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ABSTRACT

CONFLICTS IN THE PLANNING PROCESSES OF LOCALLY
UNWANTED LAND USES (LULUs): CASE STUDIES INZM R

Land use planning is both a technical and a palitprocess in which many
different groups with multiple interests are afegtby planning decisions. While every
land use planning decision has a potential of ogrgatonflicts, Locally Unwanted Land
Uses (LULUSs) are the most conflict facing subjentsirban land use planning because
of their negative externalities such as health ct$feeconomic costs and harms to
environment. This thesis aims to find out the reasaf and solutions for the conflicts in
the planning processes of LULUs. The thesis focusesonflicts about three LULU
types including solid waste facilities, fisherieslaquarries inzmir, Turkey. Qualitative
research design is used with techniques includotychent analyses, media search and
in-depth interviews. In the case studies, the eusflare analyzed with a proposed
analysis method including issues for understandmdjresolving conflicts. These issues
are used to discuss characteristics and reasoogndificts and existing and proposed
conflict resolution methods. It is found that treasons of conflicts are not only the
negative effects of LULUs such as odor, pollutiamd anoise but also procedural
deficiencies such as lack of knowledge and lackst. The findings in case studies
supported the theoretical works concerning linotasi for the success of participatory
processes seeking for consensus. Conflict resaluéitiempts including symbolic

benefits rather than considering exact interestsazfl people should be rethought.

Key Words: Locally Unwanted Land Uses (LULUs), Land Use Plagn Planning

Process, Conflict Resolution, Solid Waste Facsitieisheries, Quarriegmir



OZET

YERELDE STENMEYEN ARAZ KULLANIMLARINI (LULU)
PLANLAMA SURECLER NDEK CATI MALAR: ZM R ALAN
CALI MALARI

Arazi kullan m planlamas c¢#li ¢ karlara sahip bir ¢cok farkl grubun planlama
kararlar ndan etkilendi hem teknik hem politik bir sirectir. Her arazi llemn m
planlama karar catma yaratma potensiyeline sahipken Yereldeenmeyen Arazi
Kullan mlar (LULU) sal a etkileri, ekonomik maliyetleri ve cevreye zararlgibi
olumsuz etkileri nedeniyle kentsel arazi kullan dantamas nda caimayla en cok
yuzle en konulardr. Bu tez yerelde istenmeyen arazi akufthlarnn planlama
sureclerindeki catmalar n nedenlerini ve ¢ézimlerini bulmay amaclitad r. Bu tez
Turkiye zmir'deki kat atk tesisleri, bal k ¢iftlikleri véa ocaklar n iceren 3 LULU
turd hakk ndaki catmalara younla maktad r. Belge analizi, medya aramas ve
derinlemesine mulakat tekniklerini iceren nitelikegatrma tasar m kullan Imtr.
Alan cal malar nda catmalar anlama ve ¢6zme konular n iceren dneriiangntemi
ile cat malar analiz edilmtir. Bu konular ¢at malar n 6zelliklerini ve sebeplerini ve
mevcut ve Oneri ¢atma ¢6zumu yontemlerini tartnak icin kullanIm tr. Cat ma
sebeplerinin yaln zca LULU’lar n koku, kirlilik vgurtlti gibi olumsuz etkileri del
ayn zamanda bilgi eksikli ve gliven eksiklii gibi strece yonelik eksiklikler oldu
bulunmutur. Alan cal malarnn bulgular uzlana arayan katlmc sureclerin
baarsnn kstlayclar hakkndaki kuramsal cahalar desteklemektedir. Yerel
halk n gercek ¢ karlar n dikkate almak yerine selikb¢ karlar iceren catma ¢6zimu

te ebbusleri yeniden danulmelidir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Yerelde stenmeyen Arazi Kullan mlar, Arazi Kullan m
Planlamas, Planlama Sireci, Cata C6zimu, Kat Atk Tesisleri, Bal k Ciftlikleri,

Ta Ocaklar, zmir
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

1.1. Aim

This thesis mainly concerns with the conflictstlie site selection processes of
locally unwanted land uses (LULUSs). LULUSs refer ttee land uses which may be
wanted regionally but opposed by local people wiihious reasons. Reasons include
both negative externalities of these land usespandedural factors such as distrust,
misinformation, economic and political reasons. Seheeasons cause conflicts between
decision makers and local people.

The research studies decision making procesdedidils and land use conflicts
with an aim of finding out the reasons of theseflotis and possible solutions to
resolve or minimize them. With this aim, the reshatonducts a case study on three
LULU types in zmir: solid waste facilities, fisheries and quasri#he case study aims
to demonstrate the site selection processes dahtiee LULUs and the conflicts lived

throughout their processes.

1.2. Problem Definition

Land use planning is a both technical and politacess in which many
different interest groups are affected by planrdegisions (Kaiser et al., 1995; Chabot
and Duhaime, 1998). It is defined as a rationalsi@e making process concerned with
the future use of the land determined technicajlypbofessionals including planners
who are hired and supervised by the State. Itl$ulivo basic social functions: an
economic function which aims at rationalizing lanske, based on market rationality,
and a political function of legitimization of théa®e (Chabot and Duhaime, 1998).

The purpose of land use planning is described ressireng wide variety of
interests are taken into account in planning proedsile deciding the future land use
pattern of an area (Kaiser et al., 1995; Jones.,e2@05). The interest groups include
elected and appointed officials from different llsvand departments of government,



developers and landowners from private sector,| lcesidents and other members of
the public that are affected by planning decisiomrpresentatives of other special
interests such as neighborhood preservation andoanvental conservation (Kaiser et
al., 1995; Jones et al., 2005) and land planneasséf et al., 1995). Land use planners
are both players and managers of the game. Theg hawevelop some special
capabilities — vision, comprehensiveness, technicahpetence, fairness, consensus-
building and innovativeness — to play this gameeylprepare plans which are the
records of a series of agreements among playerst alvays to deal with their
objectives, serving as a community dispute resmhutnechanism (Kaiser et al., 1995).

Land use planning, as a process affecting vatimgsests groups with multiple
interests, faces with conflicts (Jones et al., 2@8&tonen & Sairinen, 2010). Conflicts
between decision makers and opponents may be aboous reasons ranging from
personal gains to environmental balance. Theresaveral strategies to solve land use
conflicts. The need for alternative planning preesswith more public participation
rather than planner-centered planning is underlmedarious studies (such as Forester,
1987; Magigi, 2010).

The concept of “conflict” has an increasing impoxte in the area of planning.
Planning theory and related theoretical approa¢hess on developing methods and
techniques for resolving these conflicts. Besiteggislation in many countries started to
adopt approaches about finding solutions to casstlitherefore, it is crucial to work on
conflicts in land use planning and conduct casdissucontributing to both theories and
practice. There are many researches in the woddsfag on these subjects; however,
studies integrating practice with theory are few urkey.

Conflicts emerge in land use planning especialylevdealing with LULUs. As
LULUs cause externalities such as odor, noise, aogdtpollution, the groups which are
affected by siting decisions show their negativepomses against LULUs (Popper,
1985; Ishizaka & Tanaka, 2003; Rogge et al.,, 20They use various ways of
protesting site selection decisions such as pubbbilizations, lawsuits and signature
campaigns, meetings, petitions and press releases.

Previous studies showed that the problems inssiection processes of LULUS
are usual in many countries such as USA, Koreaa@anBelgium, Japan, Spain,
Greece, China, UK and Portugal as well as Turkelge Pproblems require the
researchers in these countries to study processddha responsible institutions or

authorities to focus on reasons of the conflictaui@ et al. 2008; Kaliampakos et al.,

2



2011), factors affecting acceptance of land useBgiS, 1993; Liu, 1997; Steelman and
Carmin, 1998; Goncudu Eser & Luloff, 2003) and ways to solve confli¢tshizaka
and Tanaka, 2003; Kikuchi and Gerardo, 2009, Kgbakos et al., 2011; Chiou et al.,
2011). These studies successfully exemplified hieeretical debates in their case areas;
however, only a few studies made a comparison wbws LULU types. Besides, only a
few discussed the relationship between planningge® and conflicts with examples.
This thesis tries to fill this gap by finding outet procedural reasons of conflicts and
proposing issues to be considered in planning ge®se for preventing or resolving
these conflicts. Also, the thesis discusses theseepdural issues with examples of three
different LULU types with three different site sefi®n processes.

Only one article is found in Turkish literature kirey a literature review on
NIMBY (Not In My BackYard) syndrome related with ILWs; that is the work of
Palab y k and others (2010). Previous case studies Turkey reviewed in this thesis
do not focus on conflicts about LULUSs; they onlyaaxne some land uses which are
considered unwanted such as solid waste landBésé&r et al., 2006; Ersoy and Bulut,
2009; Ekmekcioglu et al., 2010; Sener et al., 2Q12011). These studies propose site
selection methods for one type of LULUs rather thaalyzing their conflicts. Unlike
these studies, this thesis tries to understanddawliss common underlying factors in
the conflicts of various types of LULUSs.

This research examines the LULU conflicts in a diom Turkey by using
similar qualitative research methods and techniqués the previous case studies on
LULU conflicts. It differs from them in terms ofying a method for analyzing LULU
conflicts. In addition, it searches the case basethr based, process based and LULU
type based factors influencing the conflicts.

Such a study searching the reasons of LULU cdsflend their possible
solutions contributes to both planning theory atahping practice in terms of issues
about participation, negotiation and consensudinglin site selection processes and
factors behind oppositions to LULUs. The thesisdgai decision makers or planners
facing LULU conflicts in practice in managing cdofs and designing smoother
processes.

Main arguments considered in this thesis are lésifs:

The site selection of LULUs is not only a technipabcess, but it is a more

complex problem having relations with underlyingisb factors and political

forces.



The conflicts about LULUs are not only caused bgaiwe effects such as odor
and noise but also caused by procedural issuesaideficiencies in sharing
information and lack of participation.

The solutions to LULU conflicts become difficult wh there are complex
diverse issues, huge amounts of interested peoplenabalance between their
political and economic powers.

1.3. Method

The research question of this thesis is: “Whattheereasons and solutions of
conflicts in the site selection processes of LULkszmir?” This question is answered
with the help of following sub-questions:

Why conflicts are emerged in the site selectiorcesses of LULUS inzmir?

(What are the reasons depended on LULU types,saqianning procedures or

site selection processes, locations, etc.?)

How can these conflicts be resolved or minimizadhgt kinds of solutions are

experienced inzmir and which conflict resolution proposals inahewould be

suitable for these cases?)

As the research questions ask “why” and “how”, tlagearch is designed to be
qualitative. The question inquires subjective dateh as opinions, emotions and
perceptions of people interested with site selactef LULUs and asks for
understanding both reasons and underlying factiokdJaU conflicts. The scale of the
questions focusing on local characteristics anccthesal relations (Sayer, 1992; Gatrell
et al., 2005) are other reasons of selecting gk research design.

To answer the research question the researchrisufated in the following
steps:

1% step — preliminary data collection: Databases, previous thesis, journals,
books, and web based sources are searched tdhérgkeheral concepts about the thesis
subject. The findings in this review guided thelioetof the thesis proposal.

- The databasesaccessed from library ofzmir Institute of Technology are
searched with keywords such as “locally unwantead laises”, “planning
process limitations” and “planning process condlictThe databases include

journals, e-books, book chapters, dissertationg@paoirts.



- Previous thesedrom Turkey are searched from the archive of Natiorhesis
Center of Council of Higher Education. However, thesis studying LULU
concept is found. There are theses about only fipagpes of LULUs from
various disciplines such as environmental engingermarine sciences and
technology, landscape architecture, mine engingeaid sociology. The theses
using keywords “solid waste disposal area”, “fisé&r “quarries” and
“NIMBY” are also collected.

- Journals such as Journal of Environmental Policy & Plannidgurnal of the
American Planning Association, Journal of Plannimgrature and Journal of
Environmental Management are searched with sirkédgwords.

- Theweb-based sourceare also skimmed.

2" step - review of the literature to understand conepts and draw a
theoretical frame: A study on LULUs may be based on several theokes.example,
if the researcher studies the best location for USLlor the appropriate urban form
which minimizes the externalities of LULUSs, then/'stee may use urban form theories
or location theories. Studies focusing on the ¢ffexf land use changes on conflicts
between social classes or transformation of sayiatems through conflicts may use
social conflict theories. Studies aiming to fine ttommunity based factors in success
of stopping LULUs may ultilize collective behavitvebry or social movement theory. If
the research focuses on LULU siting impacts on @rypvalues, the researcher may
review theories such as hedonic price theory. @rother hand, if the researcher tries to
find out which planning process causes less cardfid ULUs or what is the effect of
participatory or communicative approaches in deaishaking processes of LULUs to
possible conflicts, then he/she may make use oinpghg theories. As this research aims
to understand, analyze and resolve the conflictplamning processes of LULUS, it
focuses mainly on planning process theories ratih@n substantive theories. These
discourses are revisited in this thesis in the scop LULUs. The debates about
planning process and the emphasis on collaboratidecommunicative approaches in
planning literature trigger the research process.

While a significant part of the theoretical chaptecludes planning process
theories, some other theoretical works considematgted issues such as conflict types,
interest groups and conflict management strategiesalso utilized. The theoretical

frame is drawn with two interrelated aims: to urstend and analyze conflicts



(including characteristics and reasons of conflicaed to minimize and resolve
conflicts.

39 step - examining previous case studie®esides theories, similar studies
focusing on previous practices are reviewed. Twoupgs of 32 case studies are
examined due to their contents:

case studies on site selection methods of LULUs

case studies on conflicts in site selection praes$ LULUS

The first group of studies includes seventeenistutbcusing on one type of
LULU such as solid waste disposal areas or hazard@ste facilities. They proposed
LULU site selection methods such as multi-critaaraalysis methods, combination of
the multi-criteria analysis and geographic infonimatsystems (GIS), simple screening
models and combination of stakeholder analysis spatial multi-criteria evaluation.
Besides these quantitative methods, community bagpgdoach and communicative
approach were also proposed. The site selectiohadetproposed in the first group of
previous case studies are utilized in the evalnatind recommendation part of the
thesis.

The second group of studies includes fifteen s&iffocusing on various LULUS
such as prisons, renewable energy facilities, eaiee waste facilities, mines and
greenhouse clusters. Most of these studies analymae than one case. They used
various research methods to analyze the processksling aspects such as interest
groups, conflicts and their resolution techniqu@salitative research design is the most
used methodology in previous case studies in thisigg The techniques used in
qualitative analyses were interviews with interggtups, coding the answers to the
questions in interviews, regulatory documentatioh rewspapers, categorizing
comments on public hearings, and content analyi® amount of studies using
quantitative analyses with techniques such as muestires, telephone surveys and
statistical models are less. The review of the seéogroup of previous case studies
guided the thesis in terms of case methodologyil&ino most of them, this thesis has
a qualitative research design.

The studies using interviews in this second gratg examined in detail. The
examination included the types of interviews anrwviewees, number of interviews
and cases of the eight studies. They are utilirediatermining these details in the
thesis. The acceptable types and amounts of iet@syiinterviewees and case studies in

previous researches with similar subjects are fouitid the help of this review.



4" step — case studyThe conflicts in site selection processes of LULbSs
zmir are selected as case studies. The LULUs deeted because they are the most
conflict facing land uses in land use planning peses.zmir is selected because of
two reasons. The first reason is thanir is the third biggest city in Turkey in termg o
population and has ongoing site selection conflidisut various land uses. The bigger
the population of the city is the more problemsus@bout planning. The second reason
of zmir choice is the ease of access to informati@chdata.

The conflicts in site selection processes of solaste facilities, fisheries and quarries
are studied to understand the reasons of con#ictsto discuss possible solutions to
minimize these conflicts. Before selecting thesea¢l . ULU types, LULUS inzmir are
listed with the guidance of the table including LWlexamples found in the literature.
LULUs in the table are used as keywords in newspaparch to find whether there
have been any conflicts about these land usesrmr. The list including LULU
examples inzmir is enriched by the Environment Report amir Bar Association

( BA, 2012) and the interview with the head amir Branch of the Chamber of City
Planners. 35 conflict facing LULUs are found. Trag ranked due to the intensity of
the conflicts. Among those, nine LULUs which wenetpsted by local people with
meetings and took place in media more than otherselected. These are

mines including quarries and gold mines,

electricity generating stations especially therpiahts and their ash landfills,

waste related land uses especially solid wasteodasites,

communication towers,

watching stations,

entertainment facilities with loud music,

dams,

shopping malls

fisheries.

The research is designed to be qualitative; thezefa small amount of case
studies are decided to be examined in detail. elfselid waste facilities, fisheries and
quarries) are chosen and others are subtractedisecd several reasons. The case of
dam in zmir, Yortanl Baraj located in Allianoi, was wad by local people because
of the need of water for their agricultural acies, but it was not wanted by other

people who wanted to protect the ancient valuesvélsas the dam example, shopping



malls are also usually wanted by local people mitwanted by other people iamir
due to various reasons such as replacing publicespancluding stadium, park and
university area. Reasons for subtracting other fdutUs include availability of the
data, research safety and accessibility of parties.

The research is designed including research tquakeiand sources of data and

information for the case (Table 1).

Table 1. Research design for case study

Frame of the Research | Research Techniques Data & Information Sources
action reports of Metropolitan
document analysis andMunicipality and public institutions|,
media search reports of chambers, newspaper
press releases
clarifying characteristics angd TurkStat, web-pages of public
statistics of LULUs inzmir institutions
learning planning decisions document analysis plans
finding locations of existing GoogleEarth, 3D City Map ozmir
and proposed LULUs Metropolitan Municipality
dplans, planners, other professiona
in decision making institutions,
regulations and laws
understanding conflicts, di hang | MEwspapers, press releases, photos,
reasons, interest groups, media search an videos, reports against LULUSs, blogs
interviews : ;
types of responses of opponent groups, all interviewees
newspapers, planners, other
professionals in decision making
institutions

confirming LULUS in zmir

U7

document analysis

document analysis

: : . S
learning the planning procesdocument analysis an

of LULUs in zmir interviews

learning solutions proposed media search and
by responsible institution interviews

Document analysis, media search and in-depthvietgrtechniques are used in
data collection like most of the previous reseascfidée use of the combination of these
technigues provides the data triangulation anceases the validity of the data.

- Document analysis:Data from the archives of local institutions an@®ls are
collected. Plans fromzmir Metropolitan Municipality, press releases aodurt
decisions from chambers, photos from local peoplgntories and other documents
from local institutions are obtained.

- Media search: The web-based archives of two national (MilliyadaHurriyet)
and a local newspaper (Yeni As r) including LULUaseare searched. The news since
2004 in Milliyet and Yeni Asr and since 1998 in idyiet are accessible in online
archives. The first search is for determining LULdszmir. All LULU types are used

as keywords in news search. In the second seatehsaflecting 3 types, news related
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with solid waste facilities, fisheries and quarries zmir are collected and read in
detail. The keyword search finds 1134 news froree¢hrewspapers and 259 of them are

related with the case studies (Table 2).

Table 2. Newspaper search

Solid Waste Facilities Fisheries| Quarries Total
0D T E o |BE|lvo|8E|lec|BE
=0 T3 S o303 =0 | g3
v < AN e) L <= o v <= o L < AN e}
Newspaper Newspaper = © g z9gL|zg|gL 20| ouU
Types | Names |58 52 58525852535z
H* 1 Z gz ¥ w2 ¥ #® Z
: Milliyet 201 31 76| 27 | 65 | 19 | 342 | 77

National —

Harriyet 59 3 113 39 | 171 | 16 | 343 58
Local Yeni Asr | 157 59 126| 47 | 166 | 18 | 449 | 124
Total 417 93 315| 113 | 402 | 53 | 1134 | 259

The findings of media search not only contribut@thie analysis of conflicts and
evaluation of processes but also guided the foligvsiteps of data collection. With the
guidance of these findings, case locations hostiognflict are listed and related actors
to be interviewed are determined. Seven conflidesaabout solid waste facilities
(Harmandal, Menemen, Tiesik, Gokdere-Kaynaklar, Menderes, Yamanlar and
Odemi), six cases about fisheries (Demircili, & k, Saip-Ambarseki, Kiciikbahce,
lId r -Gerence and Mord@n) and fourteen cases about quarries (Germiyanc Mg
Nohutalan, Ozbek, Karaburun, Kosedere, P naybBelkahve, Gokdere-Kaynaklar,
Cakmakl, Yenmi-Akalan-Ans zca, Cambel, Karakuyu-Yenikdy-Cileme dan
Ahmetbeyli) are found (Figure 1). The case studwsatered only conflict facing
LULUSs, not all solid waste facilities, fisheries guarries in the city.

- In-depth structured interviews: The main rules and important points of
interview technique stated in literature on methogyp helped this research in terms of
decision of the interview type, determination of thterview questions, selection of the
people to be interviewed and interpretation of fihndings. The previous studies using
this method are reviewed to understand their metihod research subject similar to the

thesis.
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Figure 1. Case studies

The type of interviews selected in this reseascltsiructured interview” which
is preferred when there are a large number of vieaees (Wellington and
Szczerbinski, 2007). This type is also selectedrder to facilitate the comparison of
various cases by using a set list of questions. §dree questions are asked to all
interviewed people for all cases of three LULUs.olimner words, the questions are
designed to fit all cases and to be clear for warieducation levels. Interview questions
are prepared to be clearly understood by both éxjp@&d local people. To manage this,
the questions are controlled by three people othan the researcher before the
interviews. A list of 19 questions in 5 groups uihg (1) site selection process, (2)
conflict process, (3) solution process, (4) wholecpss and (5) other LULUSs is
prepared (Interview Questions in Appendix A). Theestions in the former three

groups are analyzed in detail. The question abbatwhole process asked about
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additional comments and the answers are relatdd faitner questions; therefore they
are analyzed within former questions. The last tiiesis asked to find similar
perceptions about other LULUs but the answers didnclude expected results. Other
questions are mostly open-ended and asking foonsasThey are prepared with the
guidance of the issues to understand, analyzeeswve the planning process conflicts
about LULUs with the help of literature review.

The people to be interviewed with their namestitutsons, locations, related
LULU, phone numbers, addresses, ways to access dmehappointment details are
listed. They are selected from the parties involvedthe process. At least one
representative of each party related with procesdedecision making, conflict or
resolution are included. The list included 72 peofrbm public institutions, local
people, non-governmental organizations, private paomes and interviewees from
universities (Table 3). As one of the key actorup® is local people, most of the
interviews are done with headmen (Muhtar). On thigeio hand, university is not
directly included in the site selection, conflist r@solution processes so the amount of
their interviews is the least. As some interviewpesferred to be interviewed together,
60 interviews are conducted totally (List of intemws in Appendix B). The amount of
interviews is more than the majority of the simifaevious case studies, because they
examined one type of LULU while this thesis studiecte types of LULUSs.

The amounts of interviewees are 30 in solid wéastdity cases, 32 in fishery
cases and 38 in quarry cases. Their total exce@dsb@cause there are people
interviewed about all 3 cases. As some intervieveeeselated with all three cases, they
answered the questions for all. An example for ghissthe public institution giving
Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) Report. Gndther hand, some of them are
interviewed about only one case. For example, #&dimen spoke about only their
villages or quarters. Interviewees at odds witheotimterviewees may not wish their
views to be recorded on tape (Wellington and Sihizski, 2007). This research also
includes interviewees with opposing views; therefdape recorder is not used not to
disturb the comfort of the speakers. All speectrigten while interviewing unless the
people said “out of record”. After the interviewhet speeches are typed. Also, other
collected materials, maps and photos are recorded.
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Table 3. Amount of interviewees due to cases aodgy

Interviewed Groups

.TE-
S .
5| = g
=S| 8 g
g2 2|28
s|2lglel8| |5
Case Slo|lc|E|8 k=
S|l sl | S =2 8
LULUS = 2|32 E|2|5]|8
Harmandal 4| 4| 1| 1] - 3| 1|14
Menemen 3] 4| 1| 0Of - 2| 0] 10
_ Torbal -Takesik 3| 4 1| 1) - 3| 0|12
V?/(;Igtje Bornova-Gokdere&Buca-Kaynaklar 2| 4| 3| 1| - 2| 012
Facilities Menderes 2| 5/ 1] 1|- ] 2| 0]11
Yamanlar 4| 4| 2| 1] - 2| 0]13
Odemi - | 5/ 0/ 0]-1] 2] 0] 7
Sub-total (without duplications*) 6| 6| 8| 5| - 4/ 1|30
Urla-Demircili - 5 4| 1| 1| 2| 2|15
Seferihisar-S ac k - 5/ 5| 3] 1] 4] 3|21
Karaburun-Saip&Ambarseki - 5 1| 2| 0] 3] 2|13
Fisherieg Karaburun-Kiiciikbahce - | 5| 1| 3| 0| 3| 2|14
Ceme-lidr - 5] - 1] 1| 2| 2|11
Mordo an - 5 1| 0| 0] 2| 2|10
Sub-total (without duplications*) | - 5/ 7| 9| 2| 6| 3|32
Ce me-Germiyan - 5] - 1] 1] 2| 1]10
Urla-Ya c lar - 5/ 4] 1| 1] 2| 1|14
Urla-Nohutalan - 5 4| 1| 2| 2| 1|15
Urla-Ozbek - | 5| 4| 1] 1| 3] 1]15
Karaburun - 5/ 1] 0] 1] 3] 1|11
Mordo an-Kosedere - 5 1] 1| 1] 2| 1|11
Bornova-P narba - 5/ 2] 2| 2] 2| 1|14
Quarries| Bornova-Belkahve - | 5] 2| 0] 2| 2| 1|12
Bornova-Gokdere&Buca-Kaynaklar - 5| 2| 2| 1| 2| 1|13
Alia a-Cakmakl - 5/ 1| 1| 2| 2| 1|12
Kemalpaa-Akalan,Sutgller... - 5 1] 1] 1] 2] 1111
Kemalpaa-Cambel - 5/ 1| 1] 1| 2| 1|11
Menderes-Karakuyu,Yenikoy... - 5 1] 1] 1) 2] 1111
Ozdere-Ahmetbeyli - | 5] 1] 1| 1| 2| 1|11
Sub-total (without duplications*) | - 5(11| 14| 3| 4| 1] 38
Total (without duplications®*) 6| 8|17|/25| 5| 7| 4

*Duplications occur when an interviewee answergitiore than one cases
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The answers are collected in a table to find iraraon points or similarities. In
addition to similarities, the varieties and extreamswers are also important for such a
qualitative research. The answers are interpretel@rupre-defined headings in order to
answer the research questions.

Besides document analysis, media search and ietesy two meetings are
visited in this period. One of them was the meetdhe heads of the chambers of
Turkish Union of Chambers of Architects and Engrsg@MMOB) in zmir Provincial
Coordination Committee. The meeting was for disiogsshe topics for press release
about the proposed site for solid waste facilityvyimmanlar. All heads of chambers of
various professions told their reasons for opposingupporting the decisions. The
second meeting was the Board of Management of iSefar City Council. The
participators discussed about the further actiori®etdone against fisheries in & k.

In addition to the meetings, fisheries in Ild quarries in P narba and
Belkahve, and waste disposal site in Harmandalvesited. These visits facilitated the
observation of negative conditions of these LULW@snged in the interviews.
5™ step — content analysisContent analysis enables researchers to plargdepe and
critically evaluate their analyses by making intetptions of texts into analytical
narratives and extracting contents for finding #peccontexts and meanings
(Krippendorff, 2004; Zhang and Wildemuth, 2009).tlis research, textual data and
images collected with various techniques are aedlya find meanings and relations by
using content analysis method.

Interview researches are frequently subjectedtdent analysis (Krippendorff,
2004). This research also utilized the techniquegshs method. To code textual
material including both interview answers and datan other documents and media,
tabulation technique is used. After transcribinggiviews all different answers to each
guestion are listed in a table. This provided @it of all issues under main themes.
The table indicated what kinds of answers are givgrwhom for which case with
which frequency. It facilitated inferences of siamities or differences between answers
of interest groups and between answers for difteragses. The table is not added to the
thesis in order to prevent making reading boringhwduplicated issues, overusing
sheets of paper and disclosing personalities efirgwees.

6" step — evaluation: LULU conflicts in case studies are evaluated under
themes of ‘the analysis method of LULU conflictshieh is developed with the
guidance of theoretical works and previous casdietu The evaluation used the data
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collected in previous steps, the findings of intewis and media search and the
inferences gained from content analysis. A considerpart of the evaluation included
the comparison of the theoretical approaches wghfindings of case studies. Also, the
findings specific to the cases of this thesis aearched. The reasons of these
specifications are discussed.

The evaluation guided the recommendations forluésa of conflicts in case
studies. The theoretical works and previous cagdied facilitated the formation of
recommendations of this thesis.

Limitations in the interview processof this thesis are related with (i) changes
in the ongoing process, (ii) accessibility of iMewees, (iii) difficulties in maintaining
the privacy of interviewees and (iv) the awarenafssterviewees of being observed
and its effect to their answers. The first limibatis caused by the recent changes about
solid waste facility decisions. Processes about &fdar and Menderes started after the
thesis proposal; therefore, the amount of casegisased in the middle of the research.
These new decisions and conflicts caused a need $econd effort for the review of
media search and an increase in the amount ovievezes. Besides, some varieties in
answers of interviewees from the same case are Iss@use of the changes in the
ongoing process. Depending on the amount of irearsi and the difficulties in
accessing the interviewees, there may be montlhgebkattwo interviews. For example,
in Yamanlar case, the opponents of the solid whstdity proposal were only from
municipality in April, but the local people startea protest the LULU in the following
months and therefore the interviewee met in Noverdd that the opponents include
both municipality and local people.

The second limitation was the difficulty in acdegsinterviewees. As many
interviewees were managers of various institutionsnayors of municipalities, it was
difficult to get appointments for interviews. Somwfethem either have no time or do not
take care of academic studies. When they are matsaed or appointed, an assistant or
a technical person is interviewed.

The third limitation was the difficulty in proteoy the privacy of the
interviewees. In some cases, the interviewee amed ctse location could not be
emphasized together not to uncover the privachefiterviewee. For instance, stating
‘headman in X village’ uncovers the name of theiviewee; therefore it is hesitated to

state the location and headmen together in interfiredings.
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The fourth limitation was about the awarenessfaatfecting the answers of the
interviewees. As many other interview using redeascwhich are vulnerable to the
error of awareness of subjects of being observetesied (Krippendorff, 2004), this
research may be affected by this limitation in ectiing interview data. As the research
queries conflicts, the interviewees may be reluctarexpress all of their real opinions
about such a subject involving opposition agaitetesor its institutions. To overcome
this limitation, the interviews are conducted irfrigndly environment without using
tape recorders.

The phases of the research are summarized in #able

Table 4. Phases of the thesis research

2010 2011 2012 2013 2014

Phases of the Thesis Research Dec | June| Dec | June| Dec | June| Dec| June

Selection of the field of research an
topic
Taking related courses
Literature survey and review
Review of previous case studies
Identifying the methodology
Document analysis and Media Search
for Solid Waste Facilities
Presentation of thesis proposal
Document analysis and Media Search
for Fisheries and Quarries
Interviews
Evaluating the results
Preparing publications
Writing conclusions
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CHAPTER 2

LOCALLY UNWANTED LAND USES (LULUS) AND LAND
USE CONFLICTS: THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK

This chapter first introduces LULUs and then iwnigs theoretical works on
conflicts in land use planning. Land use plannisgone of the components of
comprehensive planning as a planning process agmraderefore, this research
analyzed theories on planning process in term#eif approach to land use conflicts.
Additionally, other theoretical works focusing owndlicts, land use conflicts and
LULU conflicts are also utilized not to skip impant insights.

LULU conflicts are not the only conflicts in lante planning; however, many
land use conflicts are related with LULUs. Whilers® theoretical works focus on
LULU conflicts, some others study land use cordligenerally and give LULU
examples without calling them LULU. No matter LULWs not, planning decisions
usually make changes on land uses. These changedlyubave impacts on local
people. In these situations conflicts occur becanfsthese negative impacts. While
some theories focus on explanation of these cadsflisome others also suggest
normative aspects. As providing the solutions nesuunderstanding the problems, this
research utilized both kinds of theoretical studeerms of two main interrelated aims:

(i) understanding and analyzing conflicts andr@golving and minimizing conflicts.
2.1. What are LULUS?

Locally unwanted land uses (LULUS) are land uséhk @& potential of facing
local conflicts in their site selection process€&hey are land uses or development
projects which may be regionally or nationally negdr wanted but are considered
objectionable by many people who live near thenabse of their negative externalities
such as being noisy, dangerous, ugly, smelly; gobyu increasing traffic; and lowering
property values (Popper, 1983 & 1985; Nordensta@941 Schively, 2004; Peyton,
2007).
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LULU examples include nuclear facilities, poweramtis, mines, factories,
airports, highways, prisons, detention centers ambkary installations (Table 5).
Although it is possible to classify LULUs in term$their effects, levels of dispute or
other various characteristics, this thesis grouped in terms of related functions. The
classification of Zeng (1995; quoted in Lai et 2D07) is utilized and modified. Eight
groups used in this thesis are energy, waste, indusansportation, housing, health,
and crime related LULUs and other non-grouped exesnp

The list does not include some land use types aaaipen spaces, because they
are regarded as ‘wanted’. On the other hand, hgusirusually a wanted issue, but
some types such as low income housing, sheltershiorhomeless, housing for the
mentally ill and halfway houses are found localiywanted by some scholars. Besides,
there are some land use groups which have bothedartd unwanted land uses. For
example hospitals are not included in LULU exampitesterature while some health
related facilities including rehabilitation clinicglrug treatment centers and mental
health facilities are regarded as LULUSs.

LULUs are found undesirable by hosting communitiesause of their local
effects although they may be beneficial for the Mhasociety (Popper, 1985;
Nordenstam, 1994; Peyton, 2007). Their existing gmdposed locations causes
negative responses because of these effects inglngigative environmental and health
impacts (Schively, 2004), social perturbations @émstam, 1994), negative
externalities such as noise, danger, smell, poltiraffic, property devaluation and
unpleasantness during construction (Popper, 198§%)tential threats to the
environmental safety and the economic value of gmypto adjacent communities
(Peyton, 2007). There may be real or perceived ceffgqNordenstam, 1994).
Environmentalists perceived them as unneeded,eilohfing to the region, being in the
wrong place, having poor siting or operating praged and being harmful (Popper,
1985).
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Table 5. Examples of LULUs

Groups LULU Examples References
Popper, 1983; Rogers, 1998; Baxter et|al.,
nuclear power plants 1999; Lam & Woo, 2009; Che et al., 2013
nuclear waste dumps Nordenstam, 1994
nuclear waste facilities Rogers, 1998; Chung, Kim & Rho, 2008
nuclear stations Mannarini et al., 2009
nuclear reactors Colebrook & Sicilia, 2005
nuclear weapon sites Greenberg et al., 2007
new nuclear research facilities Greenberg et al., 2007
nuclear waste managemént
facilities Greenberg et al., 2007
nuclear powered electricity
generating stations Greenberg et al., 2007
Popper, 1985; Feitelson, 2001; Schively,
2004; Courtright et al.,, 2010; Schaffer
power plants Boudet & Ortolano, 2010; Che et al., 2013
refineries Popper, 1983
strip mines Popper, 1985
limestone mine Steelman & Carmin, 1998
limestone quarries Eser & Luloff, 2003
energy boom-towns Popper, 1985
chemical plants Colebrook & Sicilia, 2005; Che et al., 2018
electricity generating stations | Greenberg et al., 2007
renewable energy technologig€ass & Walker, 2009
wind farms Cass & Walker, 2009
Energy wind energy projects Rogge et al., 2011
factories Popper, 1985; Greenberg et al., 2007
polluting factories Been, 1994
polluting (noise/gas) plants | Colebrook & Sicilia, 2005
industrial neighborhoods Popper, 1985
large industrial facilities like
liquefied natural gas (LNQG)
Industry terminals Schaffer Boudet & Ortolano, 2010
airports Popper, 1983; Popper, 1985; Feitelson, 2001
highways Popper, 1985; Greenberg et al., 2007
transportation facilities Nordenstam, 1994
transport infrastructures Mannarini et al., 2009
Transportationtraffic arteries Che et al., 2013
Popper, 1985; Eser & Luloff, 200B;
low income housing Schively, 2004
affordable housing Schively, 2007
slums Popper, 1985
Nordenstam, 1994;  Schively, 2007;
shelters for the homeless Courtright et al., 2010
housing for the mentally ill Peyton, 2007
homes for disabled people Eser & Luloff, 2003
Housing halfway houses Sellers, 1993; Schively, 2004

(cont. on next page)
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Table 5 (cont.)

Groups | LULU Examples References
Popper, 1985; Sellers, 1993; Greenberg &
Cidon, 1997; Rogers, 1998; Eser & Lulqff,
2003; Steelman & Carmin, 1998; Schively,
prisons 2004; Peyton, 2007; Courtright et al., 2010
Crime [detention centers Schively, 2007
Popper, 1983; Popper, 1985; Sellers, 1993;
Nordenstam, 1994; Been, 1994; Peeples,
2000; Kikuchi & Gerardo, 2009; Schaffer
hazardous waste facilities Boudet & Ortolano, 2010
abandoned hazardous waste site§ Greenberg & Cidon, 1997
hazardous waste incinerators Rogers, 1998
toxic waste dumps Courtright et al., 2010
Baxter et al., 1999; Peyton, 2007; Peeples,
waste disposal facilities 2000; Che et al., 2013
garbage disposal sites Popper, 1985
garbage dump sites Colebrook & Sicilia, 2005
waste dumps Been, 1994
solid waste facilities Nordenstam, 1994; Liu, 1997
Been, 1994; Baxter et al., 1999; Steelman &
Carmin, 1998; Feitelson, 2001; Colebrook| &
Sicilia, 2005; Lam & Woo, 2009; Schaffer
landfill Boudet & Ortolano, 2010
ash landfill Peeples, 2000
regional incinerators Greenberg & Cidon, 1997
Steelman & Carmin, 1998; Baxter et al., 1999;
Mannarini et al., 2009; Peeples, 2000; Lam &
incinerators Woo, 2009; Che et al., 2013
biomedical waste incinerators Sellers, 1993
Greenberg & Cidon, 1997; Feitelson, 20P1;
sewage treatment plants Che et al., 2013
recycling centers Peyton, 2007
markets for recycled products Greenberg & Cidon, 1997
Waste |waste or industrial facilities Schively, 2007
rehabilitation clinics Schively, 2004
drug treatment centers Eser & Luloff, 2003; Schively, 2007
mental health facilities Sellers, 1993; Schively, 2007
community living facilities fo
AIDS patients Sellers, 1993
services for stigmatized groups suich
Health [as HIV or mentally ill patients Mannarini et al., 2009
skid rows Popper, 1985
red-light districts Popper, 1985
some strip-development settings | Popper, 1985
entire downtowns Popper, 1985
military installations Colebrook & Sicilia, 2005
greenhouse clusters Rogge et al., 2011
Non- Rogers, 1998; Baxter et al., 1999; Eser &
grouped potentially noxious facilities Luloff, 2003
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LULUs are mostly related with NIMBY movement (Scély, 2004 and 2007,
Peyton, 2007; Mannarini, 2009). People having NIMBjproach mostly know the
need of the facility but do not want it near thelmsg in their neighborhoods, districts
or villages. NIMBY refers to the widely recognizethenomenon of the public’s
negative response to the siting of facilities pem@@ as potentially harmful and noxious
(Schively, 2004). These responses are mobilizatomppose the siting of LULUs with
various activities such as signing a petition, ipgrating in a demonstration, attending a
public meeting, and so on (Baxter et al., 1999;r®la, 2003; Mannarini, 2009). When
there is a NIMBY movement against LULUS, it becordé8cult to allocate these land
uses. On the other hand, it has a progressivetaffeclecisions by addressing issues
concerned by local communities. There is a changperspectives of scholars from
seeing NIMBY phenomenon as an irrational and gelfiovement to assessing it as

rational and politically legitimate (Lai et al., @D).

2.2. Theoretical Studies on Understanding Land Use Coriflts

Conflicts in planning processes are approacheduwsly within the changing
historical context of planning theories. This paftthe thesis introduces dominant
planning theories briefly and seeks to understamilicts from their perspective.

Planning theories before 1960sThe dominant approach in the period between

1945 and 1960 was comprehensive planning whichlgnaimed to improve welfare of

the society with the power of the state. Systenedrh and rational comprehensive
planning approaches emerged with their reason-baseld planner-centric decision
making proposals. Planning gained importance is fheriod with these approaches
considering social and economic conditions of sitihey have a potential of coping
with conflicts more than the previous design basggroaches considering only
physical and aesthetic qualities of cities (Kay202).

