia (Bosphorus) Tunnel for motor
vehicles
3.4.1. Context
As noted in 3.2.5, coping with the escalating growth of private car ownership and use, far
outpacing the rapid growth in population, is perhaps the greatest challenge facing the Istanbul
Metropolitan Municipality. The topography of Istanbul has generated major roads which form
outer and inner arcs rather than rings, based on the two Bosphorus bridges, with radial
connections between them and into the three central areas (Fig 4). The logic of joining these arcs
by a third crossing under the southern mouth of the Bosphorus (‘completing the ring road’) is all
too evident from a map, especially since a motorway standard road, State Highway D100, already
approaches the Anatolian shore, while a 4-6 lane highway, although of lower designation in the
road hierarchy, Kennedy Cadessi, follows the southern shore line of the Historic Peninsula west to
the main airport.
The Eurasia Tunnel project, for a double-deck tunnel limited to cars and minibuses, with
upgraded approach roads, would complete this seemingly ‘missing link’, and connect on the
European side with the Yenikapı transport hub.
The current proposal is for a 5.4 km tunnel that would emerge part way along the sea walls close
to the south-west corner of the Sultanahmet part of the property. The impact on the Historic
Peninsula would arise from the upgrading and alteration of the existing coast road from the point
where it would emerge westwards to the Land Walls and the Marble Tower. It would therefore
directly affect the character of almost all of the south shore of the Historic Peninsula, and its
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traffic impacts would be felt more widely (Fig 18). The option of a longer tunnel, as far as the land
walls, was briefly considered (see 3.4.9 below).

3.4.2. Origins, commissioning and timetable
The relationship of the project to the 1997 Istanbul Metropolitan Municipality Transportation
Master Plan is not clear,19 but it was ‘not scheduled within the higher-scaled plans of Istanbul20’.
However, by 2003 there was growing demand for a third Bosphorus road crossing, as the two
existing bridges were operating at capacity. A pre-feasibility study carried out in 2003 concluded
that there would be ‘significant environmental, planning and design difficulties with a further
bridge and recommended the development of a road tunnel’21. In 2005, the Turkish Ministry of
Transportation commissioned Nippon Koei to carry out a feasibility study of route options.
Selection criteria were primarily technical feasibility and practical issues (cost, connections with
the existing road network, space for construction and permanent operating facilities, and
problems of land appropriation); ‘environmental and social factors were only briefly considered’.
In December 2006, the Ministry tendered the project, and in January 200922 (the year in which
the project seems first to have come to the attention of the World Heritage Committee), the
contract was pre-signed by Turkish Korean Joint Venture, which later registered its name as ATAS
(Avrasya Tüneli Isletme Insaat ve Yatirim - Eurasian Tunnel Operation Construction and
Investment). The implementation contract for the project was signed in February 2011 and the
Mission was informed that financial closure was anticipated in December 2012. ATAS will be
responsible for construction, operation and maintenance of the tunnel for a period of about 26
years. Completion is scheduled for 2015.

3.4.3. The draft economic and social impact assessment (ESIA)
The draft ESIA,23 submitted to the World Heritage Committee in 2011 (in response to the
recommendations of the 2009 and earlier missions) was commissioned by the contractor (ATAS)
in order to satisfy the requirements of international lenders,24 and relates to the tender scheme.
As the document states, ‘Although good practice in ESIA requires consideration of alternatives a
full study of possible alternatives has not been undertaken during the assessment studies, in part
because of time but also because, as noted above, other alternatives are not in practice open to
ATAS to pursue’. The public consultation process undertaken in March – May 2011 as part of the
ESIA was thus necessarily limited primarily to details of mitigation.
Nonetheless the ESIA sets out a ‘a slightly more detailed comparison of the environmental and
social impacts’ of the five routes (but not of a ‘do nothing’ option which arguably should be
19

Sources differ and the Mission has not seen the Plan, nor The Study on Integrated Urban Transportation Master Plan for
Istanbul Metropolitan Area in the Republic of Turkey (ALMEC 2009), begun in 2007.
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Management Plan, p100, which accepts the scheme as a fait accompli, noting the WHC’s criticism.
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included), and concludes that ‘in environmental and social terms, Route 1, an 18 km tunnel
running from the outskirts of the city on the European side to the outskirts on the Asian side has
the lowest potential for adverse impacts on people and the natural environment. However,
because of its length and the depth of the tunnel it has substantially higher cost and technical risk
and for this reason was not selected as the preferred route’. Otherwise the currently proposed
route emerged as joint least harmful, despite ‘Intermediate’ impact on above and below ground
heritage. In the 2005 study it had emerged as the ‘only acceptable alternative’ on the following
criteria


The shortest tunnel length (lowest construction cost);



The most available natural conditions for construction;



Sufficient spaces for tunnel entrance construction are available at both sides and these
areas are mostly owned by state;



The historical heritage on European side is not affected;



One of the best locations for third Bosphorus passing, regarding that the distances
between this tunnel route, Bosphorus Bridge and Fatih Sultan Mehmet Bridge are nearly
similar25.

3.4.4. The evolution of the shore on the European side26
The sea walls along the south side of the Historic Peninsula seem to have originally been built by
Constantine c439AD, following the irregular shore line. They have since been much rebuilt and
repaired after damage by attack, storms and earthquakes, as well as being periodically
strengthened and updated. This long and eventful history is reflected in the archaeologicallycomplex surviving remains. The last restoration seems to have been in 1807, to protect against
the English. By the late 19th century, photographs show significant deterioration and local
collapse, but still largely with the sea lapping the base of the walls.
The construction of the railway close to the line of the sea walls in 1871-2 and its doubling in
1910 resulted in significant damage to the walls, as the tracks cut across shallow bays in the
shore/wall line rather than skirting them. Otherwise the walls mostly remained lapped by the sea
until 1946, when a narrow strip of land began to be reclaimed at their foot. The present coast
road (Kennedy Cadessi) was built as a 4-lane dual carriageway or ‘boulevard’ mostly on this
reclaimed strip c1957-59. Physical damage was caused in at least two areas where the road runs
across land within the walls, between Kocamustafapaşa and Samatya, and at the junction of the
land and sea walls at Marmara.
The original relationship of the coast road to the sea walls can still be seen along the eastern
section of the south shore. Further west, more land was reclaimed, principally in the 1960s and
25
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after 1982. From Yenikapı westwards two additional reversible lanes have been added to the
centre of Kennedy Cadessi. The harbour at Yenikapı was extended on both occasions, and after
1982 the small harbour at Yedikule built and more extensive reclamation undertaken further
west, creating the existing coastal public park. Most of the reclaimed land not occupied by the
road or port facilities remains public open space, with some single storey cafés and a wedding
hall.
The sea walls survive above ground along the sections not cut through by the imposed lines of
the railway and road, their visible height reduced by the fill at the base. Survival is good towards
the eastern end of the south shore and along the eastern shore, where the railway is safely inside
the wall line and the road outside it, to a point beyond the ruins of the palace of Boukoleon
(abandoned in the 14th century; Fig 18A), which had a small harbour (reserved for the Byzantine
Court) in front. Westwards was the Harbour of the Kontoscalion, first referred to in the 11th
century, and the principal station of the Imperial Navy after 126127. Further west at Yenikapı is
the Theodosian port, founded at the end of the 4th century in an inlet (initially skirted by the
walls) where the River Lykos met the sea. It was in use until the 11th century, and is the subject
of ongoing major excavations ahead of the railway and metro works. A well-preserved section of
wall and tower on the seaward side of the modern road at Samatya, originally on a promontory
and cut through by the road, is now the only part of the sea walls still lapped by the sea (Figs 2526). To the south-west, survival alongside the road is good (Figs 23-24).
The Mermerkule or Marble Tower (Figs 20-22), at the junction of the sea and land walls, is
probably part of a private palace built early in the 15th century and incorporating the recycled
remains of a monumental structure, in particular the fluted marble pilasters which face much of
the lower walls of the tower above the plinth. It stands within the Land Walls core area of the
World Heritage site. The 1950s road cut through the end of the land wall and truncated the
structures associated with the Marble Tower, leaving it isolated on the shore side.

3.4.5. The physical form of the proposed works on the European side
for the 5.4 km tunnel option
The detailed design of the proposed 5.4 km tunnel scheme is still under development; the
following notes are based on the latest ‘conceptual study’ dated November 2012 and forwarded
to the Mission on 27 December 2012.
The bored tunnel under the Bosphorous gives way opposite the west end of the Boukoleon
Palace to a cut and cover tunnel by which the two road decks separate and emerge 600m further
west, between the two carriageways of Kennedy Cadessi which would be diverted around them
(Fig 18). A ventilation tower would be needed near the end of the bored tunnel, about 5m high
(Fig 28). The toll plaza follows, under a 7m high roof, the highway then continuing at 12 lanes
wide (tunnel approach plus connections to Kennedy Cadessi) to the proposed Yenikapı underpass
connecting to Mustafa Kemal Paşa Street, under a wide (90m) pedestrian link (Fig 27) Two further
at grade pedestrian bridges are proposed further west, the more distant incorporating a U-turn
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and connection to the shore side, as the tunnel approach road continues in cutting for about
1.7km. The provision for pedestrian connection in this area is enhanced from earlier designs to
accommodate the proposed Yenikapı Meeting Area. The operations building, originally envisaged
near the toll plaza, will now be on the Asian side.
From this point westwards, the road would provide a conventional 4 lanes at grade in each
direction, by widening the existing highway, in part bringing it closer to the historic sea walls. The
section of road adjacent to the sea wall tower at Samatya is tightly constrained by the gap
between the railway and the sea walls (Figs 25, 33). Pedestrian overbridges would be provided to
reach the sea, and parking areas on the sea side similar to those currently existing. About 250m
east of the Marble Tower, the carriageways would diverge (Figs 18-19), a new (eastbound)
carriageway being constructed south of the Tower to rejoin the present road beyond the Land
Walls. How access might be gained to the central reservation and thus the Tower is not currently
clear. The existing junction with the road west of the land walls would remain, and the project
ends with a U-turn at grade (with the main road sunk into cutting) further west, within the World
Heritage property (Fig 18).

3.4.6. Direct heritage impacts of the 5.4 km tunnel option
The scheme is designed to avoid physical damage to visible sections of the walls, and standard
precautions are proposed to avoid collateral damage from nearby construction works (as,
successfully, with the Genoese walls at the Haliç Bridge).
Direct impacts would be on archaeological deposits, in respect of which the ESIA Table 11-2 has
been partly overtaken by redesign. Where the existing road is to be widened and improved
through areas originally within the walls, the remains of those walls and associated deposits are
likely to be encountered at quite shallow depth. An overlay of von Millingen’s 1899 map of the
walls here (when more was visible than today)28 on the road plan (Fig 18B) shows the road line
crossing the wall and the harbour of the Kontoscalion. Nor do the wall lines necessarily represent
the limit of significant archaeological deposits. This is suggested by references in e.g. 1351 and
1655 to the pulling down of buildings on silted areas in front of the walls, because they
compromised the defence of the city, and the raising of walls because of the silting on which
these developments had taken place. While these will mostly be well insulated from surface
works by modern (post 1946) fill, excavation for the cut and cover tunnel and its approach cutting
as it nears the historic shoreline, and the long cutting proposed between Yedikule and Samatya,
would cut below them. The cut and cover section of the emerging tunnel and its approach is in
the vicinity of the harbours of Boukoleon and Konstoskalion, and the underpass would run along
the front of the location of the outer mole (of uncertain date) to the Theodosian Harbour.
In the Mission’s assessment, the potential for structural remains, and for waterlogged
archaeological deposits below modern fill outside the line of the sea walls, is high. Experience
of the construction of the nearby Yenikapı railway works suggests that the presence of
28
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269. While the map is not precisely accurate, and in part at least no doubt overtaken by modern scholarship, its value lies
in being a record made in an era when more remains were visible.

31

significant archaeological deposits below the modern coast fill, as well as in unfilled areas,
should be assumed unless and until there is definitive evidence to the contrary. This is
particularly important if an at-grade junction at Yedikule (which the ESIA proposed be explored
by way of mitigation) is impractical, as appears to be the case. We have not seen the results of
the ‘archaeological-physical survey’ undertaken at the request of the Conservation Council in
February 201029, but would expect it to include a detailed 3D plot of information from historic
topographic sources, past archaeological excavations, and engineering records, particularly
boreholes, to model the historic wall lines and the pre-1946 shore/ seabed and the levels below it
to bedrock, supplemented by field evaluation (trial holes, boreholes) as necessary. Geophysical
survey alone cannot be taken as a reliable indicator of the absence of significant deposits.

3.4.7. Indirect heritage impacts of the 5.4 km tunnel option: The sea
walls
Of more concern, however, are the indirect impacts on the character and environment of the
Historic Peninsula in general and the sea walls in particular. Of the sea walls, only the east and
extreme west ends of the south side are within the World Heritage property (Fig 1830), yet the
walls of the Historic Peninsula as a whole are a significant manifestation of the Istanbul’s
heritage. The sea walls currently attract few tourists or scholars, although the potential to
valorise (conserve and present) them has been acknowledged.31 The hostile environment created
by the existing road, particularly west of the Yenikapı junction, makes this a challenging prospect.
Past attempts at presentation of the Marble Tower and Samatya have understandably met with
little success. The Marble Tower suffers from superficial vandalism (e.g. fires, broken floodlights)
and a general air of neglect, and at the time of the Mission visit it was the well-established billet
of a rough sleeper (Fig 22). The space within the walls on the shore at Samatya has been laid out
as a garden, but it is unused, neglected and overgrown because of the proximity of the road, here
set above this historic level within the monument (Fig 26).
The currently proposed 5.4 km Eurasia Tunnel project would make this situation much worse,
remodelling the road to the standard and form of an eight lane urban motorway, seriously
degrading the pedestrian environment through visual impact, noise and pollution. The setting of
all the remaining sections of the wall west of the Boukoleon Palace would be further harmed and
the Marble Tower would be isolated on the central reservation. In relation to the latter the ESIA
(p11-24) states that ‘the impact on setting cannot be avoided but the introduction of a pedestrian
underpass to allow access to it will be considered. The Tower is not a significant visitor attraction
and has been damaged by vandalism’. The effect of the project on its significance is judged as
‘moderate’. The vandalism is superficial, and it and the lack of attraction, caused primarily by the
present road, cannot justify making the situation worse. Nor is it correct that, even within the
confines of the project as currently conceived, the impact cannot be mitigated, most obviously by
moving both carriageways south of the Marble Tower, involving a small amount of further
29
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enhanced by the location of the archaeological park at Yenikapi

32

reclamation (and creating a much more viable green space in the process)32. Beyond such details,
the cumulative impact of remodelling the road in front of most the southern sea wall to
motorway standards is not comprehensively addressed. The Mission concludes that the
proposals would create an environment hostile to the needs of people, dominated by a heavily
engineered highway and the traffic it carries, severing city from sea and leaving the Marble
Tower and the historic sea walls that provide its context as incidents within the road corridor.

3.4.8. Indirect impacts of the 5.4 km tunnel option: The Historic
Peninsula
Traffic modelling in the ESIA suggests that in peak hours there would be some reduction in traffic
in parts of the Historic Peninsula, 28% on the shore road east of the tunnel portal, and 7-10% on
the Atatürk and Galata bridges, as southern cross-city traffic transfers to the new tunnel (Fig 29).
Traffic on routes converging on Yenikapı through the Land Walls from the north-west is
projected to increase by about 10%. The result is judged to be ‘a small positive impact for the
Old City’ in terms of reducing noise and emissions (presumably on the unlikely basis that neither
crosses the line of the sea wall). Traffic modelling is good at predicting what happens to existing
flows when a major new element is introduced to the road system, and these figures seem
plausible on that basis. But less-crowded roads soon reach capacity again as previously difficult
journeys become more attractive, and the potential of new roads stimulates demand. Unless
traffic management systems are in place to physically take capacity out of the system or reduce
demand on existing routes at the point of change (e.g. phased traffic lights, physical reduction of
capacity, congestion charging for the peninsula: see 3.2.5), predicted reductions in traffic will be
short-lived in a city in which car ownership and use continues rapidly to grow.
The potential for induced demand is most obvious at the proposed grade-separated junction at
Yenikapı, which would provide a fast route from anywhere across the southern edge of the city
directly into the centre of the Historic Peninsula. Indeed it would tempt traffic north across the
Golden Horn into the historic core of Beyoğlu, as far as a ‘watershed’ beyond which it would be
quicker to use the lower Bosphorus Bridge. Taking Kennedy Cadessi east of the junction and
crossing Galata Bridge to Beyoğlu also becomes attractive. This is an inevitable consequence of
the preferred even distribution of Bosphorus crossings. Flows on the Golden Horn bridges would
change, but soon return to capacity and congestion. The effect could be reduced by limiting use
of a Yenikapı junction to public transport, i.e. minibuses (by the same card system as for tolls)
and siting the first unrestricted junction beyond the land walls; or by omitting the Yenikapı
junction entirely. Creating the interchange as planned would lead to pressure for its full use that
would be difficult to resist.