Systems Theory:Cities and regions are complex and dynamic systeftts
interconnected parts and land uses via transpamtadind communication in this
approach (Taylor, 1998; Allmendinger, 2002; Pallag®07). This approach emerged
with the critique of design tradition consideringly physical and aesthetic qualities

and missing the complexity of social and econonaieditions of cities (Taylor, 1998;
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Allmendinger, 2002). Policy analysis, forecastiagd cost-benefit analysis are some
methods of systems planning (Pallagst, 2007).

In systems understanding, rational utility is apeas in which the aim is to act
individually or collectively to maximize personatility (Allmendinger, 2002). This
aspect relates with one of the possible reasomsmficts in land use decision making
process. If every member of a community aims toimepe personal utility, they fail to
solve the problems in allocation of LULUs. At thiint, it is possible to use the
suggestion of this theory to planners to find waysnanage changes in the system.
Systems approach offers planning to use modelolistic understanding for change
and evolution in the city rather than models basedlosed systems.

Systems approach emphasizes that with enough corgqawer, all cities can
be modeled and that planning is a planner-cen&ahrical process depending on
professional opinion (Allmendinger, 2002). This qtois worth to discuss in terms of
conflicts in land use decision making process.llifstakeholders or individuals in a
system trust planners and their models, there woaltwer conflicts.

Comprehensive planning:Both scale and scope of planning is comprehensive
in this approach. It covers the whole city withoad range plan. Besides, this approach
addresses all functions of the city and considériaetors (Innes, 1996). The steps of
comprehensive planning are determining goals, suoveanalysis, plan preparation or
decision making, implementation of the plan, andleation (Kaya, 2002).

Its main assumption is that there is a unitary julbiterest. Three main
functions of comprehensive planners are to creataster plan, to evaluate proposals
of specialist planners and to ensure public intefEse search for planning goals is
more complicated for comprehensive planners thaniajists. Comprehensive planners
have to consider the whole framework in which gadlsociety are shaped. When there
is a conflict among goals in comprehensive plannalgcted officials act as arbiters of
conflict (Altshuler, 1995).

Comprehensive plans involve public promises whichyntause conflicts;
however, planners can manage them by carefullyidensg the language and content
of the commitments. As comprehensive plans careyweight of laws, the conflicts
arising from inconsistency of actions with plan Wwbbe decreased. When the land use
expectations of different parties are not fulfilldd comprehensive plans, the

disagreements are solved in courts (Beatley, 1989).
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Rational Comprehensive Planning: Rational planning theory differs from
comprehensive planning as it includes the methatkoision theories and techniques of
data collection, measurement and analysis. Itegltd means and focuses on planning
process rather than ends such as blue prints astnmans as comprehensive planning
produces (Reade, 1985). Planning is a rationaluevakutral, objective, non-
ideological, logical, scientific and valid decisiomaking process in which planners are
experts or research scientists (Reade, 1985; Allimger, 2002; Pallagst, 2007).

In a rational planning process, policy goals aegifibd, systematic analyses are
performed, alterative policies are generated araduated, best alternative is selected,
and finally performance is monitored (Allmending2002). In all these stages feedback
may return to previous one; therefore, rationahpiag is an ongoing and continuous
process (Taylor, 1998).

The objective and scientific process proposed is #pproach was the key
answer to all planning decisions and to possibiglimbs about land uses. If the decision
makers are thought to find best solutions, theoWalhg alternative approaches would
not be needed; however, the interest groups othen decision makers tend to
participate in planning processes especially d@ff@80s. The planning decisions could
not be implemented in practice as assumed inhkeisry.

Planning theories between 1960s-1980%Vith the effect of social movements

against the failure of welfare state policies andhwhe critique of unitary public
interest, participatory and pragmatic approachesrged after 1960s. These approaches
including incremental planning, advocacy plannieguity planning and democratic
planning tried to find solutions to procedural deshs such as implementation
deficiencies, neglected plurality of the societyl dack of participation of the citizens
(Kaya, 2002).

Incremental planning: In this approach, Lindblom (2003) proposed a metho
called Successive Limited Comparison Approach gmigion making as an alternative
to rational decision making model. This approachinets that capacity of human is
limited and therefore it is impossible to graspfaliction of the city and develop all
possible policies, and their all possible outconfdanners should make simplification
in dealing with the complex problems, and shouldstder the part of the city instead of
considering it as a whole. Policies should be dgyed in short-term, and step by step.
The assumption of unitary public interest is crtirl. It is claimed that society

comprises different social groups which have odferinterests which may cause
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conflicts in land use decision making. Limited nwambf policies should be introduced
to the related interest groups in order to provaie agreement by democratically
discussions (Lindblom, 2003). Lindblom’s “disjoidtencrementalism” approached
problems in small steps and argued for a more regy& approach (Healey, 1997).

Advocacy planning: Advocacy planning is based on the critique thatadistic
nature of society is neglected in the process aditional comprehensive planning.
Pluralist arguments suggest governmental actiongldpend on existing political
bargaining processes rather than long-range plgn&ome minority or disadvantaged
groups in the society are perceived to be excludéd. objective of planning is to
improve existing decentralized decision making psses. Plural plans representing all
of the interests in the city are accepted by adsypgalanning (Klosterman, 2003;
Davidoff, 2003).

In this approach, decision making is seen as aeMalden and subjective
process; therefore goals and objectives of the glawmuld be decided by different
interest groups rather than a planning group on@gelanners (Davidoff, 2003). This
point is directly related to the degree of acceptanf the plan by public. The more the
planning decisions are accepted, the less the iplgnorocess conflicts occur. As
planning literature includes studies focusing oa thequity in the decision making
process of some locally unwanted land uses, thpoagh seems to be a step for
solutions to their arguments; however, advocacyrptay does not describe how these
different plans of different groups would find anwmon decision. This approach
prepared a base for other participatory approashels as equity planning, democratic
planning, negotiative planning and collaborativenpling.

Equity planning: This approach accepts planning as a politicalerathan a
strictly scientific endeavor as rational comprelemspproach applies. Giving equal
standards to previously excluded groups is the rmagnment (Fainstein and Fainstein,
1996). Similar to advocacy planning, equity plamndeals with who gets what in the
planning process. This approach differs in focusomg providing more for groups
getting few. Creating opportunities for disadvaethgyroups is one of the duties of
planners. This approach criticized the centralizesh-down model controlled by
political and civic elites who had the resourcesd power (Krumholz, 2003).

Equity planning is emphasized by Krumholz facingpiementation difficulties
in planning practice of Cleveland between 1969 48d5 (Varady, 1994). Equity

planners deal with preventing conflicts especiallgpending on low-income and
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middle-income housing by supporting affordable hogis(Varady, 1994; Calavita and
Krumholz, 2003) and find tools to decrease cordli@rising from intergroup
inequalities and racial or ethnic division by usequity based criteria and help to find
ways for spatial control of the minority groups (Bas, 2002; Thomas, 2008).
Planning _theories after 1980s: The discourses of globalization and

postmodernism in 1980s affected the emergencewfapproaches in planning theory
including strategic planning, negotiative plannicgnsensus building, communicative
and collaborative planning. These approaches izetic the expert-driven decision
making process of rational comprehensive planning aroposed new roles for
planners such as mediating, negotiating and fatitg in planning process. The shift
from absolute rationality to communicative ratiagtyalwas seen as a solution to
conflicts in planning process (Kaya, 2002).

Strategic planning: This approach emerged with the need of managiaggds
in the societies including emerging political trenchajor demographic shifts, evolving
urban patterns, modern technologies and contemp@&@nomic factors. One of the
changing political trends includes NIMBY movemenbwing in various levels against
undesirable public services. Also, representatiemahds of various minority groups
are increased (Kemp, 1992a).

Baum (2003) described strategic planning as arrteffodefine organizational
mission, strategic goals and implementation togisabalyzing conflicting interests of
stakeholders, strengths weaknesses, opportunitidstiareats (SWOT). It includes
incorporation of private sector to nonprofit orgaations (Baum, 2003). Its steps
include scanning the environment, selecting keyeass setting mission statements or
broad goals, undertaking external and internal y@eal developing goals, objectives
and strategies with respect to each issue, devgogm implementation plan to carry
out strategic actions, monitoring, updating andhaggg (Kaufman and Jacobs, 1987).
Stakeholder intervention in the planning procegtésmain sign of strategic planning’s
approach to conflicts. Strategic planning enableklip officials to achieve a public
consensus on major problems (Kemp, 1992a).

Communicative planning, Collaborative planning, Negtiative planning,
Consensus building:Among theories of planning, these approaches ttjrémcus on
the conflicts in planning processes and seek faflico resolution strategies more than

other theories.
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These approaches are rooted from Habermasian fdearonunicative action.
Approaches that see planning as a communicativecaltaborative process emerged
with three main influences. These are the work @béimas who questions the
instrumental rationality, the work of Foucault wiaims production of knowledge
through language and meaning influence power oglatand the work of Giddens who
examines ways to interrelate through webs of seoelations (Allmendinger, 2002).

Main suggestion of these approaches is to creat@lague among interested
citizens, business and public administration. Réasinn this approach are negotiators
that resolve conflicts by providing compromises amaelated groups and actors
(Catanese and Synder, 1988 quoted in Kaya, 200Bnnés have a role of
safeguarding the interest of less powerful groupsthe society (Pallagst, 2007).
According to Forester (1987), mediated negotiatgirategies require planners to
exercise practical judgments. Mediated negotiatisnsceed in finding solutions to
local conflicts involving multiple interests by maf good sense politically, ethically
and practically.

Main aim of consensus building approach is to mtevcommon ground for
collectively searching the opportunities for mutbahefit. These approaches emphasize
the participation of all stakeholders to the plaignprocess to obtain consensus in
planning decisions (Khakee, 1998). Communicativanping is “the mediation of
community discourse rather than the creation @carrically rational plan” (Campbell
and Fainstein, 2003).

Planning as a social process through which waythioking, ways of valuing
and ways of acting are actively constructed byigpents (Healey, 1997). It becomes a
bargaining process when people do not agree on tkgtwant but do know how to
achieve alternatives (Christensen, 1985). Peoplenare integrated in planning process
than before. This participatory approach calledabarative planning is explained as a
new paradigm for planning practice (Margerum, 2002)

Conflicts are not only subjects of planning, bi#caére considered, studied and
tried to be resolved in many other conflict relatidciplines such as management,
politics and law. This research thus reviews cohflmanagement literature to
understand conflicts and management methods généfalunderstand conflicts, there
is a need to know the number of key issues in thigute, the number of people directly
involved in the conflict process and whether afeeted people are represented in the

conflict process (Andrew, 2001). Recognizing cantéliis needed for resolving them
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(Forester, 1999). Therefore, this part of the thé&stused on characteristics and reasons
of conflicts before discussing the conflict resmatapproaches and strategies.

2.2.1.Characteristics of Conflicts

Theoretical studies indicate various charactesstitconflicts including levels,
focuses, types of conflict, parties involved, s€igi¢s of opponents, and impacts of
conflicts on community (Godschalk, 1992; Kaiserlket 1995; Jehn and Mannix, 2001;
Sherman, 2003; Jones et al., 2005; Behfar et @08;2Lam & Woo, 2009; Whetten &
Cameron, 2011). Conflicts may have low or high lewe# disagreement. They may be
external or internal. They may occur between twdigs or within large groups of
people. These issues provide insights for undedsigncharacteristics of land use
conflicts.

Levels of conflict: Levels of conflict are based on the intensity clagireement.
These are (i) issues which are moderate disagrdsnadout technical problems, (ii)
disputes which are substantial disagreements alaaisolved and politicized issues,
and (iii) impasses which are stalemated disputeslving intense and overwhelming
disagreements (Godschalk, 1992). Issues mostlyudeclproblems “within a work
group, committee or other semi-formal body”. Disgmut emerge between
intergovernmental organizations involving electefficmls or working groups.
Impasses are disagreements in administrative lg=amm courts. Conflict intensity
increases from issues to impasses; therefore otineafity of forums and techniques of
conflict management increases from informal negjotia to arbitration (Godschalk,
1992).

Conflict levels are stated to vary from low to hi¢Bellers, 1993; Whetten &
Cameron, 2011). Not all levels have negative impdwtit moderate levels of conflicts
are beneficial for organizations (Whetten & Camei11).

Focus of conflict: Conflicts have two groups due to the substanceisygude:
people focused conflicts and issue focused cosflMdthen conflicts are issue focused,
the disputes are depending on competing ideasppatg interests or resources. When
conflicts are people focused, there are interpeisemotional disputes. Issue focused
conflicts are more manageable than people focueatliats in terms of relationships
(Whetten & Cameron, 2011).
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Land use conflicts may be about noise pollutiorcreational equipment,
communication network, nature conservation bodisgd use, development projects,
solid urban waste, flora and fauna, water supplypagament (Pavon, Ventura, Ribas,
Serra, Sauri, & Breton, 2003). Some land-uses sghivestock farming, quarries,
airports and waste disposal facilities generateereslities for their environment
(Henderson, 2005). For example, farm externaliimdude odor and noise, and
economic interests of farmers varying from amermtyncerns of neighborhoods
(Henderson, 2003).

Types of conflict: Types of conflict are classified as process copfliask
conflict and relationship conflict (Behfar et #008; Jehn and Mannix, 2001). Process
conflict includes disputes about the duties, resgmlities and resource delegation.
Task conflict is associated with ideas and diffeemnin opinions about the tasks.
Relationship conflict involves personal issues gaalings (Jehn and Mannix, 2001).

Types of policy conflicts are internal and extermainflicts. The first type
includes conflict that develops between and amoolicyemakers themselves when
they are not able to agree on how to solve a pnobidile the second type includes
conflict between policy makers and the public (&sll 1993; Stiftel, 2001).

Parties involved in conflicts: Urban land use planning process faces with
conflicts about various topics because urban enmient itself includes various people
with multiple interests. People from different ridigrhoods, sectors, ethnic or racial
groups, economic levels, age groups, sensitivitglgeto environmental issues, political
approaches and etc. have conflicting interests inesc Parties involved in conflicts
may be civil society or representatives of speamérests such as environmental
conservation or minority groups, government inahgdpublic sector in various levels,
private companies or market oriented groups fogusemtheir group’s particular values
or organizations and pressure groups that haventamest in planning issues and
outcomes, professional groups, district councitditipal parties, community members,
local residents and other members of the publitdhaaffected by planning decisions,
and land use planners (Lam & Woo, 2009; Kaiset.e1895; Jones et al., 2005; Owusu
et al.,, 2012). There is a possible result in mastlluse conflict situations that most
stakeholders see other stakeholders as their opfgorsd as a result each party
concentrates on maximizing single-function use Gleot, 2006). In addition, conflict
analyses in urban problem areas require analyzieg differences between group
attitudes (Bauer & Wegener, 1975).
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Strategies of opponents against land use decision@pponents use several
strategies and ways to show their responses agaiimgt decisions. These are protests/
marches /demonstrations/ mobilizations/ public mest petitions (Baxter et al., 1999;
Sherman, 2003; Mannarini, 2009), attracting medti@néion, letter writing and phone
calling (Baxter et al., 1999; Sherman, 2003), simgMlown the process, visible anger,
polite legal confrontation, political lobbying, @tsidering previously eliminated sites,
participation in the process (Baxter et al., 1988)mpaigns against LULUs (Rootes and
Leonard, 2009; Sherman, 2003), testifying at hegarircitizen referenda, lawsuits,
citizen research, boycott and civil obedience (8taer, 2003).

Impacts of Conflicts on Communities:When there is a conflict, communities
mostly affected badly. The impacts may be desiuactf property, tension, fear and
insecurity, beaten or physical assault people dhdre (Owusu et al., 2012). There are
also positive effects of the conflicts on commuasti When conflicts are managed
productively, they are regarded as valuable (Syn@898; Whetten & Cameron, 2011).
Productive results can be reached when the canfteised the change of the unwanted
situations.

Conflicts which are opposite of agreement are moaygs bad, but sometimes
have advantages in increasing success. Moderatés le¥ conflicts are beneficial for
organizations (Figure 2). The value of dealing vatimflict is accepted in management
literature (Whetten & Cameron, 2011).

Positive

ORGANIZATIONAL QUTCOMES

Negative

Low High

LEVEL OF CONFLICT

Figure 2. Relationship between level of conflict amganizational outcomes
(Source: Whetten & Cameron, 2011)
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2.2.2.Reasons of Conflicts

As well as characteristics of conflicts, understagdheir reasons and factors
affecting them is essential for conflict resolutiPopper, 1985; Bassett et al., 2002;
Ishizaka & Tanaka, 2003; Lam & Woo, 2009; von demk et al., 2011; Rogge et al.,
2011; Whetten & Cameron, 2011). LULU conflicts da@ caused by the effects of
LULUs such as odor, pollution and noise. Also, tloeyn be caused by other factors
such as distrust, political reasons and lack ofAkadge.

Effects of LULUs regarded as reasons of conflictaviain reasons of LULU
conflicts are negative effects or externalitied 0LUs. Many scholars stated them as

- environmental pollution (Ishizaka & Tanaka, 2003n. & Woo, 2009; Popper,
1985; Rogge et al., 2011),

- noise pollution and odor (Ishizaka & Tanaka, 2008jusu et al., 2012; von der
Dunk et al., 2011; Henderson, 2003; Popper, 198ggR et al., 2011),

- possibility of property devaluation (Kikuchi & Gedo, 2009; Ishizaka &
Tanaka, 2003; Lam & Woo, 2009; von der Dunk et2011; Henderson, 2003;
Peyton, 2007; Rogge et al., 2011),

- increases of traffic (Kikuchi & Gerardo, 2009; hka & Tanaka, 2003,
Popper, 1985; Rogge et al., 2011),

- impact to ecosystem (Ishizaka & Tanaka, 2003; ven [dunk et al., 2011;
Schively, 2007; Rootes and Leonard, 2009),

- deterioration of the landscape (Ishizaka & Tan@ké&3),

- hatred for waste (Ishizaka & Tanaka, 2003),

- effect to health (Lam & Woo, 2009; Ishizaka & TaaakR003; von der Dunk et
al., 2011; Popper, 1985; Schively, 2007; Rootes lsewhard, 2009; Llurdes et
al., 2003; Kikuchi & Gerardo, 2009; Rogge et al12),

- environmental safety (Lam & Woo, 2009; Peyton, 20durdes et al., 2003),

- environmental inequity/ injustice (Kikuchi & Gerard 2009; Rootes and
Leonard, 2009; Minchart and Neeman, 2002),

- environmental related anxiety (daily stress) (Kiku& Gerardo, 2009),

- negative public impression of agricultural prodidceconomic effects of
negative public image (Kikuchi & Gerardo, 2009; Beget al., 2011),

- possible stigmatization effects (Llurdes et alQ20
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- effect to quality of life (Lam & Woo, 2009; Ishizak& Tanaka, 2003; Minchart
and Neeman, 2002; Kikuchi & Gerardo, 2009),
- visual pollution (von der Dunk et al., 2011; Popd&85; Rogge et al., 2011),
- changes to built environment (von der Dunk et2011),
- changes to natural environment (von der Dunk eR@ll1),
- threat to quarter reputation (von der Dunk et2411),
- reduction of agricultural production (von der Dugtkal., 2011),
- loss of agricultural land (von der Dunk et al., 20Rogge et al., 2011),
- loss of open space (Rogge et al., 2011),
- scarcity of land (Rogge et al., 2011),
- interruption of the market (Rogge et al., 2011),
- disestablishment of recreational area (von der Dairdt., 2011),
- dust (von der Dunk et al., 2011),
- tremor (von der Dunk et al., 2011),
- light pollution (von der Dunk et al., 2011; Rogdeak, 2011),
- nuisance and disturbance (Lam & Woo, 2009) and
- fear for additional developments (Rogge et al.,1201
Factors affecting the conflicts:As well as impacts there are economic, political
and institutional, social and cultural, and envimmmtal driving forces of land-use
conflict (Campbell, Gichohi, Mwangi, & Chege, 2006pactors affecting the opposition
to LULU facilities are siting experience, need fobe facility in the country, local need,
benefits to community, risk level (Lam & Woo, 200@rocedural fairness (Lam &
Woo, 2009; Nordenstam, 1994), trust in governmeatn( & Woo, 2009; Baxter et al.,
1999; Ishizaka & Tanaka, 2003; Elliott et al., 2))08esign weaknesses, tensions
between planning and development priorities, wes&a® in political or business
leadership, the strength of opposition groups,alisses and counter-discourses, inter-
party conflict and the politicization of developneissues (Bassett et al., 2002),
weaknesses in meeting deadlines, lack of balantveeba parties (Andrew, 2001), the
role of media (Bassett et al., 2002; Rogge et28111), lack of political guts, lack of
vision, top-down decisions about the location, mistent or bad communication,
inadequate information and some cases of malpeaf®ogge et al., 2011).
Personal differences, informational deficienciesicompatible roles and
environmental stress are also sources of confietsonal differences include values,

needs, cultures and family traditions. This kind coihflicts between heterogeneous
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groups is most difficult to resolve. Another souroé conflicts is informational

deficiencies such as misinformation and misundedste. Repairing these deficiencies
generally resolve these conflicts. Role incomphtybis another source of conflicts
stemming from the first and second sources. Ther@mwental stress also caused

conflicts because of the scarcity of resources amckrtainty (Whetten & Cameron,
2011).

2.3. Theoretical Studies on Resolving Land Use ConflictsConflict
Resolution Methods

As politics and conflict lie at the heart of landeuplanning, lessons from
mediated negotiation and related methods can bomérito the development of the
planning processes (Jones, 2005; Peltonen & SajrR@10). This part of the research
includes theories suggesting solutions for cordliot planning processes. As the
proposals of planning theories and other theorestalies are parallel to each other,
they combined in this part.

Planning theories’ level of concern on conflictakeion varies. Indeed, some
theories did not regard conflict resolution. Theref this part mainly concentrates on
the conflict resolution proposals of planning thesremerged after 1980s. These
theories including negotiative planning, consensuiding, communicative planning,
collaborative planning and strategic planning areatly related with conflict resolution
methods. They argue that planning is not only hrieal process in which decisions are
made by experts; but also a process involving varigroups and interests. They seek
alternative ways to decision making including agsnof negotiation, communication,
consensus building, mediation, facilitation andkstelder analysis.

Theories on resolving land use conflicts proposéhods for both minimization
and resolution of conflicts. Therefore, this thesandled them in two parts. The first
one is ‘minimizing conflicts’ which includes sevesdrategies for preventing conflicts
such as competent siting practice, consideringl l@®ironmental, social criteria and
providing public participation from the beginninfjtbe planning process. The second
part includes conflict resolution methods such asliation, negotiation and consensus
building. In addition to these parts there are sostrategies proposed for both
minimizing and resolving conflicts such as compénsaand making the best use of

technology.
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2.3.1.Minimizing Conflicts

Some procedural changes and improvements in dacimaking and planning
processes may prevent some land use conflicts.eTéer several theoretical studies
proposing strategies for conflict minimization t@ lsed during site selection or
planning processes (Nordenstam, 1994; Been, 199ster, 1999; Carpenter, 1999;
Elliott et al., 2002; Healey, 2003; Klosterman, 20Magigi, 2010).

Public participation, deliberation and learning: Forester (1999) described
three ways for planners and policy analysts toefopublic deliberation and learning.
The first one included technical arguments brougitprofessional expertise. The
second one required learning about value. The timed promoted learning about social
identities including worries, fears, hopes, loyti commitment and self-images of
affected citizens.

Forester (1999) explored accounts of deliberatiractre from experiences in
the United States, Europe and Middle East and oded that negotiations and
participatory processes may produce mutual-gaircamués rather than zero-sum
outcomes and these processes may move from “narmetens of bargaining and
exchange, to more politically and morally sophgtiécl, but no less practical, notions of
public, democratic deliberation”. In addition, peiftatory planning processes provide
participants to learn from each other, “to devehgw relationships, to enhance their
attention, information and rationality and to trfams their ideas in valued ways”
(Forester, 1999). Recommendations for land use licenfare to consolidate
participatory planning at local level and to stréveg the relationship between the
policy makers according to Magigi (2010).

Open participation is a process in which all akecpeople are involved in the
process. It is only possible when the amount ofpfeeas manageable. Otherwise,
representative participation is an alternative psscin which people having same
concerns are represented. In this kind of partimpaother people who are not
representatives may attend to meetings as obsermvetsthey do not take part in
speeches (Carpenter, 1999).

The level of citizen participation shows the legétitizen power in determining
the end decisions according to Arnstein (1969) wdlassified these levels as

manipulation, therapy, informing, consultation,qation, partnership, delegated power
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and citizen control. Citizen participation bringswer-holders and have-nots together.
Arnstein questions the legitimacy of citizen pap#tion in which it is possible for
power-holders to hire poor people to placate dizetthem or to hire their leaders to
muzzle them.

The critique of Fainstein (2000) was about the idgy of NIMBYism in
participatory processes in a socially homogeneoea such as in a municipality. The
social diversity increased in metropolitan areas the obstacles to participation
increased too.

Stakeholder involvement is a kind of participati®trategic planning starts with
a program design phase which includes considesatbmdentification of stakeholders
and provisions for conflict resolution (Kemp, 19%92takeholder involvement and
satisfaction is critical for the success of anynpiag project or decision making (Kemp,
1992b; Bryson, 2004). Identifying the parties thave a stake in the outcome of a
dispute and ensuring that groups or interests llaae a stake in the outcome are
appropriately represented are first two steps teesenvironmental disputes (Susskind
& Weinstein, 1980).

Although the strategic decisions search ways togbthenefits to as many
participants as possible, there will always be sqmeple who will be unhappy;
therefore there is a need for a fair way to deahvabjections and disagreements
(Healey, 2003). Healey (2003) proposed an inclusiprcommunicative approach to
strategic argumentation to deal with them and solke conflicts at the start in addition
to the existing forms of courts. Spatial strategpking approach helps political
communities to invent their own processes by afpiquestions rather than procedures
to follow when it involves inclusionary communiaati according to Healey (1997).

Strategic planning provides a way to help goverrtraed private actors to work
together (Newman, 2007). Healey (2006) argued Weaeness of relational complexity
in urban and regional dynamics in spatial strategi@nning and its governance
processes. Engaging these dynamics and relatiorexksdy, building consciousness of
collective actors, enlarging synergies and reduciogflicts are accepted as needs of
strategic planning. This process demands attertboollaboration, multi-vocality,
participation and multi-stakeholder engagement tndonsider difficulties in which
dominant voices of powerful political and businedges have persuasive effect on

other voices (Healey, 2006).
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Stakeholder identification and analysis technignetide four main categories:
“organizing participation; creating ideas for st@it interventions; building a winning
coalition around proposal development, review amibpdon; and implementing,
monitoring and evaluating strategic interventio(®tyson, 2004).

Competent siting practice: Many scholars argue that when siting is competent,
conflicts will be minimized. The principles of coetent LULU siting practice are
developing trust (Lam & Woo, 2009; Baxter et aR99; Ishizaka & Tanaka, 2003;
Elliott et al., 2003), equity (Baxter et al., 199public participation (Baxter et al., 1999;
Magigi, 2010 Nordenstam, 1994; Margerum, 2002), emehmunication (Nordenstam,
1994; Magigi, 2010; Kikuchi & Gerardo, 2009; Ellio¢t al., 2002). Indicators to
measure the success at NIMBY siting processesraesand cost, parties’ evaluation of
outcomes, endurance of outcome, and changes irethgonships among the parties
(Stiftel, 2001).

Considering Externalities: Klosterman (2003) explained the externalities as
market failures with an example of polluting plahat caused aesthetic and health
problems for neighboring firms and individuals. tééd that costs of dealing with these
problems are not included in production costs. fiRroaximizing firms concerned only
with maximizing revenues and controlling costs emeouraged to increase output even
though the associated negative external cost vastiyeigh any increases in revenue
because the external, social costs are not refleate their production costs”
(Klosterman, 2003). According to Klosterman (2008)e traditional approach of
planning as a comprehensive government action pingipublic interest reflected the
need for considering external effects.

Considering local level: Although environmental problems are acknowledged
as global concerns, decision making process of L&mainly makes a change at local
level (Peeples, 2000). Local concerns of envirortaleeconomic, health and technical
issues creating community opposition need to besidened. According to Minchart
and Neeman (2002), U.S. siting procedures emphé#sizglobal costs and benefits of a
site, but disregard the local costs and benefit® duthors added ‘minimizing welfare
loss of the host community’ in the criteria inclodicost minimization for the efficient
siting of hazardous waste facilities (Minchart &dvean, 2002). More consultation with
affected community is one of the main methods sbikeng conflicts. The need of the
facility should be explained them (Lam & Woo, 2009)
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Considering environmental justice: There are several studies demonstrating
that LULUs are located in economically deprivedracially and ethnically minorities’
neighborhoods. The lack of equity in these kindsit# selection decisions are seen as
reasons of LULU conflicts. According to Rootes amibnard (2009), the environmental
justice movement developed during and since th®@4.98 communities became more
aware of and resistant to the siting of hazarddaste or dumps, because these facilities
were often located in economically disadvantaged-wbite neighborhoods, the
environmental justice movement became associatdd the civil rights movement in
US. These movements have contributed to the raiirenvironmental standards, and
thus to efforts to reduce the threats posed byupoli to human health as well as the
natural environment (Rootes & Leonard, 2009).

On the contrary to the studies describing sitingLUUg as racist and classist,
Been (1994) argued that the neighborhoods surragndULUs may change after the
LULU siting. He discussed the possibility that theyy become poorer and become
home to a greater percentage of people of colar theeyears following the sitings. The
poor and racial minorities may "come to the nuigdnto move to neighborhoods that
host LULUs- because those neighborhoods offer Heagest available housing. Been
(1994) criticized previous studies because of coimmgathe current socioeconomic
characteristics of communities that host various. U5 to those of communities that do
not host such LULUs. According to him, this appiodeaves open the possibility that
the sites for LULUs were chosen fairly, but thabseguent events produced the current
disproportion in the distribution of LULUs. Many miticts arise from the proximity of
noxious facilities to residential areas but thisymee caused by encroachment of
residential developments to those facilities whiolay be located in remote areas;
therefore while studying justice issues it is olngdo recognize the changes in social
and political processes which may not include nalis siting (Feitelson, 2001).

Considering social criteria: Traditional criteria used in the location of
hazardous waste facilities depending on technical economical aspects may no
longer be predominant in front of social criterigcls as health and environmental risks,
possible stigmatization effects and territorial iggussues (Llurdes, Sauri, & Cerdan,
2003).

Multi-criteria approach: Many scholars proposed the use of multi-criteria
analysis methods in decision making processes Ipgsu, 2004; Colebrook; 2005;
Chau, 2005; Banar et al., 2006; Chang et al., 2@8nathi et al., 2008; Ramjeawon
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and Beerachee, 2008; Ersoy and Bulut, 2009; Waral.,e2009; Aragones-Beltran et
al., 2010; Sener et al., 2010 & 2011; Ekmekcioglale 2010) which are detailed in the
following chapter.

Colebrook (2005) focuses on the inappropriatenéssassical location criteria
to the decision making of LULUs. Most of the sigeaint literature on location analysis
deals with the siting of facilities such as shogpstores, emergency services and
educational centers. All of these facilities aresiddble (attractive) to the nearby
inhabitants which try to have them as close asiplesdHowever, other facilities such
as garbage dump sites, landfills, chemical planis|ear reactors, military installations
and polluting (noise/gas) plants turn out to be asiéble (repulsive) for the
surrounding population who avoids them and triestiy away from them. He noted
that the classical location criteria minimax (ceptend minisum (median) are useless to
locate this type of facility. Thus, the maximin/maax and the maxisum criteria arose
to model, respectively, the undesirable center Ipraband the undesirable median
problem. By placing the new facility away from exig facilities, the maximin
criterion minimizes the effect on the worst impakctexisting facility, whereas the
maxisum criterion minimizes the collective effeevérage) on the existing facilities.
Likewise, some facilities might be considered seesirable since they provide a main
service to the community but they can also causenwveniences to the neighboring
areas, for instance, an airport, a train statiomny other noisy facility. These problems
can be perfectly modeled combining the minimax/sum criteria and the
maximin/maxisum criteria.

Colebrook (2005) found literature on multicritenailtiobjective undesirable
facility location on networks starts in the late809 scarce and he presented a
multicriteria undesirable facility location modeh metworks with several weights on
the nodes and several lengths on the edges, camgbthe maximin and maxisum
criteria by a parameter. Such a model can be considered as opposite to the
multicriteria network -cent-dian problem and hence, it can be descréedhe
multicriteria -anti-cent-dian problem on networks.

Minimizing post-siting effects: Been (1994) described the post-siting effects of
the LULU decision making process. The siting of &LU can influence the
characteristics of the surrounding neighborhootiim ways. First, an undesirable land
use may cause those who can afford to move to bedatissatisfied and leave the

neighborhood. Second, by making the neighborhosd tkesirable, the LULU may
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decrease the value of the neighborhood's properaking the housing more available

to lower income households and less attractiveigban income households. The end
result of both influences is likely to be that theighborhood becomes poorer than it
was before the siting of the LULU. The neighborh@bgb is likely to become home to

more people of color. Racial discrimination in #ae and rental of housing relegates
people of color (especially African-Americans) twetleast desirable neighborhoods,
regardless of their income level.

Effective mitigation measures and effective momitgr programs should be
considered to minimize effects (Lam & Woo, 2009).

Multi-disciplinary approach: Nordenstam (1994) dealt with the need of an
integrated framework guided by a multi-disciplinaapproach in LULU decision
making. He argued that an improved understandingeNIMBY phenomenon would
be necessarily involve the utilization of a framekvontegrating research findings
across several disciplines because of the compseleenature of the siting process. In
order to improve the environmental decision makpngcess, it is important for policy
makers to have an understanding of what factohsente how a community will frame
the impacts resulting from a proposed facility. demstam (1994) also emphasized a
systems approach to community opposition, the rdeegrocedural fairness, and the
importance of citizen perceptions, communicatiod participation.

Private contractual arrangements: A competitive land use planning is
proposed in Austrian perspective rather than gawerntal action in processes dealing
with transaction costs (Penington, 2004). In tlppraach, Penington (2004) said that
the land use externalities can be solved with peiwantractual arrangements based on
estate development model.

Alternative implementation tools: Land use planning provides alternative
implementation tools which facilitates minimizingrdlicts. When the processes are
designed flexible and open to creative solutiohs,donflicts may be prevented before
emerging.

Alternative zoning techniques are examples of thesks from USA. They are
added to the homogenous and uniform zoning stasdardrder to cope with the
complex and controversial character of urban issdé®y are regarded as newer
techniques by Levy (2000) and Roberts (1988). Ttwescriptions are as follows:
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Bonus or incentive zoning is the technique in whielvelopers get increase
in densities if they provide something for the coamity such as low income
housing and some amenities for subway stations.

Transfer of development rights (TDR) is the digitibn of development
rights due to the areas’ characters such as ecalbgior historically
importance. In this technique, the property ownerthe sending areas (an
area where municipality wants to protect or lintie tdevelopment) are
permitted to sell their unused development riglitsptoperty owners in
receiving areas (an area where municipality wardgs/th).

Inclusionary zoning is similar to bonus or incest@oning but differs in that
it shifts some of the costs of housing low and matkehouseholds to the
developer.

Planned unit development (PUD) gives flexibility ttee property owner to
design the site different from the conventionalimadce with mixed uses,
different densities or dimensional changes thradifferent sets of controls.
Cluster zoning is a technique for providing operacgs or spaces for
community purposes by clustering residential dgualent and placing them
closer.

Performance zoning defines codes stipulating what or may not be done
in terms of the end results instead of detailedileggpns on the exact form
of the development.

Development agreements specify the requirementsusing contracts
between the developer and the municipality.

Exactions are usually used for rezoning or zoniagance. They are to pay
the presumed costs of the development.

Cumulative or pyramid zoning is the practice ofingwthe permitted uses or
densities automatically accumulate from one distoceach successive one
within one-major use categories.

Conditional zoning is the process in which off-sifmblic capital
improvements such as schools, sewers and fir@ssatire added to the on-
site design restrictions and requirements as aittonaf getting rezoning.
Impact fees consist of a regulatory fee imposethkbylocal governments on

units of growth to pay for both onsite costs arehawride costs.
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An important contribution of these alternative teidues is to respond the
critique that conventional zoning is so rigid ttia decision making process face with
conflicts. For example, when the property ownenkkithat the value of the land would
be lower after zoning decisions than the valueheefesired, he/she may try to change
the zoning. There are both formal ways such asggtincourt and a petition for
objection and informal ways such as preparing @@sal of the project with attractive
drawings and a model with fiscal impact analysifotae the municipality to change the
zoning (Levy, 2000).

As land use decisions are usually in relation wtloperty rights, property
owners tend to oppose the idea that their limits decided by other people such as
planners. The alternative techniques of land us#rabenable these land owners to
modify the zoning decisions and enjoy the idea thay take more advantage on their
properties. On the decision makers’ side, makirglaind use planning process flexible
would be better in terms of minimizing possibleth@r plan revisions or alterations
based on the objections. The municipality wouldvte a process in which both

interests of the institution and interests of theperty owners are somewhat satisfied.

2.3.2.Conflict Resolution

Processes lacking conflict minimization strategissally face conflicts. Also,
land use planning processes may remain facingictsflespite using these strategies.
In such cases, conflict resolution methods are es:etihe conventional way of conflict
resolution includes the legal attempts to solvelads by going to court. There are also
alternative conflict resolution methods. Many tregmal studies proposed alternative
strategies for conflict resolution including followg issues (Forester, 1999; Innes &
Booher, 1999a&1999b; Straus, 1999; Andrew, 2001rgdiaum, 2002; Goldstein &
Butler, 2010; Cullen et al., 2010).

Recognizing conflicts:Forester (1999) stated that “Before problems alheed,
they must be constructed. Before we can consideorapand choices, we must have a
decent sense of what is at stake, of who and vghiatwvolved, to whom and to what we
need to pay attention”. He emphasized the needuolerstanding conflict reasons

depending on differences of experiences, classjegasr race.
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Conflict management approaches of parties:There are five kinds of
approaches to conflict management: forcing, accodatiog, avoiding, compromising
and collaborating. The party choosing forcing remeotries to satisfy own needs and
ignore the needs of other parties. On the contrdrg, party with accommodating
approach neglects own needs and satisfy the ndexthay parties. The compromising
approach is between these two approaches withtamatt to share the gain fifty-fifty
and to be fair to both parties. The most uncooperaand unassertive approach is
avoiding response which neglects the interestotf parties and postpone the solution.
The most cooperative and assertive approach orotther hand is the collaborating
approach which concerns interests of both parties @oposes win-win solutions to
conflicts (Whetten & Cameron, 2011).

Collaboration: There are several advantages of -collaborative npign
according to Cullen et al. (2010). It is more likeab resolve conflict than more
traditional expert-driven processes because itigesva forum to allow stakeholders to
negotiate agreements that meet the interests giaalles, thereby avoiding win-loss
outcomes. In addition, the likelihood of successiumiplementation increases and
agreements reached through collaborative planniayg Ime of higher quality as a result
of increased dialogue and the broad array of e®pee and knowledge multiple
stakeholders bring to the table. Also, it can gateesocial capital through improved
stakeholder relations, new communication skillg] &etter information (Cullen et al.,
2010). Social capital is an early outcome of susftesonsensus building and enabler
of mid and long term outcomes of shared informaticeduced conflict and new
collaborative efforts (Mandarano, 2009). The cadlaive planning process helps
participants to develop new shared meanings, pagoand innovative approaches
(Innes & Booher, 1999b). They are not only abowidpcing agreements and plans but
also about experimentation, learning, change, anldlibg shared meaning (Innes &
Booher, 1999a).

There are challenges and limitations of collabweaplanning too. Often, more
powerful stakeholders may be reluctant to partieigaecause they can achieve their
objectives more effectively through other avenuks.negotiating terms, the best
alternative to a negotiated agreement (BATNA) f@se more powerful stakeholders is
more attractive than a negotiated agreement. Bval stakeholders are motivated to
participate, some stakeholders may be more powarfdimay be able to achieve their

objectives without considering the interests ofslgmowerful stakeholders. Finally,
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managing a collaborative planning process involvimgny diverse interest groups is
challenging (Cullen et al., 2010).

There are several recommendations for collaborgti@ening. It should include
the full range of stakeholders, public participatiand involvement; support and
facilitate the process; establish a common prohdefimition or shared task; organize
the process in terms of ground rules, agendas, exigage participants, jointly search
information, and invent new options; and reach agment through consensus
(Margerum, 2002). Also, learning to become gootetisrs and visualizers of social
concerns to contribute to conflict resolution anckdmtion more consciously is
important in this process (Carton & Thissen, 20@jccessful mutual collaboration by
all stakeholders requires a set of stakeholderaldamf useful participation on an equal
basis and full information on the resource, neegasitutional framework, and improved
technology (Nawaz & Sattar, 2008). With full atient to these suggestions,
collaborative planning is considered as a possibletion to conflicts.

Healey (1997) argued a democratic pluralistic mofdgovernance realized with
the help of collaborative style of planning. Shedalded the governance as a process
through which collective affairs of a community aranaged. Governance promotes
the partnership of public and private sectors. @oposed a form of governance which
enables discussion among stakeholders will fatglitallaboration, mutual learning and
consensus building. Collaborative governance wpuobide a better way of producing
social capital in urban regions than technocrapresentative governance according to
Healey (1997).

The characteristics of the collaborative process kaing beneficial, durable,
knowledgeable, interactional, efficacious, respemsind efficient (Elliott et al., 2003).
Criteria for evaluating collaboration process are:

- Include the full range of stakeholders

- Include public participation and involvement

- Support and facilitate the process

- Establish a common problem definition or shaeeskt

- Organize the process in terms of ground rulesndas, etc.

- Engage participants, jointly search informatiang invent new options

- Reach agreement through consensus (Margerum).2002

Consensus building: Collaborative planning seeks to bring together majo

stakeholders to build consensus rather than userityajule, and also generates
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commitment to commonly accepted objectives and efestcommitment to
implementation (Margerum, 2002). Representativesditaborative planning meet face
to face and engage in respectful and open dialdgoleitions and shared visions should
be adopted by consensus and codified in bindingeagents and plans (Goldstein &
Butler, 2010). Collaborative planning engages stalders in interest-based negotiation
to reach consensus agreement on plans (Cullen, &cGenton, & Day, 2010) and
finds multiple benefit solutions; for example inacally opposed land use, it tries to
simultaneously benefit society and the ecosysteolefGAnderson, Luster, & Werner,
2009). Consensus building requires informal, faxéate interaction among
stakeholders, an effort to seek all-gain soluticateer than win-lose solutions, and an
assistance of a neutral facilitator or mediatorsgkind & Cruikshank, 1987).

Under the heading of ‘reality and fantasy in plagniBaum (2003) argued that
consensus decision making is appropriate when taeresmall differences, mild or
infrequent conflicts in “small, relatively homogens face-to-face communities”,
however, when differences are greater and conflicdsfrequent in “communities with
considerable diversity”, majority rule may be bettée told that there is a possibility in
consensus decision making that minorities may lesgad to some certain views and
encouraged to acquiesce without a real agreement.

Susskind, McKearnan and Thomas-Larmer (1999) arthustdpeople agreed on
the decision which they have a hand in shapingretbee the decisions would be
implementable if consensus building is selecte@ gsoblem solving approach. This
approach builds upon solutions that all stakehsldean live with” after efforts for
meeting the interests of all. There are five stepshe consensus building process:
convening, clarifying responsibilities, deliberatjn deciding and implementing
agreement (Susskind, McKearnan and Thomas-Larn899)1 however, there is no
single strategy suitable for all cases (Carpei@99).

The consensus building processes are useful fasides related with both a
handful of people and several hundreds of peoplerdimng to Carpenter (1999). On the
other hand, Beierle and Cayford (2001) found altdbat the amount of participants
affected the success of dispute resolution prosdsstheir study evaluating more than
100 attributes of 239 published case studies ofipuiwvolvement in environmental
decision making. They found that the processesaetdigoals only if there was a small

group of participants and did worse when wider mubdhrticipated.
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Consensus building is not appropriate in some g according to Carpenter
(1999). When the stakeholders do not want to ppdie in the negotiations because of
the high possibility of gaining more from other @ayr because of the distrust to other
parties, the process will fail because of lackwdf participation. Additional contextual
issues affecting the success of consensus builgingesses are cultural and social
factors, legal framework, political dynamics, econo factors and historic factors
(Carpenter, 1999).

To determine whether there is a chance of succgeadirconsensus building
process, Susskind and Thomas-Larmer (1999) propesedict assessment. The
conditions in which efforts are not likely to suedeare several. First condition is that
there are few areas of potential agreement amakgtsblders. Second is the unrealistic
deadline for building consensus. Third conditiorthe unwillingness of one or more
stakeholders. Fourth is a better option availablesbme stakeholders. Fifth condition
includes incapability of granting facilitator. Sixtincludes huge power imbalances
among stakeholders. Seventh is the condition witiding problems. The final one is
the condition in which there is no pressure to farconsensus building process.

Barriers to consensus building are institutionsdileck of inflexible disputants
and lack of trust, escalation and positional bamga, lack of communication,
complexity and ambiguity according to Elliott (1999Hostility, bias, threats,
accusations, unreal expectations and huge amountpamies and issues made
consensus difficult.

Joint-fact finding: A way of supporting conflict resolution would barjt fact
finding in which conflicting stakeholders work tdger to collect data, analyze them
and develop opinions to direct the possible desgsi&@hrmann and Stinson, 1999). This
way of information gathering is said to be bettaart traditional attempts in which all
parties hire technical experts separately. The radgaes of joint fact finding are
providing information for stakeholders with lesokriedge, reaching better agreements
and improving relationships. This method is suiata situations in which either there
is a disagreement about information or there anelévels of trust among participants
(Ehrmann and Stinson, 1999).

Ehrmann and Stinson (1999) also described thet®mihsanot suitable to use
joint-fact finding as power imbalances among paréad lack of belief to a fair fact-
finding process. They added that the parties haexigeme differences in technical
background would be an obstacle to effective jtant-finding.
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Alternative dispute resolution (ADR): There are two kinds of conflict
resolution processes: conventional process and A@Rdrew, 2001). Dispute
resolution techniques should introduce to the Igm@alernment process according to
Dorius (1993), because they have advantages of bess costly, less contentious, and
more creative. In another study promoting the vaifisocio-political and place-based
approach to understand land-use conflict, expeéridiecision making processes full of
quantitative, technical and objective perspectiverild unable to reduce and solve
conflicts if they do not take account of richne$sogal community perspectives (Nash,
Lewis, & Griffin, 2010). These approaches underline need of alternative decision
making processes with more public participatiomtpnner centered planning.

Types of ADR are mediation, negotiation and faa&iidn. Criteria to measure
the success of ADR are settlement achievementjesifiy, participant satisfaction and
duration (Andrew, 2001). Besides these criteri@rdhare several issues affecting the
success of ADR processes. First one is the amdwpdrtes and people involved in the
ADR process (Andrew, 2001) and their full partidcipa on an equal basis (Andrew,
2001 and Nawaz & Sattar, 2008 and Margerum, 20Di28. process should be jointly
designed by all of the parties including governmamid neutral mediators and
facilitators within good relationships in effectigieadlines. Also, the success of ADR
process is affected by issues whether there ivaitahle participant funding, a balance
of power between the parties, whether the processrnfidential and efficient in terms
of costs and time, and whether all participantsrapresented and satisfied (Andrew,
2001). Other issues are social acceptance of thadtsgHolzinger, 2001 and Kikuchi &
Gerardo, 2009), maximization of joint gains, conipmbty of the (ADR) procedure with
democratic principles and consistency of the resitlh the existing law (Holzinger,
2001).

Mediation and Facilitation: Mediation is a tool suggested for resolving
controversies (Stiftel and Sipe, 1992). Inclusiba onediator from a third party without
a stake in the outcome is a way to help partiesimgadtecisions together to solve their
complicated problems (Forester, 1999; Susskind, &gKan and Thomas-Larmer,
1999; Elliott, 1999; Straus, 1999). The mediatorthis process does not make or
impose decisions but helps the parties to reacbeagents. This approach is useful
“when (1) parties are not able to meet face-to-fag#out assistance; (2) several

diverse interests should be represented at the;té®) participants lack the skills or
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knowledge necessary for communication, brain-stogmior joint-problem-solving”
(Forester, 1999).

Mediators, facilitators and other practitionersrpate dialogue under conditions
of conflict when there are problems of communicatiand trust (Elliott, 1999).
Facilitators had positive impacts on conflictingogps and helped them to maintain
confidence that the process could end in mutualleeable solutions (Straus, 1999).
There are professional and technical services fimnsgl nonprofit organizations
supporting dispute resolution processes by helpiudplic agencies with expert
assistance and facilitating processes in which allytsatisfactory solutions are found
(Forester, 1999). Mediation and facilitation maysoalbe solution to persuade
stakeholders or parties who refuse to participathé negotiations (Carpenter, 1999) or
who are not motivated to settle (Stiftel and Sif#92).

Successful mediation procedures need to assureritegia regarding social
effects such as fairness and transparency of tbeegure and representation of all
affected, efficiency criteria such as costs andatioin of the procedure, environmental
impact of the result and consistency of the prooeduith democratic principles or
existing law (Holzinger, 2001). The proceduralenit of mediation are:

- All the relevant actors participated fully in theopedure.

- A consensus on the mediator was reached.

- Individual participants or groups did not abandbe procedure prior to its
conclusion.

- The procedural rules were adhered to or changemihgensus.

- Those participating in the mediation procedure apgrof the way in which it
was conducted.

- Participants in the procedure approve of the mediat

- Debate was conducted openly and even-handedly.

- Those participating in the procedure retained tigtyi with their respective
organizations and constituencies

- Consensus was reached on ending the procedureribieiz2001).

Results-related criteria of mediation are:

- Participants in the mediation procedure were ablextend their knowledge of
the issue.

- The patrticipants’ increased awareness of the issagsneant a change in their

perspectives on the problem.
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- Social relations between the participants have avgul as a result of the
procedure.

- A decision was reached with which most or all & garticipants could agree.

- The agreement dealt with most or all of the reléaespects of the problem.

- The results of the mediation were endorsed by thjarozations represented in
the procedure.

- The procedure shortened the time required to restile problem compared
with conventional procedures, including litigation.

- The monetary costs of planning were lower as altresiuthe mediation
compared with conventional procedures, includitigdtion.

- The participants in the mediation would, under Emcircumstances, attend a

similar procedure in the future (Holzinger, 2001).

There are three approaches to mediation of a fhartly in dispute resolution
strategies focusing on power, rights and interéidts. first approach focuses on power.
The third party in this approach is somebody biggeonger or richer than other side
and attempts to response as forcing. The otherwgittheless power accommodates in
these situations. The second approach focusesgbts.riThe conflicts in courts are
solved with this approach to balance the powerasfigs. The third part is the judge in
this approach and the response in compromising. thived approach focuses on
interests. In this approach, the mediation aimsnh gar both parties as in the
collaborative approach (McCorkle & Reese, 2005).

Negotiation: The regulatory negotiation process ensures a ragdtirule
agreed by all parties. It is not an alternativeatahoritative decision making but it
complements. It does not promise the best decisioussit seeks for outcomes that
everyone can live with (Forester, 1999).

When there are conflicting interests of citizengdmated negotiation is proposed
to manage this plurality. Forester (1987) propasgsmediated negotiation strategies
which require not only substantive but also emaloand communicative skills for
planners. Planner has varying roles such as megdrasource, regulator, negotiator and
process manager in these strategies. The firsegiras to make professional judgments
and recommend regulations rather than act as difider. The second is to premediate
and negotiate representing concerns. The third isn® meet conflict groups and

encourage them to meet. The following strategy iprobe and advise both sides. The
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fifth strategy is to manage to be trusted in actind interested mediation. The final one
Is to make a local board for the planning staffdplitting the job.

Principles of the method of the principled negatiatare (i) separate the people
from the problem, (ii) focus on interests not posis, (iii) invent options for mutual
gain, and (iv) insist on using objective critefasher & Ury, 1991).

Godschalk (1992) identified guidelines for buildiren effective conflict
management capability:

- Build negotiation-friendly climates and procedure

- Identify issues early and deal with them forthtlg

- Recognize disputes and provide resolution setting

- Invest in good tools to find solutions and jajgatins

Fainstein (2000) criticized negotiation that it lwbaolve some disagreements in
siting unwanted facilities proximate to weak cotusncies but the results satisfied the
only symbolic benefits because of threat and lnidhe process.

When negotiation is not succeeded, win-lose siinatiemerged in which both
parties try to get maximum gain. In these situatjahe parties having BATNA (best
alternative to a negotiated agreement) have moneepm negotiation and are able to
achieve more of their goals (Levicki, Saunders Bady, 2011; Fisher and Ury, 1991).

2.3.3.Both Conflict Minimization and Resolution

Some strategies proposed in theoretical studies fare both conflict
minimization and conflict resolution (Susskind & Wg&ein, 1980; Gregory et al.,
1991; Ozawa, 1999; Lam & Woo, 2009; Chiou, 2011sHieel, 2011). These strategies
can be used both before and after conflicts emerged

Making the best use of technology: Computer based communication
technologies facilitate informing public about updog processes, distributing
materials to participants and creating opportusifier online meetings without time
constraints. Technical analysis for analysis stafj@lecision making can easily be
conducted with tools such as statistical progrants geographic information systems.
Technology also facilitates collecting informatioabout interests by online

questionnaires and online voting. These technagogieate opportunities for feedbacks
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by email. Another advantage of this proposal is émgagement of geographically
remote or less mobile participants (Ozawa, 1999).

Compensation: Fair compensation and provision of community fdes are
methods of conflict resolution (Susskind & Weinstell980; Lam & Woo, 2009).
Monetary or non-monetary compensation forms are tseesolve conflicts especially
in facing NIMBY approach. Compensation allows NIMBXcilities to be accepted by
local people. Examples are adopted in Japan andana(Chiou, 2011). Types of
compensation are direct monetary payments, in-kdmeards, contingency funds,
property value guarantees, benefit assurances aondomic good-will incentives
(Gregory et al.,, 1991). Not the whole community lmmly the host community is
considered in jurisdictional terms of effectiveirgit including minimizing risks,
compensating adequately and developing trust inopen and transparent way

according to Lesbirel (2011).

2.4. Evaluation: A Method for Analyzing LULU Conflicts

When the literature is reviewed to find a way taerstand, analyze and solve
the planning process conflicts about LULUs, somasgifications of issues about
conflicts, parties, opposition reasons and straggapproaches (Table 6) and methods
used in conflict resolution or management proce§Bable 7) are found. These issues
are used to propose a method for analyzing cosflict_ULU site selection processes.
The method is used in the case studies of thigsthesanalyze the conflict processes
and to propose recommendations for conflict regmiut

The schematic presentation of the method for amadyzULU conflicts shows
that there is a need to analyze processes bothebafa after the conflicts happened
(Figure 3). All main subjects in the Table 6 andl€a7 are used in this scheme. The
scheme shows that LULU conflicts relate with plangniand conflict minimization
process and they relate conflict resolution methdtie method provides questions to
be asked to analyze conflicts and issues to beséatwhile answering these questions.
The questions of case studies of this thesis anwedefrom these issues which are

emphasized in theoretical studies.
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THEORETICAL PERSPECTIVES
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Figure 3 Analysis method of LULU conflicts in guidance ottiretical studies
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Table 6. Issues to understand and analyze LULUlictsf

Level of Conflicts (Godschalk, 1992)

Issues (technical problems)

Disputes (unresolved and politicized issues)

Impasses (stalemated disputes involving intenseyteement)

Focus of Conflicts (Whetten & Cameron, 2011)

Issues

People

Type of Conflicts

Process conflict (Behfar et al.,2008 and Jehn aadrik, 2001)

Task conflict (Behfar et al.,2008 and Jehn and Niqr®01)
Relationship conflict (Behfar et al.,2008 and Jahd Mannix, 2001)
Internal conflict (Sellers, 1993 and Stiftel, 2001)

External conflict (Sellers, 1993 and Stiftel, 2001)

Parties involved in conflicts

Civil society / Representatives of special inteségdrganizations and pressure groups
(Lam & Woo, 2009; Kaiser et al., 1995; Jones et24105)

Professional groups (Lam & Woo, 2009)

Government (Lam & Woo, 2009; Kaiser et al., 198es et al., 2005)
District Councils (Lam & Woo, 2009)

Political parties (Lam & Woo, 2009)

Private companies / Market oriented groups (LaiW&o, 2009; Kaiser et al., 1995;
Jones et al., 2005)

Community members (Owusu et al., 2011)

Local residents and other members of the publicaleaffected by planning decisions
(Jones et al., 2005)

Land planners (Kaiser et al., 1995)

Strategies of opponents against land use decisions

Protests/ marches /demonstration/ mobilizationfipubeeting (Baxter et al., 1999;
Sherman, 2003; Mannarini, 2009)

Slow down the process (Baxter et al., 1999)

Attract media attention (Baxter et al., 1999; Shramn2003)
Adversarial: visible anger (Baxter et al., 1999)

Polite legal confrontation (Baxter et al., 1999)

Political lobbying (Baxter et al., 1999)

Petitions (Baxter et al., 1999; Sherman, 2003; Maini 2009)
Re-consider previously eliminated sites (Baxtealgt1999)

Letter writing/ phone calling (Baxter et al., 19%herman, 2003)
Participation in the process (Baxter et al., 1999)

Campaigns against LULUs (Rootes and Leonard, 2888rman, 2003)
Testifying at hearings (Sherman, 2003)

Citizen referenda (Sherman, 2003)

Lawsuits (Sherman, 2003)

Citizen research (Sherman, 2003)

Boycott (Sherman, 2003)

Civil obedience (Sherman, 2003)

(cont. on next page)
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Table 6 (cont.)

Impacts of Conflicts on Communities (Owusu et20]11)

Destruction of property

Tension, fear and insecurity

People were beaten/ physical assault

Others

Reasons of Conflicts

Effects of LULUs regarded as reasons of conflicts

Environmental pollution (Popper, 1985; Ishizaka &aka, 2003; Lam & Woo, 2009;
Rogge et al., 2011)

Noise/ sound pollution and odor (Popper, 1985; lesah, 2003; Ishizaka & Tanaka,
2004, von der Dunk et al., 2006; Rogge et al., 2@Musu et al., 2012)

Possibility of property devaluation/ reduction eff estate value / financial risk
(Henderson, 2003; Ishizaka & Tanaka, 2004; vorbdatk et al., 2006; Peyton, 2007;
Kikuchi & Gerardo, 2009; Lam & Woo, 2009; Roggeakt 2011)

Increases of traffic (Popper, 1985; Ishizaka & Tkn&004; Kikuchi & Gerardo, 2009;
Rogge et al., 2011)

Impact to ecosystem/ nature conservation (IshiZakanaka, 2004; von der Dunk et all,
2006; Schively, 2007; Rootes and Leonard, 2009)
Deterioriation of the landscape (Ishizaka & Tan@)4)
Hatred for waste (Ishizaka & Tanaka, 2004)

Effect to health/ dangerous (Popper, 1985; Llueted., 2003; Ishizaka & Tanaka, 2004;
von der Dunk et al., 2006; Schively, 2007; Rootes laeonard, 2009; Kikuchi &
Gerardo, 2009; Lam & Woo, 2009; Rogge et al., 2011)

Safety /environmental safety/ risk (Llurdes et 2003; Peyton, 2007; Lam & Woo, 200P)
Environmental inequity/ injustice (Minchart and Nean, 2002; Kikuchi & Gerardo,
2009; Rootes and Leonard, 2009)

Environmental related anxiety (daily stress) (Kiku& Gerardo, 2009)

Negative public impression of agricultural produ@gEsonomic effects of negative image)/
Fear for negative image after industry (Kikuchi &@rdo, 2009; Rogge et al., 2011)
Possible stigmatization effects (Llurdes et alQ320

Effect to quality of life/ welfare loss of host camnity (Minchart and Neeman, 2002;
Ishizaka & Tanaka, 2004; Lam & Woo, 2009; Kikuchi@rardo, 2009)

Visual pollution (Popper, 1985; von der Dunk et 2006; Rogge et al., 2011)
Changes to built/ natural environment (von der Penal., 2006)

Threat to quarter reputation (von der Dunk et2§1Q6)

Reduction of agricultural production (von der Duwatlal., 2006)

Loss of agricultural land (von der Dunk et al., @0Rogge et al., 2011)

Loss of open space (Rogge et al., 2011)

Scarcity of land (Rogge et al., 2011)

Interruption of the market (Rogge et al., 2011)

Disestablishment of commercial area (von der Durié.e2006)

Cut backs on recreational area (von der Dunk £2@06)

Dust (von der Dunk et al., 2006)

Tremor (von der Dunk et al., 2006)

Light pollution (von der Dunk et al., 2006; Rogdeag, 2011)

Nuisance and disturbance (Lam & Woo, 2009)

Fear for additional developments (Rogge et al. 1201

(cont. on next page)

51



Table 6 (cont.)

Reasons of Conflicts (cont.)

Factors affecting the conflicts

Siting experience (Lam & Woo, 2009)

Need for the LULU in the country (Lam & Woo, 2009)
Local need for the LULU (Lam & Woo0, 2009)
Benefits to community (Lam & Woo, 2009)

Risk level of the LULU (Lam & Woo, 2009)

Fairness to local community/ procedural fairnessr{fdnstam, 1994; Lam & Woo, 2009)
Trust in government (Baxter et al., 1999; Ellidtaé, 2003; Ishizaka & Tanaka, 2004;
Lam & Woo, 2009)

Design weaknesses (Bassett et al., 2002)

Tensions between planning and development prisr{Bassett et al., 2002)
Weaknesses in political leadership (Bassett e@0?)

Weaknesses in business leadership (Bassett 20aR)

Weaknesses in meeting deadlines (Andrew, 2001)

Lack of balance between parties (Andrew, 2001)

The strength of opposition groups (Bassett eaD2)

Discourses and counter-discourses (Bassett 0412)

The role of the media (Bassett et al., 2002)

Inter-party conflict and the politicization of déspment issues (Bassett et al., 2002)
Lack of political guts (Rogge et al., 2011)

Lack of vision (Rogge et al., 2011)

Top-down decisions about the location (Rogge efall1)

Nonexistent or bad communication (Rogge et al. 1201

Inadequate information (Rogge et al., 2011)

Some cases of malpractice (Rogge et al., 2011)

Sources of conflict (Whetten & Cameron, 2011)

Personal differences (perceptions and expectations)

Informational deficiencies (misinformation and naigresentation)

Incompatible roles (goals and responsibilities)

Environmental stress (resource scarcity and uriogja
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Table 7. Issues to resolve LULU conflicts

Minimizing Conflicts

Public participation/ public deliberation and leam(Arnstein, 1969; Forester, 1999;
Carpenter, 1999; Magigi, 2010)

Participation level of parties (Arnstein, 1969)

Manipulation (Nonparticipation)

Therapy (Nonparticipation)

Informing

Consultation

Placation

Partnership

Delegated power

Citizen control

Stakeholder involvement (Susskind & Weinstein, 1388mp, 1992b; Healey, 1997 & 2003
& 2006; Bryson, 2004)

Principles of competent siting practice

Develop trust/ strengthen public trust in governtrieam & Woo, 2009; Baxter et al.,
1999; Ishizaka & Tanaka, 2004; Elliott et al., 2D03

Equity (Baxter et al., 1999)

Public Participation/ Consolidate participatoryrplang at local level (Nordenstam, 1994;
Baxter et al., 1999; Margerum, 2002; Magigi, 2010)

Communication/ Strengthen the relationship betwberpolicy makers/ among diverse
stakeholders (Nordenstam, 1994; Elliott et alQ2Xikuchi & Gerardo, 2009; Magigi,
2010)

Considering externalities (Klosterman, 2003)

Considering local level (Peeples, 2000; Minchafi€&man, 2002; Lam & Woo, 2009)
Considering environmental justice (Been 1994; Roé&téeonard, 2009)

Considering social criteria (Llurdes, Sauri, & Camgd2003)

Multi-criteria approach (Vasiloglou, 2004; Colebkp@005; Chau, 2005; Banar et al., 2006;
Chang et al., 2008; Sumathi et al., 2008; RamjeaavmhBeerachee, 2008; Ersoy and Bulut,
2009; Wang et al., 2009; Aragones-Beltran et 81,02 Sener et al., 2010 & 2011;
Ekmekcioglu et al., 2010)

Minimizing post-siting effects (Been, 1994; Lam &0/, 2009)

Multi-disciplinary approach (Nordenstam, 1994)

Private contractual arrangements (Penington, 2004)

Alternative Implementation Tools (Roberts, 1988yy,2000)

Capital investment programming

Development regulations/ land use controls

Alternative zoning technigues

Recognizing conflicts (Forester, 1999)

Conflict Management Approaches of Parties (Wheft€bameron, 2011)
Forcing

Accommodating

Avoiding

Compromising

Collaborating

(cont. on next page)
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Table 7 (cont.)

Chacteristics of collaborative process (Elliotakt 2003)

Beneficial

Durable

Knowledgeable
Interactional/ communicative
Efficacious

Responsive

Efficient

Consensus Building (Susskind & Cruikshank, 198 #p€ater, 1999; Susskind, McKearnan
and Thomas-Larmer, 1999; Elliott, 1999; Beierle &ayford, 2001; Margerum, 2002;
Baum, 2003; Golet, Anderson, Luster, & Werner, 2B8ldstein & Butler, 2010; Cullen,
McGee, Gunton, & Day, 2010)

Joint fact-finding (Ehrmann and Stinson, 1999)

Type of ADR (Andrew, 2001)

Mediation

Negotiation

Facilitation

Procedural criteria of mediation (Holzinger, 2001)

All the relevant actors participated fully in theopedure.

A consensus on the mediator was reached.

Individual participants or groups did not abandwes procedure prior to its conclusion.
The procedural rules were adhered to or changexbihyensus.

Those participating in the mediation procedure apgiof the way in which it was
conducted.

Participants in the procedure approve of the mediat

Debate was conducted openly and even-handedly.

Those participating in the procedure retained tigtyi with their respective
organizations and constituencies

Consensus was reached on ending the procedure.

Results-related criteria of mediation (Holzinged02)

Participants in the mediation procedure were abkxtend their knowledge of the issug.
The participants’ increased awareness of the idsagsneant a change in their
perspectives on the problem.

Social relations between the participants have awvgul as a result of the procedure.
A decision was reached with which most or all @& garticipants could agree.

The agreement dealt with most or all of the rel¢eapects of the problem.

The results of the mediation were endorsed by tharzations represented in the
procedure.

The procedure shortened the time required to regbk problem compared with
conventional procedures, including litigation.

The monetary costs of planning were lower as dtresthe mediation compared with
conventional procedures, including litigation.

The participants in the mediation would, under Eingircumstances, attend a similar
procedure in the future.

(cont. on next page)
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Tab

le 7 (cont.)

Negotiation strategies (Forester, 1987)

The facts! The rules! The planner as a regulator

Premediate and negotiate — representing concerns

Let them meet — the planner as a resource

Perform shuttle diplomacy — probe and advise bioliss

Active and interested negotiation — thriving aameutral

Split the job — you mediate, I'll negotiate

Issues affecting the success of ADR process

Number of parties/ people involved in the ADR picéAndrew, 2001)

Full range of stakeholders and participation oraqual basis (Andrew, 2001 and Nawaz
& Sattar, 2008 and Margerum, 2002)

Available participant funding (Andrew, 2001)

Participation of the government if its approvabagettiement was required (Andrew,
2001)

ADR process jointly designed and controlled byoélthe parties (Andrew, 2001)

Neutrality of the facilitator or mediator (Andre2001)

Whether deadlines were used effectively in the Aid&cess (Andrew, 2001)

Whether there were good relationships betweendhtéep at the start of ADR (Andrew,
2001)

Whether there was a balance of power between tiiepan the ADR process (Andrew,
2001)

Whether the ADR process was confidential (Andre®QD)

Efficiency of ADR (i.e.resolve the conflict moreigkly and at less cost than the
conventional process) (Andrew, 2001)

Participant satisfaction with the ADR process (Aavdr2001)

Representation of all affected in the ADR procéssi{inger, 2001)

Social acceptance of the results (Holzinger, 20@iLKikuchi & Gerardo, 2009)

Maximization of joint gains (Holzinger, 2001)

Compatibility of the (ADR) procedure with democcaprinciples (Holzinger, 2001)

Consistency of the result with the existing law kager, 2001)

P

problem solving

rinciples/guidelines/steps/ requirements/methodise principled negotiation/collaboratiye

Build negotiation-friendly climates and proceduf€®dschalk, 1992)

Identify issues early and deal with them forthrigliGodschalk, 1992)

Recognize disputes and provide resolution set{i@gsischalk, 1992)

Invest in good tools to find solutions and jointrga(Godschalk, 1992)

Support and facilitate the process (Margerum, 2002)

Establish a common problem definition and a sh&askl (Margerum, 2002)

Organize the process in terms of ground roles, dageretc. (Margerum, 2002)

Reach agreement through consensus (Susskind angi@nk, 1987; Margerum, 2002
Elliott et al., 2003)

Establish superordinate goals (Whetten & Camer0hlp

Separate the people from the problem (Whetten &&am 2011 and Fisher & Ury,
1991)

(cont. on next page)
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Table 7 (cont.)

Principles/guidelines/steps/ requirements/methodise principled negotiation/collaboratiye
problem solving (cont.)

Focus on interests, not positions (Whetten & Came2011 and Fisher & Ury, 1991)
Invent options for mutual gains/ A voluntary efftotseek all-gain rather than win-lose
solutions or watered-down political compromise &ursd and Cruikshank, 1987; Fishgr
& Ury, 1991; Margerum, 2002; Whetten & Cameron, 201
Use objective criteria for evaluating alternatiyé¢hetten & Cameron, 2011 and Fishen &
Ury, 1991)

Define success in terms of real gains, not imagif@ases (Whetten & Cameron, 2011)
Identifying the parties that have a stake in thie@me of a dispute (Susskind &
Weinstein, 1980)

Ensure that groups or interests that have a stefkeioutcome are appropriately
represented (Susskind & Weinstein, 1980)

Narrowing the agenda and confronting fundamentiffgrent values and assumptions
(Susskind & Weinstein, 1980)

Generating a sufficient number of alternativespmians (Susskind & Weinstein, 1980)
Agreeing on the boundaries and time horizon folymma(Susskind & Weinstein, 1980)
Weighting, scaling and amalgamating judgments abosits and benefits (Susskind &
Weinstein, 1980)

Implementing the bargains that are made (Susskildenstein, 1980)

Holding the parties to their commitments (Sussknd/einstein, 1980)

Informal, face-to-face interaction among specialtpsen representatives of all
stakeholding groups (Susskind and Cruikshank, 1987)

The assistance of a neutral facilitator or mediéBarsskind and Cruikshank, 1987)
Explaining the need of facility (Lam & Woo, 2009)

Considering different opinions/ Take account ohniess of local community perspectives/
analyzing the differences between group attituBesi€ér & Wegener, 1975; Lam & Woo,
2009; Nash et al., 2010)

Effective mitigation measures (Lam & Woo, 2009)

Effective monitoring and audit programme (Lam & W@609)
More consultation with affected community (Lam & 3/@009)
Provision of community facilities (Lam & Woo, 2009)

Compensation (Susskind & Weinstein, 1980; Gregogt.e1991; Lam & Woo, 2009;
Lesbirel, 2011; Chiou, 2011)
Making the best use of technology (Ozawa, 1999)
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CHAPTER 3

PREVIOUS STUDIES ABOUT LULU CASES

In this chapter, case studies in previous studresraviewed with two main
aims. The first aim is to find out the research hondblogies used by previous
researchers interested in LULU conflicts. The sdcamm is to learn the decision
making tools and site selection methods proposeddidous LULUS.

As various professions and disciplines are concemveh site selection of
LULUSs, there are several case studies in jourrellted with fields such as planning,
environment and management. While some of these st@slies focus on tools and
models for finding most suitable locations for dpekinds of LULUs, some others try
to explain and evaluate the site selection prosessterms of conflicts, interest groups
and reasons of disputing attitudes. These two typfesase studies are reviewed
separately to fulfill the twofold aim of this chajpt

3.1. Case Studies on Site Selection Methods of LULUs

The studies proposing various methods for siteciele of LULUs are selected
to find out how previous case studies explored sy of decision making about
LULUSs. Although some of these studies do not uséWdoncept, they all try to find
methods or tools for analyzing, evaluating or datecsites for land uses which are
considered as LULUs. They all focus on a speciidlof LULU such as solid waste
landfills and hazardous waste facilities.

The study ofVasiloglou (2004)is one of the studies proposing a decision
making tool for landfill site selection. He suggmEbta tool constituting a third-
generation multi-criteria decision support systéCDSS). It included data, dialoging
and model subsystems. Its main functions were twige an intermediary between
experts and decision-makers helping decision-makersunderstand the experts’
knowledge and an independent processor of decmmhkers’ judgments thereby giving
a rational selection procedure. The tool was pregowith an aim of a wider

community participation and acceptance. The reslitsved that the tool utilized the
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experts’ knowledge and took into account local atth and public opinion, averting
the violation of prospective agreements.

Ramjeawon and Beerachee (200§)resented a case study using an application
of a multi-criteria decision analysis (MCDA) metlodogy — the analytical hierarchy
process (AHP) — for assessing and ranking of famdmate sites for a sanitary landfill
on the small island of Mauritius after evaluatiohtbem with three main criteria:
technical, environmental and socio-economic. 21-@itbria were determined and
scores were assigned to each criterion and sudriont by stakeholders to find their
relative importance. Then the analytical hierarphgcess was applied and the candidate
sites were ranked to obtain the optimum site. Tloestvand the best sites were also
found by using the proposed technique.

Ekmekcio lu and others (2010) also considered environmental, social,
technical and economic aspects while proposingube of fuzzy multiple criteria
analysis in selection of municipal solid waste disg sites. A modified fuzzy TOPSIS
(The technique for order preference by similardyan ideal solution) methodology is
proposed instanbul case. The authors discussed that the m#teggroposed had the
advantage of rendering subjective and implicit sieci making more objective and
analytical, with its ability to accommodate bothaqtitative and qualitative data. The
best method of municipal solid waste disposal weterthined by optimizing a set of
criteria including cost, reliability, feasibilitypollution and emission levels, and waste
and energy recovery. The alternative methods weaedfilling, composting,
conventional incineration, and refuse-derived fudhle weights of selection criteria
were determined by fuzzy pairwise comparison masriaf Analytic Hierarchy Process
(AHP). Refuse-derived fuel combustion was foundhbst disposal method alternative
for Istanbul. In the following stage, the optimuocétion in Catalca was found using
adjacent land use, climate, road access and cdbeagiteria. The authors concluded
that their methodology proposal could be used eotities.

Banar and others (2006)proposed another type of multi-criteria decision
making tool of analytic network process (ANP) irooking a municipal landfill site for
the city of Eskisehir, Turkey. They used Super Biec Software and made benefit
opportunity cost and risk (BOCR) analysis to choose of the four alternative landfill
sites. They evaluated alternatives with technieabnomical and social assessments.
They found that currently used site was the bestradtive in both ANP and AHP

methods. They also emphasized the need for imneegilagbilitation of the site.
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Aragones-Beltran and others (2010)used two different ANP models: one
hierarchy model and another network-based modeiheir case study of siting a
municipal solid waste plant in the Metropolitan Aref Valencia (Spain). They
described the whole process as a complex mulgf@itdecision making problem that
requires an extensive evaluation process of thenpiat municipal solid waste plant
locations and other factors as diverse as economeichnical, legal, social or
environmental issues. They identified 6 candidatessand 21 criteria grouped into
clusters. They performed two models and compardd dicthe results. They found that
the network-based model was better because thaiténs perceived the influences
among the elements of the system.

Chang and others (2008proposed a combination of geographical information
systems (GIS) with fuzzy multi-criteria decisioniay (FMCDM) for landfill siting.
They prepared a case study for the city of Harliinge south Texas. Their study
included two sequential stages. In the first steematic maps are produced in GIS by
using environmental, biophysical, ecological, armati@economic variables. In the
second stage, FMCDM is used. The aim was to idettig most suitable site using the
information provided by the regional experts widference to five chosen criteria.
Sensitivity analysis was also performed using Mo@@rlo simulation where the
decision weights associated with all criteria weegied to investigate their relative
impacts on the rank ordering of the potential sitethe second stage.

Schumati and others (2008)also used a multi-criteria decision analysis
(MCDA) and overlay analysis using a geographic rimfation system (GIS) together in
landfill site selection. The aim of their study wiasexamine an approach for identifying
the optimum site of a landfill in Pondicherry, gigal urbanizing city of India. First, a
set of criteria were determined and then three nso#Bble sites for landfill was
selected from 17 potential sites. The factors cersid in the siting process were
geology, water supply resources, land use, seassites, air quality and groundwater
quality. Weights were assigned to each criteriorped€eing upon their relative
importance and ratings in accordance with theik@ahagnitude of impact. The Delphi
technique was employed for identifying the key gougg criteria for landfill site
selection by sending a set of questionnaires topthiey makers of key government
departments of Pondicherry. Main and sub categevez® identified and a sequential
hierarchy of the multi-criteria problem was develdpAHP was employed. A weighted

sum aggregation function was employed to arrive @omposite Suitability Index and a
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comparison matrix among the criteria was develdjpedompute an eigenvector. The
alternative with the highest eigenvector value s@ssidered to be the first choice. The
authors emphasized the flexibility of the propossgproach in its application to

different sites with diverse local conditions.

Another study using both AHP and GIS was prepargEtsoy and Bulut
(2009) They proposed a landfill siting model includirauf steps and used this model
in landfill site selection in Trabzon. The firseptwas development of GIS database and
creating maps; the second step was determinatitdmeadriteria and sub-criteria weights
and evaluation of the hierarchical structure ofrthéti-criteria problem using AHP; the
third step was application of spatial analysis gsiveights in GIS; the last step was
determination of the most suitable landfill sitecarg alternatives by using AHP based
methodology. The results of the model in Trabzoowsdd Duzyurt area as the most
suitable site. Another note from authors was tha tnodel provided objective
mathematics to process the subjective preferenfcesligiduals or groups and to arrive
at a decision.

Wang and others (2009)also offered a landfill siting methodology incladi
both AHP and GIS in their study about the solid tedandfill site selection problem in
Beijing, China. They emphasized that these problammse so complex that multiple
alternative solutions were required. They usediajpaformation technologies to grade
maps from lowest suitability to highest suitabiliihey determined weights of criteria
and selected best, good and unsuitable landfihsar&hey used 13 criteria including
both environmental and economic factors in evatuatiThey prepared a final
composite suitability map. They described their glow be objective, flexible and
useful for fast growing regions.

The combination of GIS with AHP in landfill sitelsetion was also proposed by

ener and others (201Q)They tried to determine the most suitable lahdfie for the
Lake Beyehir catchment area, Konya, Turkey. They identiBederal criteria such as
geology/ hydrogeology, land use, slope, heighteeispnd distance from settlements,
surface waters, roads, and protected areas (ecplegentific or historic). Then, they
evaluated these criteria with AHP and mapped by. Ql&ey used four suitability
classes. Finally, they suggested two candidatefilasdes and emphasized that the
final decision would require more detailed fieldidies including detailed geological

and geotechnical investigations, land ownershipgstjannaire investigations to
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determine public acceptance, detailed waste invgnt@and determination of
construction suitability.

In another study, ener and others (2011)added remote sensing methods to
AHP and GIS in landfill site selection. Their castady was solid waste disposal site
selection, Senirkent—Uluborlu Basin, Isparta, Tyrk€hey used 10 different criteria
including lithology, surface water, aquifer, growater depth, land use, lineaments,
aspect, elevation, slope, and distance to roadsy phrformed overlay analyses in GIS
and produced suitability maps. They asked the @pating decision makers to evaluate
elements within each stratum of the hierarchy. Twpared comparison matrices and
used AHP. At the end of the study they investigatgithble regions for landfill.

Besides studies using multi-criteria analyses, ehare studies proposing
different methods for site selection of solid wadisposal areas. One of them is the
study of Zeiss and Atwater (1993)focusing on landfills in Western Canada,
Washington and Oregon. Their study identified senptreening models and required
data to predict air quality, odors, noise, and aismpacts. They found that simple
predictive methods described the nuisance footpfitite facility with adequate data on
environmental conditions. They also found that thgpact screening methodology
could be used to estimate distance required toceedupacts to acceptable thresholds
and to determine required buffer zones.

Another proposal for the site selection of a lalhdite was a prototype system
suggested byChau (2005) The system integrated the heuristic and empirical
knowledge into a decision support system. It asdish making selection of an
appropriate landfill site. It incorporated an acidl neural network. The advantages of
the system were listed as increase in efficiemaprovement, consistency of results and
automated record keeping. It was also found todmel gat transferring knowledge. The
requirements of the landfill site selection processe noted as expert effort, designing
the general scheme and a uniform ranking procedigentifying constraining
regulations, analyzing data and selecting a spdaifidfill site together with size.