3.4.9. Conclusions
The Mission understands the logic of a third Bosphorus road crossing connecting the southern
shores of the metropolitan area, while observing that additional capacity inevitably creates
32
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demand for more, and that a sustainable transport strategy for the central areas of the city must
of necessity be driven by improvements in public transport. Our remit is the World Heritage
property and its immediate context, the Historic Peninsula, where reduction of the negative
impacts of increasing car use and the preservation and enhancement of its heritage assets should
(in line with the Management Plan) be over-riding objectives. While there are grounds to
question the need for (rather than demand sufficient to fund commercially) a third Bosphorus
crossing in this location, our concern lies primarily with the negative effects of the currently
proposed option of a 5.4 km tunnel and its associated European tunnel approach road being built
in cutting or at grade along the shore of the Historic Peninsula, bringing more traffic, pollution
and degradation of its historic and natural environment.
Were a longer tunnel to be proposed, continuing to Kazliçesme beyond the land walls, not only
would these concerns be fully addressed, but the potential to valorise the sea walls and the
Mamara shore, not only for visitors but also as a green lung and amenity for the city, could be
fully realised. The potential to extend the tunnel was considered in the ESIA and rejected on the
grounds of a doubling of capital cost, the doubling of tunnel spoil with subsequent impacts from
construction traffic and waste disposal, increased ventilation shafts and increased risks
associated with incidents in the tunnel. The conclusion was that the benefit did not outweigh the
additional cost and environmental impact33. No further details are given and a simple doubling of
the length of the undersea tunnel seems to have been assumed. Other options, for example a cut
and cover or precast tunnel largely following the present (modern) shore line might be cheaper,
and at that distance largely avoid archaeological encounters other than the possibility of historic
wrecks (as well as avoiding the logistical problems of undertaking major road engineering
operations ‘on line’).
Introducing a heavily-engineered road of 8-13 lanes – in form if not in name an urban motorway
– into the historic centre of a densely populated city, severing the south side of the Historic
Peninsula from the sea, is the kind of project that was common worldwide in the 1960s and
1970s. Increasing car ownership led to road policies of ‘predict and provide’, and the reshaping of
cities around the needs of the car seemed inevitable. The harm to heritage, identity, quality of
life, and latterly the environment eventually became clear, along with the impossibility of ever
satisfying demand for car usage in urban centres without destroying them in the process. Times
have changed, and major highways which severed cities from their waterfronts (e.g. Oslo),
covered rivers (e.g. Seoul), or severed centres are being diverted into tunnels (e.g. Oslo, Prague),
dismantled (e.g. Birmingham) or at least downgraded (e.g. Prague). The most relevant example is
probably Paris, where work is in hand to remove or tame the expressways along the banks of the
Seine, just as Keneddy Cadessi might revert to the Boulevard for local traffic and pedestrians it
once was. It would be great pity if Istanbul did not heed the message of these expensive historic
mistakes.
The Mission acknowledges that the main parameters that need to be considered in relation to
tunnel options are cultural (impact on archaeology and the property), environmental (impacts on
quality of life and human well-being resulting from air and noise pollution), technical (the
engineering feasibility of certain options) and economic (the overall cost of the project and its
33
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viability). It considers that certain negative cultural and environmental impacts cannot be
accepted if they are simply weighted against economic concerns.
From the discussions with the State Party, it appeared that the economic arguments for a longer
tunnel might not be insurmountable, taking account of the way the project is financed, and that
one of the main concerns was the fact that a longer tunnel would need ventilation shafts that
could be seen to exhale fumes towards residential areas, and might also be considered unsightly.
The Mission considers that more detailed technical assessments are needed of these issues. It
understands that the necessary ventilation shafts would not necessarily be higher than the sea
walls (and also that some ventilation shafts are already included in the short tunnel option). It
further understands that filtering of exhaust fumes can be achieved. Overall it considers that the
potentially high pollution (both air and noise) of the proposed eight lane approach roads,
immediately outside the sea walls and residential areas, must be seen as a major environmental
issue, as is the separation of the city from the sea shore that this road would bring about, with
the resulting considerable loss of public amenity.
The Mission concludes that
(1) the sequence of events leading to the decision to build the Eurasia Tunnel does not amount
to a strategic environmental assessment of possible tunnel length options, adequate to
justify the severe negative impact of the proposed scheme on the Historic Peninsula;
(2) the constrained terms of reference, the compartmentalized approach and focus on physical
impacts in the draft ESIA do not provide an adequate assessment of the overall impact of
the proposals on the heritage values of the site;
(3) in particular, without compelling evidence of absence of significant deposits, a watching
brief on the excavations, as proposed in the draft ESIA, would be a wholly inadequate
archaeological response;
(4) the impact of the proposals on the setting of the Marble Tower, and on people’s ability to
appreciate it (and the sea wall which provides its context and setting) in a further degraded
environment, would cause serious harm to the Outstanding Universal Value of the Istanbul
World Heritage Site;
(5) that harm would be compounded by the environmental impacts of additional traffic
through the peninsula on the approach road, and the easier access by car to the historic
centre that it would facilitate;
(6) if the tunnel were to be extended beyond the Land Walls and no intersection provided at
Yenikapı, the impacts on the Historic Peninsula could be both limited and largely positive.

The Mission therefore recommends that
(1) a Heritage Impact Assessment of the emerging 5.4 km tunnel scheme be undertaken in
accordance with the ICOMOS guidelines for World Heritage Sites (as volunteered by ATAS
during the Mission);
(2) detailed mapping and evaluation of potential archaeological levels along the proposed
shoreline be undertaken as recommended in this report;
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(3) Further detailed multi-disciplinary studies should be undertaken on the feasibility of
extending the tunnel beyond the Land Walls, and these should include ventilation issues,
vibration concerns and also the potential benefits in social and environmental terms;
(4) the Marble Tower should not, under any circumstance, be left isolated in the central
reservation of a road.

3.5.

The Yenikapı Assembly Ground

Istanbul Metropolitan Municipality has identified a need in the metropolitan area for a ‘Public
Demonstration and Meeting Area’, which has ‘proper infrastructure’ (transportation, service,
health, security) to allow gatherings of up to 1 million people without interruption of other
activity in the city. In a plan submitted after the mission took place, it is also shown as being a
major recreational area for the city, with green and treed areas along the shoreline. The project
(Figs 30-32; location, Figs 5, 18) would require the reclamation from the sea (here about 12m
deep) of some 58 hectares between the Yenikapı Ferry Terminal and Samatya. A waste water
treatment facility would be located beneath the open space and surface and underground car
parking is proposed on the indicative plans. The majority of users are, however, expected to
arrive on foot or by public transport, taking advantage of the public transport hub emerging at
Yenikapi. The project was approved on 27 September 2012 by the Ministry of Environment and
Urbanisation, ‘with the enactment of Law 644 and according to Coastal Law Article 7’. Only
demountable structures less than 5.5m high are permitted on the reclaimed land. An EIA was
deemed not to be required, and the sea is not part of the conservation zone of the peninsula.
Illustrative material (Fig 30) indicates a major pedestrian connection to Aksaray Square to the
north.
There is a long history, particularly from the mid-20th century, of reclaiming land outside the sea
walls, for Kennedy Cadessi, port activities, and, towards the west of the peninsula, to provide
urban recreation areas. None, however, has yet fundamentally altered the shape of the peninsula
and its silhouette from the coast to the south (Fig 34) and the sea, as this proposal would34. The
latest schematic plan of the project (May 2013) confirms that the reclamation would stop at the
(modern) breakwater which currently protects the Samatya gate, allowing the gateway to rise
from the sea. The loss of its relationship with the sea would seriously harm the setting of the
gate, already compromised by the Kennedy Caddessi behind it, and people’s ability to appreciate
its function; it would be preferable if this were enhanced by pulling the reclamation area
boundary (and modern breakwater) further away from the gate.
Following the Mission, a preliminary report ‘Heritage Impact Assessment on the Yenikapı Coastal
Land Reclamation Project, produced by RWTH Aachen University, was sent to UNESCO on 15
February 2013. By then construction had already started35, with completion envisaged in spring
2014. Further information was submitted in May 2013.
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The Mission views this project with considerable concern, not least that it was presented as a
fait accompli in principle, with an Heritage Impact Assessment being commissioned only after
construction had begun, rather than well in advance, before any irreversible decision was made
by the authorities, as required by paragraph 172 of the Operational Guidelines. The HIA should
nonetheless address not only the direct and indirect physical impacts of the scheme, but also
the potential impact of gatherings of up to 1million people on the environment and
infrastructure of the peninsula as a whole.

3.6.

Urban Regeneration and Ottoman timber houses

3.6.1. Background
The statement of Outstanding Universal Value, in relation to criterion (iv), includes the statement
that ‘The vernacular housing around major religious monuments in the Süleymaniye and Zeyrek
quarters provide exceptional evidence of the late Ottoman urban pattern’. So does the southern
end of the Sultanahmet area, which also has an exceptional concentration of civil cultural
properties36. In other areas included within the World Heritage site boundaries, little more now
survives than the historic street pattern with scattered Ottoman vernacular houses (Sulukule,
Ayvansaray), while Süleymaniye is at risk of losing its coherence as an historic area. While each of
the surviving buildings is significant in itself, the heritage value of areas in which the street
pattern and its historic buildings establish a dominant and distinctive historic character, and
provide a context for the major monuments, is much greater than the sum of their parts.
Within the core areas of the World Heritage site, in Süleymaniye, Sultanehmet and Zeyrek, it is
still possible to understand and experience the character of late Ottoman Istanbul. However,
each of these areas (and doubtless many others) is not simply an example of a homogenous type
of historic urban development, but a unique response to its location in the city and the social
groups for whom it was developed. The variety is evident, for example, in the contrast between
the dominant form in Süleymaniye, with its consistently tall houses each contributing a brick
firewall to a block of regular plots, compared to the variety of size and construction that was
evident in e.g. Sulukule and Ayvansaray, by the Theodosian walls, suggesting piecemeal
development and change over time, and a greater social range.
This part of Istanbul’s outstanding cultural heritage was recognised as vulnerable at the time of
inscription. The 2009 Mission reported at length on the then situation, particularly the
designation of renewal areas under Law 5366 covering extensive areas of the Peninsula37 (Fig 1
and section 2.3) and the emerging consequences of its implementation, expressing what can be
summarised as extreme concern. The problem with repairing the timber houses is emphatically
not a lack of technical knowledge or skill (see 3.8.1), but of policy and process.
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3.6.2. Assessment of the current situation
Since the 2009 mission, a large area of Sulukule, all but a small part38 of which lies within the
World Heritage property core area, has been comprehensively redeveloped by TOKI, the Housing
Development Administration of Turkey, primarily with apartment buildings, to some extent
following the historic street lines. The area is just inside the Theodosian walls on the hill rising to
the Mihrimah Sultan Mosque. Of the 43 houses registered as vernacular architecture structures
which existed before the renewal project39, one (13 Kutu Çinar Sokaği), repaired before the
project by KUDEB, has remained occupied, three have been restored, a few others (including
another repaired by KUDEB) survive in a derelict or collapsed state between the new buildings,
while others which collapsed or had been demolished prior to the construction work are marked
only by gaps in the new frontages. Of the 43 registered houses, 17 are in private ownership and
26 owned by TOKI. There was no sign of any attempt to secure, protect or stabilise these
buildings once they were vacated, despite the whole site being a secure compound during the
new building works. Demolition of adjacent structures has caused damage, and even buildings
repaired and in use prior to the project had not been kept secure (see Figs 35-41). The mission
was informed that once the new construction was complete, work would start on the repair or
‘restitution’ of the damaged and lost registered houses, by TOKI and the private owners, in
accordance with designs prepared and approved by the Conservation Council.
With the skill and determination, we believe that conservation rather than total reconstruction of
some of the extant ruins is possible, but these buildings should not have been allowed to
deteriorate to the extent they have. Even if these buildings had been conserved to the standards
set by KUDEP at the outset, the few surviving historic buildings (or re-creations of them) will still
appear incongruously isolated, interrupting and relating awkwardly to the very different and
consistent design idiom, scale and plan form of the new buildings which flow across the site. The
project has effectively destroyed Sulukule’s contribution to the Outstanding Universal Value of
the World Heritage property, as well as displacing the Roma community who settled there from
the mid-20th century.
All this has happened against a background of legal action initiated in 2008 by the Istanbul
Chamber of Architects, the Istanbul Chamber of City Planners and the Sulukule Roma Association.
Administrative Court No. 4, Istanbul ruled in June 2012 that the project was annulled, but since
during these proceedings, ‘no decision for the stay of execution was taken’, demolition was
complete and new building well advanced. A modified master plan was prepared by Fatih
Municipality in advance of the Court decision, and approved by the Regional Conservation
Council in July. Work continued in accordance with the modified master plan; the infrastructure
and new buildings were about 90% complete at the time of the Mission visit.
Ayvansaray, a District Regeneration Area around Toklu Ibrahim Dede Socaki, is sited just inside
the northern end of the land walls and within the World Heritage property core area, and had 15
protected houses (Figs 42-47) of widely differing types. The Regeneration Area plans were
approved in June 2010. By the time of the Mission visit, it was substantially a cleared site, with
two inhabited vernacular houses and a number of others in varying states of dereliction, around a
38
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The block east of the junction of Sarmasik Sokaği and Kutu Çinar Sokaği
2009 Mission report stated 45; figure corrected by Fatih Municipality
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gate through the Land Wall which leads to a burial ground of the Companions of the Prophet
Muhammad. The vacant houses had some tin sheets fixed over doors and windows; otherwise no
work to secure their preservation has been undertaken. Archaeological excavations had begun on
the site of recently-cleared buildings, and another area appeared to have been excavated some
time previously. By 21 February 2013, most of the remaining buildings had been, or were being,
demolished, save for two in private ownership40. The project was tendered, and hoardings carry
illustrations of a development of pseudo-historic buildings (Fig 48). According to information
from Fatih Municipality, ‘The surveys, restitution and restoration projects of 15 registered Civil
Architecture Model buildings were prepared and presented to the Istanbul Regeneration Area’s
Cultural Heritage Protection Council for approval’. Approval was given for 11 of these projects,
‘and building elements in a reusable condition were sorted and placed under protection at
appropriate storage sites by numbering them for use during reconstruction. All the applications
made in the Ayvansaray renewal area are carried out with approval and under supervision of the
Conservation Council’41.
Fener-Balat, east of Ayvansaray along the Golden Horn and outside the World Heritage property
core area, an area of mostly tall, 19th century urban buildings, originally dominated by Jewish
and Greek residents, was the subject of considerable investment in the repair of 121 registered
buildings through a rehabilitation programme funded by the EU on the basis of a UNESCO project
concept. These are monitored by Fatih Municipality to prevent or rectify inappropriate
alterations. A renewal project that envisaged (in 2007) redevelopment of 19 blocks along the Sea
Walls, facing the Golden Horn, met local opposition and was cancelled by decision of
Administrative Court No 5 in May 2012. The new preliminary design ‘is aimed at ensuring the
continued historical identity of the region by examining any structures situated in the area in
detail, proposing registration for those suitable for registration and thus increasing the number of
registered structures in the area. At the same time, it will be ensured that the registered
structures are treated on a scale of a single structure in a manner to preserve their parcel integrity
but the structures repaired subject to the Fener‐Balat Rehabilitation Program with European
Union financial support included in the renewal preliminary design scope will not be treated as
part of the renewal area42’. An inevitable consequence of this long period of uncertainty is that
buildings have been vacated and windows and doors sheeted over, spreading blight (Figs 49-50).
Zeyrek, one of the core areas of the World Heritage property, is not within a renewal area (Figs
51-54). It contains many fine examples of traditional timber buildings, and good progress has
been made in the past in their repair, through both KUDEP and the Turkish Timber Association
‘Save our Roofs’ campaign, but activity seems largely to have ceased. Many of the surviving
houses here remain vulnerable, both those in multiple occupation and those abandoned and
increasingly derelict. Some sensitive infill of gap sites would be desirable, but the priority is to
repair what survives.
The State Party’s progress report for 2011 noted that IMM ‘held the project tenders of 34
privately-owned registered civil architecture examples in 2009’; and that these had been
40
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Seen during a subsequent visit to Istanbul by one of us (PD) on 21 February 2013

Comments of Fatih Municipality, May 2013.
Comments of Fatih Municipality, May 2013.
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submitted to the Regional Protection Board (Council) for approval. To date projects had been
approved for 16 timber structures. There was no sign of recent work on site when the Mission
visited, despite the obvious urgency of action to some of the buildings. Financial approval (from
the Special Provincial Administration fund) for the repair of a further 18 structures is anticipated
in June 201343. The time taken to obtain approval is clearly a serious problem.
The whole of the Süleymaniye core area of the World Heritage site is designated a renewal area.
Activity to date has focussed on the first of five proposed ‘implementation regions’ (Fig 59), on
the slopes down towards the Golden Horn, north-west of the Süleymaniye mosque complex (Fig
55). Here, as noted in the 2009 mission, much good repair has been achieved, as in Zeyrek,
particularly in the vicinity of Ayranci Socagi, part of the most complete historic urban block in the
area, although collapsing buildings remain on its north-west side (Fig 56). It was also becoming
clear that repair needs to be followed through by regular routine maintenance; particularly
keeping rainwater pipes clear and periodic repainting of the exterior. Outside this first area, an
exemplary restoration and training project on the repair of a timber house is being carried out by
KUDEB44/ Istanbul Municipal University (see below), individual buildings are being repaired and
restored, including 11 projects involving 60% grants to private owners45.
The Mission observed that in this first ‘implementation region’ 20th century buildings considered
not to conform to the character of the area are being cleared and demolished, while many
historic buildings remain empty, derelict, and deteriorating (Figs 57-58). We saw no sign of recent
repair work (but did not walk every street). Otherwise the renewal plan involving the
construction of 413 modern concrete buildings across 10.3ha presented to the 2007 Mission by
KIPTAŞ46 (at which point it owned 221 buildings or plots) has not been implemented, nor has
KIPTAŞ reconstructed the 10 houses buildings it demolished illegally in 200747. The scheme
appears to allow for the retention of the existing street and plot pattern, and the repair of
surviving buildings and restitution of some others where the evidence exists.
The fundamental problem is that the dominant character of the whole area, imposed by a
majority of more or less homogenous new building, would be that of street by street variations
on one contemporary design idiom referencing some characteristics of the historic buildings.
From the drawings supplied,, many new buildings appear to be about a storey higher than
historic ones48 (Fig 60). Smaller projects at the level of street blocks, working to a common but
not over-prescriptive brief, would avoid the creation of a dominant homogeneity, leaving the
historic buildings rather than modern ones as the common thread through the area. Retaining
some sound 20th century buildings that do not overly dominate historic neighbours, and
accepting other approaches to contextual design that avoid the copying of historic details in
modern construction, would better reflect the long history of this area.
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Information from Fatih Municipality, May 2013

44

Istanbul Metropolitan Municipality Directorate of Conservation, Implementation and Supervision
45
SOC 2011, 14.
46
Istanbul Public Housing Corporation
47
Mission report 2009
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Although Fatih Municipality comment that ‘the heights of the new buildings are determined according to the
heights of the historic registered buildings and existing heights specified by new Conservation Master Plan.
There is no increase in the heights of the new buildings’
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Elsewhere in Süleymaniye, on 16 Mart Şehitleri Cadessi, traditional buildings owned by the
University were credibly reconstructed in 2011.
The south-west part of Sultanehamet is within a core area of the World Heritage site (see 3.1.3
above for the status of this area), but like the whole of the southern waterfront of the Historic
Peninsula, has been designated a renewal area (Fig 1). There is a particularly good surviving
concentration of traditional houses in the area of Oyuncu Sk (Figs 61-66). Some have been
repaired, others ‘reconstructed’, but many remain in poor condition, or unoccupied and derelict.
The latter have Fatih Municipality ‘dangerous structure’ notices on the hoardings; one site with
hoardings and notice now lacks buildings (Fig 66), presumably as a result of collapse or
demolition. Fatih Municipality has prepared projects for 91 buildings and submitted them for the
approval of the Regional Conservation Council No IV, but funding has not been available to
implement them (see 3.6.3)50.