Al-Jarrah and Abu-Qdais (2006) proposed an intelligent system based on
fuzzy inference in siting a new landfill in theiase area of Al Ghabawi landfill site in
Amman Jordan. They considered several factors dimodutopography and geology,
natural resources, socio-cultural aspects, andagegrand safety. They designed the

system to rank sites with a weighting scale. Ttseilte showed the effectiveness of the

61



system in site selection process. The authors rtbedheir proposed system could be
used as a tool by planners and decision makers.

Geneletti (2010)proposed a method based on the combination o€lstédter
analysis and spatial multi-criteria evaluation (SE)Qo first design possible sites for an
inert landfill, and then rank them according toittsiitability. He applied this method
to siting of an inert landfill in the Sarca’s Plalocated in southwestern Trentino, an
alpine region in northern lItaly. First, he conducttakeholder analysis and identified
the criteria. And then, he applied SMCE technicwesombine the criteria and obtain a
suitability map. He assessed all criteria, extih¢hee most suitable sites and performed
sensitivity analyses. He found three top-rankirtgssiocated close to each other. He
concluded that the use of different criteria in thigerent stages of the analysis allowed
to better differentiate the suitability of the patial landfill sites.

Besides studies describing models and methodstéosslection of solid waste
landfills, there are also studies exploring the wéaylecision making about treatment,
storage and disposal facilities (TSDFs) of hazasdoastes. One of these studies is the
study of Huitema (2003) who evaluated the hazardous waste facility sitecten
processes of three countries. He found that treeabthe community in Canadian siting
processes was at the expense of the private secidr elected representatives,
institutions that played an important role in th& @nd Dutch cases. Three projects
from three cities of these countries were analyasdi compared with four main criteria
for decision quality: technical, economic, soci@dapolitical. The last two of the
criteria were about the avoidance of conflict. T®&nadian projects were the best in
social quality because they were greatly desirethbysociety. Only one project from
Canada could not be built because of financialasibm whereas the waste problem is
solved in others. According to Huitema (2003), dexis were ‘socially rational’ if they
enhance integration and avoid conflict. In deswipbf legal rationality, when conflict
aroused, the courts clarified the rules and endsaljceement; however, he concluded
that “the courts are a relatively slow institutittrat does not really solve conflicts” and
“conflict can be avoided by the community-basedrapph, certainly if the process is
terminated when signs of opposition develop”. Comityubased approach was noted
to have great advantages in terms of the sociapdance of the proposals of hazardous

waste facilities.
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3.2. Case Studies on Conflicts in Planning ProcessesldiLUs

The second group of case studies includes studi@agto obtain insight into
the site selection processes of LULUS, reasonsoaflicts in these processes, the
interest groups involved and the underlying factorssocial movements against
LULUs. They are reviewed with an aim of determinitige range of research
methodologies performed in studies with similari¢cep The studies evaluating site
selection processes of LULUs include cases from U8Area, Greece, Canada,
Portugal, Japan, the UK, Belgium, Taiwan and Italy.

Sellers (1993)examined the facts, failures and the reasonseofditures in the
decision making process of a biomedical incineraias small city in North Carolina.
He analyzed the policy making techniques used bgllgovernments for introducing
unwanted public goods to a community. He used aphksine survey including a
questionnaire of 18 items. The questionnaire preicopen-end responds when
appropriate. 171 telephone calls were made usimgndom numbers table. A near
100% response rate was achieved. Sellers descwiedypes of policy conflict as
internal and external. He found that the incinarédsue in his case study was affected
by external conflict. The conflicts were aroused &y outer interest group and
supported only by a minority of county residentarn@y findings also showed that a
significant number of residents would want moreoinfation about the issue before
making up their minds. The study suggested locakegunent decision-makers to be
more sensitive to the power and influence of irgegroups in the decision-making
process.

Chung, Kim and Rho (2008) had two objectives in their study about a
radioactive waste facility in Gyeongju, Korea. Trst one was to verify Gyeongju
citizens’ average level of risk perception of aioadtive waste disposal facility as
compared to other risks. They selected the respisdiem the parents and other adult
family members of middle school students. The doestires were distributed on
April 19-20, 2007 and collected on May 5, 2007. Téteirn rate was 53.7%. The local
residents’ risk perception of an accident in a gadiive waste disposal facility was
ranked seventh among a total of 13 risks. The skodjective of their study was to
explore the best model for predicting respondeatgeptance level using variables
related to cost-benefit, risk perception, and praitprocess. In this part they compared

the cost-benefit model and risk perception modepredicting the acceptance of the
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radioactive waste disposal facility. They selectediables, made multiple regression
analyses for each model, and compared the effeessgeof their fit. The comparative
regression analyses showed that the cost-beneffipalitical process models were more
suitable for explaining the respondents’ level oteptance than the risk perception
model. The authors concluded that people’s riskgmron was usually more critical

than just benefit and cost for the siting of hamasl facilities, particularly nuclear-

related facilities.

Kaliampakos and others (2011)studied land use conflicts between an
archaeological site and an aggregate quarry aont@ete plant on the island of Andros
in Greece. The study presented the data and assesefithe impacts of the facilities
gained in the environmental research program cdeduao their laboratory. The results
showed that the relocation would have a possibiiitthe same situation because of the
touristic character of the island. Also, the clesaf the plant and quarry would be
significantly bad for island’s economy. At the erawin-win solution was found in
which the industry continued operating after selvstiegps. First, environmental impacts
were assessed and main concern was found as tied migpacts. Then, some actions to
eliminate visual impacts were proposed. Besidemjestandscape and infrastructure
developments for the archaeological site were erdthn

Liu's study (1997) about the solid waste facilities (mini-incineratoand
landfills) in Houston, USA aimed to understand mratment and posttreatment social
changes. He collected census data of various y@860-1970 for presiting change,
1970-1980 for postsiting change) including familgame variables and race variables.
Two test methods were applied: a two-sample taedta two-sample Wilcoxon rank-
sum test. He analyzed the relationship between L&Jakhd neighborhood changes and
the effects of LULUs on environmental inequity. fé&ind that neighborhood changes
are caused by driving forces in addition to effeaftsolid waste facilities in Houston.
Furthermore, no evidence is found that the LULU asathe host neighborhoods home
for more black and poor people.

Greenberg and others (2007surveyed people living within 50 miles of six
existing DOE (U.S. Department of Energy) nucleaapans sites, asking about their
attitudes toward banning additional nuclear ad@siat these sites and about factors that
might influence these attitudes. They designedraesuinstrument with more than 70
questions. It was a survey by telephone using nandigit dialing, aiming to obtain 200

responses for each of the six sites. They got 4&€panse rate overall and collected a
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total of 1,351 responses between July 14 and Augu005. The researchers found
that most respondents did not want new nucleavities in their areas, and those who

knew little about the existing sites were worridsbat them and did not trust the DOE.

A majority of respondents at five of the six sitggposed new nuclear activities at the
sites, and this was a strong preference. Also agirising was the finding that those

who were familiar with the facilities were much racspen than others to the idea of
locating new nuclear activities at the existingsitThe researchers noted that if they
hope to locate new nuclear land uses they mustgeh#imeir strategy to a new one

including an understanding of and empathy for thierrelated factors that cause so
many people to say "not in my back yard" to nuckedivities.

Steelman and Carmin (1998)prepared a case study of the siting of a limestone
mine on Laurel Mountain, West Virginia, USA. Theynad to gain further insight into
local mobilization, the emergence of resource regimand the degree to which
individual versus collective interests influenceogpition to unwanted land uses. They
summarized the story of opposition to mines in @sa and qualitatively analyzed the
comments on public hearing. The analyses weredarte groups representing each of
the major issues voiced by the residents. The Bpeaetegories of concern were trust
and credibility, equity, self-determination, andwgardship. The case demonstrated that
common property resources could play a role in g community opposition to an
unwanted land use. The presence of common propestyurces would have provided a
stronger rationale for sustained action than irehligl property or private gain.

Guidotti and Abercrombie (2008) studied the conflicts in a proposed landfill
for the city of Edmonton in Alberta, Canada. Thegd the services of an experienced
investigative reporter to conduct a series of wigavs with the major players. They
began by using a structured questionnaire, but doinoo constraining; therefore
abandoned the questionnaire and used flexibly tstred interviews. They conducted 46
interviews in 2 years by telephone and in persden] they made thematic analyses of
the interviews and identified technical and contekissues. They concluded that the
political history of the community plays a majoderan conditioning the response to
‘locally undesirable land use’ (LULUS) and the NIMBbhenomenon. Also, they added
that the planning process for such decisions alomation of facilities should take into
account the history of relationships among thesgliations involved and the sediments

of residents for avoiding conflicts.
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Kikuchi and Gerardo (2009) described NIMBY opposition to stop local siting
of hazardous waste facilities and other LULUs. Tleeyphasized that no matter how
technically excellent a proposed facility was, éhesas a strong possibility that its siting
might be obstructed by a NIMBY movement. They stdda Portugal case, situated the
levels of acceptance of a co-incineration faciity hazardous waste, described the
direct and indirect socio-economic effects origimgtfrom this facility, and proposed a
communicative approach to solve the conflicts abm#ardous waste facilities. They
reported that communication lines should be opethetearly stages of a project (i.e.,
information is transparent and accessible) to mhkerelationships between the public
and the waste management planner more positive, Atgey described the following
necessary communication steps. First, the planihégreowaste management site should
serve as an educator and/or informant and shoués lk@owledgeable as possible about
each field where interests lie. In addition, pubfieetings at which brainstorming is
encouraged can be helpful in identifying opponams community members may offer
certain ideas that can improve the project. Itls® @ssential to have a talk with local
representatives who influence perception of theepto And finally, planners and
decision-makers sometimes need to be able to &olapttain unique requirements (i.e.,
flexibility) through open communication.

Goncio lu Eser & Luloff (2003) performed a qualitative research with an aim
of examining factors behind the various attitudmsards a proposed limestone quarry
in Haines Township, PA, USA. They used data calectmethods of document
analyses, informant interviews and a drop-off/pigksurvey. 18 key informants are
interviewed. 327 households are surveyed and 2@&tiqunaires are delivered. The
return rate was 69,7%. Data were coded to idestifergent themes. Quotations were
selected and arranged by theme. They found that mnesvcomers and oldtimers of the
community differed in terms of their perceptionsvémds quarries and responses to
changes in natural resource use and related emvawoial issues.

Ishizaka and Tanaka (2003)discussed the subject of risk communication for
the waste disposal system in Japan in their stimbytathe siting of waste disposal
facilities in T city, Okayama Prefecture, Japaney performed personal interviews and
a questionnaire covering opposing parties. 55 nipalicofficers responded to the
questionnaires. The authors noted that it was cdiffito seek information from
individual residents; therefore, they conductedspeal interviews with 12 opposing

groups. The answers were critically reviewed andlyaed. They presented a risk
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communication approach for a waste treatment aspodal system addressing issues
such as building of social trust, pragmatic use tloé communication process,
installation of credible information sources, andvieonmental education and
awareness.

Courtright and others (2010) selected four cases from state correctional
institutions (SCIs) in Pennsylvania (Albion, Candge Springs, Dallas, and Houtzdale)
and aimed to recommend policies that may improve talationships between
correctional institutions and their host commusiti€hree methodologies included (a)
focus group interviews with selected local governtrieaders and representatives from
both the business community and other communityn@gs, (b) semi-structured
interviews with prison management, and (c) a maivey of community residents.
Content analysis of the transcribed interviews l{bfr a and b) was employed to
identify major themes in the discussions. The tessthowed that the siting process for
future prisons and correctional facilities wouldibroved by policy recommendations
which facilitate improvement in the prison-commumielationship. The authors added
that these recommendations could not easily beemehted and that they would
require more time, political will, legislative aoti, and agency commitment to initiate.

The study ofCass and Walker (2009)considered different factors underlying
the oppositional activism in renewable energy migjeand the role of emotion within
these. The authors examined wind farm developmiaritsee UK as a case study. They
conducted semi-structured interviews to examineititerest groups involved in the
process and their subjectivities. 42 people inclgddevelopers; policy-makers and
regulators; NGOs and interest groups; politicianmgisultants; manufacturers, engineers
and designers of different renewable energy teduies and financiers were
interviewed by using snowballing process. The twdpts were coded by two
researchers to identify responses to headline n@dseaestions raised in the interviews.
A thematic analysis was also performed. The reshitsved that the reactions to wind
farm developments are seen as highly emotional andactively played upon by
oppositional groups.

Schaffer Boudet and Ortolano (2010aimed to explain the mobilization efforts
of project opponents in two cases of attempts t® Igjuefied natural gas terminals in
California (the Mare Island Energy Project and tBabrillo Port Project) and to
understand the factors and processes in explathegg efforts. They emphasized that

understating opposition to LULU proposals was aical importance to planners, who
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often found themselves in the middle of siting debaThey focused on four factors
including threat, political opportunity, resourcasd appropriation, and loss of trust.
They used relevant newspaper articles, regulatocymhentation, and interviews. They
collected a total of 309 articles and 771 letterthe editor from three local newspapers
and analyzed them to create a chronology of eveamisto select potential interviewees.
They used snowball sampling method in which poatmtiterviewees were selected by
asking to former informants. They conducted 16rinésws in the first case from July
2006 to October 2007 and 24 interviews in the seéamse from March 2007 to April
2008. Informants included mayors, City Council mensh county supervisors, staff
from relevant state agencies, company represeesatieporters, opponents, supporters,
and by-standers (i.e., community members who ditl take part in the debate).
Interviews were structured as a guided conversadion lasted an hour and fifteen
minutes on average. The authors also collectedcadeéd 883 “speeches” at public
meetings by using Atlas.ti 5.2 software. Both “open “free” coding and “focused”
coding are used. The findings of the study comarivo cases indicated that either a
significant endowment of resources or a combinadibtihreat and political opportunity
is important for mobilization.

Rogge, Dessein, and Gulinck (201Bimed to obtain insight into the reasons,
underlying motives and processes that steer thiecpnasistance to greenhouse clusters
in Flanders. They followed the grounded theory epph. They chose a small number
of cases including in-depth data for theory cortdion, rather than a random selection
of a large number of data. They interviewed 24 oagients over a period of 5 months.
The open interviews lasted approximately 1.5 h.yTperformed open coding in the
first phase, axial coding in the second phase a&ahettve coding in the third phase.
Then they distinguished 63 concepts and 12 categtiiat determine the public attitude
towards the development of large-scale greenholi$ey. found that the protest actions
are complex and cannot be attributed to a singheeat such as the NIMBY-concept.
They also emphasized that a qualitative researghmoaph can contribute valuable
information to the process of a planned landschpege.

The study ofChiou and others (2011)evaluates the effectiveness of negotiated
compensation for a NIMBY-related facility of inciraors in Taiwan. They first
conducted 60 in-depth interviews with stakeholdefs 15 incinerators and host

communities and then 765 structured telephoneviewes with residents living near 9
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incinerators. They recommended fair and open nafgalicompensation processes to
resolve conflicts and to increase the local accemaf LULUS.

Piazza (2011)xompared four cases about conflicts related to LEtJItaly: a
high-speed rail line, a bridge, a military base an@fuse site and investigated the role
of left-wing parties in these conflicts. Factorpkmning strategic choices of left parties
and their consequences for LULU movements are iftksht Qualitative analysis
including press reviews and participant observatfonsed. The study found that the
role of left parties can be explained with facttirat the policy-making emerged from
both a new centre/periphery political cleavage igmal majoritarian democracy vs.
local participatory democracy) and a new economgavage (growth/economic
development vs. alternative models of developmémt)addition to the ‘political

opportunity structure’ model.

3.3. Evaluation of Previous Case Studies

Two groups of case studies are reviewed: studiesiterselection methods and
studies on LULU conflicts. The studies in thetfigsoup are published in a variety of
journals including Waste Management, Journal of immental Management,
Environmental Geology, Civil Engineering and Enwimeental Systems, Waste
Management and Research, Environmental MonitonmyAssessment, Environmental
Technology, and Journal of Hazardous Materials.|&hie articles in the first category
are not published in any planning journals, sonuglies in the second category are
published in Journal of the American Planning Asstoan, Land Use Policy, Journal of
Planning Education and Research. This shows thiatesron planning journals mostly
focus on subjects in the second group.

The first group includes 16 studies focusing orhmécal aspects of the site

selection processes (Table 8).
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Table 8. Previous case studies on site selectispadific LULU types

Site Selection

Studies proposing combination of the multicritexielysis anigeographic

information systems (Gl

Author(s) Year | Name of the Study Case Area Methods
The landfill in West | multicriteria
Vasiloglou 2004 New tool for landfill location Thessaly of Greece| analysis methods
analytical
Site selection of sanitary hierarchy process
% landfills on the small island (AHP): one of the
€ | Ramjeawon of Mauritius using the A sanitary landfill | multi-criteria
2 |and analytical hierarchy process on the small island | analysis
% Beerachee 2008nulti-criteria method of Mauritius methodology
= Fuzzy multicriteria disposal| Site selection for
o | Ekmekcioglu method and site selection fomunicipal solid fuzzy multicriteria
o |etal 2010 municipal solid waste. waste in stanbul analysis methods
5 Analytic Network
= Process (ANP):
1S Choosing a municipal A municipal landfill | one of the multi-
= landfill site by analytic site in the city of criteria analysis
'g Banar et al. 200pnetwork process Eskisehir, Turkey | methodology
g An Analytic Network Analytic Network
S Process approach for siting|& municipal solid | Process (ANP):
a municipal solid waste plant| waste plant in the |one of the multi-
"g Aragones- in the Metropolitan Area of | Metropolitan Area of criteria analysis
¢ | Beltranetal.| 2010Valencia (Spain) Valencia (Spain) methodology
Combining GIS with fuzzy
multicriteria decision- Landfill sites in the | combination of the
making for landfill siting in g city of Harlingen in | multicriteria
Chang et al. | 2008fast-growing urban region |south Texas analysis and GIS

Sumathi et al

2008

GIS-based approach for
optimized siting of
municipal solid waste
landfill

Landfill site
selection for
Pondicherry, a
typical urbanizing
city of India

combination of the|
multicriteria
analysis and GIS

Spatial and multi-criteria
decision analysis-based
methodology for landfill site

combination of the|
analytical

Ersoy and selection in growing urban | Landfill site hierarchy process
Bulut 2009 regions selection in Trabzor (AHP) and GIS
Landfill site selection using combination of the|
spatial information The solid waste analytical
technologies and AHP: A | landfill site in hierarchy process
Wang et al. 2009case study in Beijing, Ching Beijing, China (AHP) and GIS
Combining AHP with GIS
for landfill site selection: A | A landfill site for the| combination of the|
case study in the Lake Lake Beyehir analytical
Beysehir catchment area | catchment area, hierarchy process
Sener et al. 201(QKonya, Turkey) Konya, Turkey (AHP) and GIS
combination of the|
Solid waste disposal site | Solid waste disposal analytical
selection with GIS and AHR site selection, hierarchy process
methodology: a case study (isenirkent—Uluborlu | (AHP), GIS and
Senirkent-Uluborlu (Isparta) Basin, Isparta, remote sensing
Sener et al. 201{1Basin, Turkey Turkey methods

(cont. on next page)
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Table 8 (cont.)

Site Selection

Author(s) Year | Name of the Study Case Area Methods
A Case-Study of Nuisance | The landfills in
Impact Screening for Western Canada,
Zeiss and Municipal Waste Landfill | Washington and simple screening
Atwater 1993 Planning Oregon models
Combining GIS with fuzzy a prototype expert
multicriteria decision- system using ANN
making for landfill siting in g A landfill site in (artificial neural
Chau 20085 fast-growing urban region |Hong Kong network) and GIS
Municipal solid waste Al Ghabawi landfill |an intelligent
Al-Jarrah and landfill siting using site in Amman system based on
Abu-Qdais 2006 intelligent system Jordan fuzzy inference

An inert landfill in
the Sarca’s Plain,
Combining stakeholder located in combination of
analysis and spatial southwestern stakeholder
multicriteria evaluation to | Trentino, an alpine | analysis and spatia
select and rank inert landfilll region in northern | multicriteria
Geneletti 2010sites Italy evaluation (SMCE
Hazardous Decisions
Hazardous Waste Siting in | Nine hazardous
the UK, The Netherlands anavaste facilities in the
Canada. Institutions and | Netherlands, Canadacommunity-based
Huitema 2003 Discourses and in the UK approach

Studies proposing other meth

The studies in this group proposed site selectiethods including multi-criteria
analysis methods such as analytical hierarchy pp¢AHP) and analytic network
process (ANP), combination of the multi-criteriaabysis and geographic information
systems (GIS), and other methods such as simptersag models, a prototype expert
system using ANN (artificial neural network) andSGhan intelligent system based on
fuzzy inference, and combination of stakeholderlyai® and spatial multi-criteria
evaluation. While some of them indicate locatioms their cases, some others
determined criteria and proposed methods. Althotigty do not focus on conflicts
about LULUs, they suggest technical proposals wimay minimize conflict reasons
depending on considering technical criteria. Thissts makes use of these studies to
develop recommendations for a smooth process afhwtonflicts are prevented at the
beginning. The use of these site selection methooldld be advisable for decision
making practitioners facing conflicts in siting LUk. The point here is to be
transparent in criteria and their weights usednialyses to gain trust from wider public.

As well as these quantitative methods, communityetlaapproach (Huitema,
2003) and communicative approach (Kikuchi and GkExa2009) were also proposed in

the case studies. They may be used in solving ictmfabout LULUs; however, the
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communities should be ready for such a processselpeoposals are situation based
like the most of the conflict management strategiesrefore decision maker or planner
should choose the most suitable approach in eassh ca

The second group includes 16 studies examininglictsin the site selection
processes of LULUs (Table 9). 11 of these 16 studsed qualitative research design,
while five studies used quantitative methods. Thehmiques used in quantitative
analyses were questionnaires, telephone survegtist&tal models and laboratory
investigation. The techniques used in qualitativalyses were interviews with interest
groups, coding the answers to the questions imviet®s, regulatory documentation of
newspapers, categorizing comments on public hegramgd content analysis.

Table 9. Previous case studies on conflicts ins@tection processes of LULUs

Kaliampakos

archaeology: a land-use

Methods/
Author(s) Year | Name of the Study Case Area Techniques

A biomedical

incinerator in a smallA telephone survey
@ NIMBY: A Case Study in | city in North using a
8 | Sellers 1993 Conflict Politics Carolina, USA questionnaire
@ Analysis of Local A questionnarie
% Acceptance of a A radioactive waste | and a comparison
£ | Chung, Kim Radioactive Waste facility in Gyeongiju, | of two statistical
3 | & Rho 2008, Disposal Facility Korea models
% Construction industry and| An aggregate quarry

and a concrete plan

!

Mavrikos & conflict on the island of | on the island of Laboratory
Menegaki 2011Andros, Greece Andros in Greece |investigation
Nine solid waste Two statistical
Dynamics and causation ¢facilities (mini- tests: a two-samplg
environmental equity, incinerators and t test and a two-
locally unwanted land usedandfills) in sample Wilcoxon
Liu 1997| and neighborhood changeddouston, USA rank-sum test

Greenberg et
al.

Studies using quantitative research de:

studying more than one c:

2007

The ultimate LULU?
Public reaction to new
nuclear activities at major

Six existing DOE
(U.S. Department of
Energy) nuclear

weapons sites

weapons sites

Telephone survey

(cont. on next page)

72



Table 9 (cont.)

Methods/
Author(s) Year | Name of the Study Case Area Techniques
c Qualitative
% Common property, research by
3 collective interests, and | A limestone mine on categorizing
5 Steelman & community opposition to | Laurel Mountain, comments on
§ Carmin 1998 locally unwanted land usesWest Virginia, USA | public hearing
21 & A landfill for the city
o S | Guidotti & Aurum; a case study in theof Edmonton,
2 | & [Abercrombie| 2008politics of NIMBY Alberta, Canada Interviews
g0 More than a decade of
S ,8 conflict between hazardous
|z waste management and | Hazardous waste
8 % public resistance: A case | facility: waste co-
3 Kikuchi & study of NIMBY syndrome incineration in Qualitative
g Gerardo 2009in Souselas (Portugal) Souselas, Portugal | research design
§ A proposed Document
o) Goncuo lu Community Controversy |limestone quarry in | analyses,
Eser & Over a Proposed Haines Township, |interviews, a drop-
Luloff 2003| Limestone Quarry PA, USA off/pick-up survey
Resolving public conflict in Waste disposal
site selection process—a | facilities in T city,
Ishizaka & risk communication Okayama Prefecture)nterviews and a
Tanaka 2003approach Japan questionnaire
Prisons and Rural
Courtright, Pennsylvania CommunitiesPrisons State
Packard, Exploring the Health of the correctional Interviews, mail
Hannan, & Relationship and the institutions in survey and conten
Brennan 2010Possibility of Improvement Pennsylvania, USA | analysis

Emotion and rationality:
The characterisation and

Renewable energy
projects: wind farm

§ Cass & evaluation of opposition to| developments in the Interviews and
© | Walker 2010 renewable energy projectg UK coding
2 Using relevant
2 A Tale of Two Sitings: Two Liquefied newspaper articles
8 | Schaffer Contentious Politics in Natural Gas regulatory
> | Boudet & Liquefied Natural Gas Facilities in documentation,
S | Ortolano 2010 Facility Siting in California| California, USA and interviews
i Qualitative
£ Stakeholders perception of research design by
= attitudes towards major following
17 landscape changes held by grounded theory
Rogge, the public: The case of approach by
Dessein, & greenhouse clusters in Greenhouse clustersinterviews and
Gulinck 2011f Flanders in Flanders, Belgiumcoding
Negotiated Compensation
for NIMBY Facilities: Interviews and
Chiou, Lee Siting of Incinerators in Incinerators in telephone
& Fung 2011 Taiwan Taiwan interviews
Locally unwanted land usg'Four LULUs in press reviews,
movements: the role of lef{dtaly: a high-speed | participant
wing parties and groups in rail line, a bridge, a | observation and
trans-territorial conflicts in| military base and a | comparison of 4
Piazza 2011lItaly refuse site cases
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The analysis method of LULU conflicts proposed e tprevious chapter is
reviewed to show how the previous case studiesribotg this thesis (Figure 4). The
first group including case studies on site selectieethods contributes to the analysis of
processes and methods to avoid from conflicts. ethods such as multi-criteria
analysis are used in the recommendation for furfilanning practices in the case

studies of this thesis.

( PREVIOUS CASE STUDIES |

helps to propose site selection methods for helps to determine a research methodology while studying

[Case Studies on Site Selection Methods of LULUs ’ ‘ Case Studies on Conflicts in Planning Processes of LULUs J

y ) J
UNDERSTANDING (to avoid from conflicts) (if conflicts emerged)
LULU CONFLICTS PLANNING AND CONFLICT CONFLICT

What Kind of comtlions are MINIMIZATION METHODS RESOLUTION
happenned? How are LULUs planned? METHODS
CHARACTERISTICS OF Site selection methods and decision making techni How are LULU conflicts
CONFLICTS %ﬁ?ﬁﬁ?ﬁﬁ‘xﬁsg:; ‘EZ';]‘;;Y““’I hierarchy process resolved? Are methods for
Why dre conflicts combination of the multi-criteria analysis and geographic information contlictresolution used?
happcnn?;d? BpSOAAISE

simple screening models,
a prototype expert system using ANN (artificial neural network) and
GIS,
an intelligent system based on fuzzy inference,
bination of stakehold lysis and spatial multi-criteria

REASONS OF CONFLICTS

Are strategies for minimization of conflicts used?
Multi-criteria approach
Community based approach

[ CASE STUDIES ]

OF THE THESIS

Figure 4. Contributions of previous case studieght® analysis method of LULU
conflicts

The second group of case studies mainly focusedcanflicts and their
resolution methods as shown in Figure 4. They atsdribute to the research design
and methodologies of the case study of this th@$isy helped to determine the most
suitable methodology in similar case studies. Hasis used qualitative research design
as in the 2/3 of the previous case studies indaiggory. Besides, the research included
more than one case as in the 7/10 of the studiag gsalitative research design in this
category. Moreover, the thesis used research tggbésiincluding document analysis,
media search and content analysis which are nosuahtun previous studies. The
interview performing previous case studies are emadhin detail to utilize their

experiences in the interview design of this th€Eable 10).
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Table 10. Previous case studies using interviews

nd
5t

(7]

type of # of type of # of
Reference |LULUs locations |interviews |interviews | type of interviewees
55
guestionnaire questionnai| municipal officers
Ishizaka & |waste disposa and group |res and 12 | (questionnaire) and opposing
Tanaka, 2003 facilities 1| discussion | groups groups
questionnaire
and
standardized)
semi-
structured, |294
Goncuo lu open-ended | questionnai| households (questionnaire)
Eser & limestone 1-3h res and 18 | and key informants
Luloff, 2003 | quarry 1] interviews |interviews | (interviews)
‘flexibly
structured’
Guidotti & interview by
Abercrombie telephone
2008 landfill 1| and in person 46 | stakeholders
semi- developers, policy-makers a
structured regulators; NGOs and intere
interviews groups; politicians;
selected by consultants; manufacturers,
snowball engineers and designers of
Cass & wind farm sampling different renewable energy
Walker, 2009 developments| all in UK | method 42 technologies and financiers
selected local government
leaders and representatives
from both the business
focus group community and other
Courtright, interviews, community agencies (focus
Packard, semi- 3100 mails | group interviews), prison
Hannan, & structured | with a 24% | management (semi-structure
Brennan, interviews, |response |interviews), and community
2010 prisons 4mail survey |rate residents (mail survey)
mayors, City Council
members, county supervisor
staff from relevant state
Schaffer agencies, company
Boudet & liquefied 16 for 1st | representatives, reporters,
Ortolano, natural gas guided case and 24 opponents, supporters, and
2010 facilities 2| conversation| for 2nd case by-standers
representatives of agricultura
Rogge, sector from horticulturalists t
Dessein, & civil servants and
Gulinck, greenhouse |allin 1,5 h open representatives of the farme
2011 clusters Flanders |interviews 24 union
stakeholders of 15
incinerators and host
60 in-depth | communities (in-depth
and 765 interviews), residents living
Chiou, Lee & in-depth and| telephone | near 9 incinerators (telephon
Fung, 2011 | incinerators 1Structured |interviews |interviews)

93}
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The reviewed studies include eight studies usitgryew. All of them studied
one type of LULUs such as solid waste facility, éstone quarry and prison. Three of
them studied one case while others examined vaam@ints of case locations ranging
from one to 15. This table guided the thesis ingiesg interview research in terms of
amount and types of interviews and interviewees.olm of face-to-face interviews
varied from 12 to 60 in these studies. There arews types of interviews including
structured, semi-structured and open-ended. Whenirkterview type changes to
telephone or mail survey, the amount of interviemgeased in previous case studies.
Interviewees in previous case studies were fromi@de wange of interest groups
including opponents or residents, municipal offscer selected local government
leaders, NGOs, company representatives and sohenthesis methodology is designed
similarly with most of these studies in terms ofesténg qualitative research design

with an acceptable number of structured interviextk similar interviewees.
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CHAPTER 4

CASE STUDY: CONFLICTS IN SITE SELECTION
PROCESSES OF LULUS IN ZM R

LULUs in zmir are selected as case studies of this thesist, BIl LULUS
facing conflicts in zmir are listed by using document analysis and enedarch. Then,
the most conflict facing three types of LULUs amested: solid waste facilities,
fisheries and quarries. Seven solid waste faatitges, six fishery cases and 14 quarry
cases are searched in detail to analyze their ictniby using the analysis method
prepared with the help of theoretical works andvimgs case studies. 60 in-depth
interviews with 72 people from all parties are peried to find out their opinions about
LULUs and their planning processes. This chaptgamized in six parts including
general information about LULUs irzmir, overview of conflicts about three LULUSs,

evaluation and recommendation.

4.1. LULUs in zmir

zmir is the third largest populated city in Turkéyigure 1). It has a total
population of 4.061.074 (TurkStat, 2013). It isdted in the western part of the
country. It has 30 districts.

There are many different land uses and thus LULWszmir because of its
location, size and level of development. There 23econflict facing LULU types in
zmir (Table 11). They are listed by using LULU d#digsation in Table 5. The conflict
facing LULUs in zmir include at least one LULU from each group tedlawith energy,
waste, industry, transportation, housing, crime lagalth. Besides, some LULUSs facing
conflicts in zmir are not included in Table 5. Examples are hiatg stations, refugee
camp, entertainment facilities with loud music,igtig center and sacrifices spaces.

The most conflict facing three LULU types are stdddo be studied in detail in
the case studies of the thesis with the reasonsaiegp in method part of the

introduction chapter. These LULUs are solid waatglities, fisheries and quarries.
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Table 11. LULUS inzmir

LULUs Locations
Despite no proposals iamir, protests against nuclear facilitiels
nuclear related land usesgenerally in any location in Turkey
Alia a: Conflicts about responsible institutions notw@tdand
refineries use
Gold mines in Bergama, Efemcukuru (Menderes) and
Yamanlar. Quarries in Bornova, Karaburun, Moraie, Ceme,
mines Urla, Kemalpaa, Menderes, Aliaa
Thermal plant in Aliaa, wind energy plants in Karaburun,
electricity generating hydrothermal plants generally and other renewahézgy
stations facilities
Energy | dams Yortanl Dam in Allianoi
hazardous waste relatec
land uses Aliaa and Gaziemir
Solid waste facilities in Harmandal , Torbal , Memen,
Bornova-Buca, Menderes, Yamanlar, Odeaste transfer
stations in several locations. Proposed landfillsiadge of bay
waste related land uses| in Urla and Foca.
ash landfill Alia a and Foca
sewage treatment plants @i Conflicts about bidding not about land use.
Waste | recycling centers Aliaa Samurlu Village
Torbal , leather factories in Menemen, ready migedcrete
Industry | factories plant in Bornova
Traffic problems in existing airport in Gaziemirjrports of
airports Katip Celebi and Alacat
highways Kordon, Karaburun, Gae, zmir- stanbul Highway
Konak tunnel, railways without level crossings, jpots of
Transport} transportation related Uckuyular Ci li Egeray, nciralt -Bostanl tunnel, Bal kl ova
ation | facilities canal.
low income housing Many low income housing locasgion
housing of minorities Ege District
gecekondu Many gecekondu locations
Housing near industrial zones in Menemen, high itens
housing (not exactly housing in Maviehir and Selcuk, housing in conservation zgne
Housing | LULU) in Buca
Crime | prisons Yeni ekran
Health | rehabilitation clinics Ozbek Village in Urla
red-light districts Not a district, but a brothah alternative to Yenghir
military installations NATO
potentially noxious Depots of gas tubes in Buca and fuel stations iverse
facilities locations.
communication towers Several locations such asd@dyand Kar yaka
watching stations Guzelbahge and Bayrakl
refugee camp Harmandal
entertainment facilities Cme and Karyaka
sacrifices spaces Especially illegal ones
shopping malls (not In public spaces such as Alsancak Stadiuinmyer Park, landg
exactly LULU) of Ege and Dokuz Eylul Universities
fisheries Urla, Seferihisar, Karaburun, Mordo, Ceme, Foca
poultry farms Bademler and Ozbek Villages in Urla
septic tanks Foca
canals Bahcelievler in Kayaka
Non- | flood prevention wall Maviehir
Grouped| logistic center Ans zca Village in Kemalga
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4.2. Conflicts in Site Selection Process of Solid WastEacilities in

zZmir

The conflicts mainly emerged about the existingilitgcin Harmandal and
proposed areas in Torbal, Menemen, Gokdere-Kagnaklenderes, Yamanlar and
Odemi. Before explaining conflict processes, brief imf@tion about solid waste
facilities in the city is given in the following pga

4.2.1.Solid Waste Facilities in zmir and Their Site Selection

Procedures

Total amount of waste collected immir in 2010 is 1 685 659 tons/year. It is
almost seven percent of total waste of Turkey & ghme year. Almost 77 percent of
the collected wastes are disposed in controlledfilhsite while others are disposed in
dumping sites of municipalities izmir in 2010 (TurkStat, 2010). Composting plants in
Uzundere and Menemen have been used for wastesdispatil 2006 and 2009,
respectively (Akinci et al., 2012).

There are 41 municipal waste landfill sites in Taykn 2009 (MEF, 2009).
Two of them are located irzmir in Harmandal and Foca. Foga Solid Waste Liéindf
Area is constructed in 1999 for Foca, Beas , Gerenkdy and Yenifoca Municipalities
(MEF, 2008).

Harmandal Solid Waste Landfill Area is constructed 1992 by zmir
Metropolitan Municipality. It is the first regulavaste disposal site in Turkey. It has 90
hectares of area and 27 hectares of the arealliactve for landfilling (Figure 5).
Almost 4000 tons/day of waste is collected in @nisa everyday. There are three types
of waste collected in this area: domestic wastelusirial waste with domestic
characteristics and purification sludgeNSMGD, 2013) Oozing water from the
collected waste is transferred to sewage systemrefided in Cili Waste Water
Refinery. Harmandal Solid Waste Landfill Area ssvall settlements within the
boundaries ofzmir Metropolitan Municipality (Ozen, 2011). Theisting landfill had
been collecting medical waste until July 2012; hesvethey have been sent to Manisa

since the new regulation\{M, 2014).
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Figure 5. Active disposal in Harmandal Solid Wasaadfill Area

It is 25 km. far from city centre. It has run odtits temporal capacity of 15
years (Akinci et al., 2012). Its proximity to budtea and its capacity are weaknesses
found in SWOT analysis of Strategic Plan of the mdpolitan Municipality (MM,

2010); thereforezmir Metropolitan Municipality decided to close tagea and prepared
rehabilitation plans (Figure 6).

\

Ll DTSSR

Figure 6. Proposed view of Harmandal Solid Wasiedfill Area after rehabilitation
(Source: WSMGD, 2013)

The boundaries ofzmir Metropolitan Municipality is enlarged in 20@4e to
the Law of Metropolitan Municipalities (No. 5216hdhenlarged again in 2012 due to

the Law (No. 6360). 24 of the 26 irregular wastgpdsal sites in new added settlements

80



are clogd and 2 of them are going to be closed after oactgdn of new waste transf
stations (Ozen, 2011)The wastes from these settlements are beingféraed to
Harmandal Solid Waste Landfill Area. There aras$far stations in Halkap nar, Gec
K's k, Gumdildur, Kar yaka, Selcuk, Torbaand Foca (Figure)7 In addition, the sit
selection and project preparation processes ateoang for Turkelli ancUrla Transfer
Stations (WSMGD, 20:3).

Foca
Transfer ist. Tiirkelli

\ : - / Transfer Ist.

Karsiyaka

Urla . ¥a R Transfer Ist,
Transfer Ist.
! o b Halkapinar

E ~Transfer ist.
Gechz
Tlransfer‘is't,u- ki
. 5 . — Kisik

—— Transfer Ist.
- Tarbal
Transfer ist.

Selcuk
Transfer ist.

Gumildir ’___,__———'—‘-"_’
Transfer ist. 2 -
. !

Figure 7 Wastetransfer stations iremir (Source: WSMGD, 201.)

The legislation related to the waste disposal sites Turkey include:
fundamental right of living in healthy environmerits Turkish Constitution, 6 law
about environment, municalities, metropolitan municipalities and penal codienost
15 regulations about waste processes includingénation, disposal, control and so
almost 21 circulars about waste disposal facilitiemplementation project:
management plans, permisss and so on, and other related notifications. Witk
related laws regulate the general rights and rules,regulations specify the type
waste such as oil, vehicles, batteries, constmatiastes and so ¢

The Regulation about Regular Landfilliiof Wastedetermine three kinds of

St class including hazardous waste™® class including

regular landfill facility: :
municipal waste and®class including inert waste. It regulates the silection criteriz
for them. The minimum distance betweé class regular landfills and settlements n
be at least 1 km while it must be minimum 250 nween ™ and 3" class landfills and

settlements. Besides, criteria about air transportaoutes, conservation zones sucl
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forests, forestation areas, habitats of wild angmalater resources and their
conservation basins, topographic, geologic, geohwqgic, geotechnical and hydro-
geological conditions of the area, risks aboutdlolandslide, snow slide, erosion and
earthquake, wind direction, rainfall conditions,tural and cultural heritages are
determined. Pipelines of fuel, gas and water anglepdines are restricted. First EIA
process is completed and then the locations aredado plans according to this
regulation (Official Gazette, 2010).

In the site selection process of existing Harman&allid Waste Disposal,
related institutions gave opinions. Reports abaantwdirection which is said to have no
effects on nearest settlements was given by RegiDiractorate of Meteorology,
reports about no relations with groundwater resssinwas given by State Hydraulic
Works and geological reports about having suitapégmeability was given by
Hacettepe University (Kavakl , 2011).