3.6.3. The need for action
A great deal of good repair work has been undertaken by Fatih Municipality. But the condition of
many of the remaining traditional buildings is such that rapid action is needed if the future of a
substantial number of the authentic structures at risk is to be secured. The powers of
appropriation under Law 5366 may have a contribution to make. But from the outcomes at
Sulukule and Ayvansaray, and what we have seen of renewal schemes for other areas, the
emphasis so far has been on using the suspension of the general planning and conservation
framework to promote clearance and rebuilding largely unrelated to the authentic historic
character of the areas, rather than retention and conservation of surviving elements that
contribute to Outstanding Universal Value. Speculation escalates, while blight and the vacation
of buildings far ahead of any feasible timescale for repair exposes already fragile structures to the
risk and actuality of rapid deterioration or loss. By contrast, there has been an impressive
development of skills to undertake conservation repair, alongside a growing perception of the
value of in-situ conservation rather than modern so-called facsimile construction. The success of
building-by-building repair, often through financial support to owners or small-scale investors,
has been fully demonstrated in Zeyrek and parts of Süleymaniye. The demolition of recentlyoccupied buildings in Ayvansaray, clearly capable of conservation in situ, was particularly
shocking, despite their ‘reconstruction’ apparently being envisaged (Figs 44-45), in light of the
good practice being demonstrated and promoted elsewhere in the city (see 3.8.1).
The Mission accepts that it will take a long time to address a general lack of investment in the
Ottoman vernacular buildings over half a century or more, yet the nature of their construction
makes them very vulnerable to rapid decline once the roof or a key structural element fails.
Keeping them in use until repair is possible at least tends to ensure that some effort is made to
keep water out. Their fragility suggests that a holding stage of minimising further deterioration by
‘first aid’ works, particularly to vacant buildings, is essential to a strategy for minimising further
losses, based on (as the 2009 Mission recommended) a ‘Buildings at Risk Register’ compiled
(rapidly) for each area.
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State Party response by letter 403, 11 February 2013, to post-mission request for information by Junaid Sorosh-Wali
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Within the core areas of the World Heritage property and indeed generally within the Historic
Peninsula (effectively Fatih Municipality), the Mission recommends that procedures be put into
place to enable the authorities to undertake work urgently necessary for the preservation of
these buildings regardless of ownership. This need not, and will usually not be, full permanent
repair (unless that is the easiest and cheapest solution) but rather temporary works necessary to
stabilise, keep weathertight and secure vacant buildings. It includes such work as making roofs
temporarily watertight (or if lost in e.g. fire damage, putting up a temporary structure to shed
water); structural propping or strapping to prevent collapse; and protective boarding over doors
and windows (but ensuring ventilation), to keep buildings secure. In short, (usually) temporary
works necessary so far as possible to prevent further deterioration, regularly monitored to
ensure they are effective. A particular barrier to this approach in Istanbul is that to undertake
conservation work, Fatih Municipality is reliant on support from the provincial special
administration fund, and its regulations require a share of the costs to be paid by owners. The
Mission recommends that a solution to this impediment, purely in relation to works urgently
necessary for the preservation of buildings, be put in place without delay. Some states put a
charge on the land title, requiring costs to be paid back on sale; some have legal mechanisms to
recover costs from owners (but the administrative cost may not make it worthwhile). The primary
aim of urgent works is to retain authenticity, but from a financial point of view the main saving
(and justification for expenditure whether or not any proportion of it can be recovered) comes
from preventing the cost of repair escalating.
In response specifically to concern about the deteriorating condition of the vernacular buildings
in Sultanehamet, the Mission was informed that ‘the subsidy of Special Provincial Administration
[SPA] is needed to realize these restoration projects. However, because of the intensity of the
cultural assets waiting to be restored in the Historic Peninsula, Special Provincial Administration
gives the priority to the monumental assets rather than giving grants to the buildings under
private ownership. For this reason, it is stated that restorations of the vernacular architecture
examples cannot be realized51. The Mission strongly recommends that the fragility and rate of
deterioration of buildings which contribute to the OUV of the World Heritage Property should
be a major factor in the allocation of scarce financial resources.
We reiterate the view of previous missions that the best way to achieve permanent repair is
generally by assisting owners, and the Mission hopes that both funding and the practical
assistance from KUDEB and the Turkish Timber Association previously made available, and used
so effectively in Zeyrek and Süleymaniye, could rapidly be resumed. There will always be
instances where a change of ownership is essential to secure the future of a building, and this
may not always be achieved by agreement. The Granada Convention, which Turkey has ratified,
requires states to have powers in such circumstances, and in most states they are used only when
negotiation fails. Powers to expropriate historic buildings and land can be necessary and positive
conservation tools of last resort, provided they are directed towards conservation outcomes and
consistent with other aspects of the public interest including the social values of the areas.
Similarly, packaging development of vacant lots or redevelopment of buildings that detract from
the character or appearance of an historic area with the conservation of existing buildings is not
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of itself a harmful strategy, nor is securing this outcome through a tender process. The crucial
provisos are that


the conservation objectives and standards are clearly defined, together with a brief for
infill that is consistent with reinforcing the historic character of the area;



selection criteria for contractors/ partners are qualitative as well as financial;



the conservation of the structure and envelope of the historic buildings is repaired before
the new building takes place



the aim is to achieve ‘optimum viable use’ of the historic buildings (in conjunction with
infill sites where appropriate); that is to say the most valuable use for which there is
demand, and which is compatible with the fabric, interior and setting of the historic
building52.

A public input into the brief and selection process is desirable. Modest packages rather than large
schemes of new building (as undertaken at Sulukule and proposed on a much greater scale in
Süleymaniye) are more likely to succeed in delivering both conservation and social benefits, and
avoid the uniformity of approach to new building that can come to dominate. 53 They also tend to
speed up getting projects on site thus reducing loss of historic fabric, spread public and private
risk, and keep expectations manageable.
We heard a great deal of concern expressed about existing communities displaced in renewal
schemes. Smaller packages of repair and infill are certainly more conducive to encouraging social
diversity and supporting existing communities. Use by poorer communities has kept many
buildings standing which would otherwise have been lost. But the long term survival of such
buildings does depend on their owners having the resources to use them less intensively, and
properly to maintain them.
The problems are highlighted in the Management Plan and a project (II-PP4) is envisaged to
harmonise plans (including renewal and conservation plans): ‘It is proposed that implementations
in the Historic Peninsula Site Management Plan Area in relation to the Renovation Law numbered
5366 (which is criticised by the public for various aspects and regularly receives negative
evaluations from the UNESCO Monitoring Reports) be handled within the framework of the IIPP7
coded project. In this context, it is proposed that the criticised aspects of the Law be eliminated
and implementations will be developed in accordance with the principles and standards of
protecting the historical integrity of the city’ (p223). Projects II-PP4 and 7 are estimated to take 24 years to complete, which is too long to be effective.
The Mission concludes that despite much excellent repair and restoration of individual
buildings and groups of buildings, the extent of deterioration, decay and demolition of
Istanbul’s Ottoman vernacular heritage is approaching crisis point. Formal Renewal areas as
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This may not necessarily be the most profitable use if, that would entail more destructive intervention than other viable
uses (for example conversion from residential to commercial use requiring major internal reconstruction; providing
underground car parking, necessitating complete reconstruction).
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We understand from comments by Fatih Municipality, May 2013, that the most recent renewal area studies
are moving in this direction.
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currently interpreted and implemented appear to be adding to the problem rather than
facilitating a solution. Significant adverse impact on the Outstanding Universal Value has
already been caused by the redevelopment of Sulukule and demolition in Ayvansaray. It
recommends that:
(a) urgent ‘first aid’ works should be facilitated and prioritised, based on a rapid assessment of
‘buildings at risk’, to slow down the rate of decay and loss;
(b) amendments to the regulations governing the use of Special Provincial Administration
Funds be made to allow, where necessary, the Municipality to fund the whole cost of works
urgently necessary for the preservation of buildings, regardless of ownership;
(c) urgent works by owners or the authorities are facilitated by timely determination of
applications to the Conservation Boards (or for simple maintenance, by KUDEB);
(d) Consideration be given to reinstating the previous provision of grants and assistance to
owners;
(e) the fragility and rate of deterioration of buildings which contribute to the OUV of the
World Heritage property should be a major factor in the allocation of support by the SPA;
(f) a reconsideration of how renewal area powers (identified in the Management Plan as a
threat to the integrity of the World Heritage property) and engagement with private sector
actors can be used to achieve conservation-led outcomes, rather than maximising
development potential and encouraging ‘reconstruction’;
(g) implementation takes place in smaller packages, with a diversity of infill buildings, to avoid
the areas becoming dominated by a single contemporary form and style of building.

3.7.

Profile of city and the setting of the land walls

3.7.1. The silhouette
Within the Historic Peninsula, building heights are restricted on a graduated basis (maximum
15.5m above ground level) to preserve the silhouette, and appear to have been generally
adhered to. However, new tall buildings are increasingly a feature of the wider Istanbul skyline,
particularly on the higher ground north and north-east of the Historic Peninsula, and to a lesser
(but growing) extent to the west, in the area beyond the land walls. The latter World Heritage
property seem to have prompted a decision by the Istanbul Metropolitan Municipality (October
2011) to instruct its Urban Planning Directorate to prepare an Istanbul Silhouette Master Plan,
given the potential for tall buildings beyond the city to harm the silhouette of the Historic
Peninsula.
The method involved projecting sections from public view points, particularly on the Asian shore
of the Bosphorus, across and beyond the visible crest, and combining these to provide a notional
‘ceiling’ below which new building would not be visible. The difference between the height of the
ground and the ‘ceiling’ at any given point sets a maximum permissible height for new building
above ground level. Where other constraints did not already exist, ‘plan notes’ imposing these
limits were added in September 2012 to 42 zoning plans in ten districts, covering an area of
18,500ha. In terms of the potential impact of further tall buildings on its silhouette, this amounts
to an extensive westward de facto buffer zone for the Historic Peninsula (Fig 67).
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3.7.2. The setting of the land walls
This de facto ‘buffer zone’ is a positive move to protect the silhouette of the peninsula, but the
effect of development proposals on the setting of the Land Walls also needs to be considered.
Attention was drawn to both issues by the recently-completed Onalti Dokuz Istanbul project,
comprising three tall residential buildings (the tallest being 137.6m high) just outside the
southern end of the land walls, in Zeytinburnu Municipality. The development stands within the
Buffer Zone, hard against the boundary of the World Heritage property core area54 (Figs 67-69).
They are visible from viewpoints on the Asian shore of the Bosphorus, from Salacak and Harem
(c15m altitude) and at low level from the Haydarpasa55and are prominent from the top of the
Galata Tower. In the local context, these buildings also diminish people’s ability to appreciate the
historic scale and significance of the Land Walls, trivialising the might of the most renowned
defensive walls of the late antique world.
In relation to Onalti Dokuz Istanbul, the Mission was informed that the 1:5000 plan of the area
was approved in 2008, the 1:1000 plan early in 2009, and the construction permit issued in
December 2009. There appeared to be disagreement about the date when the concept design
was approved by the Municipality. A retrospective Impact Assessment is being prepared by the
developer, but the justification for approval of this project within the buffer zone56 remains
unclear.
New proposals in the area beyond the land walls are now limited to 70m, half the height of the
tallest tower at Onalti Dokuz, and the Mission was informed that there are no outstanding
consents to build above that height. While the tops of buildings of this height are occasionally
visible over the land walls in areas like Sulukule, the depth and character of the buffer zone57 is
such that their effect on the setting of the land walls is not significant (Fig 70)58.

3.7.3. The Atakoy Tourism Area
To the south of Onalti Dokuz Istanbul, beyond Kennedy Cadessi (proposed to be widened and
provided with a grade-separated U-turn as part of the Eurasia Tunnel Approach Road), a plan was
approved in 2011 by the Ministry of Culture and Tourism for a marina (Fig 71) involving
substantial reclamation. It is shown on the Management Plan Map 34 and is apparently part of a
project for the development of the coast with high density south-westwards to the existing
Atakoy Marina, where further tall building is proposed next to the Sheraton Atakoy Hotel. The
Management plan notes (p65) notes that ‘these plan decisions adopted for the Site Management
Plan Area are required to be handled under ICOMOS Cultural Heritage Impact Assessment
Implementation as recommended by UNESCO for similar cases in order to avoid affecting the
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Both as defined by the State Party – see above
Time did not allow the Mission to see the issue from the Asian shore for themselves
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According to the State Party’s interpretation: see 2009 Mission report
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We are grateful to the authorities for arranging a visit to the land walls following an ICOMOS advisory mission by Paul
Drury and Susan Denyer in February 2012, and further clarification about development proposals in this area.
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silhouette of the Historic Peninsula negatively, that new housing causes pressure within the
historical fabric and wall isolation area and to protect the housing area and walls’. This project
was mentioned in passing in the 2009 Mission Report, but, like the other major projects noted in
this report, approval seems to have been given without prior assessment of impacts.
The Mission congratulates the Metropolitan Authority for setting height limits to protect the
backdrop to the silhouette of the Historic Peninsula, although the incremental impact of
further comparatively tall or large buildings beyond the land walls on their local setting needs
be considered in decisions. However, the Mission recommends that the retrospective heritage
impact assessment of Onalti Dokuz Istanbul be submitted to the World Heritage Committee,
via the World Heritage Centre as soon as possible, together with details and a heritage impact
assessment of the proposals included in the Atakoy Tourism plan.

3.8.
Interventions in key monuments, conservation
standards and training
The mission was too brief to take a comprehensive over-view of interventions in key monuments,
conservation standards and training, nor was it the primary purpose of its terms of reference.
This section therefore merely notes matters to which our attention was drawn, particularly those
mentioned in previous mission reports.

3.8.1. Conservation of timber houses and craft training
As noted by the previous mission, there has been some excellent repair (e.g. at Ayranki Socagi,
Süleymaniye) by KUDEB and the Turkish Timber Association. The Mission visited an exemplary
demonstration and training project by KUDEB and the Technical University of Istanbul in
Süleymaniye showing (amongst other things) how a house (Block 571, parcel 6) can be brought
level and its structural integrity restored without dismantling (Fig 72). Conservation and
reinstatement of missing sections of typical traditional joinery – ceilings, staircases, doors,
windows, cupboards – was of a very high order. As noted above, the problems of conserving
these buildings are not the result of a lack of skill or technical expertise, which has developed to
an impressive level.

3.8.2. City Land Walls and Sea Walls, including Blachernae Palace
The Mission made brief visits to conservation work at the Blachernae Palace, where floors and a
roof are being reinserted in the tower and the exterior polychrome masonry carefully
consolidated. The Mission considered that reinserting floors (the lower vaulted and the upper of
massive timber joists) and a timber roof was justified by the visible evidence, which was being
closely followed in materials and techniques. The gutted state of the tower was not the result of
a historically-significant event, and occurred as late as the early 20th century. The work will
improve the resilience of the structure (rusting 1950s supporting steelwork being either removed
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or protected from exposure) and enable the tower to be brought into use (probably as a
museum). The form of new windows in the eroded openings will require careful judgement.
At the ‘Anemas Dungeon’, extensive repair, consolidation and presentation work is being
undertaken, alongside excavation and fabric analysis of the complex structure. Excavations have
made more areas accessible, and revealed fallen Byzantine capitals and columns (any re-erection
will be limited to anastylosis). Much of the masonry work involves removing 1970s consolidation
in cement mortar and where necessary making good and repointing in lime mortar.
We saw no recent work to the land or sea walls away from these sites. The ongoing need for
restrained consolidation was clear at both the Land Walls in the vicinity of Sulukule and parts of
the southern sea walls, which have considerable scope for enhanced presentation if the Eurasia
Tunnel Approach Road does not proceed in its present form (see above).
The Mission was pleased to note that on the basis of its very rapid assessment, conservation
work on the city walls and associated structures now appears to meet international standards.

3.8.3. Interventions in other key monuments
A visit to conservation in progress at the Zeyrek Mosque (Pantocrator Church), a joint project
between the General Directorate of Pious Foundations and the Istanbul Municipality, had to be
abandoned for want of time. Work completed to the Süleymaniye Mosque complex funded by
the Directorate was briefly visited, notably conservation of the decoration of the dome (Fig 73)
and minor masonry repairs in the courtyard. The mission was informed that this is part of an
ongoing programme at a cost of €11million. We were also informed that the Hűrrem Sultan
Hamam in Sultanahmet has been restored through the initiative of the General Directorate as a
‘Restore, Operate, Transfer’ project.
A brief visit was also made to the Mihrimah Sultan Mosque (Fig 74), where an extensive
conservation and restoration programme is in progress. Work to the mosque itself is complete,
and is now concentrated on restoring the south-east colonnade of the courtyard, lost to historic
earthquake damage. The evidence for this seemed clear and traditional masonry materials and
techniques are being used.
However, the Mission can only repeat the observation of the 2009 mission that ‘in general,
advance notice has not been provided to the World Heritage Committee for restoration projects
to major monuments’.

3.8.4. Four Seasons Hotel and archaeological park
The 2009 Mission noted that work had ceased on the archaeological park on the site of the
Byzantine Great Palace and the Four Seasons Hotel extension in 2008, and that in 2009 the
Administrative Court cancelled the permission both for archaeological research and building
works. The 2012 Mission was informed that the decision had been appealed, and was currently
before the Supreme Court. Meanwhile, the authorities had taken action to control the growth of
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vegetation and maintain the timber walkway59, although the archaeological park inevitably
appears neglected (although guarded). Substantive action must await the final decision in the
legal proceedings.
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Information from İpek Ozbek, Directorate General for Cultural Heritage and Museums, 05 February 2013.
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4. ASSESSMENT OF THE STATE OF CONSERVATION IN
RELATION WITH THE OUTSTANDING UNIVERSAL VALUE OF
THE PROPERTY

4.1.

Management Plan

The adoption in 2011 of a Management Plan should mark a major step towards sustaining the
Outstanding Universal Value of the property in the context of the Historic Peninsula. It is ambitiously
wide-ranging in scope, and represents the start of a process of integrated conservation of the
Historic Peninsula, The most urgent issues are the need to address the conservation of the Ottoman
timber buildings, where the ‘Renewal Areas’ under Law 5366 are adding to their loss rather than
arresting it, and the cumulative impact of proposed major infrastructure projects concentrated on
the southern, Mamara, shore of the peninsula, but whose effects would seriously and negatively
impact on the peninsula as a whole.

4.2.

Major monuments

The short duration and focus of the Mission on specific issues did not allow for a comprehensive
over-view of the state of conservation of so large and complex a property. However, our general
impression was of good conservation work being undertaken in line with international standards to
both secular and sacred monuments, the latter mostly funded by the General Directorate of Pious
Foundations. Levels of restoration did not appear, from our brief view of projects, to be excessive or
to go beyond the bounds of evidence. At the Mihrimah Sultan Mosque in particular, the benefit of
the recovery of the architectural integrity of the courtyard appeared to outweigh the expression of
past failure fully to repair the building after earthquake damage. The mission also noted in passing
the need for further consolidation work to the land and sea walls, but their conservation will always
be an ongoing task.

4.3.

Ottoman Timber Houses

Repair of individual buildings in Zeyrek (not a renewal area) seemed to have slowed to a virtual halt.
The redevelopment of Sulkule has effectively removed the contribution it made to the Outstanding
Universal Value of the property – it is now a new housing area dotted with a few registered historic
timber buildings, mostly ruinous or ‘notional’, incongruous in their homogenous new context.
Ayvansaray is progressing rapidly in the same direction. The first ‘implementation region’ of the
Süleymaniye renewal area resembles a disaster zone, with large areas of modern buildings
demolished, and registered buildings continuing to decay behind hoardings with ‘dangerous
structure’ signs. The hoardings and signs are now spreading through the other areas presumably as
buildings are acquired and vacated (Sultanehmet).
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It is clear that ‘Renewal’ under Law 5366, with its focus on large-scale projects dominated by new
buildings, is inimical to the conservation either of individual buildings or of the historic character of
the areas in which they stand. Acquiring and holding buildings in an area over a long period;
removing occupiers who, however unsuitable in the long term, tend to keep the buildings more or
less watertight and secure; undertaking sporadic demolition of buildings earmarked for replacement
(or even of registered buildings), further blighting the area, and securing development through a
mechanism focussed on delivering an extensive homogenous new building project, under a single
contract, are accelerating the decay and loss they were presumably intended to solve.
The fragile historic timber buildings in these areas desperately need first aid works, to arrest decay,
and where possible keeping in use until full repair is possible. By contrast, leaving them empty and
decaying behind hoardings or even in the midst of a construction site usually ends in their rapidly
becoming beyond repair, as the Mission observed. Even if they do survive, they will be embedded in
areas dominated by a single architectural idiom, a modern reinterpretation of the traditional style,
whereas successful conservation of informal historic areas works best with diverse infill projects
leaving the historic buildings to dominate. The renewal areas as they are currently being
implemented have become a major threat to the city’s remaining heritage of Ottoman timber
buildings, rather than a tool for their rehabilitation.

4.4.

Infrastructure projects and the Historic Peninsula

Major projects are still being approved without notification to the World Heritage Committee prior
to the decision being made. The current proposal for the 5.4km Eurasia tunnel and its associated
approach road would intensify rather than mitigate the hostile pedestrian environment of the shore
road (Kennedy Cadessi), which has already left parts of the sea walls understandably neglected,
significantly increase air and noise pollution and cut off the historic areas from the sea shore, and
isolate the Marble Tower in the central reservation of an urban motorway, and present significant
threats to potential buried archaeology. The greatest concern, however, must be for the pollution
the road would bring and the provision of a grade-separated junction providing easy entry for motor
vehicles into the peninsula, contrary to the principles of the Management Plan. The Yenikapı
Meeting Area could compound the problem of attracting more people (up to 1million at a time) into
the Peninsula, as well as dramatically changing its footprint and views of it from the south-west.
More pressure for intensification is evident around the southern end of the land walls, with a marina
and high density housing development permitted, and three tall buildings already erected.

5. CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
The adoption of the 2011 Management Plan marks a major step forward for the conservation of the
property, and clearly highlights key issues that must be resolved. As the Mission observed, those
issues do not stem from a lack of conservation expertise, craft skills, or the enthusiasm to deploy
them, but from conflicts between two different sets of goals: a) the long term objective of
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conservation-based, sustainable use of the Historic Peninsula, and b) large-scale public and private
projects.
The way in which renewal projects under Law 5366 are being undertaken is rapidly increasing the
rate of erosion of the city’s heritage of Ottoman timber buildings. Urgent action is needed to stem
this neglect and deliberate destruction, which stands in sad contrast to the excellent work of
conservation repair being undertaken elsewhere in the city.
The current proposals for a 5.4km Eurasia Tunnel and associated eight lane approach Road in poses
a major challenge to the conservation of the Outstanding Universal Value of the peninsula as a
whole, not least through the indirect impacts of facilitating easy access to it by large numbers of
motor vehicles. Before it is even built, it is encouraging further intensification of development and
movement in the peninsula, the road plans in turn being more heavily engineered to accommodate
the Yenikapi meeting area while this report was being written.
Unless these projects are drastically modified, the Mission considers that they pose serious threats
to the Outstanding Universal Value of the World Heritage property.

Specific conclusions and recommendations are summarised as follows:
1. The Management Plan
a. The 2011 Management Plan clearly and thoroughly defines the scope of the issues
and problems affecting the conservation of the Historic Peninsula, but does not yet
offer solutions to them. It is, in effect, the start of a process on issues that are a
priority and will lead in time to agreed solutions and the processes and resources
necessary to implement them through specific, measurable, achievable, relevant
and timely actions.
b. The Mission therefore:
i. considers it essential that the 2011 Management Plan be updated (with
ongoing input from civil society) to provide clear and definite policies for the
effective conservation of the property, to which the plans and proposals of all
public bodies with the powers to make decisions affecting the property are
aligned.
ii. recommends that transportation and movement within the Historic Peninsula
should be a priority issue in developing clear and definite policies through the
Management Plan and city-level transport planning.
iii. urges the authorities to submit to the World Heritage Committee for approval
without delay plans clearly defining the World Heritage property and its buffer
zone:
1. following the 2011 Management Plan proposals for the Land Walls
area;
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2. aligning the Sultanahmet area to Map 6 in the Management Plan;
and
3. setting out their proposal for complementary management plans for
the surrounding historic areas to address the Committee’s concern
that these should be inscribed as ‘buffer zones’.
iv. reiterating the views of previous missions, further recommends that as part of
this clarification of boundaries, the opportunity be taken to include the Grand
Bazaar to the World Heritage property.
c. The Mission views with great concern the fact that assessments of the heritage and
other environmental impacts of major projects on the World Heritage property do
not yet inform decisions in principle, rather than (at best) mitigate their
consequences.

2.

The Haliç Bridge
a. The Mission welcomed the considerable work that had been undertaken and the
resources committed to reduce the visual impact of the Haliç bridge, including
halting the work for one year, and the thought being put into resolving the
remaining design details of the bridge, as a result of the project being halted for one
year to allow for reflection, to mitigate its intrusion into the historic landscape. On
the specific issues under consideration, the Mission
i. fully supports the choice of Option A for the principal colour scheme of the
bridge;
ii. recommends the adoption of Option 2 for the shape of the pylon caps;
iii. strongly supports the development of station Option 3, involving partial
coverage of the platforms, significantly reducing the bulk of the bridge
presented in views along the Golden Horn;
iv. encourages stakeholder engagement and public communication in the ongoing
development of the design; and
v. expects further information to be submitted to ICOMOS International for
review as soon it becomes available.
b. However, the Mission notes that although considerable modifications to the design
of the bridge have been undertaken to mitigate its impacts, it still will have a
negative visual impact, albeit less than the original design.
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3. The Eurasia Road Tunnel
a. The Mission concluded that
i. the sequence of events leading to the decision to build the Eurasia Tunnel does
not amount to a strategic environmental assessment of possible tunnel length
options adequate to justify the severe negative impact of the proposed scheme
on the Historic Peninsula;
ii. the constrained terms of reference, compartmentalized approach and focus on
physical impacts in the draft ESIA do not provide an adequate assessment of
the overall impact of the proposals on the heritage values of the site;
iii. in particular, without compelling evidence of absence of significant deposits, a
watching brief on the excavations, as proposed in the draft ESIA, would be a
wholly inadequate archaeological response;
iv. the impact of the proposals on the setting of the Marble Tower in particular,
and on people’s ability to appreciate it (and the sea wall which provides its
context and setting) in a further degraded environment, would cause serious
harm to the Outstanding Universal Value of the Istanbul World Heritage Site;
v. that harm would be compounded by the environmental impacts of additional
traffic through the peninsula on the approach road, and the easier access by car
to the historic centre that it would facilitate;
vi. whereas were the tunnel to be extended beyond the Land Walls and no
intersection provided at Yenikapı, the impacts on the Historic Peninsula would
be both limited and largely positive
b. The Mission therefore recommends that
i. a Heritage Impact Assessment of the emerging 5.4 km tunnel scheme be
undertaken in accordance with the ICOMOS guidelines for World Heritage Sites
(as volunteered by ATAS during the Mission);
ii. detailed mapping and evaluation of potential archaeological levels along the
proposed shoreline be undertaken as recommended in this report;
iii. Further detailed multi-disciplinary studies should be undertaken on the
feasibility of extending the tunnel beyond the Land Walls, and these should
include ventilation issues, vibration concerns and also the potential benefits in
social and environmental terms;
iv. the Marble Tower not, under any circumstance, be left isolated in the central
reservation of a road.
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4. The Yenikapı Assembly Ground
a. The Mission views this project to reclaim a large area from the sea, presented as a
fait accompli in principle, with considerable concern, particularly because a Heritage
Impact Assessment was commissioned only after construction had begun, rather
than well in advance, before any irreversible decision was made by the authorities,
as required by paragraph 172 of the Operational Guidelines.
b. The HIA should nonetheless address not only the direct and indirect physical impacts
of the scheme, which will change the footprint and silhouette of the peninsula, but
also the potential impact of such large gatherings on the environment and
infrastructure of the peninsula as a whole, and be submitted to the World Heritage
Committee by June 2013

5.

Urban regeneration and Ottoman timber houses
a. The Mission concludes that despite much excellent repair and restoration of
individual buildings and groups of buildings, the extent of deterioration, decay and
demolition of the Istanbul’s vernacular Ottoman heritage is approaching a crisis
point. Formal Renewal areas as currently implemented appear to be adding to the
problem rather than facilitating a solution. Significant adverse impact on the
Outstanding Universal Value of the inscribed area has already been caused,
particularly by the redevelopment of Sulukule and demolition in Avansaray.
b. The Mission therefore recommends that
i. urgent ‘first aid’ works should be facilitated and prioritised, based on a rapid
assessment of ‘buildings at risk’, to slow down the rate of decay and loss;
ii. urgent works by owners or the authorities are not held up by prolonged delays
in determining applications to the Conservation Boards, or demands for
disproportionate documentation, and are facilitated or undertaken by the
KUDEB;
iii. consideration be given to reinstating the previous scheme of grants and
assistance to owners be reinstated without delay;
iv. a radical reconsideration of how renewal area powers (identified in the
management plan as a threat to the integrity of the World Heritage property)
and engagement with private sector actors can be used to achieve
conservation-led outcomes, rather than maximising development potential and
encouraging ‘reconstruction’;
v. that implementation take place in smaller packages, with a diversity of infill
buildings, to avoid the areas being dominated by a single contemporary form
and style of building.
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6. Profile of the City and setting of the Land Walls
a. The Mission congratulates the Metropolitan Authority for setting height limits to
protect the backdrop to the silhouette of the Historic Peninsula, although the
incremental impact of further comparatively tall or large buildings beyond the land
walls on their local setting needs to be considered in decisions.
b. The Mission recommends that the retrospective heritage impact assessment of the
intrusive development ‘Onalti Dokuz Istanbul’ be submitted to the World Heritage
Committee, via the World Heritage Centre by June 2013, together with details and a
heritage impact assessment of the proposals included in the Atakoy Tourism plan by
December 2013.

7. Interventions in key monuments, conservation standards and training
a. The Mission briefly saw and appreciated major works in progress and already
completed to key monuments and civil architecture, and an exemplary training
project on the restoration of traditional timber houses.
b. However, the Mission can only repeat the observation of the 2009 mission that ‘in
general, advance notice has not been provided to the World Heritage Committee for
restoration projects to major monuments’.
c. The Mission repeats the concern of the 2009 Mission about the lack of resolution of
the future of the Four Seasons Hotel extension and Archaeological Park, and urges
the authorities to take all reasonable steps to secure the completion and opening of
the Archaeological Park.
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6. ANNEXES
6.1.
TERMS OF REFERENCE of UNESCO World Heritage
Centre – ICOMOS Joint Reactive Monitoring mission to the
World Heritage Property of the Historic Areas of Istanbul

Based on the World Heritage Committee Decisions 36 COM 7B.89 (see below) adopted at
its 36th session (Saint Petersburg; 2012) concerning the state of conservation of the Historic
Areas of Istanbul, and taking into consideration the Operational Guidelines for the
Implementation of the World Heritage Convention, the mission shall:
1. Assess the progress made in:
-

mitigating the visual impacts of the proposed Golden Horn Bridge,

-

the overall strategic management of the property, including the progress on the
integration, at the first annual review of the Management Plan, of the
recommendations provided by ICOMOS in 2012;

-

the implementation of Decision 36COM 7B.89 of the World Heritage Committee,
as well as the recommendations of the joint World Heritage Centre / ICOMOS
mission in 2009, endorsed by the World Heritage Committee at its 33rd session
(Decision 33COM 7B.124);

-

development of a Silhouette Master Plan for the city that will define the silhouette,
articulate key views and set out height limits for buildings;

2. Review the potential impacts of building and development projects on the
Outstanding Universal Value of the property, including the following projects located
within the property or in its vicinity, and using Heritage Impact Assessment
incorporating Visual Impact Assessment; and how these projects relate to the
Management Plan, the Conservation Plan and other urban instruments:
-

Conservation and urban renewal projects;

-

Bosporus Transition Tunnel Project for Motor Vehicles;

-

Coastal fill (proposal for a "modern concert and rallying area") project in the Yenikapı
district of the Historic Peninsula of Istanbul;

3. Assess the overall state of conservation of the property;
The State Party would be expected to provide, prior and during the mission all relevant
documentation on the issues mentioned above and all others that could be raised during
the mission;
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6.2.
Decision 36COM 7B.89 of the World Heritage Committee
adopted at its 36th session (Saint Petersburg; 2012) on the
Historic Areas of Istanbul (Turkey) (C 356)
The World Heritage Committee,
1. Having examined Document World Heritage Committee-12/36.COM/7B,
2. Recalling Decision 34 COM 7B.102 (Brasilia, 2010) and 35 COM 7B.111 (UNESCO,
2011), adopted at its 34th and 35th session respectively,
3. Notes that an Advisory Expert Committee has been established, as requested by the
Committee, but expresses its regret that the World Heritage Centre and the Advisory Bodies
have not been involved in the work of this Committee until its 8th meeting in April 2012 at
UNESCO;
4. Regrets that, according to the information received, no further mitigation measures to the
negative visual impact of the proposed Golden Horn Bridge have so far been proposed
beyond those already announced by the State Party and examined by the Committee in
2011, and that, as construction work has progressed, no further structural changes are
possible;
5. Considers that the Bridge, as currently being constructed, will have an overall negative
impact on the Outstanding Universal Value of the property, and urges the State Party to
pursue, as a matter of urgency, any further possible work to mitigate the negative visual
impact of the proposed Bridge such as through changes to colour and lighting, and to
discuss emerging proposals with the World Heritage Centre and the Advisory Bodies;
6. Requests the State Party to invite an urgent joint World Heritage Centre/ICOMOS
reactive monitoring mission to assess progress in mitigating the visual impacts of the
proposed Golden Horn Bridge, to consider proposed renewal and conservation projects, as
well as progress with the overall strategic management of the property, and to assess the
overall state of conservation of the property;
7. Acknowledges the detailed information provided by the State Party on the revision of the
Management Plan and on proposed renewal and conservation projects and other
conservation initiatives;
8. Further acknowledges the efforts made by the State Party to address the need for
conservation plans, an effective management system, development strategies for traffic and
tourism, and a buffer zone;
9. Also considers that the revised Management Plan is a significant improvement,
commends the State Party for its scope in relation to the overall Historic Peninsula, and also
requests it to address, at the first annual review of the Management Plan, the
recommendations that ICOMOS has provided;
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10. Also commends the proposals to develop a Silhouette Master Plan for the Historic
Peninsula that will lead to a definition of the silhouette and appropriate height controls;
11. Acknowledging the concerns expressed by the World Heritage Committee in previous
sessions on renewal projects in various areas of the Historic Peninsula, further considers
that the detailed information now provided by the State Party on proposed renewal and
conservation projects should be appraised on site;
12. Further requests the State Party to submit to the World Heritage Centre, by 1 February
2013, an updated report on the state of conservation of the property and on the
implementation of the above, for examination by the World Heritage Committee at its 37th
session in 2013.
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6.3.

COMPOSITION OF THE MISSION TEAM

World Heritage Centre:

ICOMOS:
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6.4.
Statement of Outstanding Universal Value, as
retrospectively adopted by the World Heritage Committee in
2011
Brief synthesis
Strategically located on the Bosphorus peninsula between the Balkans and Anatolia, the
Black Sea and the Mediterranean, Istanbul was successively the capital of the Eastern
Roman Empire, and the Ottoman Empire and has been associated with major events in
political history, religious history and art history for more than 2,000 years. The city is
situated on a peninsula which is surrounded by the Golden Horn (Haliç), a natural harbor on
the north, the Bosphorus on the east and the Marmara Sea on the south. The Historic
Peninsula, on which the former Byzantium and Constantinople developed, was surrounded
by ancient walls, built initially by Theodosius in the early fifth century.
The Outstanding Universal Value of Istanbul resides in its unique integration of architectural
masterpieces that reflect the meeting of Europe and Asia over many centuries, and in its
incomparable skyline formed by the creative genius of Byzantine and Ottoman architects.
The distinctive and characteristic skyline of Istanbul was built up over many centuries and
encompasses the Hagia Sophia whose vast dome reflects the architectural and decorative
expertise of the 6th century, the 15th century Fatih complex and Topkapi Palace - that was
continually extended until the 19th century, the Süleymaniye Mosque complex and Sehzade
Mosque complex, works of the chief architect Sinan, reflecting the climax of Ottoman
architecture in the 16th century, the 17th century Blue Mosque and the slender minarets of
the New Mosque near the port completed in 1664.
The four areas of the property are the Archaeological Park, at the tip of the Historic
peninsula; the Suleymaniye quarter with Suleymaniye Mosque complex, bazaars and
vernacular settlement around it; the Zeyrek area of settlement around the Zeyrek Mosque
(the former church of the Pantocrator), and the area along both sides of the Theodosian land
walls including remains of the former Blachernae Palace. These areas display architectural
achievements of successive imperial periods also including the 17th century Blue Mosque,
the Sokollu Mehmet Pasha Mosque, the 16th century Şehzade Mosque complex, the 15th
century Topkapi Palace, the hippodrome of Constantine, the aqueduct of Valens, the
Justinian churches of Hagia Sophia, St. Irene, Küçük Ayasofya Mosque (the former church
of the Sts Sergius and Bacchus), the Pantocrator Monastery founded under John II
Comnene by Empress Irene; the former Church of the Holy Saviour of Chora with its
mosaics and paintings dating from the 14th and 15th centuries; and many other exceptional
examples of various building types including baths, cisterns, and tombs.
Criterion (i): The Historic Areas of Istanbul include monuments recognised as unique
architectural masterpieces of Byzantine and Ottoman periods such as Hagia Sophia, which
was designed by Anthemios of Tralles and Isidoros of Miletus in 532-537 and the
Suleymaniye Mosque complex designed by architect Sinan in 1550-1557.
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Criterion (ii): Throughout history the monuments in Istanbul have exerted considerable
influence on the development of architecture, monumental arts and the organization of
space, both in Europe and the Near East. Thus, the 6,650 meter terrestrial wall of
Theodosius II with its second line of defence, created in 447, was one of the leading
references for military architecture; Hagia Sophia became a model for an entire family of
churches and later mosques, and the mosaics of the palaces and churches of
Constantinople influenced both Eastern and Western art.
Criterion (iii): Istanbul bears unique testimony to the Byzantine and Ottoman civilizations
through its large number of high quality examples of a great range of building types, some
with associated artworks. They include fortifications, churches and palaces with mosaics and
frescos, monumental cisterns, tombs, mosques, religious schools and bath buildings. The
vernacular housing around major religious monuments in the Süleymaniye and Zeyrek
quarters provide exceptional evidence of the late Ottoman urban pattern.
Criterion (iv): The city is an outstanding set of monuments, architectural and technical
ensembles that illustrate very distinguished phases of human history. In particular, the
Palace of Topkapi and the Suleymaniye Mosque complex with its caravanserai, madrasa,
medical school, library, bath building, hospice and imperial tombs, provide supreme
examples of ensembles of palaces and religious complexes of the Ottoman period.
Integrity (2011)
The Historic Areas of Istanbul include the key attributes that convey the Outstanding
Universal Value of Istanbul as the parts of the city that had escaped major changes and
deterioration in the 19th and 20th centuries and were already protected by national
legislation at the time of inscription.
Vernacular timber housing in the Süleymaniye and Zeyrek quarters, was recognized as
vulnerable at the time of inscription. Despite the threat of pressure for change, many efforts
have been executed in order to conserve and strengthen the timber structures within the site
since then. Changes in the social structure within the area have also affected the use of
those structures. The urban fabric is threatened by lack of maintenance and pressure for
change. The Metropolitan Municipality is attempting to rehabilitate the area to revive its
degraded parts. The revival of the Süleymaniye and Zeyrek quarters is a long project which
demands a long and careful process of cleaning, conservation and restoration. The
Suleymaniye Complex has retained its structural and architectural integrity, except some
minor changes in the commercial part of the compound. Zeyrek Mosque, originally the
Church of Pantocrator, has suffered from several earthquakes.
The integrity of the major monuments and archaeological remains within the four Historic
Areas are largely intact but they are vulnerable due to the lack of a management plan. With
the management plan, which is under approval process by related authority, it is aimed to
address all the issues and solve the problems within the site gradually.
The setting of the Historic Areas of Istanbul and the outstanding silhouette of the city are
vulnerable to development.
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Authenticity (2011)
The ability of the monuments and vernacular housing to express truthfully the Outstanding
Universal Value of the Historic Areas of Istanbul has been compromised to some extent
since inscription in terms of their design and materials. The conservation and restoration
works in the setting of the Historic Peninsula are being led and followed by the central and
local authorities as well as newly established institutions with the financial funds provided by
the legal amendments.
The setting and distinctive skyline of the Historic Peninsula continues to express the
Outstanding Universal Value of the property. However the ongoing ability of the wider
maritime setting to do this depends on ensuring that development does not compromise
views of the skyline.
Protection and management requirements (2011)
The Historic Areas of Istanbul is legally protected through national conservation legislation.
There is no specific planning legislation to protect World Heritage sites. The management
structure for the protection and conservation of the properties includes the shared
responsibilities of national government (The Ministry of Culture and Tourism General
Directorate of Cultural Assets and Museums, General Directorate of Pious Foundation) local
administration and several state institutions. The approval of the Conservation Council has
to be obtained for physical interventions and functional changes in registered buildings and
conservation sites.
The Site Management Directorate for Cultural and Natural Sites of Istanbul was established
within the Istanbul Metropolitan Municipality in 2006 to coordinate management planning
processes for World Heritage Sites of Istanbul. The work of the directorate is supported by
an Advisory Board and a Coordination and Supervising Board. A site manager has also
been appointed. A department was also structured under the Ministry of Culture and Tourism
to coordinate the management issues of the World Heritage Sites in Turkey and to
collaborate with relevant authorities for the implementation of the World Heritage
Convention and the Operational Guidelines.
The first conservation plans for Zeyrek, Suleymaniye and the Land Walls were prepared and
approved in 1979 and 1981. A new conservation plan including World Heritage sites was
endorsed by the Council of İstanbul Metropolitan Municipality and submitted to the
Conservation Council for approval. The impressive skyline of the Historic Peninsula with the
Topkapı Palace, Hagia Sophia and Süleymaniye is preserved by planning measures. The
legal protection and the management structures are adequate for ensuring the proper
conservation of the properties. The national government has allocated a large amount of
funding for restoration and conservation projects within the site as part of the European
Capital of Culture campaign, in addition to the Ministry of Culture and Tourism's, the Istanbul
Special Provincial Administration's, General Directorate of Pious Foundation's and the local
administration's annual budgets.
Finding a balance between change and preservation is a delicate issue in the Historic Areas.
The Management Plan, which is currently being prepared in collaboration with all
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stakeholders in conformity with the related legislation, will address this issue. It will address
the traffic and transport plan for the city, the urban regeneration strategy and tourism
management, and will provide a proper framework to ensure that construction and
infrastructure projects respect the Outstanding Universal Value of the property. It will also
include policies for conservation, standards for restoration and rehabilitation, management
responsibilities, accessibility, visitor management, policies for increasing the perception of
the site, increasing the quality of daily life, risk management, awareness raising and training.
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6.5.