At local level, the Department of Solid Waste FHées in zmir Metropolitan
Municipality is the responsible institution for pagation of plans, projects,
adjudication documents and Environmental Impactedssient (EIA) reports, and
control of these processes. Location decisions taken by this department by
considering existing plans with a process showrigure 8.

The criteria in the site selection process of wdstposal sites considered by the
Planning Department are as follows according terinéw with this department:

Space requirements

Distance to settlements
Distance to agricultural lands
Distance to olive groves

Land use capability classes
Distance to industrial zones
Distance to conservation sites
Distance to military zones
Distance to natural lakes
Distance to dams

Distance to rivers

Distance to drinking water wells

Distance to 1st degree highways
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Distance to 2nd and 3rd degree highways
Distance to railways
Slope
Elevation
Minimum or maximum values are determined dependimgxisting regulations

and legislation for each of these criteria.

Metropolitan Municipality...

Selects sites with criteria # FProduces alternatives
« distance to settliements, l
- air transportation routes, . .
_ Collects opinions from institufions
= conservation zones such as forests,
forestation areas, habitats of wild l
animals. Chooses the most suitable alternative
= water resources and their l
conservation basins,
- topographic. geologic, Starts the land allocation procedure
geomorphologic, geotechnical and l
SE:;.D-QEDIDQICEI conditions ofthe Calls for a bid for EIA report preparation
= risks about flood, landslide, snow l
slide, erosion and earthquake, EIA
= wind direction.
= rainfall conditions, —
= natural and cultural heritages, Adds decisions to plans
= pipelines of fuel, gas and water l
-power lines Implements decisions

Figure 8. Site selection process of solid wastdities in zmir

The processes about transfer stations are notflredit; however, there are
fewer criterions for site selection. Accessibilagd the availability of roads for trucks
are the most important criteria. Also, minimum spaequirement is specified as 6000-
8000m2. First, the Department of Solid Waste Raedliproposes a site for a transfer
station considering these criteria. Then, EIA Repoprepared after a bidding process.
Documents that state “EIA Report is not neededls® valid. After the EIA process,
geologic situation of the area is analyzed for ttgu@ent and construction; and finally

the implementation projects are prepared. The proje sent to the Planning
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Department without negotiation. If there are obtt to the selected site of the
project, alternative locations are searched. Fasdlalternative locations the opinions of
several institutions are takeM, 2008).

Upper scale plans izmir include decisions about waste disposal sit@svaste
disposal sites are shown in the Manisa Kutakyar Environment Plan with 1/200 000
scale (Figure 9).This plan proposes strategiesitonmze the pollution depending on
solid wastes. The main suggestion of the plan & there should be infrastructure
unions in which the solid waste problem is solved & region including several
settlements instead of solving the problem for esettlement. The location criteria
should include geographic structures of the latdshould serve the whole city.

Regional solutions are needed.

i
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Figure 9. Solid waste facilities i@mir in Manisa Kitahyazmir Environment Plan
(Source: gisapll.cevreorman.gov.tr/cdp/)

zmir Development Plan with 1/25000 scale approved zmir Metropolitan
Municipality shows five waste disposal site deaisigFigure 10). The plan proposes a

total area of 237,2 hectares of solid waste catlacind disposal areas. The plan
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includes Solid Waste Disposal Areas in Harmandekisting 107,1 ha, proposed
development 147 ha, conservation zone in a buffdikon), Konak Uzundere (8,2 ha

and conservation zone in a buffer of 1km), Foc& (), Torbal (43 ha), Mordan

Areas in Buca (6,1 ha), Kayaka (5 ha) and Menemen (6,1 ha), Kemadp@,1 ha), a

rubble disposal area in unused area of stone niinesundaries of forests in Bornova
(50 ha), renewal of the irregular waste landfillAha a and transform of it to a regular
solid waste landfill area (4,3 ha). The plan in€sdequirements about solid waste
landfill areas. First obligation is EIA. Second,st&collection is not allowed in 1st and
2nd Zone Resource Conservation Areas. FinallyEtmaronment Law (No. 2872) and

related regulations including Solid Waste ContrelgRlation should be considered in

all solid waste facilities.

Figure 10. Five solid waste facilities inmir Development Plan
(Source: 3D City Map ofzmir Metropolitan Municipality)

4.2.2.An Overview of Conflicts in Site Selection Processeof Solid

Waste Facilities in zmir

The site selection process of solid waste landfidas in zmir is facing with
conflicts depending on negative opinions of somstititions and objections of
nongovernmental organizations and local people o hand, the existing facility in
Harmandal is protested to take attention of denisnakers for closing the area as soon
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as possible. On the other hand, the proposed twsatare protested since the first
alternative is proposed in 2008 (Figure 11).

Figure 11. Timeline for solid waste facility corfis in zmir

4.2.2.1. Findings of Document Analysis and Media Search foSolid
Waste Facility Conflicts

As Harmandal Solid Waste Landfill Area has comgydeits capacity and, as the
city grows, this facility becomes proximate to ttesidential areas (Figure 12gmir
Metropolitan Municipality tries to find a new sit®r waste disposal since 2005
( WSMGD, 2013). The Department of Solid Waste Faesiplans to construct a Solid
Waste Assessment Facility for effective and effiti@mssessment of solid waste,
separating recyclable waste from others, produelagtrical energy from organic waste
and composting wastes (Ozen, 20M/SMGD, 2013).

According to the Action Report of the DepartmentSulid Waste Facilities
(2008), a new regular landfill area is planned he southern part of the city. First,

several alternative areas in Torbal are propo&édr a series of cancellations for most
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of the sites because of objections of severaltutgins, an area of 168 hectares is
selected. The prior authorizations are taken framestry General Directorate. The area
is approved by Local Environment Committee. Mapppration and then, EIA report
preparation and planning processes started. Thesnbsvwaste facility is added to the
zmir Development Plan, and then the institutiornams are collected for plans with
lower scales MM, 2009). The project was planned to be finishexdil 2010 (MM,

2008). However the actual process was not samesdgfed in the Action Reports.

Figure 12. The proximity of Harmandal Solid Waksndfill Area to residential areas
(Source: An interviewee from Harmandal )

In 2009 the mayor of the Metropolitan Municipal@gnounced that they plan to
close the existing disposal area in Harmandalhenfollowing 2 years and to select a
site for a new facility. There were two possiblada for an Integrated Solid Waste
Facility including collecting wastes, composting iacinerating them and producing
energy. First one was in Torbal and the secondvaamein between Gokdere village in
Bornova and Kaynaklar village in Buca (M, 09.03.200rA, 07.10.2009). This
announcement started the discussions with sevendlicting opinions.

The first responses were from the majors of the ionpalities of Buca and
Bornova. They did not want the facility in the bdanies of their municipalities. Also,
the Minister of Environment and Forestry were omab$o the type of facility. He
explained that incineration facility which was ptea to be constructed was not

appropriate to the existing conditions and buddethe country. Depending on these
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objections, Metropolitan Municipality gave up theoject in that location (YA,
31.03.2010) and discussions continued on the alteen proposals for Torbal,
Menemen and existing Harmandal sites.

For the Torbal proposal an objection came from Rinevincial Directorate of
Agriculture as 47 hectares of the total 168 hestarfeproposed area contained olive
graves (Figure 13). This problem was overcome lyeadesing the site to 121 hectares
(YA, 31.03.2010).

Figure 13. The proposed site for solid waste figcih Ta kesik in Torbal
(Source: YA, 06.05.2010)

Then many objections came from different individublut more from local or
central authorities, NGOs, representatives of jalifparties and groups of local people
who were usually activated by professional chambE&ngey showed their protests in
municipality councils, through press releases, gdmcourt or collecting signatures by
door-to-door visits. The majors of the ChambersTorbal including Chamber of
Commerce, Chamber of Agriculture, Chamber of Tradas and Chamber of Drivers
worked in a union to prepare a report about theblpros of Torbal including the
location of solid waste disposal area. They visttezl Minister of the State, Vice-Prime
Minister and deputies from the three major politigarties, and presented that report to
them (YA, 04.04.2010).

Beside objections there were few supporters optioposal. The director of the
Provincial Directorate of Environment and Forestupported the mayor and criticized
the people saying "not in my town" that they didt hearn the type of facility, its
technology or its quality (YA, 05.06.2010; M, 06.2610). Also, some newspaper
writers reminded that there were several instifgigiving positive opinion to this site
such as Regional Directorate of Forests, Institdt®lineral Research and Exploration,
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Ministry of Environment and Forestry, General Diozate of State Hydraulic Works,
Provincial Directorate of Agriculture, Gediz Eldcity Distribution Company and other
related institutions (M, 06.06.2010; YA, 09.06.2p10

The mayor of the Metropolitan Municipality visitékde proposed site in Torbal
and faced with protests (Figure 14). Almost 70agé#rs from 3 villages met in the area,
stopped the bus of the Metropolitan Municipalitpobd, showed banners writing “We
do not want zmir’'s waste in our region”. Some of them showegirthand titles to the
mayor and said that the area was theirs. Someeaf tbudly asked the mayor why he
did not ask them while making this decision. Theyandried to explain the process,
told that their opinions would be taken in two lorete meetings after the EIA report and
suggested them to come to the meetings and tdhielfeasons of not wanting. The
headman of the village told that they gave petgtiagainst the decision but did not get
answers. The mayor told that telling opinions wasirt right, however the decision
would be taken depending on science and if theme we legal constraints then they
would locate the facility in this area. The villageshouted him down and then he got
angry and left the area (YA, 04.06.2010; M, 05.06®.

Figure 14. The protests against the decision oftiie waste facility in Torbal
(Source: left photo YA, 04.06.2010; other photos(d4,06.2010)

Following these protests Metropolitan Municipaliyganized a trip to Germany
to show good examples to interested people or gro8pme of the interest groups
decided not to attend the trip as a response, \sbiee others decided to participate to
learn so as to oppose better and consciously. 8@l@écluding some villagers, people
from central and local government, representatofesniversities, chambers and other
nongovernmental organizations attended to theatnigh gained positive opinions about
constructing the similar inzmir (YA, 20-23-25.09.2010; M, 23.09.2010). Theptri
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included technical observation in Mlunster Mechaimlogic Processing and Regular
Disposal Facility and Vereinigte Ville Regular Dosgal Facility in Cologne (Figure 15).

Figure 15. The participants of the technical tapg3ermany
(Source: left photo YA, 25.09.2010; right photo 28.09.2010)

The people objected the solid waste facility in Badr established a
Nongovernmental Initiative Group against Waste I tcoordination of Torbal
Chamber of Commerce. The group included particgpainom political parties,
nongovernmental organizations, unions, headmenllafgs, and representatives from
25 institutions (Figure 16). They organized meetiagd discussed possible movements
against waste. They decided to sign a declarati@tribute hand-outs including this
declaration, announce by newspaper advertisemelhtthe possible harms and bad
effects of the facility to the villagers, make &gs release in Harmandal waste disposal
area, start legal fight, visit the institutionstive EIA process, organize an exhibition in
Torbal centre including the photos of Harmandahste disposal area, stop waste
trucks and stay in tents in the proposed waste(@#&a28-31.10.2010; M, 30.10.2010).

Figure 16. The participants of the Nongovernmelmisiative Group against Waste in
Torbal (Source: YA, 31.10.2010)
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While discussions were continuing for Torbal , ipr@ss release, the mayor of
the Metropolitan Municipality announced a propdsala secondary waste disposal site
in the northern part of the city too (YA, 3.11.20M), 04.11.2010; H, 04.11.2010).

On the other hand, people living near the exissotid waste landfill area in
Harmandal also started to take actions and orgamieetings to force the responsible
institutions to find solutions as soon as possiiigure 17). The headman of the
Cumbhuriyet Quarter in Harmandal applied to the lanRRights Committee ozmir
Governorship, Environment Commission afmir Bar Association and Provincial
Directorate of Health. His applications were based the 56th sentence of the
Constitution which guarantees the right of living healthy environments for
everybody. He complained about the environmentablpms and health risks caused
by waste disposal, but the authorities from Mettibg@o Municipality Water and
Sewerage Management General Directorate rejectedldiims and told that there was
no risk of explosion, no stored gas, no leakageotlifited water (YA, 05.12.2010). The
people from Harmandal explained their decisiomdoto the European Human Rights
Court. The mayor of the Metropolitan Municipalitymoorted this decision and told that
they were right (YA, 05.10.2011).

Figure 17. The protests in Harmandal in 2011
(Source: left photo M, 09.09.2011; right photo N3,d9.2011)

The news about the movements against the existinditton of the solid waste
landfill area in Harmandal increased the amountofzements in Torbal (Figure 18)
(YA, 06.12.2010). The first legal action of the Nymvernmental Initiative Group
against Waste in Torbal was going to the courthvah aim of cancellation of the
Manisa-Kutahyazmir Environment Plan claiming that the proposat # waste
disposal area in Torbal was on contrary with tl¢h2Sentence of the Law about
Rehabilitation of Olive Production and VaccinatiohWild Olives (No. 3573) (YA,
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28.12.2010; M, 29.12.2010). The group organizedeatmg, invited first the Minister
of Environment and Forestry, then organized anotheeting, invited the Minister of
Culture and Tourism and presented reports includhmgr opinions against waste
facility in Torbal . Both of the ministers said th@iorbal is not appropriate for this
facility. The mayor of the Metropolitan Municipalittold that if any other more
appropriate area was possible the Metropolitan ®lpality would change the decision
(YA, 01-02-03-04.04.2011; YA, 03.08.2011).

Figure 18. The meeting of the participants of thenfbvernmental Initiative Group
against Waste in Torbal Tikesik (Source: YA, 06.12.2010)

In the following days the EIA report for the aremTorbal was completed. It
was found that the ground was permeable and alse tvere underground water
resources. Therefore, Metropolitan Municipality aanced that the area is not suitable
for any waste facility (Figure 19). They rejectéet tpossible proposed methods using
impermeable membrane in the ground of the facilityey announced that the process
of searching another location for the facility isntnuing (YA, 27.08.2011; M,
29.08.2011).

Figure 19. Villagers and members of the Nongovemtaielnitiative Group against
Waste in Torbal celebrating the cancellation & waste disposal proposal
in Ta kesik (Source: YA, 27.08.2011)
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With a majority of votes the Council of the Metrdipgn Municipality decided
to transform the existing compost waste facilityatoew more technological one on an
area of 20,3 ha in Menemen. The facility would het for storing waste but for
separating it and producing energy and raw masef@l industries (M, 16.10.2011).
The mayor of Metropolitan Municipality organizegbigess release, explained the details
of the project and the reasons of the selectich@firea. He added that there would be
another solid waste disposal area in an unusedodrg@ne mines in the southern part
of the city (YA, 05.10.2011; M, 28.10.2011).

The people against the solid waste disposal arddeimemen came together to
show their response. The mayor of Menemen Munitipakganized a press release
and told that the decision was not appropriate hi® Development Plan and the
Environment Plan. He emphasized that the econotmictare of Menemen depending
on agriculture would be affected badly with thisdause decision (M, 26.10.2011; YA,
28.10.2011). The mayor of the Metropolitan Munitilyaresponded to the oppositions
by explaining the reasons of site selection asatiea was far from settlements, it was
near to highway, using the existing facility andewing it would be more feasible, and
there would be no odor and no stored waste after ptocess which had a high
technological design (YA, 06.11.2011; M, 07.11.201However the movements of
people from Menemen continued with a meeting ofeggntatives of several chambers,
City Council and Profession Organizations PlatfaiiRight and Left Coasts Irrigation
Associations (M, 13.11.2011). They protested theisten by showing agricultural
products (Figure 20). The head of Left Coast ItrmyaAssociations told that they went
to court to cancel the project (YA, 15.11.2011)ptotect the neighboring agricultural
lands and water resources (M, 16.11.2011). Theept®twere supported by the
representatives of the political parties, nongowental organizations and lots of
farmers (M, 17.11.2011). The nongovernmental omgions in Menemen also went to
court to cancel the project (M, 08.12.2011).

zmir Metropolitan Municipality sent the proposalrfdMenemen to the
Provincial Committee of Soil Conservation. The caittee investigated the site and
reported that the area has high quality agricultlarads depended on the Law about
Soil Conservation (No. 5403) (YA, 30.12.2011).

In the following process, Metropolitan Municipalityecided to approve for
‘public interest’ decision in the area to the Gah&irectorate of Local Administrations
in the Ministry of Internal Affairs (YA, 30.12.20)1If they could not get this decision
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for the additional area, the existing area of G@5aould be used (YA, 12.01.2012; M,
13.01.2012). According to the mayor there was nednw take EIA report again,
because it had been taken before for the existinijtfy. On the other hand, according
to the head of Left Coast Irrigation AssociatioBBA for the existing facility was given

in 1995 and it was not valid in 2012; thereforeeavrEIA process was needed (YA,

16.01.2012). That showed signs that the followingepss would go on with conflicts.

Figure 20. The protests in Menemen
(Source: M, 17.11.2011)

With the cancellation of Menemen proposal, the peap Harmandal started
protests again. They organized meetings with banaed slogans (Figure 21). They
criticized Metropolitan Municipality not to closéng existing solid waste area as
promised (YA, 06.09.2012; M, 04.09.2012; H, 03.092). Metropolitan Municipality
announced their rehabilitation project in Harman@®éA, 05.11.2012; M, 06.11.2012);
but the local people continued their protests kgsiolg roads to the facility (YA,
13.03.2013).

Figure 21. The protests in Harmandal in 2012
(Source: left photo M, 04.09.2012; right photo N3,@.2012)
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Metropolitan Municipality continued searching fternative locations for new
facility. They proposed Yamanlar with reasons obtalice to settlements and
agricultural lands, suitable topography and gedgrah location (YA, 29,30.11.2012;
H, 01.12.2012). Neighboring municipalities showbkdit negative responses by telling
they did not want the facility in their boundar{@&, 05.12.2012).

Another alternative proposal was in Menderes kxtan the south part of the
city. First negative response was also from the ionpality. The Mayor of Menderes
Municipality told that it could not be serious toopose a solid waste facility in a
district providing the drinking water of the city4, 30.01, 13.02.2013).

The people in Harmandal again organized prote#ts almost 500 protestors

(Figure 22). They closedzmir-Canakkale Highway and made a press release (H,
04.08.2013).

Figure 22. The protests in Harmandal in 2013
(Source: H, 04.08.2013)

Metropolitan Municipality organized a site triptfee proposed area in Yamanlar
with representatives of chambers. They announcadpibsitive opinions from various
institutions are taken for this proposal and th& glocess has started (YA, 15.09.2013;
H, 16.09.2013). Opponents to the Yamanlar proposatle an investigation report
prepared by two universities. The report includéatesnents that the site was not
suitable for waste facility (YA, 18,22.09, 01.1013) H, 18.09.2013). Metropolitan
Municipality also started the process of scientiéiport preparation for the suitability of
the site (YA, 03.10.2013). The recent meeting agjasnlid waste proposal immir took
place in Koyundere in Menemen to protest the Yaargmioposal (YA, 04.10.2013).
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4.2.2.2. Interview Findings for Solid Waste Facility Conflicts

Findings of the interviews with 30 of the 72 intewees are listed below
guestion by question. These interviews includedstioles asking about site selection
process, conflicts and conflict resolution process.

The stage in which the interviewee participatesThe answers showed that the

interviews include people from various stages efwnole process (Figure 23).

All process No stage of the
8% process
7%
Finding °
resolution/ acting Site selection/
as expert decision making/
12% planning/ giving
Protesting/ permissions or
opposing/ n opinions
wanting 52%
21%

Figure 23. Stages of the process in which the vigerees of solid waste facility case
participate

As expected, interviewees from Metropolitan Munaiity told that they were in
site selection process, decision making procesmnptg process, whole process or
solution process. Surprisingly, two intervieweesowgarticipated in the site selection
process of Yamanlar case told that they did nat fzkt in the previous cases.

Besides, three of the interviewed planners fromridailitan Municipality told
that they participated in the decision making psscbut they did not select the site.
They told that the site is selected by the Envirental Protection Department.

The interviewees from public institutions said thhey participated in the
decision making process through ways such as gipegnissions and evaluating
decisions or their environmental impacts. The ontgrviewee from public institutions
taking part in the protests is the representatiVeMlenemen Left Bank Irrigation
Association. Interview answers show that other ragtoups taking part in the protests

are municipalities, local people and NGOs.
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In Menderes, Karyaka and Bornova cases the municipalities said tinay
were against the site selection decisions; howedfer interviewee from Torbal
Municipality said the municipality did not take pam any processes about solid waste
facilities. The interviewees from Bornova, ¢iand Menderes Municipalities told that
they were not included in the decision making pssceMoreover Menderes
Municipality criticized this with these words: “Nerof the members of City Council of
zmir Metropolitan Municipality even the environmea@mmission knows the decision.
| am also one of these members. We learn this &imtkcisions via media.”

The headmen told that they took part in the confiilocesses. Different from
others, a headman told that nobody asked the dasi$o local people but he involved
himself into the Environmental Impact Assessmerdcess by visiting all related
institutions and telling the reasons of being agfavaste facility in his village.

Two of the interviewed NGOs,zmir Bar Association and Chamber of
Commerce in Torbal, told they were in the protagtprocess. Other two NGOs,
Chamber of City Planners and Chamber of Environaldamgineers, told they shared
their opinions about the solid waste facilitieshwiglated institutions.

How the sites are selected by whomihile some interviewees answered to
this question with short descriptions, some otlexglained in detail and opponents

criticized the site selection process (Figure 24).

Short descriptio

"l don't know"
8% "

2% _critical
description
23%

Statement of
decision maker
. but not the
Deta_lle_d process
description 18%
49%

Figure 24. Answers to the question asking how ttes sire selected by whom in solid
waste facility case

The answers given to this question varied due ¢ariterviewees taking part in
the decision making process and not. Whereas tteeviawees from Metropolitan

Municipality described the decision making process“a collective decision” of a
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commission including experts from various departisensing “lots of’ technical
criteria such as distances to settlements and wgnal lands, traffic density,
topographic features, land ownership, geologicadlymis and pollution risks, the
interviewees who were against decisions criticitezlsite selection process in terms of
decision makers, lack of investigation and siteec@n criteria. For example, the
interviewee from Menderes Municipality told thaesie criteria were not used in the site
selection processes of waste facilitieszmir. He said that “Aziz Kocadu sees the site
in his dreams and decides”. Supporting this crdiguterviewee from T&esik and
interviewees from Bornova Municipality told thatetldecisions were made by Aziz
Kocao lu and his friends or team. Besides, the interveeviiem Chamber of City
Planners criticized the lack of planning criterged in the site selection process as they
were only engineering and technological criteriad aimvestigation. Engineering
investigation in the decision making process wa® ainderlined by the interviewee
from university who also told that the decisiongevgiven by engineers. The critique
from the representative of Menemen Left Bank Iti@Association was an interesting
one that the proposed site of waste facility in Braen was decided by looking at
Google and that is why the decision makers thotlgdre was a road but in fact it was a
canal.

Another critigue was about the lack of informatiaimout the decision making
process. Interviewees from kasik and Koyundere, Municipalities of Karaka and
Bornova and representative of Chamber of City Rdaseriticized not being informed
about how the sites were selected. They learnedi¢besions via media and thought
that the decisions should have been shared with,that the Metropolitan Municipality
kept both the decisions and their decision makinocgsses as secrets according to
these interviewees.

On the other hand, not all the municipalities warBcizing the decision making
process, but the representatives of Torbal andi GAunicipalities were neutral in
describing the site selection process. They todd the Metropolitan Municipality was
responsible for the decisions but they did not gleeisions themselves, because they
take opinions of several institutions and also Bty of Environment was included in
the process of geologic analysis and Environméntphct Assessment.

The interview research found that there were changéhe actors or experts in
site selection process of solid waste facilitiebe Tmanagers having troubles in the

processes of former cases were changed in the patteesses of current case. And also,
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new working groups were appointed after facing ctist This showed the possibility
of lack of taking advantages of previous experimm@mtMetropolitan Municipality.

The answers to this question also varied due tescasthin the boundaries of
Metropolitan Municipality and out of the boundarias the decision making process
differs. The only waste disposal case out of therdfmlitan Municipality, Odemj is
told to be decided by municipality and offeredhe Special Provincial Directorate. An
interviewee from this public institution told thidte sites of waste disposals are selected
by people lacking knowledge about planning develepis with the only criteria of
finding lands easily to be allocated due to th&mnership.

Whether the site selection was rightThe answers included opposing views.
49 percent of them said the site selection decisi@s wrong, whereas only four percent
of the interviewees agreed that the decision wgtst ifFigure 25). These four percent
were from Metropolitan Municipality who answeredstlguestion for Menderes and

Yamanlar.

| don't know/ No
comment
25%

Semi-right/ semi-
wrong
1% Not right/ wrong

0,
Can be anywhe 49%

if appropriate to
regulations/ if the |
facility IS0 Proper was right before Right
14% but wrong now 4%
7%

Figure 25. Perceptions of interviewees on rightredsithe site selection in solid waste
facility case

On the other hand, the interviewees who found #msibn wrong were from
various parties; two interviewees from Metropolitstunicipality, three from public
institutions, three municipalities, two NGOs andiffdieadmen. Whereas Provincial
Directorate of Environment and Urbanism amhir Bar Association gave common
answers for decisions in all cases, the othervigerees found decisions for specific
cases wrong. In all seven cases there were attlgagparties giving negative answer.
The Metropolitan Municipality representatives findithe decisions wrong gave this
answer for Menemen and Torbal . Their reasons agrecultural lands in Menemen
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(Figure 26) and geological structure in Torbal eTleason for Menemen was same for
the interviewee from Menemen Left Bank IrrigatiogsAciation.

Figure 26. The proximity of solid waste facility &gricultural lands
(Source: An interviewee from Menemen)

On the other hand in Torbal case, the interviewssésd additional reasons to
find the decision wrong. These reasons were wingction, underground water
resources and agricultural production. In BornoWgenderes and Yamanlar cases,
interviewees from municipalities and headmen shat the site selection was wrong.
Interestingly, the interviewee from Menderes Mupadity described the site selection
decision as a “joke” because of lacking scientifata. The answers to this question for
Harmandal case differed from other cases. Thenimwees from Metropolitan
Municipality, university and local people agreedttthe site of the waste facility in this
case was right before -in its decision making merlaut wrong now. They criticized the
residential development decisions in plans desthtgEr proximity to solid waste
disposal in Harmandal .

Four interviewed parties rejected to say right aonvg. One of them was
Chamber of City Planners whose answer emphasized ldok of knowledge
infrastructure in planning profession to evaludies tsubject. He chose the adjective
“bad” for the decisions instead of “wrong”. Anothgaurty having no comments to this
question was Metropolitan Municipality. In that entiew, the expert from
Environmental Control Department told that the tigdss of the decisions could only be

commented after EIA process. Another interviewammfrMetropolitan Municipality
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said he did not know the answer for Yamanlar, beedhe process has just started. The
last party without an exact answer to this questvas Cili Municipality in which the
interviewee was not sure about the rightness ositleein Yamanlar.

The EIA expert in the Provincial Directorate of Enomment and Urbanism told
that the rightness of the site selection did nottenarather the appropriation of the
decision to the regulations did matter. Supportihi view, the interviewee from
Torbal Municipality told that the site was not iorpant and it could be anywhere if the
type and quality of the facility was right.

Success of the site selection proce®8 percent of the interviewees told that
the process was unsuccessful, whereas 19 perceniheofinterviewees including
Metropolitan Municipality and Torbal Municipalitgyvaluated the process as successful
(Figure 27).

| don't know/ No

comment
2%
Semi-successful—=
12%

The failures will
be overcome in
further processes

1%

Successf
19%

Not successful
66%

Figure 27. Perceptions of interviewees on succésiseosite selection process in solid
waste facility case

The interviewees who found the process unsuccessfalll cases of waste
facilities were Provincial Directorate of Environmieand Urbanism and Chamber of
Environmental Engineers. Besides, Harmandal psoaeas found unsuccessful by
local people, Chamber of City Planners and uniter3ine interviewer from university
said that the new site should be determined prelycaefore the end of the lifetime of
Harmandal and that the decision makers shouldvodt at the last moment.

Menemen process was found unsuccessful by MenerséinBlank Irrigation
Association and Metropolitan Municipality. Torbg@krocess was found unsuccessful by
local people and Chamber of Commerce. GoOkdere-Kdgngprocess was found

unsuccessful by Bornova and Buca Municipalities kwal people. Menderes process
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was found unsuccessful by Menderes Municipality éochl people in Cakaltepe.
Menderes Municipality criticized the process witlese words: “If theyproposed sites
are determined with right procedure and method, stience will not change with
political will. If they are changed with politicalill, the site selection process must be
decided with an unscientific method. This contansugh shame.”

The headmen finding the processes unsuccessful th@t the opinions of
villagers should be taken in the decision makingcpss. One of them told his
disappointment as: “Adequate investigation was done. Wrong people were
appointed. The village has poor people. Thagc(sion makejsthought they\(llagers)
could not oppose. They did not regard us as huntiaingtt our honor.”

Two interviews pointed out both successful and oosssful sides of the
process. One of them was the interview with PraainDirectorate of Environment and
Urbanism. The interviewee told that there were wemles, but it had a successful
public participation in EIA process. The intervieavfom Metropolitan Municipality
told that the process was successful in terms giherring criteria but unsuccessful in
terms of responses and results. He also addeth#hatasons of the responses were not
wrong decisions and there would be protests inlacgtions in west of the country. He
said that “there is no waste facility acceptedhmywhole community”.

Municipalities expressed several points to thisstjoa. Kar yaka Municipality
criticized the lack of knowledge about the siteesgbn process. The interviewee said
that he could not say if it was successful or remtause he did not know about it and the
municipalities were not informed about the proclegghe Metropolitan Municipality.
In a hopeful point of view, Cli Municipality told that the decision makers woujet
lessons from the previous unsuccessful site selegtiocesses and they would improve
the current process in Yamanlar.

The opinions of interviews participating in decrsimaking process varies in
terms of the rightness of the land use location thledsuccess of the decision making
process. An interviewee from decision making precesMetropolitan Municipality
hesitated to answer these questions and saidltbah*not commend”. She also did not
tell the final decision about the location of wageeility. Other three interviews
participating in decision making process gave tldiferent answers for three different
cases. One said the location was not right andptieeess was not successful in
Menemen. Second one stated that the location wdly peht and the process was

successful in T&esik. Third one told that the location was rightlahe process was
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successful in Menderes. In addition to these varipaints of views in Metropolitan
Municipality, the interviewee taking part in theesselection process of a solid waste
disposal out of the metropolitan boundaries in Odeaitso found the location wrong
and the process unsuccessful. These opinions shatvthe people who find the
decisions wrong and unsuccessful are not only fopponents but also from people
taking part in decision making process.

Opponents/ Proponents:The common answer of all interviewed parties in al
cases to the opponents (46%) was “local peopléagéts/ people living nearby”
(Figure 28). Another popular answer was NGOs fdércabes (2%). Other answers
varied due to cases. Irrigation Associations weaiid £ be against the site selection in
Menemen. In Harmandal case, municipalities andtipal actors were said to be
opponents. In addition, two interviewees from Mpbiitan Municipality said
everybody was against the waste facility in HarnandSimilarly, in Gokdere-
Kaynaklar case, municipality and local people sawérybody was opponent to the

proposed site.

Headmen-Municipality _politicians
4%
Local -
Institutions
people/ 50,
villagers Everybody
46% _
éhal:lnbers/cn 8% Tourism sector/
Council y Secondary house
23% OVX?/Srs

Figure 28. Opponents in solid waste facility case

Political actors were also listed as protesterbdrbal and Yamanlar cases. The
interviewee from the Chamber of Commerce in Torbald that the protesters were
from all political parties and he criticized the & of Torbal Municipality not to be
against the waste decision. In Yamanlar case, th&ddolitan Municipality said that
only the municipality was against the decision,tlo® other hand the municipality said
that all Kar yaka was against the decision. In this point,dates of interviews affected

the results. Metropolitan Municipality was intemwied in April when the process was at
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the beginning; however, the municipality was intewied in November when the
movements from local people started.

The organization level of the opponentswere described in all cases as
“organized” by zmir Bar Association and as “sometimes organizeahegimnes not
organized” by the Provincial Directorate of Envinoant and Urbanism. Metropolitan
Municipality told that the protesters were “indiva and semi-organized” in Torbal .
Headman and Torbal Municipality agreed that thealgpeople were not organized at
the beginning of the protests but then Chamberavh@erce organized them.

There were two types of answers aboutltivality of the protests The answer
of zmir Bar Association showed that the protests weoal in all cases. Also in
Torbal case, Chamber of Commerce and MetropoManicipality told that they were
local. On the other hand, an interviewee from ogmbrgroups stated that the protests
were local at the beginning but then expanded addded people from Torbal , Selguk
and zmir. Also in Menemen and Yamanlar cases, the prete were both from local
people and from outside according to the interviews

The interviewees listeghroponents of the site selection decisions for waste
disposal sites (Figure 29) as Metropolitan Munibipan all cases in their boundaries
(55%), municipalities in Torbal and Odemiases, and “some headmen with political
concerns” in Torbal case. The answer that “nobsulyported the decision” was given
by interviewees from Kaynaklar Village and Mendekégnicipality. The interviewee
from Menderes Municipality said that: “I did notdreany supporting sentence from any
mentally healthy people”.

No supporter
14% s\

Some headme.n\

0,
5% Institutions
7%

Metropolitan
Municipality
55%

Municipality
19%

Figure 29. Proponents in solid waste facility case
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Amount of people in the conflict processThis question was left unanswered
or said to be unknown by 50 percent of the inteveies (Figure 30). The interviewees
talking about all cases such asnir Bar Association and the Provincial Directorafe
Environment and Urbanism told that the amount ckardue to cases; however, there
was a rich variety in the answers from other intemees related with Harmandal ,
Yamanlar and Torbal even in the same case. In Hadal case, an opponent
interviewee said that the movements included 10@pleewhereas the Metropolitan

Municipality said that the protesters included Wiele settlement.

Nobody yet
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Figure 30. Amount of opponents in solid waste facdase

Similar variety in answers was seen in Yamanlae ¢asvhich three interviews
recorded different amounts. Headman told there WB@epeople in the meeting and the
total amount of opponents were 10.000 whereas ¥ad@ Municipality told that the
amount of opponents were between 600.000 and 700u€luding residents of
Kar yaka, Cili and Bayrakl . Apart from them, Metropolitan Muaipality said that the
amount of opponents to Yamanlar decision was fevalbse the proposed area was far
from settlements.

There were also three different interpretationshie question in Torbal case.
The Metropolitan Municipality said that there wedtgout 100-200 protesters. Headman
told that the amount of protesters were 300-50thatbeginning and increased to “an

amount that can not be counted”. The interviewemfChamber of Commerce told that
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there were first 38 protesters as organizers ey there supported by 30.000 people
then.

In other cases there were no big differences betaaswers of different parties.
In Menemen and Menderes, interviewees told all j[geeyere protesting. In Gokdere-
Kaynaklar case, a headman said there were 2008speot and Bornova Municipality
said there were thousands of them.

Reasons of being opponents39 various reasons were listed about waste
disposal sites. The common reasons listed forades were environmental problems
(28%), odor (11%), health effects (10%), agricudtloss (7%), decrease in life quality
(7%), noise (7%), economic loss in real estateesl{6%) and pollution (5%) (Figure
31). Other popular reasons listed in more than cases were the proximity of the
facility to settlements and damage to water ressjmmosquitoes, dust, damage to flora

fauna balance and disturb the quietness.
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Figure 31. Reasons of being opponents in solideMasility cases
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In Harmandal case, the other reasons were exploss&, poured waste from
waste transfer vehicles, seagulls, irregular s®migship breaking waste and medical
waste, visual pollution and the wish to “live im@althy environment as promised in the
constitution”. In addition to common reasons, thgpasition to a waste facility in
Torbal was because of the possibility of polluteater to leak in underground water,
decrease in land and real estate values, proxititgettlements, air pollution and
economic loss in commercial sector. Interviews &bblenderes case had also
additional reasons about underground water, lanhldation and economic loss.
Besides, visual pollution and bad effects to touriwere added by the Menderes
Municipality. Effects to tourism were also a pratesason in Gokdere-Kaynaklar. In
this case, other reasons emphasized in interviearg wlive groves, wind and sun
directions and pollution possibility in roads wherecks would transfer waste. In
Yamanlar case, additional reasons were proximity s&ftlements, forest land,
afforestration decision in the plans, incompatipiWwith upper scale plans, conservation
site decisions, visual pollution, land devaluatigo)lution of drinking water, traffic
problem, effects to region and proximity to puldmorts area and youth center.

Underlying reasons to be opponentsMain answers to this question include
political factors (18%), lack of knowledge (17%¥isting bad examples (17%), lack of
trust (14%) and media (10%) (Figure 32).
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Figure 32. Underlying reasons of being opponentolid waste facility cases

107



At least one interviewee of all interviewed intérgsoups gave the answer of
“lack of trust to decision makers”. Provincial Dsterate of Environment and
Urbanism, Metropolitan Municipality and Chambertgfvironmental Engineers related
this distrust with the bad conditions of the exigtivaste disposal site.

“Political reasons” were also listed as underlymegsons of protests in the
interviews with various interest groups except meawdl. On the contrary, headmen
argued that there were no political reasons angrbtesters were from various political
parties. Even in some cases headmen told that Wemeno underlying reasons and the
only reason was protecting their village or digtric

In Torbal case, political concerns are regardedeasons of not protesting by
Chamber of Commerce in Torbal. Political reasons seen as a reason of both
protesting and not protesting according to Meneineih Bank Irrigation Association
and Kar yaka Municipality. Kar yaka Municipality emphasized the possibility oéth
inclusion of other powerful political actors to thecess for finishing conflicts:

Maybe, the central officeo{ the political party will say ‘stop this dispute’ and the issue
will finish. It may not be done. Another locatioraynbe searched. We can not guess what
happens in politics. Otherwise, Metropolitan Mupdlity is insisting. Karyaka
Municipality is opposing. Compromise will happenlonf there is a political thing
(intervention).

Another popular underlying reason of protesting vesd to be lack of
knowledge. Metropolitan Municipality, Chamber of \Eonmental Engineers,
Menemen Left Bank Irrigation Association and IZiMunicipality pointed out this
reason. They told that people were against thegzex decisions because they did not
know the technology of the proposed facility. Mgiwbtan Municipality explained this
point that protesters in Torbal supposed thatethgould be serious environmental
problems. There was a prejudice about all propas®Edl waste sites according to
another interviewee from Metropolitan Municipalityhe related underlying reason was
told to be lack of information and advertisementtithe new technology to be used in
the proposed facility.

According to interviews about Harmandal, Menemdmrbal, GoOkdere-
Kaynaklar and Yamanlar, media was another reasoprédesting. An interviewee from
Metropolitan Municipality told that the news aboekisting waste disposal in

Harmandal increased protests in Torbal .
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Instead of listing reasons, the interviewees fromviEbnmental Impact
Assessment Department of Provincial Directorat&wdéironment and Urbanism told
that they did not concern underlying reasons hgdllgustifications. They said that “We
do not concern with thenuderlying reasons If the objection has a legal justification,
it will be evaluated. The important is the reguas. We look at them. If you explain
the objection scientifically, it will be consideredthis process.”

Whether the site selected or its decision making pcess was the reason of
opposing: Both of them are reasons according to 58 perdethiecinterviewees (Figure

33).

None of them | don't know

16%

2%

Wrong site (ocation and
selection method ;
17% wrong site
selection method
58%

Wrong location
7%

Figure 33. Whether the site selected or its degisiaking process was the reason of
opposing in solid waste facility case

The selection of wrong site was the reason of ptstaccording to Karyaka
Municipality for Yamanlar case, university for Haandal case, local interviewee for
Cakaltepe case andmir Bar Association for all cases immir. The deficiencies in site
selection process was seen as the main reason mdsiipn in Yamanlar and
Harmandal cases by Qi Municipality, Chamber of City Planners and local
interviewee from Koyundere. Both of them were listes reasons of protesting in the
interviews with Special Provincial Directorate, #Arial Directorate of Environment
and Urbanism, Menemen Left Bank Irrigation Assoomat municipalities of Menderes
and Bornova, local interviewees from Kaynaklar ahdkesik and Chamber of
Commerce in Torbal. On the contrary, three inwmmges from Metropolitan
Municipality told that the reason was neither theng site nor the wrong process. One
of them supported this with an argument that tlveoald be protests despite the right

site with right process because of other reasocis as political interests and prejudice.
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All the 11 interviews from opposing groups foune thaste site locations wrong
and the site selection process unsuccessful;, haywewen the reason of opposing was
asked 6 of them told that the reason was both tleegviocation and the unsuccessful
process, 4 of them stated that wrong locations wegisons of oppositions and one of
them told that the reason was the process anduslisthccording to the interviewee
from Chamber of City Planners, the site selectiah mbt matter for Metropolitan

Municipality:

... Indeed, the Metropolitan Municipality does noakiate the site selection. In a meeting |
joined, | asked the site selection work twice; heereit was not answered. But the Mayor
of the Metropolitan Municipality told that the meatical biological purification facility,
which they saw in Germany, could be establisheevin in city center if wanted. So it is
said that the technology of the facility makes si¢ection meaningless. It is said that the
facility will not harm to environment wherever yawanted to establish...