ILLUSTRATIONS
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Illustrations

Fig 1 Renewal areas (some names added) in relation to the World Heritage Site (Source:
Management Plan, Map 13)

Fig 2 The extent of the Sultanahmet area of the World Heritage Site as shown on the 1985 inscription
plan (red tint) enlarged and overlaid on Map 6 from the Management Plan (red outline)

64 - i

Fig 3 The Sultanahmet boundary as shown in 2012 presentation to the Mission (and elsewhere)

Fig 4 The growth of Istanbul, with the major road network shown gray; Bosphorus bridges marked
‘B’, proposed Eurasia Tunnel marked ‘T’ (Source: IMM)

64 - ii

Fig 5 Rail, metro and tram routes through the Historic Peninsula; proposed Yenikapi Meeting Area
added

The Haliç bridge

Fig 6 The Haliç bridge from the Galata Tower; deck line shown red, existing tops of pylons arrowed

64 - iii

Fig 7A The Haliç bridge from the Halic Café

Fig 7B The Haliç bridge from the Halic Café (zoom)

64 - iv

Fig 8 The Haliç bridge from Galata Bridge; the station to the left of the pylon will merge with the land
skyline

Fig 9 The Haliç bridge from near the north end of the Unkapani (Ataturk) Bridge

64 - v

Fig 10 The Haliç bridge from the deck towards the Suliemaniye Mosque

Fig 11 The Haliç bridge from the jetty adjoining Kasim Paşa Pier, about 600m north-west of the
Unkapani (Ataturk) Bridge on the Beyoğlu shore; deck line completed in red, station suggested by
dashed red line

64 - vi

Fig 12 The Haliç bridge: preferred colour scheme seen from Galata Tower (Source: Enzo Siviero &
Partners)

Fig 13A Pylon Cap: Reasonable minimum Option 2

64 - vii

Fig 13B Pylon Cap: State party preferred Option 6

Fig 14 ‘Standard’ section through the station showing critical dimensions for platform connections

Fig 15 The reduced station cover (Option 3) in elevation

64 -viii

Fig 16 The mission’s preferred option (3) for a reduced station cover; the overbridges must be on the
land sides of the pylons, since they restrict movement along the platforms

Fig 17 Skeletal computer model of station option 3 seen from above

64 - ix

The Eurasia Tunnel

Fig 18A Key plan of Eurasia Tunnel
approach Road with WHS core areas
added
64 - x

Fig 18B The eastern section of the
road route, overlaid with a plan
from A von Millingen, Byzantine
Constantinople (London 1899),
facing p 269

64 - xi

Fig 19 The proposed setting of the Marble Tower

Fig 20 The Marble Tower and truncated end of the Land Wall, separated by the existing coast road

64 - xii

Fig 21 Looking east along the coast road

Fig 22 The Marble Tower inhabited; note open cisterns in foreground

64 -xiii

Fig 23 Relationship to the sea wall, Sheet 5, road moved closer. Chainage on centre line is marked at
100m intervals

Fig 24 The existing arrangement in this area where the survival of the walls is impressive

64 -xiv

Fig 25 Sumatya Gate, page 8. Chainage on centre line is marked at 100m intervals

Fig 26 Within the Sumatya Gate; coast road retaining wall at high level to right

64 - xv

Fig 27 The scale of the junction and road in cutting at Yenikapi, pages 11-12. Chainage on centre line
is marked at 100m intervals

64 -xvi

Fig 28 The Tunnel portal and toll plaza, page 15. The WHS core area boundary follows the sea wall,
shown in light blue

64 -xvii

Fig 29 Anticipated changes in average weekday peak hour and inter-peak traffic flows in and around
the peninsula with and without the Project in 2015 (the planned year of opening). Roads with less
traffic are shown in light to dark blue, and those with increased traffic in yellow, orange and red.
(Source: EIA, Vol 2, p11-26)

64 -xviii

Yenicapi Meeting Area

Fig 30 ‘Components of the area’ (Source: IMM Presentation)

Fig 31 The Yenicapi Project Plan Area (Source: IMM)

64 -xix

Fig 32 ‘Functional use of planned idea’ (Source: IMM presentation; Sumatya Gate emphasised)

Fig 33 The Sumatya Gate, November 2012

Fig 34 The Historic Peninsula from the small harbour at (Road Key Plan Sheet 4/17), looking towards
the existing Yenikapi harbour breakwater, across the proposed Meeting area infill site

64 - xx

Sulukule

Fig 35 Houses on the corner of Sarmaşik Socagi and Kaleboyu Cadessi, looking NE; the pink one had
been repaired before the project.

Fig 36 The rear of the pink house, with demolition damage to its neighbour and new structure
against its rear addition wall

64 -xxi

Fig 37 The interior of the red house, stripped of dado, floor boards and windows

Fig 38 The only occupied house, 13 Kutu Cinar Sokagi, and its half-collapsed neighbour

64 -xxii

Fig 39 An interesting house on Muhtar Muhittin Socagi, with timber-laced, clay bonded masonry to
the lower storey, and the remains of its neighbour still attached to the left

Fig 40 The stair within……and the other half of the building, historically divided and then raised
higher, although the upper part has now gone

64 -xxiii

Fig 41 A once-grand house in Muhtar Muhittin Sokagi, looking east. The near-vertical framing of the
top floor shows it to be an addition after the structure below had distorted

Ayvansaray

Fig 42 Clearing the site for excavation (central timber house also shown in Fig 45). Byzantine tower in
the distance

64 -xxiv

Fig 43 Hanging on…

Fig 44 Not long vacated; in course of dismantling, roof removed, by 21 February 2013 (inset)

64 -xxv

Fig 45 More or less intact; demolished by 21 February 2013 (inset)

Fig 46 Long vacated; demolished by 21 February 2013 (inset)

64 -xxvi

Fig 47 Partial collapse

Fig 48 The future….

64 xxvii
-

Fener-Balat

Fig 49 Cityscape

64 xxviii
-

Fig 50 Blighted by vacant buildings

Zeyrek

64 -xxix

Fig 51 Traditional buildings with the Pantocrator Church/ Zerek Mosque in the background

Fig 52 Accidental fire damage adjacent to a repaired block

Fig 53 Long term neglect

64 -xxx

Fig 54 A concrete and blockwork ‘reconstruction’

Süleymaniye

Fig 55 Houses on Ayranci Socagi repaired c2008-9

64 -xxxi

Fig 56 But on the opposite side of the same urban block deterioration continues rapidly

Fig 57 A ‘dangerous structure’ according to the notice, in need of urgent ‘holding’ works

64 xxxii
-

Fig 58 Clearance of non-conforming buildings

64 xxxiii
-

Fig 59 Land ownership and the renewal area (outlined red) in Suleymaniye (Fatih Municipality; key
translation added)

Fig 60 A typical restored proposal for incorporating restored historic buildings in the renewed area
(Fatih Municipality)

64 xxxiv
-

Sultanahamet

Fig 61 The view north into Akbiyik Cami

Fig 62 A tall house on Oyuncu Sk

64 xxxv
-

Fig 63 The largest house in the area, with the street on three sides (Akbiyik Cami and Oyuncu Sk),
now (from the replacement windows) apparently occupied in rooms

Fig 64 Elevation to Oyuncu Sk showing elaborate window heads

64 xxxvi
-

Fig 65 Dereliction and collapse in Kupacilar Ck

Fig 66 And the final stage, Oyuncu Sk

64xxxvii
-

Profile of the city and the setting of the land walls

Fig 67 Maximum building heights shown in blue; Onalti Dokuz Istanbul is the red hexagon

Fig 68 Onalti Dokuz Istanbul project from inside the land walls

64xxxviii
-

Fig 69 Onalti Dokuz Istanbul project from just outside the land walls

Fig 70 New tall buildings from outside the Edirne Gate, adjacent to the Mihrimar mosque. The taller
one (arrowed) is a hotel being constructed to the 2012 height limits on the boundary of the WHS, at
a point where there is no buffer zone, within Bayrampaşa municipality.

64 xxxix
-

Fig 71 Extract from Management Plan, Map 34, south end of Land Walls core area showing marina

Interventions in key monuments and craft training

Fig 72 Conservation of ceiling, split plank ‘lathes’, new door at the exemplary repair and training
project
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Fig 73 The cleaned and conserved dome of the Suleymaniye Mosque

Fig 74 Restoration of the missing portico on the south-east side of the great courtyard, Mihrimah
Sultan Mosque
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6.6.

MISSION PROGRAMME

ARRIVAL OF THE MISSION-18 NOVEMBER 2012 SUNDAY
TIME

PLACE

SUBJECT/TOPIC

RELATED PERSON/INSTITUTION

PARTICIPANTS

Site Management

-

Meeting the Mission
16.00
18.00

Atatürk
Airport

Check into Hotel
(KALYON HOTEL)

THE MINISTRY OF FOREIGN AFFAIRS,
Cultural Diplomacy Deputy Director General
-THE
MINISTRY
TOURISM,

OF

CULTURE

AND

Focal Point for World Heritage Sites

20.00
-

DINNER

-GOVERNORATE OF ISTANBUL,

22.00
(KALYON HOTEL)

-ISTANBUL METROPOLITAN MUNICIPALITY,
ISTANBUL
-SITE MANAGEMENT DIRECTORATE,
METROPOLITAN
-ISTANBUL HERITAGE COMMITTEE,
MUNICIPALITY (IMM)
- ISTANBUL I.REGIONAL DIRECTORATE OF
PIOUS FOUNDATIONS,

1st DAY/19 NOVEMBER 2012 MONDAY

TIME

PLACE

09.00

SUBJECT/TOPIC

-THE MINISTRY OF FOREIGN AFFAIRS

Presentation of Site Management
Documentary

09.15

Cultural Diplomacy Deputy Director General

KALYON

09.15

PARTICIPANTS

RELATED PERSON/INSTITUTION

Dr. Halil ONUR

The Process and Current Situation

-THE MINISTRY
TOURISM

OF

CULTURE

AND

HOTEL

(SITE MANAGER)

09.30

Focal Point for World Heritage Sites
-GOVERNORATE OF ISTANBUL,

09.30
10.15

General Planning Vision of Istanbul and
Historic Peninsula Conservation Plan

Uğur İNAN
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-ISTANBUL

METROPOLITAN

(IMM DIRECTOR OF URBAN PLANNING)

MUNICIPALITY,
-DISTRICT MUNICIPALITIES

10.15
(FATIH,
EYUP,
ZEYTINBURNU)

COFFEE BREAK

10.45

Onursal BAŞ

10.45

General Transportation Vision of
Istanbul

11.30

(IMM DEPUTY DIRECTOR OF
TRANSPORTATION PLANNING)

11.30

Ömer Lütfi ARI

BAYRAMPASA

AND

- ISTANBUL I.REGIONAL DIRECTORATE
OF PIOUS FOUNDATIONS,
-SITE MANAGEMENT DIRECTORATE,
-TURKISH NATIONAL COMMISSION FOR
UNESCO
-ICOMOS TURKEY

IMM and UNESCO Relations
(ISTANBUL HERITAGE COMMITTEE)

11.45

-ISTANBUL HERITAGE COMMITTEE

11.30
QUESTIONS-ANSWERS/DISCUSSIONS

12.00

12.00
LUNCH
IMM DIRECTORATE OF FOREIGN RELATIONS

13.30

Serkan KÜMAN

13.30
15.00

CONSTRUCTION SITE
OF
GOLDEN
HORN
METRO
TRANSITION
BRIDGE (AZAPKAPI)

-Visit to view points in terms of Outstanding
Universal Value, (Galata Tower, Haliç Cafe)

(IMM DIRECTORATE OF EUROPEAN REGION
RAIL SYSTEMS)

-Visit to the Construction Site of Golden

Horn Metro Transition Bridge

Ali Ulvi ALTAN
(COORDINATOR OF HALIC METRO CROSSING BRIDGE
PROJECT)

-THE MINISTRY OF FOREIGN AFFAIRS
Cultural Diplomacy Deputy Director General
-THE MINISTRY
TOURISM

KALYON HOTEL

COFFEE BREAK

CULTURE

METROPOLITAN

-DISTRICT MUNICIPALITIES

16.00
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AND

Focal Point for World Heritage Sites
ISTANBUL
MUNICIPALITY,

15.30

OF

(FATIH, EYUP, BAYRAMPASA
Hasan PEZÜK

16.00

Process of Golden Horn Metro Transition
Bridge

16.15

AND ZEYTINBURNU)
(IMM DIRECTORATE OF EUROPEAN REGION
RAIL SYSTEMS)

Ali Ulvi ALTAN

16.15

Current Status of the Bridge and Ongoing
Works

17.30

17.30

(COORDINATOR OF HALIC METRO CROSSING BRIDGE
PROJECT)

Prof. Enzo SIVIERO
Color and Lightening
(INDEPENDENT EXPERTS COMMİTTEE)

18.30

18.30
QUESTIONS-ANSWERS/DISCUSSIONS

-- ISTANBUL I.REGIONAL DIRECTORATE
OF PIOUS FOUNDATIONS
- SITE MANAGEMENT DIRECTORATE,
-TURKISH NATIONAL COMMISSION FOR
UNESCO
-ICOMOS TURKEY
-PROJECT OWNER AND CONTRACTOR OF
THE BRIDGE PROJECT,
-INDEPENDENT EXPERTS OF THE BRIDGE
PROJECT

19.30
-ISTANBUL HERITAGE COMMITTEE,

20.00
KARAKÖY LOKANTASI

DINNER

22.00

IMM DIRECTORATE OF EUROPEAN REGION RAIL
SYSTEMS

2nd DAY/20 NOVEMBER 2012 TUESDAY
TIME

PLACE

09.00

KALYON

09.30

HOTEL

SUBJECT/TOPIC

RELATED PERSON/INSTITUTION

- Historic Peninsula Site Management Plan
and Integrated Strategic Management of the
Property

PARTICIPANTS

- THE MINISTRY OF FOREIGN AFFAIRS
Cultural Diplomacy Deputy Director General

- Project Packages, Implementation and
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Annual Revision of the Plan

Dr. Halil ONUR

- Activities of Site Management

SITE MANAGER

-THE MINISTRY OF CULTURE AND TOURISM
Focal Point for World Heritage Sites

09.30
10.00

Prof. Dr. Zekiye YENEN

Revision of Management Plan
Coordination and Inspection Board’s
Approach to the Comments of
ICOMOS International

--GOVERNORATE OF ISTANBUL,
(On behalf of COORDINATION AND
SUPERVISION BOARD)
-ISTANBUL METROPOLITAN MUNICIPALITY,

10.00
QUESTIONS-ANSWERS/DISCUSSIONS

- DISTRICT MUNICIPALITIES

10.15
(FATIH, EYUP, BAYRAMPASA
AND ZEYTINBURNU)

10.15
COFFEE BREAK
10.45

10.45

Özlem ÖZDEN

11.00

(MINISTRY OF CULTURE AND TOURISM)

11.00
11.30

11.30
12.00

12.00

ACTIVITIES CONDUCTED BY
INSTITUTIONS IN HISTORIC PENINSULA
IN RELATION WITH COMMITTEE
DECISIONS AND MISSION REPORTS

-- ISTANBUL I.REGIONAL DIRECTORATE OF
PIOUS FOUNDATIONS,

- SITE MANAGEMENT DIRECTORATE,
Olcay AYDEMİR
(ISTANBUL I.REGIONAL DIRECTORATE OF
PIOUS FOUNDATIONS)

- TURKISH NATIONAL COMMISSION FOR
UNESCO,

Bora Cenk OKUMUŞ
(GOVERNORATE OF ISTANBUL AND
SPECIAL PROVINCIAL ADMINISTRATION)

QUESTIONS-ANSWERS/DISCUSSIONS

69

-ICOMOS TURKEY

-ISTANBUL HERITAGE COMMITTEE,

12.30

12.00
LUNCH (KALYON HOTEL)

IMM DIRECTORATE OF FOREIGN
RELATIONS

-Silhouette Master Plan

Uğur İNAN

-Tourism Master Plan

(IMM DIRECTOR OF URBAN PLANNING)

13.30

-DIRECTORATES OF ISTANBUL NO:I AND
NO:II REGENERATION AREAS AND NO:IV
REGIONAL
BOARD
FOR
THE
CONSERVATION
OF
CULTURAL
PROPERTIES

13.30
17.00
-Other Issues proposed by the Mission

17.00
QUESTIONS-ANSWERS/DISCUSSIONS
17.30

17.30

Meeting with the participation of NGOs and other institutions related to the management of the
property

20.00

20.30

DINNER

FATİH MUNICIPALITY

ZEYREKHANE
22.00

3rd DAY-21 NOVEMBER 2012 WEDNESDAY
TIME

PLACE

PROGRAM

09.00

VISIT TO THE

LANDWALLS,

RELATED PERSON/INSTITUTION



70

İSTANBUL METROPOLITAN MUNICIPALITY,

PARTICIPANTS

BLACHARNAE PALACE, ANEMAS DUNGEONS,

10.00

WORLD
HERITAGE SITE

10.30

REGENERATION
AREAS

FATIH MUNICIPALITY,

-THE MINISTRY OF FOREIGN
AFFAIRS

SULUKULE

AND
10.00



ZEYREK



İSTANBUL METROPOLITAN MUNICIPALITY,



FATIH MUNICIPALITY,



ISTANBUL I.REGIONAL
PIOUS FOUNDATIONS

DIRECTORATE

Cultural Diplomacy Deputy Director
General

OF

-THE MINISTRY OF CULTURE
AND TOURISM
Focal Point for World Heritage Sites

10.30
SÜLEYMANİYE

11.30



İSTANBUL METROPOLITAN MUNICIPALITY,



FATIH MUNICIPALITY,



ISTANBUL I.REGIONAL
PIOUS FOUNDATIONS



IMM DIRECTORATE OF SUPERSTRUCTURE AND
PROJECTS

- ISTANBUL METROPOLITAN
MUNICIPALITY,



MINISTRY OF TRANSPORT, MARITIME AFFAIRS
AND COMMUNICATIONS, DIRECTORATE OF
INFRASTRUCTURE INVESTMENTS

-DISTRICT MUNICIPALITIES

-YENİKAPI COASTAL FILL PROJECT AREA

11.30

- ROUTE OF BOSPHOROUS TRANSITION TUNNEL

12.30

PROJECT FOR MOTOR VEHICLES.

DIRECTORATE

OF

(FATIH, EYUP, BAYRAMPASA



İSTANBUL METROPOLITAN MUNICIPALITY,



FATIH MUNICIPALITY,



THE MINISTRY OF TOURISM AND CULTURE

12.30
ARCHAEOLOGİCAL PARK

OF

GOVERNORATE
ISTANBUL,

AND ZEYTINBURNU)

13.00

13.00
KALYON HOTEL

LUNCH

IMM DIRECTORATE OF FOREIGN RELATIONS

ISTANBUL
DIRECTORATE
FOUNDATIONS

I.REGIONAL
OF
PIOUS

14.00

14.00

KALYON

14.30

HOTEL

REGENERATION AND CONSERVATION PROJECTS

Cem ERİŞ

SITE
MANAGEMENT
DIRECTORATE,

Projects and Implementations of IMM Directorate of Historical
Environment Conservation

(IMM DIRECTOR OF HISTORIC ENVIRONMENT
CONSERVATION)

Coordination and Supervision Board

71

TURKISH
NATIONAL
COMMISSION FOR UNESCO
14.30

Murat TUNÇAY

Projects and Training Programs of IMM KUDEB

İMM DIRECTOR OF CONSERVATION, IMPLEMENTATION
AND SUPERVISION BUREAU (KUDEB)

15.00

-İMM DIRECTORATE OF HISTORIC ENVIRONMENT
CONSERVATION -KUDEB

15.00
QUESTIONS-ANSWERS/DISCUSSIONS

15.40

-ICOMOS TURKEY

-ISTANBUL
COMMITTEE,

HERITAGE

15.40
COFFEE BREAK

16.00

PROJECTS AND IMPLEMENTATIONS within the Scope of Law
No: 5366
Talip TEMİZER

16.00

-Restorations of Historic Buildings

18.00

-Simple Maintanence and Repair
(DEPUTY MAYOR OF FATİH MUNICIPALITY)
-Projects of Pedestrianisation

18.00
QUESTIONS-ANSWERS/DISCUSSIONS

18.45

19.00
SUR BALIK
21.00

DINNER
IMM DIRECTORATE OF FOREIGN RELATIONS

4th DAY/22 NOVEMBER 2012 THURSDAY

72

-DIRECTORATES OF ISTANBUL
NO:I
AND
NO:II
REGENERATION AREAS AND
NO:IV REGIONAL BOARD FOR
THE
CONSERVATION
OF
CULTURAL PROPERTIES

TIME

PLACE

PROGRAM

RELATED PERSON/INSTITUTION

PARTICIPANTS

SITE VISIT

09.00

SITE MANAGEMENT

(GALATA TOWER, YENIKAPI,
EURASIA)

11.30

-THE MINISTRY OF FOREIGN AFFAIRS
Cultural Diplomacy Deputy Director General

11.30

HALIC METRO CROSSING
BRIDGE

12.30

Alessandro STOCCO, Ali Ulvi ALTAN
(HALIC METRO CROSSING BRIDGE)

-THE MINISTRY OF CULTURE AND

12.30
QUESTIONS-ANSWERS/DISCUSSIONS

TOURISM

13.30
Focal Point for World Heritage Sites
Yalçın EYİGÜN
13.00

KALYON

14.00

HOTEL

BOSPHOROUS TRANSITION
TUNNEL PROJECT FOR MOTOR
VEHICLES

(DEPUTY DIRECTOR OF INFRASTRUCTURE
PROJECTS OF MINISTRY OF TRANSPORT,
MARITIME AFFAIRS AND
COMMUNICATION)

- GOVERNORATE OF ISTANBUL,

ISTANBUL
MUNICIPALITY,

METROPOLITAN

14.00
QUESTIONS-ANSWERS/DISCUSSIONS
15.00

- TURKISH NATIONAL COMMISSION FOR
UNESCO,

15.00
LUNCH
15.30

15.30
16.00

-ICOMOS TURKEY
Ayşenur ALPKİRİŞÇİ
YENIKAPI COASTAL FILL
PROJECT

(IMM DIRECTOR OF SUPERSTRUCTURE
PROJECTS)
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-ISTANBUL HERITAGE COMMITTEE,

-SITE MANAGEMENT DIRECTORATE.
16.00
QUESTIONS-ANSWERS/DISCUSSIONS
16.30

16.30
GENERAL EVULATION WITH ALL PARTICIPANTS
17.45

17.45
19.00

CHECKING INFORMATION
COMPLETENESS AND
DOCUMENTS

19.30
DINNER

SITE MANAGEMENT TECHNICAL TEAM

IMM DIRECTORATE OF FOREIGN
RELATIONS

20.30

23 NOVEMBER 2012 (AM): Mission site visit; BOSPHOROUS TRANSITION TUNNEL PROJECT FOR MOTOR VEHICLES
(PM) : Mission report preparation.
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LIST OF THE PEOPLE MET
UNESCO World Heritage Committee/ICOMOS REACTIVE MISSION MEETINGS PARTICIPANT
9.11.2012 MONDAY, Ist SESSION
(GENERAL PLANNING AND TRANSPORTATION VISION)

ADI-SOYADI

KURUMU

GÖREVİ

TELEFON-FAX

NAME-SURNAME

ORGANIZATION

POSITION

PHONE-FAX

1

HALİL ONUR

SITE MANAGEMENT DIRECTORATE

SITE MANAGER

2

JUNAID SOROSH-WALI

UNESCO World Heritage Committee

PROGRAMME SPECIALIST

3

PAUL DRURY

ICOMOS/DRURY McPHERSON PARTNERSHIP

EXPERT/PARTNER

+442089778980

pdrury@dmpartnership.com

4

DENİZ İKİZ

OXFORD BROOKES UNI./ ICOMOS

ARCHITECT/HERITAGE SPECIALIST

+905336266395

ikizdeni@gmail.com

5

OLCAY AYDEMİR

ISTANBUL I. REGIONAL DIRECTORATE OF PIOUS
FOUNDATION

ARCHITECT/RESPONSIBLE FOR 2ND
DISTRICT OF FATIH

+905323323040

ogokal74@yahoo.com

6

ASS. PROF. DR.

SITE MANAGEMENT DIRECTORATE

+905324232462

pinozden@istanbul.edu.tr

PELİN PINAR ÖZDEN

/ISTANBUL UNIVERSITY

MEMBER OF SITE MANAGEMENT
COORDINATION AND SUPERVISION
BOARD

7

KAZIM TEKİN

GOVERNORATE OF ISTANBUL

DEPUTY GOVERNOR

+905456505050

kazim.tekin@gmail.com

8

SEVİNÇ ÖZEK

THE MINISTRY OF CULTURE AND TOURISM,
DIRECTORATE OF BUILDING SURVEY AND
MONUMENTS

ARCHITECT

+905343326852

sozek77@gmail.com

9

İPEK ÖZBEK

THE MINISTRY OF CULTURE AND TOURISM
FOCAL POINT FOR WORLD HERITAGE SITES

URBAN PLANNER

+903123104960/
1204

iozbek72@yahoo.com
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+905323221606

E-MAİL
mimarhalilonur@gmail.com
j.sorosh@unesco.org

10

ASS. PROF. DR.YONCA
ERKAN

TURKISH NATIONAL COMMISSION FOR UNESCO

TANGIBLE CULTURAL HERITAGE
COMMITTEE REPRESENTATIVE

+905322735911

yonca.erkan@khas.edu.tr

11

PROF. DR. ZEYNEP ENLİL

TURKISH NATIONAL COMMISSION FOR UNESCO

+905323849336

enlil@yildiz.edu.tr/

12

PROF. DR. NURAN ZEREN
GÜLERSOY

ICOMOS TURKEY NATIONAL COMMITTEE

TANGIBLE CULTURAL HERITAGE
COMMITTEE REPRESENTATIVE
MEMBER OF NATIONAL COMMITTEE

+905323535071

zeynepenlil@gmail.com
gulersoy@itu.edu.tr

13

PROF. DR. E. FÜSUN
ALİOĞLU
ASS. PROF. DR. GÜLSÜN
TANYELİ

ICOMOS TURKEY NATIONAL COMMITTEE

MEMBER OF NATIONAL COMMITTEE

+905325676881

fusun.alioglu@khas.edu.tr

ICOMOS TURKEY

MEMBER OF NATIONAL COMMITTEE

+905323356543

alioglufusun@superonline.co
gtanyeli@itu.edu.tr
m

15

CEVAT ERDER

ICOMOS TURKEY

MEMBER OF NATIONAL COMMITTEE

+905369637907

16

NUR AKIN

ICOMOS TURKEY

MEMBER OF NATIONAL COMMITTEE

+905324825622

nurgunkut@gmail.com

17

YEGÂN KÂHYA

ICOMOS TURKEY

PRESIDENT

+905323356542

kahya@itu.edu.tr

18

İCLÂL DİNÇER

ICOMOS TURKEY

GENERAL SECRATARY

+905334231986

iclaldincer@gmail.com

19

ETİ AKYÜZ LEVİ

ICOMOS TURKEY

MEMBER OF NATIONAL COMMITTEE

+905554128310

-

20

BORA SELİM

FATİH MUNICIPALITY

HEAD OF DEVELOPMENT COMMISSION

+905059263503

boraselim@fatih.bel.tr

21

HALUK ABBASOĞLU

ICOMOS TURKEY

SECOND PRESIDENT

+905324151314

abbasoglu.haluk@gmail.com

22

TALİP TEMİZER

FATİH MUNICIPALITY

DEPUTY MAYOR

+905324017196

taliptemizer@fatih.bel.tr

23

ADNAN GÜLER

FATİH MUNICIPALITY

DEPUTY MAYOR

+905333848200

adnanguler@fatih.bel.tr

24

UĞUR İNAN

ISTANBUL METROPOLITAN MUNICIPALITY
(IMM)

DIRECTOR OF URBAN PLANNING

+905337167382

ugur.inan@ibb.gov.tr

25

ONURSAL BAŞ

ISTANBUL METROPOLITAN MUNICIPALITY
(IMM)

DEPUTY DIRECTOR OF TRANSPORTATION
PLANNING

+905076910015

onursal.bas@ibb.gov.tr

14
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26

NEVRA GÜRSOY

ISTANBUL METROPOLITAN MUNICIPALITY
(IMM)

URBAN PLANNER

+905336104094

ngursoy@ibb.gov.tr

27

ÖMER LÜTFİ ARI

IMM CITY COUNCIL

MEMBER OF CITY COUNCIL

+905327635478

lutfi.ari@ibb.gov.tr

28

HASAN PEZÜK

IMM DIRECTORATE OF EUROPEAN REGION RAIL
SYSTEMS

DIRECTOR

+902124494175

hasan.pezuk@ibb.gov.tr

29

DURSUN BALCIOĞLU

IMM DEPARTMENT OF EUROPEAN REGION RAIL
SYSTEMS

HEAD OF DEPARTMENT

+902124494465

dbalcioglu@ibb.gov.tr

30

SERKAN KÜMAN

IMM DIRECTORATE OF EUROPEAN REGION RAIL
SYSTEMS

CONTROL SUPERVISOR

+902124494175

serkan.kuman@ibb.gov.tr

31

GÜLAYŞE EKEN

SITE MANAGEMENT DIRECTORATE

URBAN PLANNER

+902124553775

ekengulayse@gmail.com

32

SÜMEYRA YILMAZ

SITE MANAGEMENT DIRECTORATE

COMMUNICATION SPECIALIST

+905323659605
+902124553775

smyrylmz@gmail.com

33

FATMA KUŞ

SITE MANAGEMENT DIRECTORATE

ART HISTORIAN

+905306459878
+902124553766

fatma.kus@ibb.gov.tr

34

ÖZNUR KOTBAŞ

SITE MANAGEMENT DIRECTORATE

TRANSLATOR

+902124553766

oznur.kotbas@ibb.gov.tr

35

YEŞİM BÖREK

SITE MANAGEMENT DIRECTORATE

URBAN PLANNER

+902124553778

yesım.borek@alanbaskanligi.g
ov.tr

36

SEÇİL ŞAHİN

SITE MANAGEMENT DIRECTORATE

URBAN PLANNER

+905325124799
+902124553778
+905372979868
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secil.sahin@ibb.gov.tr

19.11.2012 MONDAY, 2nd SESSION
(HALIÇ METRO CROSSING BRIDGE)

ADI-SOYADI

KURUMU

GÖREVİ

TELEFON-FAX

NAME-SURNAME

ORGANIZATION

POSITION

PHONE-FAX
05323221606

E-MAİL

1

HALİL ONUR

SITE MANAGEMENT DIRECTORATE

SITE MANAGER

mimarhalilonur@gmail.com

2

JUNAID SOROSH-WALI

UNESCO World Heritage Committee

PROGRAMME SPECIALIST

3

PAUL DRURY

ICOMOS/DRURY McPHERSON PARTNERSHIP

EXPERT/PARTNER

+442089778980

pdrury@dmpartnership.com

4

DENİZ İKİZ

OXFORD BROOKES UNI./

ARCHITECT/HERITAGE

+905336266395

ikizdeni@gmail.com

5

OLCAY AYDEMİR

ICOMOS I. REGIONAL DIRECTORATE OF
ISTANBUL
PIOUS FOUNDATION

SPECIALIST
ARCHITECT/RESPONSIBLE
FOR 2ND
DISTRICT OF FATIH

+905323323040

ogokal74@yahoo.com

6

ASS. PROF. DR.

SITE MANAGEMENT DIRECTORATE

+905324232462

pinozden@istanbul.edu.tr

PELİN PINAR ÖZDEN

/ISTANBUL UNIVERSITY

MEMBER OF SITE MANAGEMENT
COORDINATION AND SUPERVISION
BOARD

7

KAZIM TEKİN

GOVERNORATE OF ISTANBUL

DEPUTY GOVERNOR

+905456505050

kazim.tekin@gmail.com

8

SEVİNÇ ÖZEK

THE MINISTRY OF CULTURE AND TOURISM,
DIRECTORATE OF BUILDING SURVEY AND
MONUMENTS

ARCHITECT

+905343326852

sozek77@gmail.com

9

İPEK ÖZBEK

THE MINISTRY OF CULTURE AND TOURISM
FOCAL POINT FOR WORLD HERITAGE SITES

URBAN PLANNER

+903123104960/
1204

iozbek72@yahoo.com

10

ASS. PROF. DR. YONCA ERKAN

TURKISH NATIONAL COMMISSION FOR
UNESCO

TANGIBLE CULTURAL HERITAGE
COMMITTEE REPRESENTATIVE

+905322735911

yonca.erkan@khas.edu.tr

11

PROF. DR. ZEYNEP ENLİL

TURKISH NATIONAL COMMISSION FOR
UNESCO

TANGIBLE CULTURAL HERITAGE
COMMITTEE REPRESENTATIVE

+905323849336

enlil@yildiz.edu.tr/

j.sorosh@unesco.org

zeynepenlil@gmail.com
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12

PROF. DR. NURAN ZEREN
GÜLERSOY

ICOMOS TURKEY NATIONAL COMMITTEE

MEMBER OF NATIONAL COMMITTEE

+905323535071

gulersoy@itu.edu.tr

13

PROF. DR. E. FÜSUN ALİOĞLU

ICOMOS TURKEY NATIONAL COMMITTEE

MEMBER OF NATIONAL COMMITTEE

+905325676881

fusun.alioglu@khas.edu.tr

14

ASS. PROF. DR. GÜLSÜN
TANYELİ

ICOMOS TURKEY

MEMBER OF NATIONAL COMMITTEE

+905323356543

alioglufusun@superonline.co
gtanyeli@itu.edu.tr
m

15

CEVAT ERDER

ICOMOS TURKEY

MEMBER OF NATIONAL COMMITTEE

+905369637907

16

NUR AKIN

ICOMOS TURKEY

MEMBER OF NATIONAL COMMITTEE

+905324825622

nurgunkut@gmail.com

17

YEGÂN KÂHYA

ICOMOS TURKEY

PRESIDENT

+905323356542

kahya@itu.edu.tr

18

İCLÂL DİNÇER

ICOMOS TURKEY

GENERAL SECRATARY

+905334231986

iclaldincer@gmail.com

19

ETİ AKYÜZ LEVİ

ICOMOS TURKEY

MEMBER OF NATIONAL COMMITTEE

+905554128310

-

20

BORA SELİM

FATİH MUNICIPALITY

HEAD OF DEVELOPMENT
COMMISSION

+905059263503

boraselim@fatih.bel.tr

21

HALUK ABBASOĞLU

ICOMOS TURKEY

SECOND PRESIDENT

+905324151314

abbasoglu.haluk@gmail.com

22

TALİP TEMİZER

FATİH MUNICIPALITY

DEPUTY MAYOR

+905324017196

taliptemizer@fatih.bel.tr

23

ADNAN GÜLER

FATİH MUNICIPALITY

DEPUTY MAYOR

+905333848200

adnanguler@fatih.bel.tr

24

UĞUR İNAN

ISTANBUL METROPOLITAN MUNICIPALITY
(IMM)