Interview with Torbal Municipality showed that theshared this view with
Metropolitan Municipality: “In this century, it ismeaningless to say | do not want this
waste. If the facility is as required, it can beegwhere. Torbal opposes, Wwéste
facility) goes to another place, they will also oppose twiildhappen?”.

Reasons of not opposingAnswers to this question include positive appresach
such as personal economic gains (12%) and trudédision makers (5%) and negative
approaches such as lack of knowledge (15%) and%é8) (Figure 34).
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0
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Everybody
()
15% / opposes
10%

Figure 34. Reasons of not opposing in solid westdity case
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Special Provincial Directorate, Metropolitan Mumpiality and Chamber of
Commerce in Torbal told that the people who ditlofmpose to the decisions might not
know about the decisions. Furthermore, there weerviewees claimed that all people
were against decisions and there was nobody wamtiegand use. This claim was
voiced by zmir Bar Association for all cases, Metropolitan mittipality for Torbal
case, Menderes Municipality and three headmen.

Most of the positive reasons of not opposing weqgressed by Metropolitan
Municipality. These were trust to decision makdegling no threat from the facility,
understanding the need of the region, expectafigaining money from expropriation,
expectation of an increase in customers to hisghep or grocery. The interviewee
from Special Provincial Directorate told that calesing public interest was also a
positive reason of not being opponents to wase décisions in Odemi Another
public institution Provincial Directorate of Envitment and Urbanism described the
reason as either getting personal benefits or lgamn loss. The effect of expecting
benefits was also pointed out by a headman whotkatdhere were only a small group
of people in his village who did not protest thecid®ns in order to get personal
interest.

Negative reasons of not opposing were listed ak lac knowledge, fear,
reluctance and political reasons. People did notagainst wrong decisions if the
proposed site of the waste facility was not in ithdstrict according to interviewees
from Metropolitan Municipality, Special ProvinciBlirectorate, Cili Municipality and
university. Two headmen told some residents fe&wgohrticipate in protests although
they were against the decisions. There was a agntpginion from Provincial
Directorate of Environment and Urbanism: “| thirllete is no fear factor. There is no
fear in zmir. People do not fear as in the east. If theyehan objection, they will not be
quiet. If they are quiet, it means they do not hanablems.”

The worry about political lost was seen as anoteason for not opposing. The
interviewee from Chamber of Commerce in Torbaltidded the district municipality
because of supporting the Metropolitan Municipalitg¢ said that the Mayor of Torbal
Municipality did not oppose to waste site decisiioTa kesik because he did not want
to spoil his relationship with the Mayor of Metrdipan Municipality. Also in Menemen
case, the interviewee from the Council of Menemamidipality told that the mayor of

municipality did not participate in protests witletsame worries.

111



Ways of showing response against waste site decrsoCommon ways were
listed as organizing meetings (32%) and makingspreteases (15%) (Figure 35). In
addition to these movements told by all interestugs, going to court (25%) was an
effective way according to interviewed public itigtions, Metropolitan Municipality,
municipalities, headmen and NGOs except in thescasdHarmandal , Yamanlar and
Odemi. Besides, Metropolitan Municipality, Provincial rBctorate of Environment
and Urbanism and Chamber of Environmental Enginpensted out the frequency in
making formal written objections (14%). Interviewseieom Metropolitan Municipality
also said that the people opposing to land usesid®si making phone calls, sending e-
mails, visiting related departments, making obfatdito the plan decisions and meeting
together and showing banners to officials in forwmialts of Metropolitan Municipality

to the proposed area.
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Making formal
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Figure 35. Ways of showing opposition in solid veafstcility case

In Torbal case, protests were showed with banmerd flags by villagers
according to interviews. They met with other vidggand NGOs and established an
initiative group against waste. They visited selvg@uablic institutions such aszmir
Governance, Provincial Directorate of AgricultunedaState Hydraulic Works. They
welcomed two Ministers and presented their opiniand problems about the waste
decision. Besides, they invited media and makingsprrelease in television shows.

Moreover, they closed the road of proposed wagte si
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Closing roads to the existing waste site was algsual way of showing protests
in Harmandal . Both the Metropolitan Municipalitpdiheadman told that the residents
stopped the waste transfer vehicles and makingegist Their meetings included
banners, marches and slogans. They also gave atimamplaints about responsible
people.

In Menderes and Yamanlar cases the municipalittdd that there was no
organized meetings of local people as the decisiegr® in preliminary steps. They
indicated their predictions of possible local moesnts to be organized in the following
periods. Unlike them, in Gokdere-Kaynaklar caseeadman said that the movements
ended because they succeeded in the process wittaticellation of the decision. Their
ways of protesting was similar with Teesik and Harmandal cases including meetings,
press releases and cooperation with NGOs. Theyeslsdlished a union and published
a periodical.

A headman opposing to solid waste facilities stdteat he visited the public
institutions taking part in EIA process. He toléthhey visited the General Director of
EIA in Ankara. He said his interventions affectée EIA decisions. This was also an
answer of the following question.

Whether the movements had an effect on cancellatisnProtests have effects
according to 49 percent of the interviewees (FigB®¢ One of the headmen stated

above described the “success” with these words:

Absolutely, movements have effects. There are éements for success: first movements,
responses of NGOs, media and legal process. Tisgligtion considers the public reaction
in jurisdiction process anyway. We usually tooktpar agenda, this is also absolutely
effective. There are three or four principals, N@iSits, political talks with Minister,
media. We did all of them. Therefore we succeeded.

Technical Lawsuits have
reasons/ No effects Not cancelled
effects of protests 11%
22%

Both technical
____and bureaucratic
1%

| don't know
1%

Figure 36. Effects of movements on cancellatioeadiid waste facility decisions
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Bornova Municipality agreed that there was an afééenovements in Gokdere-
Kaynaklar case. Moreover, the interviewed lawyenfrzmir Bar Association told that
the effect of public movements were certain ircalicelled waste site proposals. On the
contrary, all interviewees from Metropolitan Mumuality told that all reasons were
technical in all cases which they gave up the wdstasions. Interviewees from other
parties in Harmandal and Odemtases also told that there was no effect of
movements. The Special Provincial Directorate tblat the reason of the cancellation
of the waste site proposal in Odemwas not the oppositions but that the area was in
conservation site. On the other hand, Harmandale chd not include a cancellation
decision, but the Metropolitan Municipality decidedchange the waste site and looked
for another area. According to Metropolitan Munaify, Ci li Municipality, university
and headman, the change was a technical needns tdrits capacity and proximity to
the settlements.

There were no agreed answers in Menemen ankie$k cases in which some
interviewees said “yes”, some said “no”. Intervieseejecting the effect of movements
were from Metropolitan Municipality, whereas intewees believing the effect were
from Provincial Directorate of Environment and Umisan, Menemen Left Bank
Irrigation Association, Torbal Municipality and @mber of Commerce in Torbal .
From Metropolitan Municipality only an intervieweecepted that the movements may
cause negative EIA decisions in Torbal case.

Provincial Directorate of Environment and Urbaniksted all factors affecting
the cancellations as court decisions, incompatyoith regulations, formal objections
and movements taking part in media. Chamber of il@nmental Engineers agreed that
both courts and movements affected the resultsrtAman them, the situation in recent
cases differed as the effects of movements hadpmtared yet. In Yamanlar the land
use decision was said to be “not cancelled”. In d&zas the local interviewee said that
the future of the decision was not certain.

Main subjects of the conflict process:When the main subjects are asked,
interviewees told both the effects of solid wasteilities (88%) and the other factors
(12%). They mentioned environmental concerns, odoise, mosquito, quality of life,
objections, loss of jobs, health effects and ecaoafiects in all cases. Besides, there
were case based subjects. Visual effects and deagele added for Harmandal case.
Possibility of property devaluation was added byniteres Municipality. Olive groves

and agricultural lands were important subject atiogy to local interviewee from
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Cakaltepe. Agricultural production was also congdeas a main subject in conflict
process of Menemen, Gokdere-Kaynaklar andké@sik cases. In Kaynaklar, underlined
subjects were proximity to settlements and effextourism. In the same case, Bornova
Municipality told that the main subject was lackimformation. Additional concerns in
Torbal case were feasibility, land ownership, eligroves, pine trees, underground
water resources and air pollution. Yamanlar case aicluded subjects related with
land ownership and underground resources. In adgiKar yaka Municipality pointed
out the natural conservation site, afforestratiowd draffic problems. A headman
focused on procedural subjects about the conftlta$ were learning decisions from
media, lack of trust to decision makers and lackgoéarantee about mitigation of
harmful effects of waste facility. For Yamanlar eaan interviewed environmental
engineer from Metropolitan Municipality told thatet main subjects were technical
feasibility, choosing the area that would causestleanflicts, compatibility with the
development decisions of the city and the countontrol systems for technologies
which minimized the harmful effects and the proxymo waste producing districts.

An interesting interpretation of the interests gbponents was from an
interviewee from Metropolitan Municipality. He sdildat protesters in Harmandal had
various problems but they could not protest theohused the meetings against waste to
tell about their other problems. He told about\hsst 5 years ago to their meetings in
which 90 percent of complaints of local people wabsut issues irrelevant to waste
such as handicapped people, unemployment and aocessys.

Whether there were people harmed:Interviews recording “nobody was
harmed” were performed with two public institutiodenemen Left Bank Irrigation
Association and Special Provincial Directorate)o twunicipalities (Karyaka and
Torbal ), two interviewees from Metropolitan Murpaility and three headmen. On the
contrary, local people (24%), opponents (16%), ioubfficers (12%), Metropolitan
Municipality (8%) and headmen (1%) were said tdvbamed (Figure 37).

Some damages in all cases were stated in sevezaliews. For examplezmir
Bar Association and Chamber of City Planners enmpbidsthat local people suffered
from conflicts in terms of tiring efforts and psytbgical effects. In addition, Provincial
Directorate of Environment and Urbanism noted #agn the officials responsible in
the EIA process faced negative attitudes such asciives and being shouted down.
Besides, local people of Harmandal were seen amyloamaged in the result of the

unsolved waste site problem. One interview recotttatl the waste transfer vehicle of
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Kar yaka Municipality tried to hurt the protesterstine meeting against waste site. An
interviewee from Metropolitan Municipality thougtttat the whole city is faced with
costs of this unsolved problem. Furthermore, thetrdpolitan Municipality had
political losses. The interviewee from Menderes Mipality told that he would
possibly face with political loss because of actagginst the Metropolitan Municipality

which was from the same political party.
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Figure 37. Whether there were people harmed inl sadiste facility case

Approaches of parties to the conflict resolution:Approaches were described
in the interviews about waste facilities in termisdecision makers and opponents

(Figure 38).
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Figure 38. Approaches of parties to the conflisbfation in solid waste facility case
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Decision makers in Odemcase were from municipality that was told to have
forcing approach. In other waste cases the decisimker was Metropolitan
Municipality which had various approaches includmth compromising and forcing
according to various interviewed interest groupsn interviewee from Metropolitan
Municipality told that there would never be compisenfor any cases in this process;
despite the forcing protesters the decision makevald do the investments if the
selected site was technically right. In a differeptnion, three other interviewees from
Metropolitan Municipality said that the decision kees acted in a compromising
attitude in Harmandal , Menemen and Resik cases. They searched for alternatives to
solve problems of Harmandal. They gave up the a@melMenemen because of its
agricultural quality. In Tekesik case, opponent interviewees agreed that ¢besidn
makers tried to persuade them. The Chamber of Cocenire Torbal gave the example
of Germany trip for the efforts of Metropolitan Maipality. According to Chamber of
City Planners the efforts of Metropolitan Municipylwere for winning them over
rather than finding a mutual solution.

In Kaynaklar case, the Metropolitan Municipality svaaid to have a forcing
approach without compromising at the beginninghef process. Bornova Municipality
told that the Mayor of Metropolitan Municipality @ga up the area at the end. In
Yamanlar, an interviewee from Metropolitan Munidipa listed the efforts of his
institution such as visiting the site with headscbambers and analyzing the site with
six experts from universities. Kayaka Municipality said that all parties were insig,
whereas Cili Municipality said the decision makers tried @ the conflicts but they
did not adequately present the technology of the feility. The approach of the
Metropolitan Municipality was criticized by a headm with these words:
“Metropolitan Municipality did not take a step. Teds a thought that ‘we will do how
we know despite what you do’. We invited Aziz Kochoto the district. We could not
get any newsanswer3 from him.”

Despite this criticism in another speech the sama&diman talked about the
collaboration suggestions of the Mayor: “Mayor Aszforced in this issue. The waste
of zmir... He had to find a way out. He asked for halp media. He said ‘let’s find a
location together’.” In her another speech, shemlesd the possible protests in case of
the insistence of the decision with these words:isisaid that the bidding will be

offered. They may meet bigger objections. Let tmahto underestimate the district.”
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The interviews gave various answers for variousesa® the question of
approaches of protesters to the conflict resoluteverybody was insisting on their
positions in Odemi case according to Special Provincial Director&mtesters had
forcing approach in Harmandal and Kesik according to three interviewees. An
opponent headman emphasized the change in thaoages with these words: “We
were favorable to compromise, but not anymore. Weaat want compromise anymore.
People say ‘let's beat the driveof(the waste transfer vehicjesand ‘let’s fire the
vehicles’. | say it will harm us. The real respdasiis the man in the uppearhair).”

In Menemen case, the interviewee from Menemen [Bdink Irrigation
Association showed his compromising expectatiomftbe decision makers by telling
that there would be no lawsuits if the Metropolitstunicipality came to ask their
opinions.

What the decision makers did for conflict resolutim: This question is
answered as “nothing was done for conflict resohitin some interviews while some

others listed several attempts of decision makémife 39).
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Figure 39. Attempts of decision makers for confliesolution in solid waste facility
case

The interviewees fromzmir Bar Association, Municipalities of Menderes,
Kar yaka and Bornova, and four headmen told that ngtlwas done. An interviewed
city planner from Metropolitan Municipality accegtéhis and told that Metropolitan

Municipality did not have to do anything for comtliresolution as the regulations gave
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the right and responsibility to make any plan clesnfpr public interest. He added his
own opinions for a better process including chogsnsite which satisfies everybody,
making a better presentation about the project sridrming people about the

harmlessness of the facility.

Several interviewees explained the efforts of Madtitan Municipality to solve
conflicts. Interviewees from Metropolitan Municiggltold that they made face-to-face
meetings with local people and explained that ¢mhology would not cause problems
in Ta kesik. They put the animation of the new facility website and introduced the
project in several organizations. The interviewesd that they could not see whether
these attempts were enough because of canceltHtitne proposal with EIA decisions.
Two interviewees told that the conflict resolutimas ensured with the cancellation of
the sites in Torbal and Menemen. An intervieweanfiTorbal told that he was phoned
by Metropolitan Municipality for persuasion and ited to Germany but he did not
attended to the trip. He told that the local peapl€a kesik were disappointed with the
situation that the Mayor of the Metropolitan Mupility did not come to the village at
the beginning and asked for their opinion.

Torbal Municipality also emphasized the trip orgaa by Metropolitan
Municipality to show good examples in Germany. Kalopponents, the interviewee
from Torbal Municipality found efforts of decisiomakers enough and democratic.
Furthermore, a city planner from Metropolitan Mupality told that more information
should be given to all citizens even not protestgsmedia and the differences of the
proposed facility from the existing disposal shobkl explained to minimize further
conflicts.

In another interview, rehabilitation of the exigfifiacility and search for an
alternative site were seen as conflict resolutifores in Harmandal case. Besides,
Metropolitan Municipality told that they planned@estigious” urban recreational area
in the area of existing waste disposal in Harmaniabe done after its closure and
printed 10.000 brochures to introduce it to thealqueople as an attempt to minimize
ongoing conflicts. Chamber of City Planners pointed the effort of the Mayor of
Metropolitan Municipality in terms of going to siend asking for support from local
people. Taking mitigation measures for existinghpgms in Harmandal and searching
for alternative sites were also efforts for solataccording to Provincial Directorate of
Environment and Urbanism. On the contrary, an oppbimterviewee told that nothing

was done by decision makers. He wanted them tobilghte the existing waste
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disposal, to make a face-to-face meeting, to assignoup of scientists to investigate
the site and to fulfill their right of living in healthy environment. The interviewee from
university also advised the Metropolitan Municipalio show the value given to local
people. Apart from them, the interviewee partidipgtin the decision making process
told that some efforts would decrease conflicts bat totally resolve because of
protesters with political positions.

In Yamanlar case, Metropolitan Municipality toldaththey asked expert
opinions of university; got positive opinions frob® institutions and visited the site
with chambers and these would be efficient for miming conflicts. Cili Municipality
said that decision makers came to their instituiod showed the project proposal and
made a presentation of case studies from abroadth@nother hand, Karyaka
Municipality told there were no efforts of Metrogah Municipality except declaring
decisions via media and there should be effortssatect a better site far from
settlements, forests and agricultural lands.

A headman told that she did not think that the Blgttitan Municipality would
take care of their protests and described the eeftip persuasion of local people with

these words:

If the Metropolitan Municipality promises with a Mten commitment that it (the waste

facility) will have latest technology and a notadzguarantee that there will be no odor,
local people of the district may be persuaded. tEtepeople have to act considering the
health of citizens. They owe gratitude. They shaddmunicipal services in order to ensure
healthy and peaceful environment for citizens. €fae, they have to consider opinions of
citizens. If they serve in a mutually lovely andgpectful way, there will be no problems

and neither the Mayor nor we will get troubled.

As the decision makers in Odengiase were different from others, the criticisms
were related to the district municipality. The miewee from Special Provincial
Directorate told that the municipality used medidokame bureaucracy to be an obstacle
for them to make investments. She told that thesxewno other efforts of the
municipality. Her suggestion for proper resultsuth conflict cases was organizers.

Whether these attempts were sufficient and efficignand what should be
done else The attempts were found not sufficient and néitieint by 17 percent of the
interviewees. On the other hand, 1 percent of tfmmd the attempts sufficient. Most
of the interviewees (82%) emphasized critical psgt® for processes with minimum
conflicts (Figure 40).
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Figure 40. Whether these attempts were sufficient efficient in solid waste facility
case

Interviews included general advices for. ProvihEaectorate of Environment
and Urbanism told that the basic reasons of cdsfléhould be understood and the
environmental reasons and personal interests stimilsbparated. If the reasons were
about environment then the EIA department woulde talart in conflict resolution
process. Their other suggestion was the participapproach. The interviewee from

Menemen Left Bank Irrigation Association had a &amopinion in which he said

Metropolitan Municipality should not decide alorihey should ensure consultation with
nongovernmental organizations and local adminstsatOne location is not enough. It
(waste facility should be in four different locations. Opinionk everybody should be
taken. If we live together we should decide togetl@onflict resolution should have
compromise.

zmir Bar Association also emphasized the need acid df considering the life
guality and choices of local people. The land wwesuld be decided with a collective
mind according to Chamber of Environmental Engisesrd Municipalities of Bornova
and Menderes. Similarly, a headman told that thdlicts would be solved if decisions
were given collectively by public institutions, NG@nd universities. Another headman
said “We do not want but what can be done legdflziz Kocao lu come and explain
the closed systenfdr the waste facilitywe will look at the maps, visit the site and
decide together whether the site is proper or not.”

A suggestion from Metropolitan Municipality includehe need for advanced
information about the project and persuasion oppeabout the urgent need of the city.
He also added that there could be some promisdsasitree planting in the proposed

area.
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4.3. Conflicts in Site Selection Processes of Fisherigs zmir

The cases studies included in this part are egisind proposed off-shore
fisheries (Figure 41) in Demircili, Sack, Saip-Ambarseki, Kugtkbahge, Ildr -
Gerence and Mordan. Before examining the conflicts in their sitéesgon processes,

general information about aquaculture productioth fisheries inzmir is summarized.

Figure 41. Off-shore fisheries
(Source: MFAL, 2014c)

4.3.1.Fisheries in zmir and Their Site Selection Procedures

Aquaculture production in Aegean Region is 26 petragf the country with
77490 tones of total production (MARA, 2006a). Aquiéure production sector had the
highest increase in employment in sectors of Aedgeagion (DA, 2008). zmir is the
fourth city in the country in terms of providing getl value from fisheries after
Trabzon, Mula and stanbul. (MARA, 2006b) The aquaculture productionzmir is
20285 tones (MARA, 2006a).

There are totally 2353 fisheries of which 1935 disés in inner waters and 418
fisheries in open waters in Turkey according to26tatistics (MFAL, 2014a). The sea
fish production in Aegean Region was about 65 pdroéthe country in 2003 (MARA,
2006a). The sea fish production mmir was 20 percent of the country (Do Balaban,
2007). The sea fish produced @mir in 2002 was 70 percent of the total aquacaltur
production in the city while farm fish productioras/ 26 percent. However, when their
production value was compared sea fish productiad K4 percent of the total
production value while farm fish production hadggtcent (MARA, 2006b).
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Aquaculture production of off-shore fisheries waistfstarted in Aegean Region
in 1980s in Turkey and increased in the followireass (Figure 42). Former fisheries
fed fishes caught from open sea and made them gogwhowever, it is forbidden to
collect young fishes to be fed in fisheries in ylear 2000. Instead of this method, there
are fisheries used as hatchery to produce newftsbres (Do ru Balaban, 2007).
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Figure 42. Amount of off-shore fisheries amir (1985-2006)
(Source: DA, 2008)

There are 85 aquaculture facilities (1 in ABa4 in Bergama, 19 in Qae, 8 in
Dikili, 1 in Foga, 26 in Karaburun, 2 in Kemalga 1 in Odemi, 2 in Seferihisar, 1 in
Tire, 20 in Urla) and 6 hatcheries (1 in Al 1 in Bergama, 2 in Cee, 2 in Dikili) in
zmir (MFAL, 2014b). According to Provincial Directde of Agriculture, there are 66
off-shore fisheries inzmir (Figure 43).

The site selection process of fisheries is affechenn related legislation
including the Law about Aquaculture (No. 1380; &1®71), Environment Law (No.
2872; 09.08.1983), Coast Law (No. 3621; 04.04.1990)d regulations about
aquaculture production, coastal pollution, envirental impact assessment and renting

aquaculture production areas.
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Figure 43. Fisheries irzmir
(Source: produced by author with the data fronvidmal Directorate of Agriculture)

The notification about the sensitive closed bays guifs in which fisheries can
not be established is published by Ministry of Eamment and Forestry in 2007. The
criteria regulates that fisheries are not allowedreas

smaller than or equal to 30 meters in depth

smaller than or equal to 0.6 sea miles from coadtstance
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smaller than or equal to 0.1 meter per secondin fipeed
parameters about eutrophication in this notifigatio

Existing fisheries lacking these criteria were m@\o the areas appropriate to
the criteria.

Ministry of Agriculture determined potential sites fisheries in 1993. Totally
122 potential sites are determined in the coumjuding 29 potential sites in Black
Sea, 67 in Aegean Sea, 3 in Sea of Marmara and RBediterranean Sea. Maximum
additional amount of fisheries is decided to be &88 aquaculture amount is proposed
to be 85000 tones/year in this process (DoBalaban, 2007). Another attempt to
determine potential sites for fisheries is donerafhe notification about the sensitive
closed bays and gulfs in which fisheries can nogdtablished. A protocol is signed for
potential locations in February 22, 2008 by relapewblic institutions. The fishery
companies are restricted to select their fishagssut of these potential areas (Akba
2010). Ten potential sites for fisheries are deteeshin zmir (Figure 44).

zmir Integrated Coastal Management and SpatiategtyaPlan is prepared by
the Ministry of Environment and Urbanism and iinsapproval process. A draft copy
of the plan is shared in the website of the in8Batu This draft plan includes the
existing off shore fisheries and potential sites fisheries only in its investigation
report and development potentials map but not snpian document, the plan only
includes the logistic facilities of fisheries. Tlisheries are regarded as threats to
environment in this plan. The proposals of the p&bout fisheries only include
rehabilitation and regulation of their logistic fi#des and review of the potential site
decisions in Karaburun and &c k with regard to the results of the lawsuitse Ttan
notes, for instance in Qme and Karaburun sub-regions, include policies dotrol
fisheries not to harm environment and tourism sedtbere are no policies to develop
fishery sector or to direct the location demandwheffisheries.

There are some conflicts between public institigiabout fisheries in terms of
lack of coordination according tamir Agriculture Master Plan. One of these problems
is the problems about logistic facilities such apats and cottages for guards which are
not allowed in National Parks by Ministry of Fomgst Another problem is the
requirement of an EIA process by Ministry of Envingent. Besides, there is a conflict
about the inability to share coasts with MinistfyT@urism. Moreover, the requirement
of permissions in conservation sites by Ministry @filture is seen as a problem
restricting the development of fishery sector (MARR06D).
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Figure 44. Potential sites of fisheries amir
(Source: produced by author with the data from Pi@al Directorate of Agriculture)

Companies which want to establish fisheries muglyapp Ministry of Food
Agriculture and Livestock. This institution givesermissions to projects without
inconvenience to health, national economy, marnadfi¢, technical and scientific

requirements according to Law about Aquaculturee Tégulation about aquaculture
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production (29.06.2004) describes the process mifcgtion for permissions of fisheries
(Figure 45). The application is evaluated by thgtiintion with investigations before
permissions. The regulation also regulates the itond for trial production,
compulsory change of location, and transfer of gutg, employment, environmental
impacts, health of aquaculture and control of fiedse The fisheries are controlled
every year in April, May or June according to ti@gulation.

Figure 45. Site selection process of fisheriezmir

4.3.2.An Overview of Conflicts in Site Selection Processeof Fisheries

in zmir

Conflicts about fisheries were seen in severaltiona in zmir. Protests in
Karaburun started in 2005 and continued in follayipears in villages such as
Kugukbahge, Saip and Ambarseki. Besides, fishemesCeme and Sack are
protested in many movements. Notifications, inggdtons and control of fisheries and
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punishment and transfer of fisheries are also npairis of the timeline of fishery
conflicts in zmir (Figure 46).

Figure 46. Timeline for fishery conflicts immir

4.3.2.1. Findings of Document Analysis and Media Search foFishery
Conflicts

The first news about fishery conflicts immir emphasized the environmental
problems of fisheries located in shallow water #mel procedural problems depending
on the lack of coordination between local governt®ieand ministries. The off-shore
system used in all other Mediterranean countriggaposed by an instructor from the
Department of Fish Feeding in the Faculty of Sealicts in Aegean University. In this
system, fisheries were located in parts of bayk @@®-40 meters deepness. On the other
hand, fisheries were seen as a threat for touristhtihke major of Bodrum Union of
Hoteliers wanted the fisheries to be located famfrtouristic uses (H, 13.02.1998).

Another newspaper article from the same year iredudhews about a killed
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Mediterranean seal in Foga and emphasized thessisns about the threat of fisheries
to seals (H, 09.04.1998).

Fisheries increased pollution in Gerence Bay latate Karaburun Peninsula
according to news in 2005. The secondary house mwn@nted the bay to be analyzed;
an expert from Dokuz Eylul University investigatée site; he found that the bay was
polluted by fisheries (M, 22.07.2005). The villagdrom lld r and secondary house
owners started movements with an aim of makingst#fies carried out of the bay. On
the other hand, the manager of the fisheries ta@tthey did not pollute the water while
feeding tunny. It was noted that their fishery wasved from Ayvac k, Canakkale to
lidr, zmir (H, 01.08.2005).

The minister of the Ministry of Environment and Esiry made a trip by
helicopter and looked at the fisheries in the Aeg€aasts. He told that the fisheries
were not located in the legal boundaries of 1 sda. mhe rule of 1 mile distance to
shoreline was regulated for the coasts with cultana tourism areas on 3.12.2001 by
the Ministry of Culture and Tourism. He explaindthtt there were 11 institutions
responsible in these areas and there was a lackooflination between them. He told
that the Ministry of Environment and Forestry wasluded in the process with the
change in the regulation about EIA due to EU aaten 16.12.2003 (M, 19.08.2005).

According to a fishery owner, the reason of potlntin fisheries was the fish
food which could not swim and there was a needgwammable fish food. He told that
the aquaculture fish production was 11 percenthef deafood production in Turkey.
This ratio was 26 percent in Japan, 28 percentree and almost 20 percent in EU
countries. There were 10000 workers in 1450 seafwsbebries in Turkey. The gain
from exports of seafood was 90 million dollars ahd 60 percent of this was from
fisheries (M, 19.08.2005).

In the following year, there was a protest agaifistieries in Ceme. The
participators included the mayors of Mordm and Karaburun Municipalities and
nongovernmental organizations from @, Karaburun and Mordan such as
Chamber of Tradesmen, @ee Tourism Association, Cee Hoteliers Association and
Atatirk Thought Association. The activists met ie e Square, made a convoy
including 60 boats, and sounded the horns. Thel/ttedy did not want fisheries near
the coast. They said that the artificial food gitentunnies polluted the water. They
emphasized the threats of fisheries to tourisml ca IBay. The manager of Quae

Tourism Association told that there were more tl@8nfisheries in the Karaburun

129



Peninsula. She told that the proposed fisheriesldhze located in deep water and the
existing fisheries should be controlled strictly, 1.10.2006).

There were conflicting opinions about fisheries.eQmint of view emphasized
the pollution caused by fisheries. On the otherdhtiniere were groups opposing this
view and claiming that the limitations affected #mnomics badly. Besides, there were
groups blaming responsible institutions to allove tisheries because of underlying
political reasons (M, 17.10.2006).

Fisheries were promoted in 1st Aquaculture and mBnwent Workshop in
zmir. The head of the Seafood Federation told fisfteries did not cause water
pollution; on the contrary they considered thigsdwese fisheries needed clean water. He
complained about biased news and blames. He taldltle first aquaculture fishery of
the country was established in 1985 azmir. There were 68 existing fisheries and 30
fisheries in preparation. 30 percent of the produactwas exported to European
countries. Turkey was the 6th in Europe in aquacsltproduction. There were no
illegal fisheries in zmir. All existing fisheries got permissions dueHavironmental
Impact Assessment (EIA) Regulation (H, 07.12.2006).

Dead tunnies were found in Boyal k and &anan coasts in Cene (H,
05.01.2008). Also, there were dead gilt-head breamblu la coasts. Therefore, a
deputy from zmir suggested a research about the problems edsbly fisheries.
Environmentalists from Gillik Bay announced theiovement plan and said that
nobody had the right to damage the ecological loalamd the health and environment
of local people. While the reason of dead fishes s&en as pollution, the minister of
the Ministry of Agriculture and Rural Affairs tolthat the reason was the downpour (H,
18.01.2008).

The Environment Research Commission of the Grantohel Assembly of
Turkey investigated the fisheries to determine tecautions for sustainable
environment policy. They investigated the fisheneszmir, Ayd n and Mula. They
found that there was not much pollution. They teé fisheries in Mula with gift boxes
full of gilt-head breams (H, 10.11.2008). After thews and responses about the gifts,
the fishes were sent to Child Protection Agencyl(H11.2008; M, 11.11.2008).

The “notification about determination of closed and gulfs with sensitive
area characteristics in which fisheries cannotdmated” regulated that the fisheries
must be located 1 km far from the coast line an80m deep water. Depending on this

notification, 45 of the total 64 fisheries immir were moved to deep water. Other 19
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fisheries remained operating with their EIA Repat&l permissions from Ministry of
Agriculture and Provincial Special Administratidd, (28.04.2009).

The Ministry of Environment and Forestry told thiuation about the fisheries
in Aegean and Mediterranean Seas. There were Bérigs in zmir; 22 of them were
transferred; nine of them were closed; and 25 efdther 28 were in preparation of
transfer in May, 2009 (H, 09.05.2009).

According to the following news, there were 64 égbs in zmir when the
notification is published; and 59 of them were ipgpriate. Then new fisheries were
established and the total amount is increased torB@ inappropriate fisheries were
transferred, closed or fined. Finally, seven of 8&disheries were left and they were in
preparation of transfer in June, 2009. These ansosimbwed thatzmir was the most
successful city in Turkey in coping with fisheri@d, 21.07.2009; M, 21.07.2009).
There was a continuous control of fisheries byaanténcluding biologists, agricultural
engineers and experts from Provincial Directorate Eavironment and Forestry,
Provincial Directorate of Agriculture, Ege Univeysi and Veterinarian Research
Institute. They were called ‘Fishery Searching Cassion’ (H, 21.07.2009).

The people against tunny fisheries in Gerence Bggrozed movements (Figure
47). Also the people in Sac k, Seferihisar acted against the transfer afiyursheries
from Antalya to S ac k. The mayor of Seferihisar Municipality joinetem. In both of
the movements, the polluting characteristics of niem were emphasized (H,
11.08.2009).

Figure 47. Fishery protests in &c k in 2009
(Source: left photo H, 11.08.2009; right photo ¥14,09.2009)
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A protest against tunny fisheries in Gerence Bag wr@anized by Greenpeace,
an international environment organization (FiguB).4The activists showed banners
about protecting ecosystem, stopping tunny crin teansferring fisheries out of the
bay. They put floats carrying banners writing ‘ceirecene’ between the fisheries. The
movement was continued from their ship called ‘Raim Warrior’ (YA, 11.09.2009;
H, 12.09.2009).

The ship of Greenpeace came to Pasaport-Konakhaendctivists continued the
movement in the city center. They decided to supiher signature campaign of ‘10000
people against fisheries’ in &c¢ k. They explained the reasons of their protest they
did not want fisheries in valuable areas (YA, 12009). Then, they went to &c k
and met other nongovernmental organizations andl laathorities there. Also, they
prepared an exhibition in their ship against tutmoyting (H, 13.09.2009). The local
people in S ac k joined to their movement (YA, 15.09.2009).

Figure 48. Fishery protests supported by Greenpeaseac k
(Source: left photo H, 13.09.2009; right photo Y14,09.2009)

A representative from Peninsula Environment Platftold that there was a lack
of control in management and site selection ofelis. He told that they applied to
World Health Organization and they were waiting fesults of the legal process in
Turkey to apply to the European Human Rights Cddet.explained the bad situation
that the sea was so polluted that it was not plestbswim in. He told that they did not
believe to the explanations of the authorities abimheries (YA, 23.10.2009; H,
24.10.2009; M, 24.10.2009).
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12085 signatures were collected in the ‘No to TuRisheries’ campaign with a
support of 50 environmental associations zmir. 22 representatives organized by
Seferihisar Environment Protection Union went tckara and they met in front of the
Grand National Assembly of Turkey. They showed leasnwalked through city center
and protested tunny fisheries (H, 16.11.2009). head of the Grand National
Assembly of Turkey explained that he would supploid campaign and that he would
try to stop fisheries in Sac k (YA, 02.12.2009).

There was a public meeting about EIA of tunny fregsein Demircili, Urla. The
local environmentalists left the meeting and tdldttthey did not wanted fisheries. The
people attending to the meeting were the headeoUtlta Provincial District, the mayor
of the Seferihisar Municipality, the director ofetlEnvironment and Forest Directorate
of Seferihisar, representatives of political partiepresentative of TEMA (The Turkish
Foundation for Combating Soil Erosion, for Refoagisin and the Protection of Natural
Habitats), and the head of Seferihisar Environmdatection Union (H, 21.12.2009).

The amount of fisheries izmir was the 30 percent of the fisheries in Turkey
2010 due to newszmir was the second city having most fisheriesrdita la with 51
percent of the fisheries in the country. The 9&eet of the inappropriate fisheries in
these two cities moved to places in deeper watéchwiiere defined by the Ministry of
Environment. The fishery owners were unhappy to enbgcause they explained that
the places defined by the Ministry were not sudafdr fisheries. The legal process
about the fisheries which did not move was contiguiSome fishery owners gave up
their work (YA, 20.02.2010).

The Ministry of Environment and Forestry explaintat the area would not
face with eutrophication problem and the proposstefy was appropriate to the
regulations. It was planned to be moved toaS k from Gazipaa, Antalya. It would
have a capacity of 700 tons/year (YA, 20.08.201026108.2010). The EIA report was
applied in 6 November 2009, and was approved iAdgust 2010. The report included
explanations about the fishery: the fishery wouddiflb 35000 m2 of area; it would be
3000 m far from the nearest coast; 5 km far fromrmeili Village and 6.5 km to
S ack (H, 20.08.2010). The environmental lawyericded the approval of EIA
report while there was a decision of the Councibtate about stopping the execution of
the plan (M, 21.08.2010).

Movements against tunny fisheries in & k were again started after this news

(Figure 49). The local people, the mayor of Sefedah Municipality, cyclists,
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representatives of political parties, environmastsland popular film directors and
actors attended to meetings. They called thisrisiteeeting’. 100 cyclists from Leman
Journal Cyclists Association showed their respohse cycling. The mayor of
Seferihisar Municipality explained his worry abdasing the title ‘Citta Slow’ (YA,
21.08.2010; H, 21.08.2010; M, 21.08.2010).

Figure 49. Fishery protests in 8c k in 2010
(Source: left photo M, 21.08.2010; right photo N,@3.2010)

An investor of fisheries presented a report to Bmene Minister. The report
criticized the decision of transfer of fisheriesdeep water and told that the fisheries
needed places in shallow water for the young fistmesfor repair facilities of the cages.
There were also other criticisms from various inwes They decided to invest to
fisheries in Kuwait, Greece and Egypt and they tibldt they could not use water
resources of their own country (YA, 28.08.2010).

Seferihisar Municipality organized a festival on-26 September, 2010. It
included a meeting and a swimming protest agaimsiyt fishery in S ac k. There were
hundreds of people including the mayor miir Metropolitan Municipality, the mayor
of Seferihisar Municipality, local people, enviroemalists, various popular film
directors, actors and actresses. There were aliso sihows and concerts (H, 23-
30.09.2010; YA, 25.09.2010; M, 26.09-03.10.2010).

The head of Cene Tourism Hoteliers Union applied to Provincial
Administration, Municipality and Provincial Envirorent Committee to clarify the
reasons behind the pollution in Il ca Coast (YA,1@82010).

Selcuk Yaar wrote a book ‘Facts about Aquaculture Fishemesphasizing the
difference between tunny fisheries and fisheriegittfhead bream and sea bass. He

told that the former was the most polluting andutidoe moved to deep water, whereas
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the latter was not polluting seas and would be asilde when moved to deep water (H,
13.10.2010).

Paulo Saturnuni, the father of the ‘Citta Slow’Ipeophy, came to Turkey for a
festival in Seferihisar. He signed to the ‘No tonhy Fisheries’ campaign of &c k
(M, 03.12.2010).

There was a following conflict about the logistacilities of the fisheries. These
facilities were located in the shoreline and usadtfansfer of staff, fish and food for
fish. The Directorate of National Real Estate zrhir Revenue Office wanted firms to
close these logistic facilities. The fishery ownwkl that closing them means closing
fisheries. The governor told that there was lackegilations about this point and that it
would be solved. New regulations were proposed neport prepared by Provincial
Administration. There was a need of maps showirggedimes and conservation plans
with permissions from the Cultural and Natural ksge Conservation Committee.
Also, there was a need for a change in the regul@bout the allocation of forest lands.
The governor told that they proposed new solutidosthe existing legal and
administrative problems (YA, 11.02.2011).

The fishery firm taking EIA report rented 3,5 haaka in S ac k Bay. This
started the movements again (Figure 50). A meatiag organized in Sac k. AlImost
2000 people from all around the country, represemts of various groups, NGOs,
political parties and famous people attended tontieeting. A photo exhibition and a
film showing fish crime was presented. The actifitermen told that they would keep
watching the bay and would stop the fishery befstblished. They showed banners
and shouted slogans. The mayor of Seferihisar Mpeldity and representatives of
Greenpeace made press releases (M, 09-12.03.20A1;1%-13.03.2011; H, 12-
14.03.2011).

Figure 50. Fishery protests in &c k in 2011
(Source: left photo M, 09.03.2011; right photo Y18.03.2011)

135



The headman of Ya lar Village which is across Sac k went to court with an
aim of cancellation of the revision of Manisa Kigtahzmir Environment Plan with
1/100000 scale. The revision was about 11 fisheopgsals. The court decided to stop
the execution of the plan. The Ministry of Enviroemh and Forestry objected to this
decision, but the objection was not approved (YAQ@.2011; H, 03.04.2011).