DIRECTOR OF URBAN PLANNING

+905337167382

ugur.inan@ibb.gov.tr

25

ONURSAL BAŞ

ISTANBUL METROPOLITAN MUNICIPALITY
(IMM)

DEPUTY DIRECTOR OF
TRANSPORTATION PLANNING

+905076910015

onursal.bas@ibb.gov.tr

26

NEVRA GÜRSOY

ISTANBUL METROPOLITAN MUNICIPALITY
(IMM)

URBAN PLANNER

+905336104094

ngursoy@ibb.gov.tr

27

ÖMER LÜTFİ ARI

IMM CITY COUNCIL

MEMBER OF CITY COUNCIL

+905327635478

lutfi.ari@ibb.gov.tr

79

28

HASAN PEZÜK

IMM DIRECTORATE OF EUROPEAN REGION
RAIL SYSTEMS

DIRECTOR

+902124494175

hasan.pezuk@ibb.gov.tr

29

DURSUN BALCIOĞLU

IMM DEPARTMENT OF EUROPEAN REGION
RAIL SYSTEMS

HEAD OF DEPARTMENT

+902124494465

dbalcioglu@ibb.gov.tr

30

SERKAN KÜMAN

IMM DIRECTORATE OF EUROPEAN REGION
RAIL SYSTEMS

CONTROL SUPERVISOR

+902124494175

serkan.kuman@ibb.gov.tr

31

GÜLAYŞE EKEN

SITE MANAGEMENT DIRECTORATE

URBAN PLANNER

+902124553775

ekengulayse@gmail.com

32

SÜMEYRA YILMAZ

SITE MANAGEMENT DIRECTORATE

COMMUNICATION SPECIALIST

+905323659605
+902124553775

smyrylmz@gmail.com

33

FATMA KUŞ

SITE MANAGEMENT DIRECTORATE

ART HISTORIAN

+905306459878
+902124553766

fatma.kus@ibb.gov.tr

34

ÖZNUR KOTBAŞ

SITE MANAGEMENT DIRECTORATE

TRANSLATOR

+902124553766

oznur.kotbas@ibb.gov.tr

35

YEŞİM BÖREK

SITE MANAGEMENT DIRECTORATE

URBAN PLANNER

+902124553778

yesım.borek@alanbaskanligi.g
ov.tr

36

SEÇİL ŞAHİN

SITE MANAGEMENT DIRECTORATE

URBAN PLANNER

+905325124799
+902124553778

secil.sahin@ibb.gov.tr

37

MOAWIYAH IBRAHIM

JORDAN World Heritage Committee

PROFESSOR

+905372979868
+96295677215

moawiyah@rocketmail.com

38

ENZO SIVIERO

UNIVERSITY OF IUAV VENICE

PROFESSOR

39

TATIANA KIROVA

ICOMOS ITALY/CIVVIH

PROFESSOR

40

ALESSANDRO STOCCO

EXPERT TEAM COORDINATOR

ESAP ITALY

+393357982112

ALESSANDRO.STOCCO@ESAP.
T.

41

ALİ ULVİ ALTAN

HAKAN KIRAN ARCHITECTURE OFFICE

HALIÇ METRO CROSSING

+905337191428

ulvialtan@yahoo.com

42

M. HAKAN KIRAN

HAKAN KIRAN ARCHITECTURE OFFICE

BRIDGE COORDINATOR
ARCHITECT

+905323018112

kiran@hakankiran.com

43

DOĞAN DEMİR

ASTALDİ-GÜLERMAK ENTERPRISE
PARTNERSHIP

CONSTRUCTION ENGINEER

+905327971142

d.demir@astaldi.com
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+96265863446

siviero.cun@ivav.it
tatianakirova@tiscali.it

44

MAHİR POLAT

ISTANBUL I. REGIONAL DIRECTORATE OF
PIOUS FOUNDATION

SPECIALIST

+905303410525

m.polat@vgm.gov.tr

45

BURÇİN ALTINSARAY

ICOMOS TURKEY

ARCHITECT

+905326868807

baltinsaray@superonline.com
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ADI-SOYADI

KURUMU

GÖREVİ

1

NAME-SURNAME
ASS. PROF. DR. PELİN PINAR
ÖZDEN

ORGANIZATION
SITE MANAGEMENT DIRECTORATE /ISTANBUL
UNIVERSITY

POSITION
MEMBER OF SITE MANAGEMENT
COORDINATION AND SUPERVISION
BOARD

2

JUNAID SOROSH-WALI

UNESCO World Heritage Committee

PROGRAMME SPECIALIST

3

PAUL DRURY

ICOMOS/DRURY McPHERSON PARTNERSHIP

EXPERT/PARTNER

+442089778980

pdrury@dmpartnership.com

4

ZEKİYE YENEN

YILDIZ TECHNICAL UNIVERSITY

+905325161566

zekiye.kuleli@gmail.com

5

ÜMİT ÜNAL

ISTANBUL SPECIAL PROVINCIAL
ADMINISTRATION

MEMBER OF SITE MANAGEMENT
COORDINATION AND SUPERVISION
BOARD
DEPUTY GENERAL SECRATARY

+905323276339

Umit.Unal@ioi.gov.tr

6

HALİL ONUR

SITE MANAGEMENT DIRECTORATE

SİTE MANAGER

05323221606

mimarhalilonur@gmail.com

7

KAZIM TEKİN

GOVERNORATE OF ISTANBUL

DEPUTY GOVERNOR

+905456505050

kazim.tekin@gmail.com

8

MEHMET GÜRKAN

MINISTRY OF CULTURE AND TOURISM
GENERAL DIRECTORATE OF CULTURAL ASSETS
AND MUSEUMS

HEAD OF DEPARTMENT OF
SUPERIOR COUNCIL

+905547202033

mehmet.gurkan@kul.gov.tr

9

SEVİNÇ ÖZEK

THE MINISTRY OF CULTURE AND TOURISM,
DIRECTORATE OF BUILDING SURVEY AND
MONUMENTS

ARCHITECT

+905343326852

sozek77@gmail.com

10

İPEK ÖZBEK

THE MINISTRY OF CULTURE AND TOURISM
FOCAL POINT FOR WORLD HERITAGE SITES

URBAN PLANNER

+903123104960/

iozbek72@yahoo.com

11

F. DENİZ GÜNDOĞDU

İSTANBUL NUMBER 2 CONSERVATION BOARD
FOR RENEWAL AREAS

RAPPORTEUR

1204
+905332840057

fdgundogdu@gmail.com

82

TELEFON-FAX
PHONE-FAX
+905324232462

E-MAİL
pinozden@istanbul.edu.tr

j.sorosh@unesco.org

12

PROF. DR. ZEYNEP ENLİL

TURKISH NATIONAL COMMISSION FOR
UNESCO
ICOMOS TURKEY NATIONAL COMMITTEE

TANGIBLE CULTURAL HERITAGE
COMMITTEE REPRESENTATIVE
MEMBER OF NATIONAL COMMITTEE

+905323849336

enlil@yildiz.edu.tr/

13

PROF. DR. NURAN ZEREN
GÜLERSOY

+905323535071

zeynepenlil@gmail.com
gulersoy@itu.edu.tr

14

ASS. PROF. DR. GÜLSÜN
TANYELİ

ICOMOS TURKEY

MEMBER OF NATIONAL COMMITTEE

+905323356543

gtanyeli@itu.edu.tr

15

CANSU SAĞLAM SAMUK

ISTANBUL NUMBER I CONSERVATION BOARD
FOR RENEWAL AREAS

DEPUTY DIRECTOR/ARCHITECT

+905443633896

canesasa@hotmail.com

16

BUKET BAYDEMİR

ISTANBUL NUMBER I CONSERVATION BOARD
FOR RENEWAL AREAS

URBAN PLANNER

+905053370233

buketbaydemir@gmail.com

17

YEGÂN KÂHYA

ICOMOS TURKEY

PRESIDENT

+905323356542

kahya@itu.edu.tr

18

İCLÂL DİNÇER

ICOMOS TURKEY

GENERAL SECRATARY

+905334231986

iclaldincer@gmail.com

19

MERVE AKYAZICI

ISTANBUL NUMBER IV CONSERVATION
BOARD

RAPPORTEUR/ URBAN PLANNER

+905343579111

merveakyazici@gmail.com

20

BİLGEHAN AKYÜZ

ISTANBUL NUMBER IV CONSERVATION
BOARD

RAPPORTEUR/ URBAN PLANNER

+905435327011

bakyuz2004@yahoo.com

21

SELDA Y. BURMA

ISTANBUL NUMBER IV CONSERVATION
BOARD

URBAN PLANNER

+905355909240

Sel0@yahoo.com

22

TALİP TEMİZER

FATİH MUNICIPALITY

DEPUTY MAYOR

+905324017196

taliptemizer@fatih.bel.tr

23

CEM ERİŞ

IMM DIRECTORATE OF PROTECTION OF
HISTORIC ENVIRONMENT

DIRECTOR

+0905333188915

cem.eris@ibb.gov.tr

24

BORA CENK OKUMUŞ

ISTANBUL SPECIAL PROVINCE
ADMINISTRATION

ARCHITECT

+905334786350

cenkokumus@gmail.com

25

İLKAY KOŞBAM

ISTANBUL SPECIAL PROVINCE
ADMINISTRATION

DIRECTOR OF URBAN PLANNING

+905337167382

ugur.inan@ibb.gov.tr

26

ŞİRİN ARSLAN

ISTANBUL SPECIAL PROVINCE
ADMINISTRATION

PEYSAGE TECHNISIAN

+905554594596

bonsai-ole@hotmail.com

27

ÖZLEM ÖZGEN

İSTANBUL DIRECTORATE OF MONUMENTS
AND BUILDING SURVEY

BUILDING ENGINEER

+905303646778

ozgen_ozlem@yahoo.com
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28

SELÇUK ERDOĞAN

ISTANBUL SPECIAL PROVINCE
ADMINISTRATION

ARCHITECT

+0905369473872

serdoan41@hotmail.com

29

OĞUZHAN GÖKBAYRAK

ISTANBUL SPECIAL PROVINCE
ADMINISTRATION

SURVEY ENGINEER

+905366351162

oguzhangokbayrak@gmail.com

30

ARZU KABOĞLU

ISTANBUL I. REGIONAL DIRECTORATE OF
PIOUS FOUNDATION

ART HISTORIAN

+905352554745

arzukab@gmail.com

31

Dr. ZÜBEYDE AKAN
ÖZSAYINER

ISTANBUL I. REGIONAL DIRECTORATE OF
PIOUS FOUNDATION

DEPARTMENT MANAGER

+905054969047

zcozsayiner@hotmail.com

32

PROF. DR. E. FÜSUN
ALİOĞLU

ICOMOS TURKEY NATIONAL COMMITTEE

MEMBER OF NATIONAL COMMITTEE

+905325676881

fusun.alioglu@khas.edu.tr

33

DENİZ KAHRAMAN

ISTANBUL SPECIAL PROVINCE
ADMINISTRATION

BUILDING ENGINEER

+905337638888

alioglufusun@superonline.com
kahraman.deniz@gmail.com

34

NEVRA GÜRSOY

ISTANBUL METROPOLITAN MUNICIPALITY
(IMM)

URBAN PLANNER

+905336104094

ngursoy@ibb.gov.tr

35

AYŞEGÜL KELEŞ TÜRE

ISTANBUL SPECIAL PROVINCE
ADMINISTRATION

BUILDING ENGINEER

36

ALİ ULVİ ALTAN

HAKAN KIRAN ARCHITECTURE OFFICE

HALIÇ METRO CROSSING BRIDGE
COORDINATOR

+905337191428

ulvialtan@yahoo.com

37

ALESSANDRO STOCCO

EXPERT TEAM COORDINATOR

ESAP ITALY

+393357982112

ALESSANDRO.STOCCO@ESAP.T.

38

GÜNSELİ AYBAY

İSTANBUL NUMBER IV REGIONAL
CONSERVATION BOARD

HEAD OF BOARD

+902125281007

gunseli.aybay@hotmail.com

39

SEMİYYE KAHRAMAN

ISTANBUL SPECIAL PROVINCE
ADMINISTRATION

INTERIOR ARCHITECT

+905455590771

semiyekahraman@gmail.com

40

ENGİN UÇAN

ISTANBUL SPECIAL PROVINCE
ADMINISTRATION

MECHANICAL ENGINEER

+905332272720

41

SAİD DUSAK

ISTANBUL SPECIAL PROVINCE
ADMINISTRATION

BUILDING ENGINEER

+905336320963

sdusak@yahoo.com

42

ÖZGÜL YAVUZ

İSTANBUL CULTURE AND TOURISM
DEPARTMENT

DEPUTY DIRECTOR

-

ozgulozkan@kultur.gov.tr

43

YONCA ERKAN

UNESCO TURKEY

REPRESANTATIVE

+905322735911

yonca-erkan@khas.edu.tr

84

+905414623770

aysegulkeles@gmail.com

44

GÜLAYŞE EKEN

SITE MANAGEMENT DIRECTORATE

URBAN PLANNER

+902124553775

ekengulayse@gmail.com

45

SÜMEYRA YILMAZ

SITE MANAGEMENT DIRECTORATE

COMMUNICATION SPECIALIST

+905323659605
+902124553775

smyrylmz@gmail.com

46

FATMA KUŞ

SITE MANAGEMENT DIRECTORATE

ART HISTORIAN

+905306459878
+902124553766

fatma.kus@ibb.gov.tr

47

ÖZNUR KOTBAŞ

SITE MANAGEMENT DIRECTORATE

TRANSLATOR

+902124553766

oznur.kotbas@ibb.gov.tr

48

YEŞİM BÖREK

SITE MANAGEMENT DIRECTORATE

URBAN PLANNER

+902124553778

yesım.borek@alanbaskanligi.gov.t
r

49

SEÇİL ŞAHİN

SITE MANAGEMENT DIRECTORATE

URBAN PLANNER

+905325124799
+902124553778

secil.sahin@ibb.gov.tr

50

ATİLLA ÖZTÜRK

TAÇ FOUNDATION

MEMBER

+905372979868
+905322415811

atilla.ozturk@astayyatirim.com

51

NİLÜFER TÜRÜTGEN

FATİH MUNICIPALITY

MAYOR ADVISOR

+905333734388

niluferturutgen@fatih.bel.tr

52

OLCAY AYDEMİR

ISTANBUL I. REGIONAL DIRECTORATE OF
PIOUS FOUNDATION

ARCHITECT

+905323323040

gokal74@yahoo.com
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1

ADI-SOYADI

KURUMU

GÖREVİ

TELEFON-FAX

NAME-SURNAME

ORGANIZATION

POSITION

PHONE-FAX

DENİZ İNCEDAYI

CHAMBER OF ARCHITECT

E-MAİL

HEAD OF ADMINISTRATIVE BODY

+90532 242 18 04

deniz@msgsu.edu.tr

ISTANBUL DEPARTMENT
2

ZEYNEP ERES

CHAMBER OF ARCHITECT ISTANBUL
DEPARTMENT

ADMINISTRATIVE BODY MEMBER

+90532 723 88 36

zeyneperes@yahoo.com

3

CEMAL KAFADAR

İSTANBUL SOS

MEMBER

+90538 236 63 43

kafadar@fas.harvard.edu

4

BARIŞ ALTAN

İSTANBUL SOS

MEMBER

+90532 570 74 04

altan.baris@gmail.com

5

CENGİZ ERUZUN

TÜRKEV (FOUNDATION FOR
PROTECTION OF HISTORIC HOUSES)

GENERAL MANAGER

+90533 258 77 07

cengizeruzun@yahoo.com

6

MİNE ÖZERDEN

TAKSİM PLATFORM

MEMBER

+90532 695 89 84

mineozer.den@taksimplatformu.org

7

BETÜL TANBAY

TAKSİM PLATFORM

MEMBER

+90542 210 19 55

tanbay@boun.edu.tr

8

EMİNE ERDOĞMUŞ

NATIONAL TIMBER ASSOCIATION

GENERAL SECRETARY OF
ADMINISTRATIVE BODY

+90532 698 70 94

emine.erdogmus@gmail.com

9

HANDE AKARCA

EUROPA NOSTRA TURKEY

GENERAL SECRETARY OF
ADMINISTRATIVE BODY

+90 532 611 15 27

hndakarca@hotmail.com

10

ESRA BALCI

EUROPA NOSTRA TURKEY

ADMINISTRATIVE BODY MEMBER

+90 532 579 38 59

esraeksibalci@gmail.com

11

İCLAL DİNÇER

HISTORIC PENINSULA MANAGEMENT
PLAN EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE

MEMBER

+90 533 423 19 86

iclaldincer@gmail.com
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12

YEGAN KAHYA

ICOMOS TURKEY

HEAD OF ADMINISTRATIVE BODY

+90 532 335 65 42

khyaygn@gmail.com

13

SERKAN AYAZOĞLU

NATIONAL TIMBER ASSOCIATION

MEMBER

+90 538 046 75 61

serkanayazoglu@gmail.com

14

NUR VARDAR

FOUNDATION FOR PROTECTION OF
HISTORIC HOUSES

II. PRESIDENT

+90542 431 66 94

nurvardar@gmail.com

15

FİLİZ KAYA

FOUNDATION FOR PROTECTION OF
HISTORIC HOUSES

MEMBER

+90542 620 71 41

z.filizkaya@gmail.com

16

ATİLLA ÖZTÜRK

ASTAY INVESTMENT

CEO

+90532 241 58 11

atillaozturk@yahoo.com

17

MUSTAFA ÇİFTÇİ

FATIH DISTRICT MUNICIPALITY

DEPUTY MAYOR

+90 533 603 21 52

mciftci52@gmail.com

18

DR.MİMAR SİNAN GENİM

TAÇ FOUNDATION

PRESIDENT

+90532 211 31 64

sinangenim@yenilem.comtr

19

SAİME YENİŞAN

WORLD HERITAGE VOLUNTEERS
FOUNDATION

MEMBER

+90 530 294 09 46

saimey@tnn.net

20

BİLGE AKCAN

WORLD HERITAGE VOLUNTEERS
FOUNDATION

MEMBER OF ADMINISTRATIVE
BODY

+90 505 495 35 23

bilgeakcan@gmail.com

21

MELDA ÖZBAY

WORLD HERITAGE VOLUNTEERS
FOUNDATION

MEMBER

+90 532 450 24 06

melda57@yahoo.com

22

KASIM ZOTO

TUROB

GENERAL COORDINATOR

+90532 217 06 17

kasımzoto@gmail.com

23

EKREM USTA

TURSAB

II. PRESIDENT

+90 533 502 11 70

ekrem@feztravel.com

24

VİKİ CİPRUT

SULUKULE PLATFORM

MEMBER

+90532 451 57 01

vikicho@gmail.com

25

ASLI KIYAK İNGİN

SULUKULE PLATFORM

MEMBER

+90542 347 62 41

aslikiyak@celikdizayn.com

26

DERYA NUKET ÖZER

SULUKULE PLATFORM

MEMBER

+90542 771 83 71

deryanuket@gmail.com
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27

KORHAN GÜMÜŞ

IYD

MEMBER

+90 533 969 37 51

korhangms@gmail.com

28

ÖMER FARUK EROL

IRCICA

RESEARCHER

+90 537 325 84 13

omerfarukerol@gmail.com

29

SEÇİL ERDEN

FOUNDATION FOR RAISING CULTURAL
AWARENESS

COORDINATOR

+90533 248 00 40

secil@kulturbilinci.org

30

GÜLAYŞE EKEN

SITE MANAGEMENT DIRECTORATE

URBAN PLANNER

+90532 365 96 05

ekengulayse@gmail.com

31

SÜMEYRA YILMAZ

SITE MANAGEMENT DIRECTORATE

COMMUNICATION SPECIALIST

+90212 455 37 75

smyrylmz@gmail.com

32

YEŞİM BÖREK

SITE MANAGEMENT DIRECTORATE

URBAN PLANNER

+90212 455 37 78

yesimcengizborek@gmail.com

33

SEÇİL ŞAHİN

SITE MANAGEMENT DIRECTORATE

URBAN PLANNER

+90212 455 37 78

secilergen@gmail.com
secil.sahin@ibb.gov.tr

34

FATMA KUŞ

SITE MANAGEMENT DIRECTORATE

ART HISTORIAN/ARCHAEOLOG

+90212 455 37 70

fatma.kus@ibb.gov.tr

ÖZNUR KOTBAŞ

SITE MANAGEMENT DIRECTORATE

INTERPRETOR

+90212 455 37 70

oznur.kotbas@ibb.gov.tr

35

JUNAID SOROSH-WALI

UNESCO World Heritage Committee

PROGRAMME EXPERT

36

PAUL DRURY

ICOMOS INTERNATIONAL/DRURY
McPHERSON PARTNERSHIP

EXPERT/PARTNER

j.sorosh@unesco.org

+447860 403248
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NAME-SURNAME

KURUMU

GÖREVİ

ORGANIZATION

TELEFON-FAX

POSITION

PHONE-FAX
0532 322 16 06

E-MAİL

1

HALİL ONUR

SITE MANGEMENT
DIRECTORATE

SITE MANAGER

mimarhalilonur@gmail.com

2

JUNAİD SOROSH-WAL.

UNESCO-World Heritage
Committee

PROGRAMME SPECIALIST

3

PAUL DRURY

ICOMOS/

EXPERT/PARTNER

+447860 403248

pdrury@dmpartnership.com

4

MURAT TUNÇAY

DRURY McPHERSON
IMM/KUDEB

DIRECTOR

0532 241 09 70

murat.tuncay@ibb.gov.tr

5

TALİP TEMİZER

FATİH MUNICIPALITY

DEPUTY MAYOR

0532 401 71 96

taliptemizer@fatih.bel.tr

6

MUSTAFA ÇİFTÇİ

FATİH MUNICIPALITY

DEPUTY MAYOR

0533 603 21 52

mustafaciftci@fatih.bel.tr

7

M.KEMAL ÖZDEMİR

FATİH MUNICIPALITY

DEPUTY MAYOR

0533 463 64 57

mkemalozdemir67@yahoo.com

8

SEMA ÖZYILMAZ

FATİH MUNICIPALITY

ETUDES AND PROJECT DIRECTOR

0532 581 27 05

semaozyilmaz@fatih.bel.tr

9

AYLA SERPİL BAĞRIAÇIK

IMM COUNCIL

HEAD OF EU&FOREIGN AFFAIRS
COMMISSION

0542 210 14 49

serpil.bagriacik@gmail.com

10

NİLÜFER TÜRÜTGEN

FATİH MUNICIPALITY

ADVISOR

0533 373 43 88

niluferturutgen@fatih.bel.tr

11

Doç. Dr. PINAR ÖZDEN
(Assoc.Prof. Dr.)

ISTANBUL UNIVERSITY

MEMBER OF COORDINATION
AND INSPECTION BOARD

0532 423 24 62

pinozden@istanbul.edu.tr

HEAD OF SUPERIOR BOARD
DEPARTMENT

0554 720 20 33

mehmet.gurkan@kultur.gov.tr

j.sorosh@unesco.org

SITE MANAGEMENT DIR.
12

MEHMET GÜRKAN

MINISTRY
AND
CHAMBER OF
OF CULTURE
URBAN PLAN.
TOURISM

mgurkan67@gmail.com
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13

SEVİNÇ ÖZEK

14

İPEK ÖZBEK

15

BURÇİN ALTINSAY

16

Ministry of Culture and Tourism

ARCHITECT

+90 534 332 68 52

sozek77@gmail.com

URBAN PLANNER

+90 312 310 49 60/1204

iozbek72@yahoo.com

ICOMOS TURKEY

RESTORER ARCHITECT

0 532 686 88 07

baltınsay@superonline.com

ZEYNEP ENLİL

UNESCO TURKEY

INTANGIBLE CULTURAL
HERITAGE DEP. MEMBER

+90 532 384 93 36

enlil@yildiz.edu.tr
zeynepenlil@gmail.com

17

E.FÜSUN ALİOĞLU

ICOMOS, TURKEY

MEMBER, PROFESSOR

0532 562 68 81

fusun.alioglu@khas.edu.tr

18

NUR AKIN

ICOMOS,TURKEY

MEMBER, PROFESSOR

0532 482 56 22

nurgunkut@gmail.com

19

BUKET BAYDEMİR

İSTANBUL NUMBER I REGIONAL
CONSERVATION BOARD FOR
RENEWAL AREAS

URBAN PLANNER

0505 337 02 33

buketbaydemir@gmail.com

20

CANSU SAĞLAM SAMUK

İSTANBUL NUMBER I REGIONAL
CONSERVATION BOARD FOR
RENEWAL AREAS
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yesimcengizborek@gmail.com
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6.7.
ICOMOS COMMENTS ON THE MANAGEMENT PLAN
FOR THE HISTORIC AREAS OF ISTANBUL, January 2012.
1.

Background:
In decision 35COM 7B.111, at its 35th Session (Paris, 2011) the World Heritage Committee
made the following recommendations for the revision of the Management Plan for the
Historic Areas of Istanbul:
7. Acknowledges the efforts of the State Party in the preparation of a draft
management plan but considers that the submitted outline of the draft plan falls
short of the wide ranging, multi-disciplinary and effective document that is needed,
and should be further developed to set out an effective protection and conservation
framework and a robust management system that will involve relevant stakeholders,
encourage dialogue between authorities and involve citizens and their interest
groups and adequately responds to the major challenges that face the historic urban
landscape of the city; (35COM 7B.111)
In September 2011 the State Party submitted a revised Management Plan (MP). In January
2012 a copy of the final approved Management Plan was also submitted. ICOMOS has
reviewed both these documents and offers the following comments.

2.

Overview:
The Plan has been developed for the Istanbul Metropolitan Municipality by a Project Team
of 18 people, with the advice of 12 specialists (including a transport specialist, lawyer, art
historians and an architecture specialist) and under the direction of the Steering Committee
that comprises members of staff of three universities and the Head of the Executive Board. It
has emerged from a series of Workshops and Conferences.
The Site Manager stresses that the Plan was prepared by a wide range of stakeholders from
central and local governments, universities, non-governmental organisations and local
inhabitants coming together to set out a vision for the property.
The Management plan covers the four sites that make up the Historic Sites of Istanbul but
also the wider Istanbul Historic Peninsula. It is stated that ‘The board considered the fact
that the other heritage sites also bear “outstanding universal value” and that the Istanbul
Historic Peninsula has been a national protected site as a whole since 1995. The Advisory
Board have also emphasized that Beyoglu, Eyup, Bogazici, Uskudar and Kadikoy which
surround Istanbul Historic Peninsula are each unique districts due to their cultural heritage
and natural characteristics and were also declared as protected sites on different dates
accordingly’. It is thus stated that it was not deemed appropriate to consider the areas of the
historic peninsula outside the four inscribed sites as a buffer zone but rather as sites of value
in their own right.

There is thus no differentiation made between the inscribed areas and their wider setting of
the Historic Peninsula; the plan in general covers both, although the Action Plans and
Projects relates to the four areas of the serial nomination.
The Plan is set out in four sections:
1. Definition of the Plan area, its significance, historical development, legal, socio-economic
and land-use parameters, transport and planning systems and current zoning.
2. Management Plan Vision, principles and policies, strategies and actions – for individual
areas; management organisation
3. Projects on management, conservation, perceptions, awareness raising, visitor
management and for specific areas of the property
4. Revision and updating process, budget, work programme, evaluation

3.

General Comments
Overall the revised Plan is a notable improvement on the plan previously received in March
2011. The Plan is now highly aspirational and seeks to address the key structural issues
facing the Historic Peninsula as a basis for the conservation of cultural heritage. It aims to
harmonise legislative, transportations, conservation, tourism and renewal approaches across
the Plan area.
The Plan focuses on addressing key current weaknesses related to understanding of this site
and to its lack of coordinated approaches and putting in place necessary strategies and
policies, and undertaking capacity building.
The Plan provides a good profile of the Historic Peninsula gathering together data on recent
planning issues, projects, land profile, earthquake sensitivity and so on.

4.

OUV and Attributes of OUV
The Plan then sets out the Statement of Outstanding Universal Value (OUV) of the series of
four sites and provides very helpful profiles of the individual areas– with plans and details of
their surviving protected buildings and retentions of street patterns, and details of their
population density, land use, green areas, facilities for tourism, transport links, etc.. It lists
relevant protection and current conservation plans.
The one aspect that needs to be strengthened is the relationship between OUV and the four
areas in terms of the attributes that convey OUV. Currently this is missing from the Plan and
it is a crucial part of what needs to be managed. How do each of the four areas contribute to
OUV? How do they relate to each other and the Peninsula?
Strategies are suggested for prompting the OUV of what are seen as four individual World
Heritage Sites. What is needed is a wider understanding of how the four sites relate to each
other and the Peninsula. They are not individual World Heritage Sites but part of an overall
serial property and share one Statement of OUV.
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Although the Plan is to cover the whole of the Historic Peninsula, the prelateship between
the four sites and the Peninsula is not set out clearly in terms of how the area of the
Peninsula supports the attributes of OUV. Within the Peninsula zones are delineated that
have densities of cultural properties, some of which contribute to the overall Silhouette of
Istanbul and a fair assessment is made of their vulnerabilities and the need to address
shared problems in a more coordinated and prioritised way.

5.

Knowledge of OUV
The Plan acknowledges that: ‘in societies whose social awareness and consciousness have
not yet formed sufficiently, conservation of historical‐cultural heritage requires a powerful
public management input’. Strategies are set out for strengthening perception of the World
Heritage site but these need to be based on this understanding of the attributes of OUV.
Objective IVH2 acknowledges the “absence of sufficient written and visual, easily
understandable and accessible documents to ensure that the Historic Peninsula is
adequately perceived by visitors and users”. Heightened awareness of the value and
attributes should be promoted not just for visitors but more widely to decision makers. This
is acknowledged in further strategies that set out the need to training and awareness raising
– which will be crucial to support the whole implementation of the Plan. The idea of a
‘knowledge infrastructure’ as set out in Objective VH1 to address what is acknowledged as a
very light general understanding of cultural heritage amongst key stakeholders through a
training unit is to be strongly commended.

6.

Historic Peninsula:
The idea of a Plan for the whole historic Peninsula is to be strongly commended – in terms of
allowing greater coordination and prioritisation across all disciplines to address common
issues and the coherence and visual integrity of the large area.
But how the defined zones support the four inscribed sites needs to be better articulated, in
terms of relating their attributes to OUV , and their role as the setting for the four inscribed
sites, as a basis for adaptive management. This will be particularly important in relation to
Impact Assessment as envisaged in Project II-PP7. It will also be important for other project
which refer to the need to take account of cultural heritage – such as in the case of
transportation and parking projects. An understanding of the attributes within the four sites
and across the historic peninsula that contributes to OUV will be crucial to the effectiveness
of many project and policies. It should also contribute to more precisely defined monitoring
indicators.
The Cultural Identity of the Peninsula is mentioned in Objective V1H5 and it would be good
to relate this concept to OUV.

7.

SWOT analysis:
Problems relating to the area are picked up in part in Section 1.10 on zoning and then again
in the SWOT analysis. Although the SWOT analysis covers a broad range of issues, some very
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critical issues such as a lack of coordination and conflicts of interest arising between various
bodies would benefit from being more explicitly defined. Development pressures, which are
a major concern around the historic peninsula and the walls, are not mentioned. Law 5366
should not be seen as an opportunity, whereas the richness of the heritage, its historic links
from China to Western Europe and Istanbul as a globally recognised destination could be
emphasised.

8.

Policies and Actions:
Section 2.2 Management policies are quite general and it is often unclear how they translate
into coordinated actions. It is noted that these were generated through participatory
workshops, which is commendable, but it would be useful if they could be refined and
coordinated with one another.
Section 2.3 moves onto expanding management objectives under seven umbrella headings
with action points against each objective. The tables that follow each section are clear to
follow and identify responsible parties for the implementation.
Taken as a whole some of the actions appear to be vague and often un-implementable or
may be too long term to be effective. In many cases how the action will be implemented is
not given or worked out. In IIH1 for example problems relating to current tendering
procedures for conservation projects is clearly recognised as a problem, but no
implementable solution is provided amongst the actions. In another point ‘effective
supervision of construction work is called for’, but again it is unclear how this will be
implemented.
A majority of actions fall to the Site Management Directorate and the Istanbul Metropolitan
Municipality to implement, but their capacity to be able to do so is not clarified.

9.

Management system
Bringing together a wide group of stakeholders to prepare the Plan, through meetings and
Workshops, is a good basis on which to start collaborative, adaptive management.
However, as the Plan sets out the challenges are legion: ‘Although conservation is
considered as an area of public service in principle, due to the high number of
conservation‐related public institutions and several conservation statuses set forth by laws
in our country, problems such as disorder, multi‐headedness and gaps occur in the
implementation process. This disorder, which can be observed in both the corporate
structure and the legal structure, poses a significant problem in relation to matters relating
to conservation. With regards to the issue of natural and cultural environment, practically
every public institution participates in the process in one way or another (The Ministry of
Public Works and Settlement, 2009).’
The Plan sets out the multicity of public bodies involved in the administration of the
Peninsula. Coordination is focused on the Site Management Directorate which consists of
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the Site Manager, Advisory Board, Coordination and Supervision Board as well as a
Supervision Unit to be constituted within the structure of the Site Management Directorate
during the implementation period of the Site Management Plan when required. It is not
clear what resources the Site Management Directorate will have for its Coordination work.
Once the Plan has been approved by the Coordination and Supervision Board of Istanbul Site
Management Directorate, the implementation will commence in line with “Regulation
Concerning Procedures and Principles Concerning the Determination of the Establishment,
Duties and Management Areas of Site Management and the Board of Monuments”.
Public institutions and establishments, municipalities, and natural and legal entities are
obliged to comply with the management plan. Authorized administrations have the
authority to give priority to the services within the scope of the plan and to allocate the
necessary funds in their budgets.
Sufficient funds will be deposited to the budget of the General Directorate of Bank of
Provinces and then be remitted to municipalities for the execution of Development Plan for
Conservation – which is effect part of the Management Plan projects. It is also noted that
protected property will be exempted from certain charges.
The Plan will be delivered through a five-year Actions Plan. This includes 49 projects are
listed of which 11 are short-term. Overall the identified projects will need to bid for funds
from the bodies identified as responsible institutions for each project.
The Plan sets out a process whereby the Plan will be revised and updated annually. A
process called ’Report acquisition’ is outlined to monitor and supervise developments at
every stage of the implementation process
Additionally, the need to share knowledge and experience is stressed in order to contribute
to the culture of cooperation as part of the updating process.
The management system that the Plan sets out is still to be tried in practice and clearly this
is one of the aspects that will be reviewed. What is not set out in the Plan id how conflict
resolution might be addressed. The various high profile infrastructure projects over the past
few years have brought into focus the need for an overall management system and
management plan in order to set out a structured approach to impact assessment based on
a clear understanding of OUV and its attributes. What is not clear from the Plan is how
awareness of cultural heritage in the context of OUV will be incorporated into plans at the
earliest stage, not how impact assessments will be interrogated.
As set out above, there is a need to strengthen specifically an understanding of the
attributes of OUV as a basis for these processes in order to ensure the management system
is fundamentally linked to a shred understanding of these attributes.

10.

Coordination with Other Plans
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The Management Plan overlays a raft of other plans for the various municipalities. Notable
are the Conservation Plans. Section 1.9.2 provides excerpts from the Fatih Masterplan for
Conservation. This is an urban plan with various conservation zones worked up. It is
essential that the MP and this plan are overlaid and can work together for discernible
management practices to emerge at the site. Without more details of Master Plans such as
these, some of the objectives of the Management Plan remains unclear.
p.62: Reference is made to law 5366 for Renewal Projects, especially in the context of the
Fener Balat neighbourhood (currently outside of the World Heritage property boundaries)
and the Sulukule area. This legislation and particularly the ways in which it is being
interpreted has been criticised. The proposals for Fener Balat, that are about to go ahead,
will see the demolition or loss of historic fabric in the creation of larger urban blocks and
new build schemes that only retain some of the original facades. The Plan does not address
these specific issues.

11.

Summary
ICOMOS welcomes this revised Management Plan which has been much enlarged in scope
since the first draft. We also welcome a focus on the whole of the Historic Peninsula.
ICOMOS notes that it is the intention to review the Plan on an annual basis and on the basis
of cooperation and sharing knowledge and experience. The Plan set out so far is presumably
the framework upon which more can be built.
Set out above are comments on the work achieved so far. In the context of the first Annual
Review, ICOMOS would like to suggest that consideration is given to the following:
1. Stressing the links between the four sites that form the serial property and that they
form one World Heritage site not four.
2. Setting out the attributes that convey OUV, overall for the four sites.
3. Defining the links between the four sites and the zones of the Historic Peninsula in order
to understand how the neighbouring zones contribute to the attributes of OUV and to
the setting of the inscribed property.
4. Focus developing knowledge of cultural heritage more specifically on OUV and the
attributes of OUV
5. Articulate development threats
6. Refine and coordinate management policies
7. Refine projects to make them more achievable
8. Amplify the process of overlay between the Management Plan and other Plans such as
Conservation and Renewal Plans

ICOMOS
Paris, January 2012
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6.8.
EXTRACTS FROM PRESENTATIONS PROVIDED BY THE
ISTANBUL METROPOLITAN MUNICIPALITY ON THE NEW
GOLDEN HORN BRIDGE
DESIGN SCHEDULE AND CONSULTATIONS
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OPTIONS COMPARED TO THE CURRENT ‘BASELINE’ DEGIN FOR THE STATION COVER
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CONCEPTS FOR THE ENTRANCE STRUCTURES AND LANDSCAPING
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Beyoğlu

The Peninsula
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