World Environment Day in 5 June was celebrated wwitetings against tunny
fisheries in S ac k (H, 05.06.2011). Some beaches ina8 k won ‘Blue Flag’ and in
the celebration activity the local people and mipaility emphasized the need for
solution to tunny fisheries decisions (M, 06.06.201

According to the head of Mila Aquaculture Association, there were 1805
fisheries with a capacity of 253638 tons in Jul§l2. There were also 271 fisheries
with a capacity of 60289 tons continuing investmanmaicess. 358 fisheries of the active
fisheries were located in seas and other 1447avhtWere located in inland waters. The
fisheries in seas had a capacity of 144612 tontewhe capacity of fisheries in inland
waters was 109026 tons. There were 26 million mestaf area suitable for fisheries,
but only 3 percent of this amount was used (M, A2011).

The execution of the EIA report for the fisheriesS ac k was stopped by court
decision with new expert reports. This was celauataby environmentalists, local
people and other activists. The reasons of thesabecivere that the sea was not an open
sea; the bay was a habitat for Mediterranean sewl; the area was in a sensitive
conservation zone due to both national legislatgmal international contracts (YA,
06.11.2011; H, 07.11.2011; M, 08.11.2011).

Orhan Cura wrote a book ‘From My Life Story: Lag Years of Fisheries in
Ce me’ and emphasized that there had been problenssid@nselection processes of
fisheries in Turkey. The coastal potential of tl@rmtry could not be used. There was a
lack of infrastructure of fisheries and there whres of illegal fisheries in unsuitable
locations (YA, 26.11.2011).

The head ofzmir Union of Seafood Production criticized medantake people
against fisheries. He told that the legislation aedulations in Turkey was too
restrictive when compared to other countries swglGeeece, Norway and Japan. He
told that the fisheries of gilt-head bream and lsass were not polluting water. There
were 344 approved projects of fisheries in Turk€lge total capacity was 145000
tons/year. There were 25000 workers. The gain fexports was 450 million dollars
(H, 06.03.2012).
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The following movement against fisheries was indarun. The EIA meeting
was disturbed by almost 300 people including vélagfrom Saip and Ambarseki
Villages and environmentalists (Figure 51). Thet@sts were supported by the mayors
of municipalities of Karaburun, Mordan, Seferihisar, Foca andmir Metropolitan
Municipality (YA, 15-27.03.2012; M, 15.03.2012). &hminister of the Culture and
Tourism Ministry told that he was not pleased with fisheries in Karaburun and other
coasts (YA, 30.03.2012).

Figure 51. Fishery protests in Saip and Ambarseki
(Source: left photo YA, 15.03.2012; right photo M,.03.2012)

After the protests in the EIA meeting in Karaburdhe EIA process was
cancelled. The Provincial Directorate of Environmeand Urbanism started the
application process to make Karaburun a Specialr&mwental Protection Zone (YA,
05.04.2012).

Meanwhile the court decided to stop fisheries icages in Sac k. 3 of these
cases were against ‘EIA is not required’ decisiodspf the cases were about the
cancellation of the Environment Plan; other 2 @nthwere about the cancellation of the
positive EIA reports (YA, 08-09.04.2012; M, 09.0412).

Selguk Yaar wrote a new book ‘How can Turkish gilt-head loneand sea bass
sector compete with EU and other countries withiese limitations?’ and told that the
distance determined for fisheries was not fit ttuakcmarket situations. Academicians
from seafood engineering faculties of 12 univeegsitsupported him. He proposed a
conference for all parties. He told that Turkey Idonot compete in international
seafood market with these limitations. He propasedusage of EU criteria in fisheries
(YA, 11.04.2012).
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An environmental commission from the Grand NatioAakembly of Turkey
made an analysis trip to Karaburun and talked whith representatives of NGOs and
headmen (YA, 25.04.2012). 10 fisheries near theetine were punished in lld r and
Gerence Bays. The fishery owners told that theyeviensferring young fishes in the
cages near the shoreline and so the punishmeninfais (YA, 30.05.2012).

4.3.2.2. Interview Findings for Fishery Conflicts

Fishery conflicts were subject to 23 interviews fpened with 32 people.
Interviewees answered following questions.

The stage in which the interviewee participatesinterviewees were from
severalstages (Figure 52). Most of the interviews weredembted with people from site
selection (37%) and opposing stages (44%).

Finding All pr;)cess
resolution/ actin% 7% Site selection/
as expert decision making/
12% planning/ giving
permissions or
opinions
37%
Protesting/
opposing/ n
wanting
44%

Figure 52. Stages of the process in which thevigerees of fishery case participate

Two private companies and a public institution, iroial Directorate of
Agriculture, told that they took part in the sitelection process. Interviews from
Provincial Directorate of Environment and Urbanistated that they evaluated the
selected location in terms of regulations and Elfcpss. An interviewee from
university told that he participated in the meetfogdetermination of potential sites of
fisheries. Another interviewee took part in cowassan expert of fisheries. Chamber of
Environmental Engineers and Chamber of City Plast&d that they shared opinions

with decision makers. Five headmen told that theyewexcluded in the site selection
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processes. The interviewees taking part in proteste headman of some villages of
Urla and Karaburun, municipalities of Seferihiddrla, Mordo an and Karaburun, City
Councils of Seferihisar and Karaburunmir Bar Association and university.

How the sites are selected by whominterviewees gave detailed, short or
critical answers to this question or they stateddbcision maker but not answered how
the sites selected (Figure 53).

Interviewees taking part in site selection proagsse the details of the process
such as selection of potential locations, projesppration details of the private
companies, permissions taken for investments, Eilédcgsses, capacity limits and
related regulations. An interviewee from universggve details about criteria of
distance, depth and flow. According to the intemge from Provincial Directorate of
Environment and Urbanism, the site selection wasctkd by the private companies
and individuals. Besides, Chamber of City Planteld that the locations were decided
with the demand of enterpriser rapidly and secretly

The decision making process for potential locatiohfisheries were criticized
by several interviewees who were included in thecess. The interviewee from
Provincial Directorate of Agriculture told that tpetential locations were decided with
a subjective approach by directions of Ministera/ards their political and private
interests. He stated that the representatives muof aquaculture producers were
excluded from the decision making process.

There were various points of views about the Elécpss of fisherieszmir Bar
Association said that the public participation megtwas a requirement of EIA.
Mordo an Municipality criticized this process in which &aid the results were always
‘positive’ although the municipality gave negatigpinions. Besides, the interviewees
from Karaburun Municipality and Seferihisar City @wil stated that the private
companies took ‘ElA is not needed” report by shaptmeir capacities lower.

Inclusion of local people to the process was lagkaccording to several
interviewees. The Municipality and City Council Karaburun and six headmen told
that decision makers did not ask to local peoplee 6f those headmen answered that “I
do not have any information. They do it from thenMtry. They finish the work from

their desks without seeing here.”
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32% but not the
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Figure 53. Answers to the question asking how ites sre selected by whom in fishery
case

Whether the site selection was rightWhile 51 percent of the interviewees
found the site wrong, 20 percent found the sitétrigigure 54). There was a crucial
difference between answers of interviews to thestioe asking the rightness or
wrongness of the site selection decision. The wigars from university, Provincial
Directorate of Agriculture and private sector dfathat the locations were right,
whereas Provincial Directorate of Environment andbdtism, Municipalities of
Mordo an, Karaburun, Seferihisar and Urla, eight headraed,NGOs includingzmir
Bar Association, City Councils of Seferihisar andar&burun and Union of

Environment, Culture and Tourism of Karaburun tibldt the decisions were wrong.

I don't know/ No
comment
Semi-right/ semi- 11%
wrong
9%
Can be anywhe
if appropriate to
regulations/ if the
facility is proper _.
yg%p P Right
20%

Figure 54. Perceptions of interviewees on rightreédke site selection in fishery case

Seferihisar Municipality explained the reason ofding the location wrong in
terms of several aspects. One of them was thetmrllof S ac k Bay because of the

flow direction. Another reason was its bad effdectdisheries and tourism. Headmen
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protesting fisheries in Karaburun told that théadises were located in short distances to
the coast without considering regulations. An wigwree from university told that the
distances of fisheries to the coast were shortehénpast but their current distances
were long and their new locations were right. Oa ¢ther hand, another interviewee
from university stated that there were fisheriesoséhlocations were wrong because
they were far from the coast.

Three interviewees including Chamber of City Plaspeuniversity and a
headman did not comment on this question and todd they did not have enough
knowledge to evaluate this. Apart from them, thevitrcial Directorate of Environment
and Urbanism told that the decisions which fulfiile regulations would be listed as
‘right’.

Success of the site selection proceddnlike the previous question, there were
only slight differences between answers to thisstjor. There were no interviewees
finding the site selection method absolutely susftésonly one of them told that it
seemed successful within facts of Turkey. 78 perfmamd the decision making process

unsuccessful. One percent did not answer the que@tigure 55).

Semi-successful | don't know/ No
19% comment

Successful 1%
2%

Not successful
78%

Figure 55. Perceptions of interviewees on succefecsite selection process in fishery
case

Two interviewees had opposing opinions about thégi@ation in the process.
One of them, the interviewee from Provincial Dimrete of Environment and
Urbanism, said that the EIA process was the onlyiggaatory process; however, the
other one, the interviewee from university, toldttthe participation was for the sake of
formality but not an efficient one. The unconvirgiaspects of the participation were
also criticized by other two interviewees from UKlainicipality and Ege University.

The variety in the actor groups giving the answeat tthe process was

unsuccessful was an interesting result of the vigeus. Interviewees from public
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institutions to private companies, from local peopb universities, from NGOs to

municipalities found the method of decision makadgput the locations of fisheries

“unsuccessful”. It was also interesting to see thath opponents and proponents of
fisheries found faults with site selection procesiso, both decision makers and host
communities criticized the decision making method.

A hard critique of the decision making process wasn the Provincial
Directorate of Agriculture. The interviewee toldatithe decisions of potential sites for
fisheries were given by political powerful actorsdatheir criteria were subjective
including criterion of distance to the secondarysing of Ministries. In addition to this
critique, an interviewee from the fishery companyOemircili told that the location
decisions should be made by people knowing thel laca people knowing the
profession rather than people sitting in their adé in Ankara. He also complained
about the lack of regulations and plan decisiormiailbcations of the logistic facilities
of fisheries in the coast. The lacking parts inrgulations were also stated by another
interviewee from fishery company in lid r .

In S ac k case, there was a critique different from otfases. The problem was
the exclusion of local people in &c k and Seferihisar from the participation process
The interviewee from Seferihisar Municipality tdldat the fishery was located in the
boundaries of Urla, therefore the public partidgatmeeting required in EIA was
organized in Urla but the exact impacts of thedigts were seen in &c k because of
the flow direction. Besides, the interviewee fromid_Municipality told that they could
hardly get information about the public meetingd aaid that “people who have never
lived in Urla decide the sea and territory of Urla”

Opponents/ Proponents:Most of the opponents to fisheries listed in iviews
were same with the solid waste facility cases. &€haere villagers, the people living
nearby, NGOs, political actors and municipaliti€sg@re 56). In addition to these
common answers, municipalities of Urla and Karahdisted the lawyers as opponents
of fisheries. The interviewee from Karaburun Mupdality also said that all people
living in the Peninsula were against fisheries. dldishermen and tourism sector were
also listed as protesters by Municipality and CG@guncil of Seferihisar and the
interviewee from university. Another intervieweeorft university added secondary
housing owners to the opponents of fisheries. hiecized the opponents from public

institutions unrelated with the coast and from raeglioups owning capitals in tourism

142



sector. Similarly, interviewees from private sedtud that sectors using coasts opposed

to each other and tourism sector utilized the emvirentalists.

Headmemvunicipality
8% 6%

Politicians
3%

Institutions

Local people/

villagers 5% E
verybod
31% e
Lawyers “7°
4% )
° Fishermen
_ 4%
NGOs/ ~ Tourism sector/
Chambers/City, Secondary house
Council Media owners
23% 3% 9%

Figure 56. Opponents in fishery case

Protests against fisheries in Karaburun were salibsemi-organizedand both
local from the Peninsula and supported by people frorfa W@nd Foca. Fishery
protesters in Urla were local according to Urla Mipality. In S ack case,
interviewees agreed that the protesters were lboth focal and out of the town and all
protests were organized. The interviewees from ipulistitutions answering the
questions for all fishery cases mir told that some of the protests were organared
some of them were not organized.

The proponents of the fishery decisionsvere listed as investors, institutions,
people making use of job opportunities and fisherrfleigure 57). The interviewee
from zmir Bar Association stated that the Ministry waporting. EIA Department of
Provincial Directorate of Environment and Urbaniamd Urla Municipality told that
the investors supported the decisions.

Interviewee from fishery company in Ild r said thhere were no supporters of
fishery decisions. On the contrary, a headman andnterviewee from Provincial
Directorate of Environment and Urbanism stated teame of the local people
supported the fisheries for the employment oppatits Also, local fishermen were

said to support fisheries in lid r .
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Figure 57. Proponents in fishery case

Amount of people in the conflict processinterviewees from public institutions
and university said that they could not give ancéxamount of protesters in the
movements against fisheries (43%) (Figure 58). aheunts told by other interviewees
varied due to the cases and actor groups. In Démdaase, there was a crucial
difference between the amount given by the headnfansaid there were about 5000-

6000 protesters and the amount given by the fiskkeryjpany who said there were
maximum 50-100 people.

101-500
| don't 2% 501-1000

know/ It 6%
1001-5000
5001-10000 2%
4%
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A district Four villages 9%

10% 5%

Figure 58. Amount of opponents in fishery case

In S ac k case, the differences were also visible. Headof S ac k told that
there were 500 people protesting. Similarly, ttenviewee from university stated that
the protesters were about 300-500 people. Headm#a @ lar told that the protesters
included all population including 614 people in hidage. On the other hand, the
Provincial Directorate of Environment and Urbanisaid that all people in Seferihisar

were protesting. Seferihisar Municipality gave anoant of 5000 people for the first
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meeting and 3000 people for the second meetingeMa@r, City Council of Seferihisar
talked about four meetings with 1000 protesterhafirst one, 3000-5000 protesters in
the second and third ones, and almost 1000 peopheilast one.

In Karaburun, the Municipality and the City Countild that all people living in
the Peninsula supported the protests against feshévlordo an Municipality said that
“Karaburun Peninsula has a population of 8500 pedpd0 of them say yes and 8000
of them say no”. Three headmen and an interviewa® fa local NGO agreed that a
majority of people from Karaburun Peninsula wasasppg to fisheries. Headmen of
Saip and Ambarseki stated that there were 800-p@0fQle in the protests. Headmen of
lIdr told that the amount of protesters increasedsummer because of secondary
housing owners and decreased in winter.

Reasons of being opponentdvlain reasons of conflicts in fishery cases were

environmental problems, sea pollution and beingngnoformed (Figure 59).
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Figure 59. Reasons of being opponents in fishesgca

The answers given to this question can be groupedeasons related with
problems affecting people living nearby, reasoriated with environmental matters,
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and reasons related with other interests. Thedn@tip includes reasons of proximity of
fisheries to settlements in the Saip, Ambarseki Kidiukbahce cases; the dust and
noise caused by trucks used for logistics of figsertheir damage to roads and
agricultural lands, the odor of the depots and disturbing effects to seaside in
Demircili case; visual pollution, health effectsdagisturbance of quietness in all cases.
In Karaburun case, the Municipality criticized tpellution that caused people not to
prefer to swim and he said that “It is 0.6 milasrggulation3, they come 400m closer.
They do not obey their own rules... The water analysfore and after the fisheries are
not shared with public. It goes 10 years later;gbution is left to you.”

On the contrary, an academician and an interviefvem private sector
explained the delusion about the polluting effeicfisheries. They said that death of
fishes was the indicator of pollution and the fisheompanies had to prevent pollution
to save their fishes. Similarly, another interviewseom fishery company criticized the
point of view that fisheries polluted the sea arddid that

There was a rumor that swimming near fisheries ezhuliseases. | swim every day. | have
two children. | make them swim there too. At leiass the water that | am sure. | eat only
farm fish. | know that there is no heavy metal inReople usually eat fish from troll
hunting; the risk of heavy metal is more.

Environmental matters were seen as reasons oficisnélbout fisheries in all
cases. One of these matters were sea pollutioedstst all interviewed municipalities,
all interviewed headmen, two NGOs and ProvincialeDiorate of Environment and
Urbanism. Another one was damage to animals saichdgdmen in three cases.
Seferihisar Municipality thought that fisheries dicated species of tunny fish. The
interviewee from Seferihisar City Council told tliaey were against fisheries because
of three reasons including pollution of &c k Bay, fertility zones of seals and transfer
of tunny fish to other countries after fatteninge ldnd two headman criticized the
chemicals and antibiotics used in fisheries.

Third group of reasons include bad effects to ®uriand possible loss of
properties in all cases. Two headmen told thatdbations of fisheries obstructed the
cruises. One of them also denigrated fishes pratucésheries. Moreover, bad effects
to local fishing activities were also seen as aaaaof conflicts in Kigukbahce and

S ack cases.
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Underlying reasons to be opponentsThe reasons of conflicts about fisheries
depended on underlying factors especially lackraivledge according to most of the

interviewees except nine percent saying “there weranderlying factors” (Figure 60).

Decision making Lack of job
frovrvriltﬁcr)lllj?ra opportunities for
VITNC i local people
con3|der|n|g local C'ttio/flow 1% lllegal dock
people 1%
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Directions_——;
4%
Lack of trus
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’ Lack of
Existing ba knowledge/ Lack
examples Political factor of awareness
13% 14% 17%

Figure 60. Underlying reasons of being opponentsirery cases

Two interviewees from university, the intervieweerm Provincial Directorate
of Agriculture and two interviewees from privatec® stated that the protesters
thought that fisheries caused pollution howevehdiges did not pollute sea as they
needed fresh water. The aquaculture engineer frawvirRial Directorate of
Agriculture told a memory he experienced aboutfisieeries in Parlak Village. In his
memory, a woman from the village came to the Pr@ainDirectorate of Agriculture
and complained about the pollution caused by aefishThe engineer wanted her to
show the fishery. He realized that the fishery shewed was not opened yet and the
cages she pointed as a reason of pollution wergyeahphat time.

He and two interviewed academicians in AquacultDrepartment of Ege
University told that this delusion is created coossly by the media directed and
supported by tourism investors. One of the acadamscexplained this with these

words

Indeed tourism is a powerful sector. They try towtthe fishery sector as if it was too
harmful by using media and television with guidafehem fourism sector. Of course
there were bad examples at the beginning and affeitte people to oppose. Television
channels show fisheries as bad.
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The effect of media on protests was also mentidneélve other interviewees
from universities, Chamber of City Planners, prvaector and Urla Municipality. In
addition, there were other interviewees agreed thatexisting bad examples were
reasons of not wanting new fisheries. These intgrees were from Chamber of
Environmental Engineers, Seferihisar MunicipalitpdaProvincial Directorate of
Environment and Urbanism. Besides, lack of contfalhe existing fisheries was seen
as other factors by interviewees from Karaburuny C&ouncil, Chamber of
Environmental Engineers and a headman. As a resah) people did not trust to
decision makers and this was seen as an underigiagpn of fisheries protests by
interviewees from Provincial Directorate of Envineent and Urbanism, university,
private sector andzmir Bar Association. An interviewed academiciafd tthat the
fisheries before recent regulations were bad camditl, irregular, technologically poor
and located too much proximate to the coast ansktlfectors started the protests. He
added that their locations, conditions and techgielowere corrected but the protests
continued.

Political interests were seen as other underlygagons by seven interviewees
from parties including university, private sectbiGOs and public institutions. On the
contrary, the interviewees fromzmir Bar Association, Mordan Municipality,
Karaburun Municipality and Karaburun City Counald that there were no political
reasons in opposition to fisheries. Besides, ne&dmen and NGOs from Karaburun,
Urla and Seferihisar stated that there were nonlyidg reasons.

The approach without considering the local peopledécision making was
another factor of opposing to fisheries in Mordo and S ac k cases. Mord@an
Municipality criticized the site selection process potential locations of fisheries in
which the local people were excluded in decisioking He also said that there should
be job opportunities for local people proposed isfdries to gain local supporters. A
headman also criticized the exclusion of local peap land use decisions made from
Ankara without seeing the site.

In S ack case, the Citta Slow characteristics of Skigar were seen as a
factor influencing the protests against fisheriBise interviewees from university and
Provincial Directorate of Agriculture said that thkayor of the Seferihisar Municipality
used these protests to get personal and politasaland to advertise Citta Slow.

Another case based underlying factor of opposisgefiies was said to be the

illegality of the dock of the fishery near the bleac one of the cases. This factor was
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told by the headman who was also manager of thehbeaimilarly, although the
territorial facilities of fisheries in another casere legal, the headman of that village
said that nobody was opposing to fisheries in &8 but the facilities located in the
coast should have controlled frequently.

Whether the site selected or its decision making pcess was the reason of
opposing: The reason of opposing was seen as wrong locatipris'o headmen and
two NGOs (13%)); as wrong site selection metho@hgmber of City Planners (16%);
as both wrong locations and wrong site selectiorthote by 11 interviewees from
headmen, NGOs, municipalities and public institasiq50%); and as none of these
reasons but other factors by interviewees from ensity, private sector and Provincial
Directorate of Agriculture (21%) (Figure 61).

None of them

21%
Both wrong
location and
wrong site
Wrong site selection method
selection method 50%
16%
Wrong location
13%

Figure 61. Whether the site selected or its decismaking process was the reason of
opposing in fishery case

Although four interviewees includingzmir Bar Association, Karaburun
Municipality and two headmen told that there wabady not opposing to fisheries,
there were several reasons for not opposing teffist stated in other interviews. One
of them was possibility of job opportunities acdogidto seven interviewees including
Provincial Directorate of Environment and Urbanisfrovincial Directorate of
Agriculture, university, Mordoan Municipality, Karaburun City Council, Union of
Environment, Culture and Tourism of Karaburun aodrfheadmen. Also, Seferihisar
City Council said that there was an effect of pcdit reasons in not opposing to
fisheries in S ac k. Fear, hesitation and laziness were particelasons for Karaburun

case. Other reasons of not opposing were listedasmg no troubles with fisheries,
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being far from them, not caring the subject, takamlyantage of the increase in fishes
for local fisheries, having personal gains andrtigladvantage of cheaper fish.

Reasons of not opposing:This question had several answers from job
opportunities to cheaper fish (Figure 62). Sevietarviewees criticized people who did
not oppose to fisheries. Seferihisar Municipalitanbed people not opposing to be
unconscious. Urla Municipality told that the peopao were not educated did not
oppose to fisheries. Lack of knowledge was alsm seea reason in Karaburun and
Mordo an cases. Three headmen and an interviewee framnah NGO told that the
people with a low cultural level did not opposdisieries because they did not realize

the danger to be faced in the future.
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Figure 62. Reasons of not opposing in fishery case

Interviews with supporters of fisheries were resalltvith a different approach.
Interviewees from university and Provincial Direetie of Environment and Urbanism
told that some people were not opposed because kihew that fisheries vitalized
regional economy. Similarly, interviewee from pte&aector stated that the people not
opposing knew that this was a profession and fiak aineed. Another interviewee from
another private sector said that the people nobsipg knew that the fisheries did not
pollute the sea. He said thaP¥ople not opposingknew the subject. They visited the
fisheries and saw the production. They know diviigey investigated by diving and

saw what happened there with their own eyes. Grdshes examples abroad.”
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Ways of showing response against waste site decigoThe popular answers
to this question in fishery cases were organizingetings, going to courts, signing
petitions, using media, disturbing EIA meetinggjting Chambers and NGOs, carrying
banners (Figure 63), organizing villagers and ggttiogether with people from other
villages (Figure 64). The lawyer from Izmir Bar Asgtion stated that working with an
environmentalist lawyer was another way of showiegponse. The interviewee from

Provincial Directorate of Agriculture also statéadtthe protesters used legal ways.

Figure 63. Protesters showing banner against fesher
(Source: H, 16.11.2009)
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Figure 64. Ways of showing opposition in fishergea
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In addition to the answers given for all casedDamircili the interviewee from
private sector told that the protesters closeddlaes of their trucks, disturbed them by
taking photos and went to gendarme to complain tafisheries despite having no
problem. In S ac k case, the meetings included concerts, sadimykeeping guard in
the sea according to the interviewee from univerditincluded bicycles, firebrands,
artists and swimmers according to Seferihisar Cityincil. In Yac lar case, it is told
that the villagers protested fisheries by wearingaditional scarf and playing drums
and reeds. In lld r case, interviewees told thare were no meetings and lawsuits. In
Karaburun, three headmen and two NGOs told that therked with other NGOs.
Moreover, Karaburun City Council stated that tadkin televisions was another way of
showing opposition.

Whether the movements had an effect on cancellatisnProtests had effects
according to 54 percent of the interviewees (Fig6&. Provincial Directorate of
Agriculture, Provincial Directorate of Environmeand Urbanism and Chamber of
Environmental Engineers told that the reasons ofcelation were usually court
decisions and legal complaints. Local meetings dféetts on cancellations according
to zmir Bar Association and Provincial Directorate Exfivironment and Urbanism.
Interestingly, while one of the interviewees fromversity told that there was an effect
of movements in changing the locations of fishera®ther interviewee told that they

had no effect.

Lawsuits have

Technic effects
reasons/ No 15%
effects of Not cancelled
protests... 11%

Figure 65. Effects of movements on cancellatiofistfery decisions

In Demircili and Ild r, the fisheries were not cafled. One of these headmen

told that the decision forcing fisheries to moveal&eper and far locations were affected
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by protests. The interviewee from private sectta tbat the local people had no effect
on this decision but the powerful actors using taach as tourism had effects.

In Karaburun, Municipality said that the local ef®omanaged to make political
powers to think that the Peninsula has specialacharistics. On the other hand three
headmen and an interviewee from NGO told that theumt of fisheries was increasing
and only one of them was closed. The reason ofldsure was mainly the fertility
zones of Mediterranean seals. One of those headaidrihat the local people were not
considered but the seals were. On the contrary, dther headmen told that their
protesting movements effected the cancellation igifiefy proposal in their coasts.
Mordo an Municipality also told that the shift of fishesito deep water was as a result
of the local movements.

In S ac k case, the headman and Chamber of City Plasaatghat the fishery
decisions were not cancelled. The interviewee framversity stated that the legal
processes had more effects than local movementsril8gar Municipality told that
wining a lawsuit was not enough and local peopleukh have a raised voice.
Seferihisar City Council stated that the movemenight have effect on pausing and
delaying the process.

Main subjects of the conflict process:They were listed as environmental
effects, sea pollution, health effects, life qualdruise traffic and tourism. Proximity to
coasts, Mediterranean seals, wrong locations asdalipollution were added for
Karaburun cases. The eradication of tunny fishisgesnd local fishing activities were
considered in Sac k case.

The interviews about processes of site selectionflict and solution about
fisheries recorded several opposing approaches.nfdia opposition was about the
impacts of fisheries. Local people and other ingthal and civil opponents of fisheries
told that the fisheries polluted the water, whereaperts from responsible public
institution Provincial Directorate of Agricultureacademicians and aquaculture
engineers from private companies told that they dat pollute the water. An
interviewee from the first group, Seferihisar Mupality, described the fisheries as
abattoirs and their working process as a murderrgds an interviewee from the
second group, an academician, described the feshes agricultural lands and their
working process as a production. The first growgm@d non-protesters to be unaware
of the impacts of the fisheries whereas the segoadp blamed protesters to be wrong

informed about their impacts. The first group slatkat the fishery companies only
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considered the economic benefits and did not ¢erenvironment; however the second
group stated that the other sectors using coasksasitourism considered the economic
benefits and organized protests by showing fiseexgethe only reason of pollution.
Although main positions of these conflicting groupsere opposite, their
complaints about the decision making process wendas. Both groups criticized the
site selection process of potential fishery zorigsth of them found it seemingly
participatory but in fact top-down. Another simil@mplaint was about the lack of plan
decisions for docks and logistic areas in territdfgr example, in Demircili both the
local people and the company did not want tempasalytions as the existing location
of the dock. Finally, the need for a coastal mansge considering the division of
sectors was proposed by both of these conflictimmums. Neither fisheries wanted
tourism, not the tourism wanted the fisheries. Amvimnmental engineer from
Provincial Directorate of Environment and Urbanigaminted out the tourism-fishery

conflicts with these words:

If somewhere has tourism priority and there is wastal planning and you have not
decided where the secondary housing, beaches aeld kgl locate, then the conflicts are
inevitable... One makes fishery, one makes hotel.oduafately, this conflict happens. |
think this will be solved whenever healthy plans done.

Whether there were people harmed22 percent of the interviewees told that
there were no harmed people (Figure 66). ChambeCityf Planners andzmir Bar
Association stated that local people felt tired &t in conflict process. A headman
also agreed with this view and he said that theyewssychologically bad affected.
Private fishery companies had damages in termscohamic lost according to

interviewees from university, public institutionsdaprivate sector.

Public officers I don't know
are harmed 18%
9% ’
Private company_—— Local people are
is harmed - haprmef)d
20% . 19%
Opponents are— &Nobody IS
harmed harmed
12% 22%

Figure 66. Whether there were people harmed irefishase
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Approaches of interest groups to the conflict resaktion: Approaches were
described with adjectives of forcing, compromisiagd avoiding in the interviews
conducted about fisheries (Figure 67). Variousidactvere used in the conflict
processes according to Chamber of City Plannerpo@gnts were found forcing by
interviewee from university and two headmen. Moo Municipality gave example of
environmentalists who did not want whatever hapdeiost of the conflicts ended in
courts according to the interviewee from universBgsides, state had forcing approach
according to zmir Bar Association because of giving permissitmshe companies

which failed in courts.
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Figure 67. Approaches of parties to the conflisbtation in fishery case

A headman told that the villagers did not want aodiration and the decision
makers did not care. Provincial Directorate of Eonmment and Urbanism stated that
collaborative approaches in which parties camethegewere seen. An interviewee
from private sector stated that they were operotlalooration but there was nobody to
listen to them. Another interviewee from a fishemympany told that they wanted
collaboration but everything was depended on laWwsovincial Directorate of
Agriculture also emphasized that fishery ownersengpen to collaboration and they
approached positive to participate on solution. iAierviewed academician told that
some fishery companies in Karaburun invited thallpeople to fisheries, showed them
their work and persuaded some of them. Karaburumidiality also talked about a

fishery company came and asked for support. Onctimrary, in Kucikbahce case,
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according to local opponents fishery company thougat they could do everything
because they took permissions. A headman showeslaldisess about the rejection of

communication attempts by the fishery companiessamd that

There are six big fisheries in my region. | do netognize anyone. | called again and
again, | said ‘let’s drink tea’, they said ‘no’say ‘let's come’, they do not come. As if they
would help the village. | wanted an air-conditiorier the mosque from ...here he said
the name of the companyrhey said their investment program has finished.

In S ack case, an interviewee criticized fishery congamot to come to the
municipality and not to explain how harmless thehéiries were. On the other hand,
Seferihisar Municipality told that the fishery irsters tried to meet the Mayor of the
Municipality. Also, the City Council explained trapproach of fishery company with

these words:

It is discussed. We went with the court expert. Tbenpany tried to persuade us all the
way. They gave a sandwich of meatballs as a btidéd not eat. They say they will do.

They say ‘do not worry, it will be clean’. Therenst a situation of giving up for them and
for us too. Neither of the parties gives up.

What the decision makers did for conflict resolutim: This question was
answered as “nothing” by 53 percent of the intewgies (Figure 68) including three
headmen, Seferihisar City Council, Seferihisar Bloido an Municipalities, zmir Bar
Association and fishery company in lld r . Besidesla and Karaburun Municipalities

said that the decision makers were in the Miniatrgl did not come to the site.

Changing
location

Cancelling th
decision

Taking L 2—"" 10% Compensation
mitigation Making 9%
measures conservation

17% decisions
10%

Figure 68. Attempts of decision makers for confteetolution in fishery case

The interviews including examples of attempts déwresolution were few. In

Demircili, it is said that the company will changee location of dock in 3-5 years.
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Karaburun City Council, Union of Environment, Cuktand Tourism of Karaburun and
three headmen said that the conservation decisioRdninsula was an important step
to solution. The interviewees from university toldat the decision of potential
locations, the shift of fisheries to deeper waténs, controls of environmental impacts
after giving permissions were attempts to imprdwe process and minimize conflicts.
Provincial Directorate of Agriculture also pointedt the technical controls. In &c k,
the court decision to stop the fishery activitieaswalso seen as a solution. Taking
precautions to prevent environmental problems eas s1s a way of conflict resolution
by Provincial Directorate of Environment and Urlsami

The interviewee from Chamber of City Planners madgeneral evaluation of
attempts of various parties: “Even if the investarset anyonefiiom local peoplg
he/she will not propose an alternative other thampensation. | do not know an
investor who says ‘we will not do if you do not warPoliticians say this but the same
thing is not possible for investors.”

Whether these attempts were sufficient and efficignand what should be
done else The attempts of decision makers found “not sigfit’ and “not efficient”
(Figure 69) by local interviewees from &c k, Kuc¢ukbahge, Salman, Parlak, Union of
Environment, Culture and Tourism of Karaburun, Uated Karaburun Municipalities,
Karaburun City Council, private sector, universégd public institutions including
Provincial Directorate of Environment and Urbanismd Provincial Directorate of
Agriculture. Their critiques included incompatibyli with plan decisions, need for
revisions in regulations, lack of public particiipet, need for detailed investigation and
inefficiency of decisions given by central govermhether than local institutions. The
private sector called for solutions from state aal that they did not want to face with
local people but the state should solve confli@se of them also criticized EIA
department not to announce that the fisheries wigylet. The problems that the
locations of fisheries were not decided in plansregulations were emphasized by
private sector, public institutions, university dodal people.

On the contrary with critiques two intervieweesnfrainiversity told that there
were some attempts done for improvement of deasatdout fisheries. One said the
attempts were more than needed. In his opiniowag unfair to blame to be the only
and biggest reason of sea pollution and it was gimonmove all fisheries to deeper
water. The other one said that there was a furtieed for integrated coastal

management to give locations for each sector ustragts and it should be done with
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collaboration of various institutions, ministrie?dNGOs, local institutions and
representatives of sectors. Participatory coastahagement was also proposed by

private sector.

Sufficient but not
Not sufficient / efficient
and not efficie 204
17%
Not sufficien Critical
26% L\ procedural
proposal
Location 54%
propos
1%

Figure 69. Whether these attempts were sufficiedtedficient in fishery case

There were several other proposals of interviewieessolution of conflicts.
Municipality and City Council of Karaburun and Marc&an Municipality focused on
the consideration of local needs and interestshen decision making process. Urla
Municipality, a headman andmir Bar Association stated that the solution was t
separate tourism and fisheries.

The decision making process should be transparedt cdear according to
Seferihisar Municipality. Provincial Directorate Africulture told that fishery conflicts
could only be solved by increasing consciousness egtucation of society about
fisheries.

Apart from solution proposals, the interviewee fr@ity Council of Seferihisar
was hopeless about the solution and told that loged nothing from decision makers.
Similarly, three headmen stated that they only esritsheries to leave their villages
rather than any other solutions.

Finally, the concluding commends could be made witie evaluation of

Chamber of City Planners:

The solution in decision makers’ head is the immatation of projects. They do not care
whether the project is right. Indeed, their solatapproach is the realization of their wants.
Here, if the investor goes and the work will notdme, or the investment is done and local
people will go. Castells says collaboration canydm¢ between collaborative interests.
Here, there is not collaboration; there is onlys'yer ‘no’.
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4.4. Conflicts in the Site Selection Processes of Qua@s in zmir

The third part of the case study includes a LULWbwbresource extraction:
guarries (Figure 70). The conflict facing quarrieszmir are located or proposed to be
located in Germiyan, Ya& lar, Nohutalan, Ozbek, Karaburun, Kosedere, Banar
Belkahve, Gokdere-Kaynaklar, Cakmakl , YentAkalan-Ans zca, Cambel, Karakuyu-
Yenikoy-Cileme and Ahmetbeyli. Following part indies brief information about

guarries inzmir and then examines conflicts.

Figure 70. Quarry
(Source: An interviewee from quarry company)

4.4.1.Quarries in zmir and Their Site Selection Procedures

Quarry sources are used as raw material in thestndof the country; therefore
they have an important role in the economyzofir ( MM, 2010). zmir is in 10th rank
in the cities with added value proportions in quactor (Figure 71) (Alp, 2004).

Quarries located inzmir are used for building stones and other coonstm
materials. The physical growth of the city causeel quarries to be in the middle of
urban areas (Figure 72). As the demand for stomeeased, new quarries were
established in both north and south (Koca and K, 12€94).
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Figure 71. Added value proportions in quarry seofasities
(Source: Alp, 2004).

Figure 72. Locations of the stone quarrieszimir
(Source: Kocand K ncal, 2004)
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zmir city center hosted 70 abandoned quarries douprto Koca and K ncal
(2004). Some abandoned quarrieszmir were used as landfills by local people and
some factories and there was a risk of contaminadfounderground water in these
kinds of quarries. Quarries in Belkahve and Alt ndae stopped by Metropolitan
Municipality in 2004 because of their environmergéfects (Koca and K ncal, 2004).
Ex-quarries in Belkahve are rehabilitated and @drfEigure 73).

Figure 73. Planted and rehabilitated ex-quarrieBalkahve

Until 2004, the quarries were regulated with thea@y Regulation (1901). In
2004, the regulation was repealed and the quamges included in the Mine Law (No.
3213; 04.06.1985). The change in regulation broughme improvements to
implementation such as requirement of technicakasp restriction of small quarries,
minimization of visual pollution (UAP, 2006). Theu@ry Regulation was so old that
there were statements including Sultan’s order@itdman money.

The process for quarry owners starts with findiogrses and taking searching
licenses (Figure 74). The Mine Law requires mirterapply for permissions in the first
three months after getting searching licenses. & pesmissions include EIA report or
‘EIA is not needed’ report, Unhealthy Institutiof®ermission, rehabilitation plan,
permissions for forests, pastures, conservatiogs,sivater basins, habitats for wild
animals and emissions. EIA reports include capaflibyvchart, size, technology, staff
and duration of the project, use of natural resesiiacluding land, water, energy and

infrastructure, the amounts and types of wastessiple risks, possible environmental
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impacts such as air pollution, water pollution amglal pollution, precautions to these
environmental impacts, the location of the projdeind uses, conservation sites,

alternatives of the project and public participatprocess.

Figure 74. Site selection process of quarriezmir

4.4.2.An Overview of Conflicts in Site Selection Processeof Quarries

in zmir

Quarry conflicts inzmir mostly happened in Belkahve before 2006 inciwlihe
protests in Germiyan and Yalar started (Figure 75). The conflicts about tjuarries
in Belkahve are solved with their transfer to a en@cceptable location in 2010;
however the conflicts in other locations continu€ilarries in some cases such as
Ya c lar and Germiyan were stopped several times byt@ecisions and opened again
by taking new permissions.
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Figure 75. Timeline for quarry conflicts immir

4.4.2.1. Findings of Document Analysis and Media Search foQuarry
Conflicts

The news about quarry izmir in 2000 reported that the movements against
qguarries in zmir started in 1992. First, the provincial goveanh decided to close
quarries in Belkahvezmir, but the ministry gave permission to themilsgy were not
closed. Then, the metropolitan municipality carextltheir operating permits in 1995.
The area was declared as a first degree consanvsit® but the activities of quarries
could not be stopped. The municipality closed theiads; therefore some of the
guarries stopped their operations. The provina&egnment went to court in 1999. The
court decided to close the quarries within the lolauies of contiguous area. The
existing quarries would be moved to Gokdere Village there would be an organized
industrial area for them. The villagers objectednt® decision. Then, it was learned that
the proposed area had been rented by a mining compefore. Also, the EIA report
could not be taken. The problems in the processireed unsolved and the amount of

illegal quarries were increased. The governor tiodd they would solve the problems in
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three months. A committee was established to stive problem. The committee
included the Directorates of Forestry, Environmemd Health, the metropolitan
municipality and the owners of quarries (H, 31.090@).

Another village in which villagers complained abayiarries was Germiyan
Village in Ceme, zmir. The villagers and headman reported their damfs to
various institutions including Provincial Distri¢he directorates of health, environment
and agriculture. They complained about dust andkenpooduced by the quarry which
was 300 meters far from the village. They told tha&re were power cuts depending on
dust on electricity lines. They added that the dunst smoke affected their olive groves,
fruit and vegetable gardens badly. The villagersewadraid of quakes occurred by the
explosions in the quarries. They told that theircdtural products were at pollution
risk and their health was threatened (M, 03.01.2006

The owners of quarries in Bornova explained thatghople who did not want
them were right and that they also did not warttémear to the city center because of
pollution effects. They told that the problems &drnn 1970s and then Gokdere in Buca
was proposed as a new location in 1999, but themst assigned as a conservation site
and therefore the problems could not be solved.yTiheught that a commission
including representatives from municipalities, wersities, chambers should have
decided a new location for the quarries in Bornduzey told that they would leave the
area after forestation and rehabilitation (M, 172006).

The Ministry of Environment and Forestry gave aorepstating “EIA is not
needed” to two areas for permissions to quarriesarc lar Village in Urla in 2005.
One of them was 75 ha and the other was 12.2 havillagers and an environmentalist
lawyer went to court with an aim of stopping thecid®n and the court decided to
cancel the permissions, because the areas wehe iist degree natural conservation
sites in forest area. Villagers told that there evendemic species such as sandalwood
and water sources in the proposed area and thatwtbeld not allow the quarries to
destroy the forests (H, 28.11.2006; M, 28.11.2006).

The Minister of Environment and Forestry told thare were always need for
quarries and mines. The areas allocated for qeawmuld not be a matter of private
ownership and they were used for only mining fumtdi and left after rehabilitation. He
added that the decisions about giving permissianshese areas were given with

advices of local environment committees (H, 21.006).
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Villagers from Yenmi Village near Spil Mountain in Kemalpa met with
neighboring Akalan, Sutculer, Ans zca and Damla¢dilkages to protest the proposed
quarries in Yenmi Village. They showed banners writing “We will ngive our
mountains with thyme odor” and “You always comeehér votes, where are you
now?”. The headman said that “the quarry ownerd tioat they paid 35000 YTL for
trees and so they had the right to cut them” ardéddhat they did not want quarries
(H, 26.02.2008).

A mining firm took all permissions for a quarry B6 hectares of area in
Ahmetbeyli Quarter in Ozdere from ministries butulcb not take permission from
Ozdere Municipality. The permission was not giveetduse the area was near the
organic farms and almost 500m far from Klaros AmidCity. The firm went to court to
get permissions. Meanwhile, the villagers met agfathe quarry and walked with
banners. The headman explained the natural antgstiowsharacteristics of the village.
An archaeology professor working in Klaros alsomarged the villagers and opposed
the quarries (H, 09.05.2008). A deputy gave a guegtroposal to the Grand National
Assembly of Turkey about this quarry and asked flosvministries gave permissions
and EIA reports to the proposed quarries in agucal and touristic area with 1st
degree conservation site (H, 30.05.2008).

There was an increase in the amounts of quarriéseinvhole country after the
change in the mining law in 5 June 2004. A deputyppsed a research for taking
precautions to the problems resulted by quarriég. fEsearch would be about various
topics including the responsible institutions ggyihe location decisions, the amount of
destroyed forests, the amount of compensationsipattie quarry owners, the amount
of court decisions about cancellation of the lamatiecisions, the reasons of the cases,
the amount and locations of the illegal quarries tne difference between the amounts
of rehabilitation projects before and after the imgnaw (H, 19.06.2008).

Villagers from Nohutalan Village in Urla met agsia proposed quarry 75m far
from olive groves with organic license, 200m fromsidential area, 150m from
historical church and 200m from greenhouses. Thadian told that they did not know
about the quarry in the EIA process. Villagers wafmid of losing their organic
production. They told that the quarries were inappate to the Law about
Rehabilitation of Olive Production and VaccinatiohWild Olives (No. 3573) which
restricted the land uses such as industries, thgrawats, mines in 3 km buffer from the

olive groves (H, 18.09.2008). A new question pr@begs given to the Grand National
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Assembly of Turkey by a deputy asking how many gesarcould get permissions in
Urla and which precautions were taken (M, 01.108300

Another opposition to quarries was in Cakmakl & in Aliaa. The area of
the proposed quarry was the pasture of the villagehe villagers tried to change the
permission decisions by applying to AlaMunicipality, but they could not manage to
stop the process, because the mining firm had epert ‘EIA was not needed’ (H,
23.10.2008).

The following movement against quarries was frommn@gan Village in Ceme.
While the villagers were waiting for the decisiom ¢lose the exiting quarry in the
village, the mining firm got the new permissions &xpanding the area. After that the
villagers organized a meeting and walked with bamm@ad flags in the city center of
zmir. An assistant professor from Sociology Deparithof Ege University supported
the villagers and emphasized the bad affects afrigsao villagers (M, 09.11.2008).

The existing quarry in P narbain Bornova was the reason of the following
protests. Almost 150 people living near the quavalked with banners writing “We
don’t want to breathe poison”, “No to quarry inritaf our home”, “Clean P narbé,
“Governor, hear us!”, “We don’t want education ioigonous environment”, “We don’t
want to be cancer” and “Don’t poison our childre@he of them said that “the quarry
should be 7km far, but it is 300m far from the heriqFigure 76) (H, 26.09.2009).

West Urla Villagers Environmental Protection, Befguig and Developing
Association organized a meeting and put a blackathrén front of zmir Regional
Directorate of Forestry. They called attention be &xisting quarry in a 1st degree
conservation site in Uzunkuyu, Urla. They wanteel guarry to be closed and the area
to be rehabilitated (M, 19.11.2009).

Figure 76. Quarries protests in P narba
(Source: H, 26.09.2009)
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A flood was happened in Bal kl ova in Urla. It cedsdamages in a stone bridge,
30 houses, two schools, gardens, animal sheltetsaats. The headman told that the
reason of the flood was the stones put on the byehe nearby quarry (H, 16.12.2009).

The existing quarries in Belkahve in Bornova weemsferred to another place
which was decided by the metropolitan municipaditygl mining firms. All firms left the
area after forestation and rehabilitation proc&$s08.01.2010).

7th Sentence of the Mining Law (No. 3123) was seappnd the process of its
regulation was delayed. Therefore, the problemsitaimining permissions and licenses
were increased. Aegean Mining Exporters Union amdkdy Marble, Natural Stone and
Machines Producers Union called attention to thsblems (YA, 17.01.2010). They
informed the mining commission of the Grand NatloAasembly of Turkey (YA,
25.03.2010).

Villagers from Nohutalan Village in Urla won thegkd process about the
guarries near their licensed organic farms. Fihst,court decided to stop the quarries,
and then the license of the mining firm was carckelThe villagers told that the aim
was to protect the environment and that their gélavas not suitable for quarry location
(M, 30.01.2010; H, 31.01.2010).

The mayor of Buca Municipality applied for the gualicense and EIA report
for an area in Kaynaklar in Buca. He told that teyuld not use the area with quarry
function. They applied for the license to obstriet possible private firms to get license
and use the quarry (YA, 31.03.2010).

The mayor of zmir Metropolitan Municipality visited the villages Kemalpaa
and listened to the villagers about their probléRigure 77). The villagers asked about
the proposed quarry in Yenn¥illage. The mayor said that they did not perroinew
quarries within the boundaries of metropolitan neipality and that they controlled and
transferred the existing quarries out of the dity 27.04.2010).

A group of villagers protested the proposed quarnie an area between
Karakuyu, Cileme and Cakaltepe Villages in MendéFegure 78). The proposed area
was located in a protection zone which was 3 kmfrfan Tahtal Dam Conservation
Basin. Villagers were afraid of a decrease in thality of their agricultural products
after the permission to quarry (M, 15.11.2010).
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Figure 77. Visit of the Mayor of Metropolitan Muipality to villages of Kemalpa
(Source: M, 27.04.2010)

Figure 78. Quarry protests in Menderes
(Source: M, 15.11.2010)

The metropolitan municipality transformed an exfquao a waste transfer
station in Zeytinalan in Urla (Figure 79) (YA, 22.2010; M, 30.12.2010).

Figure 79. A quarry transferred to waste trandfatian in Zeytinalan
(Source: left photo YA, 29.12.2010; right photo 30,.12.2010)

The Minister of Environment and Forestry proposeel tise of ex-quarries as
new solid waste landfills (YA, 02.04.2011). The mayof the Metropolitan
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Municipality told that they would use ex-quarries disposal of sand and ash after the
decomposition of the waste in a proposed solid evassposal facility in T&kesik,
Torbal (YA, 05.04.2011). The ex-quarries wouldoate used for disposal of the sludge
including heavy metals which was extracted fromghmund of zmir Gulf in cleaning
process (22.04.2011).

It is claimed that the quarry firms got EIA repaithout informing the villagers
in Sutculer and Akalan Villages in Kemalpa Villagers opposed to the decisions
locating quarries near their cherry gardens, ofjx@ves and stone pine nurseries (M,
06.05.2011). There were six new quarry decisionKemalpaa villages. They were
proposed to meet the stone needs of the rzemir- stanbul Highway. Villagers from
almost seven villages started movements and weoobua (M, 30.05.2011). Each of
these quarries would be in 100 hectares of areavantd have 150000 tons of capacity
(YA, 15.06.2011). zmir Bar went to court with an aim of cancellatiohthe location
decisions of these quarries which did not have Eejgorts (H, 15.06.2011).

The activity of the existing quarry in Germiyan Mgde in Alacat was stopped
twice by court decisions. Almost 30 villagers wée tegal process in which they went
to court with an aim of cancellation of the EIA ogpof the quarry (YA, 23.06.2011).

The Union of City Councils ofzmir decided to recommend local governments
to transfer the existing quarries in the city cetdeout of the city (M, 26.07.2011).

The ex-quarries came to the agenda again. The riRiali Special
Administration gave permission to a mining firm fone year in the ex-quarries in
Belkahve, Bornova. The mayor of the metropolitamiaipality criticized this decision
and told that the ex-quarries were cleaned andidhmukept clean (YA, 15.09.2011).

The Metropolitan Municipality decided to use quesrin northern part of the
city as disposal of sand and ash after the decatipo®f the waste in the proposed
solid waste disposal facility in Menemen (YA, 27.2@11; 12.01.2012).

Almost 150 villagers from Nohutalan and Germiyanlages came together to
protest the quarry located between their villageas turla-Ceme Highway (Figure 80).
They walked with banners and asked how the quastypgrmission in an area with
agricultural lands, olive groves and 1st degreesepration site. They also asked about
the emergency problems after explosions near ttenay (M, 12.02.2012).
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Figure 80. Quarry protests in Nohutalan and Germiya
(Source: M, 12.02.2012)

The headman of Ozbek Village went to court withaam of cancellation of the
license and the EIA report of the quarry in theilage. The quarry was located 700m
far from the village square and 400m from the wateurces of the village (M,
16.02.2012). Almost 2000 people including villagemengovernmental organizations
and representatives of political parties came twgyeto protest the quarry in Ozbek
(Figure 81). They walked with banners and flags ahduted slogans. The head of
Ozbek Environment Platform claimed that there wasiatique settlement in the area.
He added that the quarry would damage drinking mvateirism and fishing in the
village (YA, 04.03.2012).

Figure 81. Quarry protests in Ozbek
(Source: left photo M, 16.02.2012; right photo Y0¥,03.2012)

The headman of Yenikoy Village applied to variomstitutions to stop the
activities of existing quarry between Yenikdy andykicak villages in Menderes, but he
could not get any answers. The quarry damagesnweoament, roads and health of
villagers. As the mining firm got the license anld\Eeport, the villagers could not do
anything against the quarry (YA, 29.06.2012).

170



4.4.2.2. Interview Findings for Quarry Conflicts

There are perceptions of the 38 interviewees inritexview research of quarry
cases.

The stage in which the interviewee participatesThe questions about quarries
were asked to the people from various groups patied in various stages (Figure 82).
Interviewees from private sector said that theyigpigated in site selection process.
Provincial Directorate of Environment and Urbaniamd Chamber of Environmental
Engineers gave opinions in site selection procgpecial Provincial Directorate took
place in conflict resolution process. The intenéaWrom university said that he worked
as a court expert in conflict and resolution preess Municipalities and headmen stated
that they were not included in the site selectiancpess. The interviewee from
Kemalpaa Municipality said that they were responsible ivirgg working permissions
to quarries before the regulations were changedidite the process in which they
rejected the permission applications of quarry camigs in Yenmi case in 2008

because of the proximity to olive graves.

No stage of the _ ]
process Site selection/

All proces decision making/
planning/ giving

permissions or
Finding opinions
. . 36%
resolution/ acting
as expert
25% Protesting/
opposing/
not wanting
26%

Figure 82. Stages of the process in which thevigesees of quarry case participate

Parties taking part in conflict process were alteimiewed headmen, all
interviewed municipalities and NGOs. The intervidwacademician from Mine
Engineering Department told that he participateth& process of transferring quarries

in Belkahve. It included both site selection andftiot resolution processes.
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How the sites are selected by whomrhis question was answered in detail
(Figure 83) by interviewees from Special Provindalectorate, Provincial Directorate
of Environment and Urbanism and private sector.séhdetails included the application
of various mining, searching and working permissjotihe collection of opinions of
related public institutions, taking EIA reports [BFA not needed reports depending on
capacities, organizing public meetings, making streents and control processes. The
interviewees giving details about the process dt#tat the first mining permissions
were made with the only criterion of the existerafethe mine resources without

considering environmental or social factors.

"I don't know"
Short description, 2% Critical
10% description
19%
Statement of
Deta_ile_d decision maker
descrlptlon\ but not the
57% process
12%

Figure 83. Answers to the question asking how ites sre selected by whom in quarry
case

Headmen either did not know or criticized the lafkconsideration of local
people in the decision making process. A headmam fUrla criticized the top-down
decisions given “from Ankara’. There was also fals®wledge about responsible
institution. For example, a headman from Kemadpsupposed that municipalities gave
decision. What he knew was the previous procedure.

Chamber of City Planners told that the demandsrioffe sector directed the
process without serious assessment of environmemntglacts. Chamber of
Environmental Engineers emphasized the role oflagigns directing the site selection
processes and told that both private and publictuti®ns evaluated the sites in these
kinds of decisions. On the other hand, Karaburumi®lpality pointed out the problems
about regulations. He told that the mining compsusiarted their investments without

EIA reports by showing their capacities lower ahdyt continued their production in
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several smaller quarries in a big area rather tranlarge quarry to get rid of the EIA
process.

Whether the site selection was right45 percent of the interviewees found the
sites wrong, while only three percent of the intemees found the sites of quarries right
(Figure 84). The opinions finding the site seleasiavrong belonged to Karaburun City
Council, all interviewed headmen and all intervidwenunicipalities except the
interviewee from Menderes Municipality who said tthae did not have enough
knowledge to criticize the decision. Besides, Chamdf City Planners found the site
selections “bad”. The interviewed academician stdbat they would be better if they

were far from settlements.

| don't know/ No
commen
22% L\
Semi-right/ semi-
wrong

Can be anywherelO%

if appropriate t

regulations/ if the

facility is proper
10%

Not right/ wrong
45%

Was right before/ Right
but wrong now 3%
10%

Figure 84. Perceptions of interviewees on rightreédke site selection in quarry case

Opposing to critiques, an interviewee from quawynpany located in P narba
Alia a and Nohutalan told that their quarries were gmaie to site selection criteria
defined by public institutions. He and another mmt@vee from quarries in Belkahve
stated that the mines and quarries had to locateniths where the resources existed.
One said that “ltgjite selectiophmust be right, because raw material is here. ¥amu
not open in another location. It has to be herabse the reserves are here.” Moreover,
an interviewee from Provincial Directorate of Emmviment and Urbanism told that the
locations were right if they were appropriate tguiations.

Success of the site selection proceskhe negative opinions about the process

were also more than positive ones in quarry cdsgsie 85).
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Semi-successful
20%

Successf
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Figure 85. Perceptions of interviewees on succefsecsite selection process in quarry
case

The parties finding the process unsuccessful weradimen, NGOs, public
institutions, municipalities and universities. Theritiques included the exclusion of
local people and their interests, the permissiavsngwith the only criterion of resource
existence and the top-down decisions given “fronkaka”.

On the other site, one interviewee from a mininpany said that the process
was successful; the expert from Special ProvinDiaéctorate told that it was semi-
successful; and the environmental engineer fronviRe@l Directorate of Environment
and Urbanism stated that it was the only particdpaprocess. The interviewee from

private sector who found the process successfulthait

It is successful because, | will say objectivefythie institutions leave mine owners alone
(in the site selection procesamine owners will consider economic location; last the
other public institutions and organizations weretmered, the best location is selected for
both providing public interests and preventing h&tm people... The right method is that,
as all institutions participate. Otherwise, theilt be abuses.

Opponents/ Proponents:The interviewees listed opponents as local people,
villagers, headmen, NGOs, municipalities, politidaenvironmentalists, lawyers, other
mining companies as commercial competitors and Ipeegpecting personal and
material gains (Figure 86). Two headmen descrilbed protesters as people with a
variety including both young and old and both mew avomen. City Council and
Municipality of Karaburun stated that all peopleirg in the Peninsula were against
guarries.

The answers of this question in Cakmakl case wdferent than other cases in
terms of varieties between municipality and headmdia a Municipality told that the
protesters were only a few of local people expectia get money, whereas the
headman told that the entire village was protedtiegquarry.
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Figure 86. Opponents in quarry case

The protesters in quarry cases wkreal according to zmir Bar Association,
Kemalpaa and Urla Municipalities, two headmen. Local pstdes in Ahmetbeyli were
supported by people from other villages. The headmas told to be the organizer of
meetings. On the other hand, mining company fromai®a , Alia a and Nohutalan
said that the rival companies organized villagé&msother interviewee from private
sector also told that mining companies existing Bite provoked environmental groups
and local people to be against other proposed muicompanies in that site. All
movements were organized accordingZmir Bar Association whereas some of them
were not organized according to Provincial Direaterof Environment and Urbanism.

The proponents of quarries were said to be the investors (49%), institutions
giving permissions (40%) and people making us@bfgpportunities (5%) (Figure 87).
Some local people taking advantage of job oppditsisupported them according to
the interviewee from private sector in P narpaAlia a and Nohutalan quarries. Also in
Menderes, the people expecting temporal econonins geom transportation were seen
as supporters. Some headmen told that nobody wgsoing quarries in P narba

Gokdere-Kaynaklar, Cakmakl and Ahmetbeyli.

People makin

use of job

opportunitie
5%

,~No supporters

6%

Institutions
40%

Investors/
company owners
49%

Figure 87. Proponents in quarry case
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Amount of people in the conflict processThere was a variety in answers to

this question (Figure 88).

| don't know/ It
changes

39%

Everybody_ 1001-5000 4%
1% / . 10%

A district o 5001-10000
2% 13% 1%
Two villages
1%

Figure 88. Amount of opponents in quarry case

Answers varied due to cases according to Provimiigctorate of Environment
and Urbanism. In Karaburun and Mordm cases, all people in Peninsula were
protested quarries according to Municipalities,yC&ouncil and a headman. In
Menderes cases, municipality said they were aboféwathousands of people; the
headman of Ahmetbeyli told that there were 1500tgsters and the headman of
Cakaltepe gave an amount of 750 protesters. InaBgk case, the interviewee from
university told that there were 400 local peopl¢hi@ public participation meeting of an
EIA process. The interviewee from mining companythe same case said that there
were not more than 5-10 opponents to their quartire§&s6kdere-Kaynaklar case, the
amount of protesters stated by Bornova Municipalitgs thousands whereas the
headman said that two villages were opposing to gharries. In Kemalpa, the
municipality said that 5000 people were protestingywever, the headmen gave few
amounts. The headman of Cambel told that he celle&52 signatures from 980
population and the headman of Yenruld that all 850 population was protestors. All
population was also stated as protesters incYar, Nohutalan and Ozbek villages by
headmen. Similarly, the protesters in Germiyan w@bepercent of the population
according to the headman. In P narbdhe headman said that nobody wanted the
qguarries but 30 percent of them participated irntgsts. On the one hand, the headman
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in Nohutalan said that all villagers were opposiagjuarries and at least 100 people
participated in the meetings; on the other hanekethwere 30-35 people in movements
against their quarries according to mining compahlje distinction between the
amount given by Aliaa Municipality as 5-10 people and the amount givgmeadman
as all villagers was also sharp.

Reasons of being opponent€€ommon reasons stated in most of the interviews
with various parties for various cases were proiino settlements (Figure 89), dust,
noise, loss of agricultural land, loss of forestlecreasing the quality of life,

environmental problems, health problems, polluaad explosions (Figure 90).

Figure 89. Proximity of the quarry to the villageGermiyan
(Source: An interviewee from Germiyan)

Proximity of quarries to olive groves was also sasra reason of opposition in
Germiyan, Urla, Karaburun, Mordan and Kemalpa cases. Proximity of quarries to
the antique city in Ahmetbeyli was also a reasoropposing. Another reason was
traffic problems for Menderes, Kemalga Bornova and Nohutalan cases. Also, two
headman and Menderes Municipality told that theksuof quarries damage the roads.
Visual pollution was also told in interviews abdgrmiyan, Karaburun, Mordan and
Menderes cases. In Germiyan case, there were otbheral damages depending on

proximity of the quarry to the village. Some exaegpétated in interviews were that

It (the quarry damaged more before 2004. Stones were comindhdovillage (after
explosion). One demolished the wall of a house wadt inside. Theytfie stoneswere
closing the road... It destroyed. When they explodgdamites, the stones were coming
near the school... Nowhen they explodaeve suppose that there is an earthquake. First it
is announced everybody to open their windows ndsetroken.
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Figure 90. Reasons of being opponents in quarry cas

In Ya clar case, the damages of quarries were alsal lsteincreasing cancer,
making it difficult to breathe, damaging plantsimaals, bees, drinking water resources
and causing electrical energy cuts. In Kdsedeme,cttmplaints included its effects to
animals, especially goats, water resources andecaisk. An interview recorded that
quarries in Kaynaklar were not wanted because gdroc farming, natural environment
including seven plane trees of 1000 years old haddurism activities in the village.

Interviewees from municipalities were suspiciouswbthe quarries. Bornova
Municipality told that nobody knows if they considd wind and sun directions.
Besides, Kemalpa Municipality said that one permission would irage the
possibility of more other proposals of quarries #meir amounts and capacities would
increase.

Underlying reasons to be opponentsThey were stated as political reasons,
media, personal and economic interests, bad conditdof existing examples, lack of

knowledge, lack of trust and prejudice (Figure 91).
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Figure 91. Underlying reasons of being opponentgisrry cases

Interestingly, a headman told that the refusalhef tompany to pay the water
bills was also a factor affecting their protestgetviewees from private sector insisted
on the effect of rival companies on protests. Heanfrom seven villages,
Municipalities of Karaburun and Mordan, zmir Bar Association and Karaburun City
Council said that there were no reasons other thanenvironmental problems in
opposition to quarries. Although the a headman tbkt there were no underlying
reasons in their opposition, she told about heruss to the quarry owners with these

words

There is a dilemma and hypocrisy here. They weiaggto extract stones from here by
showing a site from back for the exact quarrysi00 meters to the village as the crow
flies. If you give them an inch, they will take dlen They say they will work therebyf)
they can work closer. How can | trust?

Lack of trust and prejudice was also experiencellA meetings of quarries in
Belkahve according to the interviewed academicidg. told that the local people
approached the experts from university as they Wera miners’ “side”.

Whether the site selected or its decision making pcess was the reason of
opposing: The reasons of opposition were both wrong locatiand wrong process
according to 50 percent of the interviewees, onhpng locations according to 23
percent of them, wrong process according to 23gmtrof them and none of these
reasons according to four percent of the interveswv@rigure 92). Interviewee from
university also added that there were never wroggtlons for mines, because they had

to be where the resource was.
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Figure 92. Whether the site selected or its degisiaking process was the reason of
opposing in quarry case

Reasons of not opposingWhen the interviews asked about the people who did
not oppose to the quarries, the interviewees framir Bar Association, the
municipalities of Menderes and Karaburun and elgtgdmen said that there were not

any people not opposing (Figure 93).

Political reason Fear Financial support
ecoi?)rri(i)cnggin 9% i 7% _for association
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Everybody | ack of \_Knowing the23%

OPPOSES  knowledge facility
10% 7% 1%

Figure 93. Reasons of not opposing in quarry case

On the other hand, seven interviewees from pulnkstitutions, private sector,
municipalities, NGOs and university told that jopportunities may be a reason not to
be opponents. Mordan Municipality and Karaburun City Council statdwhtt lack of
knowledge was another reason of not opposing. Bsstpecial Provincial Directorate
and two interviewees from private sector told ttte¢ investments and helps to the
services including schools and mosques in theggbanade some people not to oppose

180



to the quarries. Moreover, people expecting onmgtpersonal or material benefits did
not be against the quarries according to ProvinDiakctorate of Environment and
Urbanism, Mordoan and Aliaa Municipalities and two headmen. An expectation of
value increase in their real estates could be anatason according to Mordan
Municipality. Furthermore, the people who were affécted from the disadvantages of
guarries would not be opposed to them accordingunoversity and Provincial
Directorate of Environment and Urbanism. Urla Mupadity gave an example from
Bal kl ova in which a quarry was not protested locdl people despite its bad
conditions, because it was far from settlements.

Apart from having no problems and having beneftsme people were not
opposing because of factors including fear, hesitaand lack of consideration. Fear
factor was told by Karaburun City Council, two hesh. Hesitation and lack of
consideration were said for Karaburun and P narlimses. In addition, Urla
Municipality told that uneducated people were mdeiiested in these problems and did
not oppose to unhealthy land uses.

Ways of showing response against waste site decisoMost of these ways
were similar to those in waste disposal and fisleages. Interviewees said that using
media (Figure 94), organizing public meetings, gdim court, writing petitions, finding
an environmentalist lawyer, closing roads to qearand contacting with chambers and
NGOs (Figure 95).

Figure 94. Media invited to the protests againstrges in Germiyan
(Source: An interviewee from Germiyan)
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Figure 95. Ways of showing opposition in quarryecas

Besides, signature campaigns were told as a waghoWwing responses for
Nohutalan, Kosedere, P narha Gokdere-Kaynaklar and Cambel cases. Showing
banners and shouting slogans in protests were @thgs in Nohutalan, Karaburun,
P narba and Cakmakl cases. In Cakmakl , villagers caogether with other villages.
Local interviewees in Kaynaklar and Ozbek establisbivil initiatives. In Germiyan
and Yac lar cases, local people protested EIA meetinggeva traditional scarf and
made music with various instruments in meetings.

An interviewee from mining company told that vileag made protests by only
shouting and showing banners but they were nototons to go to public institutions
and make legal complaints. On the contrary, loedpte from Yenmi, Cambel and
Germiyan went to District Governorship to tell theomplaints about quarries. Local
people from Germiyan went to Provincial Governgosnnd local people from P narba
went to Ministry to protest quarries. Besides, lgoaople from Gokdere applied for
conservation site decisions and they did not doilzabons. Their applications were
accepted and site decisions cancelled the quanpopals.

Whether the movements had an effect on cancellatisn There were both
interviewees stating that the movements affectetsabas and interviewees stating they

had no effects (Figure 96).
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Figure 96. Effects of movements on cancellatioguarry decisions

In Késedere local interviewee said that their oftjps affected the cancellation
of quarry decisions because the site was decidebdet®&pecial Conservation Area
through their attempts. The conservation site datisn Ahmetbeyli was also a reason
of cancellation of quarry decisions. Moreover, ¢hieeadmen said that their legal
applications stopped the quarry decisions. An wegvee from Provincial Directorate
of Environment and Urbanism told that court decisidegal applications and meetings
taking place in media were effective in cancellatibecisions. Another interviewee
from this institution, zmir Bar Association, Urla and KemalgaMunicipalities and two
headmen told that local movements affected theuobosf quarries. On the other hand,
the reason of cancellations was seen as technamrding to Special Provincial
Directorate. The quarries in Germiyan and Ozbekewsiopped because of the law
about olive groves. There were also cases in wimtdrviewees said that the quarry
decisions were not cancelled. These were P nagoa Cakmakl .

An interviewee from university said that “Miners dot care movements; they
get their powers from legal system... It is impossitd move back after making a big
investment.” An interviewee from a mining comparadtsimilar opinions: “There is no
effect of movements. It will not be anywhere. Thir@o approach in anywhere that ‘I
will stop the investment because the people aranggkotests’.” Another interviewee
from private sector gave details about tricks gogr@aches of mining companies in this

matter:

The facilities of quarries and mines will never dilgandoned. The unsuccessful company
passes the license to another company. If the coyngatting the license is unsuccessful
too then it passes to another one. In time, camtitchange but the quarries are operated
sooner or later. Producers pay 200-300 thousandBudfish Liras to get permissions;
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therefore, they make efforts to manage the workriain force. Even if their license is
cancelled, they make another application for ankeeby making small changes in their
boundaries again. The protesters change, laws ehanthey make it again by finding a
way.

The process about Yalar case told by the interviewee from Speciaiviroal
Directorate supported these explanations. He ta@tthe quarry in Yac lar was closed
seven times and opened again eight times in thdilasyears. It was closed by court,
but the company used political relationships anok tpermissions and EIA reports
again by changing its boundaries according to Nifthat the headman said was similar.
He told that they won in 10 courts and the quamies2 opened again by finding a way.

Main subjects of the conflict processThe most stated conflict issue in the half
of the interviews was environment. Dust, healthbpms, economic loss, loss of
pastures and explosion followed this issue. Besidese, damage to roads, pollution,
chemicals in Germiyan case; visual pollution in ¥&r and Kemalpa cases; olive
groves in Nohutalan, Ozbek and Karaburun casesimity to settlements in Ozbek
and Gokdere-Kaynaklar cases; and damage to the weseurces in Nohutalan and
Ozbek cases were other issues. Procedural isswesftitt process were said to be lack
of participation and lack of information.

Whether there were people harmed:There were not any harmed people in
conflict processes according to 13 percent of therviewees (Figure 97). On the other
hand, opposing people were harmed (12%) accordingzinir Bar Association,
Chamber of City Planners and Provincial DirectorateEnvironment and Urbanism.
Besides, Special Provincial Directorate said tihatre¢ were opposing people tried to

hurt public officers in EIA meetings.

Headman is__ | don't know
harmed 13%
2% Public officers_~
are harmed
22% Local people are
. harmed
Private company—— 23%
IS gg[;“ed Opponents Nobody is
®  are harmed~ harmed
12% 13%

Figure 97. Whether there were people harmed inrguaise
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The extreme answer was from a headman who saidasethveatened by the
mining company to be killed unless he stopped ptsteAnother headman said that
being opponent to quarries made him a disliked nfavo other headmen told that
psychology of local people especially of women vedfected negatively. Another
headman stated that he spent money for bannedicdbabt care them. Interestingly, an
interviewee from Aliaa Municipality told that there were no local costther the local
people got benefits through conflicts in Cakmakke.

Apart from local costs of the conflict process, timning companies had
economic loss according to interviewees from pavaéctor, university, Kemalpa
Municipality and a headman.

Approaches of parties to the conflict resolution: Interviewees told that
opponents had compromising (1%) and forcing (10ppr@aches, decision makers had
avoiding (1%) and forcing (12%) approaches andgbe\companies had compromising
(18%), forcing (2%) and avoiding (3%) approachagyfe 98).
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Decision makersDeClSIOn makers o

compromisin
have avoidin have forcing p g

approach approach, but do
pri% approach Everybody has not have any
12%.  forcing approach more
—l 4% Opponents have 1%
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There are some
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approaches
pelS% approach
1%
\ Private
Private companies have
Private companles have avoiding
companies have compromising approach
forcing approach ~ approach 3%

204 18%

Figure 98. Approaches of parties to the conflisbiation in quarry case

Some interviewees described these approdehegeneralizing and some others
described them specifically for cases. One of tierpretations of common approaches

was that there were compromising approaches an&pleeial Provincial Directorate
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had a role of mediator in these processes. Besstle®, was forcing according temir
Bar Association; there were various tactics aceqydo Chamber of City Planners; the
conflicting parties came together in some casesrdowy to Provincial Directorate of
Environment and Urbanism; and all parties had saroBaborating approaches

according to private sector.

Parties approach to solutions as compromisers.irkprattitudes are instruments for
realizing compromises. When local people closerttzals to hinder the facilities of mine
guarries and prevent vehicles to work, bureauamats politicians intervenes and ensures
the collaboration between local people and manaxfarsnes and quarries.

As case specific approaches, six headmen saiddtat opponents absolutely
did not want the quarries in any circumstances. Kidsedere case, Mordan
Municipality said that the municipality acted as diaors in the conflict resolution
process. There were both environmentalist groups méver wanted any facility and
pragmatist groups who always wanted all facilitesl the municipality were between
these groups.

Two headmen complained that the mining owner oemtesponsible people
from mining companies did not come to their villageOne of them showed his anti-
compromising approach with these words “I will aiow quarries as long as | live”.

On the other hand, in Cambel, it was stated thertetivas a meeting in which
some “wanted” facilities such as view terrace aaf€ avere suggested to persuade the
headman to accept quarries, but he rejected tiggestion. Similarly, it was told that
the mining company in Y& lar suggested to give crushed stones to thegeilland
offered a dinner for the headman; however, allrtbfers were rejected too. It was also
said that the lawyer of the mining company camthévillage and pretended to be an
opponent of quarries to get information from theadman. In another case, headman
told that mining company pretended to be nice @nthuntil they opened the quarries.
There was also a case in which headman said tlatntiming company had a
compromising approach but he rejected their offefsereas the municipality told that
the local people compromised with the company aot rgoney from them and
conflicts were solved.

All three interviewees from private sector told tthminers would always try
collaboration and did not want to work in a plackene local people protested them;

therefore they found solution ways such as giviogsjto villagers and making
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investments to schools or mosques. On the contrsliynicipalities of Urla and
Kemalpaa told that there were no collaboration approadiesining companies. The
approach of private sector that “I will do this viéner you do, because | have
permissions” provoked local people protesting gearraccording to Kemalpa
Municipality. Also, in Ahmetbeyli, it was said th#te approach of private sector was
hard and they threatened the headman but theyugalater.

What the decision makers did for conflict resolutim: 32 percent of the
interviewees includingzmir Bar Association, Mordan and Bornova Municipalities
and five headmen told that nothing was done foutem (Figure 99). Three headmen
told that the only attempt for solution was the calation of the quarry proposals. A
headman in Kemalpa told that he invited public institutions to thdage to persuade
the local people if they wanted the quarry, butythesitated to come in his opinion.
Karaburun and Urla Municipalities also criticizedctsion makers not to come to see

the sites.
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Figure 99. Attempts of decision makers for conftetolution in quarry case

Other interviewees pointed out some attempts feutiem. Special Provincial
Directorate told that they tried to solve problebys acting as mediators in conflict
processes between companies and local people. &tsmterviewee from Provincial
Directorate of Environment and Urbanism told thegyt had a role in solutions.

An interviewee from private sector said that derismakers made face-to-face
meetings for collaboration they offered help antlabmration was managed at the end.
A distinction between answers of municipality aretiman was seen in the interviews
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of a case. Municipality said that the company miade-to-face meetings with the local
people and realized their wants. On the contrdrg, local interviewee said that the
company had a compromising approach but they didorept their offers. Unaccepted
offers of the mining company were told in interveeabout two cases. Besides, the sites
were decided to be conservation zones in Karabufidsedere and Ahmetbeyli cases
and this was seen as a solution.
In P narba case it was told that the company promised toe#se the amount

of dust produced in quarries. An interviewee fromiaing company told that promises

given in EIA process were regularly controlled lmpfic institutions. He said that

Public institutions control whether we did our pises and followed all items in
regulations. For example, we write promises such adl close the top of the quarry’, ‘I
will prevent the dust with water’, ‘I will do expsion in this day’. The Ministry of
Environment controls if | follow these. If we sayall do this much and do more, they
determine and try to take precautions by givingaitees. Because the penalties got harder.
First one is 13 thousands, second one is 26 thdas#nird one is 42 thousands of Turkish
Liras and then it goes to the closure of facilur facilities are sealed and this is a loss of
prestige. There are two companies closed in this wa

Another interviewee from private sector also focuse the importance of
promises in EIA process and told that local pespleuld attend to public meetings of
EIA to add their wants to these promises. The wntgree from university emphasized
the impact of regulations in conflict resolutiondaexplained the process of changing
locations of quarries in Belkahve. He said that was not a legal necessity, the miners
would not change their locations.

An opposing point of view about the promises in Elfocess was told by
another interviewee from private sector. He saad the promises were recorded in the
reports in detail but they were not implementedpmactice and the Ministry of
Environment did not have enough organization aadf $0 control the realization of
these promises.

Whether these attempts were sufficient and efficignand what should be
done else The attempts for solution were found sufficient b4 percent of the
interviewees from private sector, Al@a Municipality, and a headman (Figure 100).
Besides, regulations and EIA process were sufficeecording to private sector;
however, the lack of control of the implementatioh these regulations caused
problems. On the other hand, the interviewee frqgractal Provincial Directorate told

that changes and improvements in regulations weeded.
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Figure 100. Whether these attempts were suffi@edtefficient in quarry case

An interviewee from a mining company told that thaution attempts were
sufficient but nobody was satisfied with them tliere all conflicts were ended in
courts. Urla Municipality criticized the processwhich first the locations were selected
by companies and then EIA reports were preparedsdit that not the private sector
but the state should decide locations. Also twadhesn told that if the state was much
sensitive to the people, the system would not ke that. The interviewee from
university told that the system was better when rigponsible institution was the
Metropolitan Municipality.

The interviewees finding the solution attempts atwdate and inefficient were
from Karaburun City Council, Karaburun Municipalitgnd a headman. Bornova
Municipality said that the process should be transpt and the decisions should be
made with collective mind. Local people and thaterests should be considered more
according to three headmen, Morda Municipality and private sector.

Two headmen told that they expected nothing fromisiten makers, whereas
other three headmen stated that they wanted theiegiao be closed. In addition, a
headman told that it was better to locate the eemron forests rather than on
agricultural land. In Germiyan, the mining compavgs criticized not to make anything

for the village such as giving materials, repainingd and paying water bills.

4.5. Evaluation: A Comparative and Critical Analysis of Conflicts in

Planning Processes of 3 LULUs inzmir

This part includes an evaluation of conflicts ie tase studies within the issues

reached from the theoretical studies and previeases for (i) understanding and
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analyzing conflicts and (ii) resolving conflicts.a€e studies are analyzed with the
proposed method including these issues (Figure. 101)

Figure 101. Analysis method used in case studies

4.5.1.Understanding and Analyzing Conflicts

Conflicts in planning processes of 3 LULUs mmir are examined within issues
about (i) characteristics of conflicts including/éds, focuses, types, parties, opposing
strategies and impacts of conflicts and (ii) reasoh conflicts including sources of
conflicts, effects of LULUs regarded as reasonsconflicts and factors affecting
conflicts.

Characteristics of conflicts: There are both common characteristics of three

LULUs in zmir and specifications depending on LULU types kwations.
Levels of conflict: Conflicts of various levels include issues, digsutand
impasses (Godschalk, 1992). While the waste dispgga conflicts in zmir are in

impasse level, the conflicts about quarries arftefies are in dispute level.
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One of the interview questions asked the amounbvpgionents. The answers
showed that the level of conflicts approached difféy by various parties. While some
described the conflicts as a dispute between gaple, some others told there were a

huge amount of opponents (Figure 102).
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Figure 102. Amount of opponents in three LULU caassording to interviewees

Focus of conflict: Conflicts are classified as issue and people edwonflicts
(Whetten & Cameron, 2011). The conflicts about Ll$Lbre usually issue-focused.
Rather than people, they focus on issues sucmdslnd use and nature. The focus of
conflict in all three cases is issues. These isaureemphasized in interviews when the
main subjects of the conflicts are asked. The rf@ins of the conflicts were effects of
LULUs (more than 88% in all three LULUS) emphasgzimostly environmental and

health issues (Figure 103).
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Figure 103. Main subjects of the conflict process

Types of conflict: From the distinction of process, task and relatom
conflicts (Behfar et al., 2008; Jehn and MannixQ20 the type of conflict is process
conflict in all three cases. Both internal and exaé conflicts (Sellers, 1993; Stiftel,
2001) are seen in all three cases. Most of theviieiwees told that the protests were
local (Figure 104). The external supports to opptsiefrom the outside of the
settlements were more in quarry cases than the ttloeLULU types.
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Figure 104. Locality of the protests in three LUtlkes

Parties involved in the conflict: Proving many of the previous studies (Lam &
Woo, 2009; Kaiser et al., 1995; Jones et al., 200ye are common parties involved
in three cases including public institutions such Ministry of Environment and
Urbanism, hosting or neighboring municipalities,cdb people, NGOs including
chambers, associations with various intereststipalliparties and city councils, private
sector and universities. Metropolitan Municipaigyone of the main parties as decision
makers in solid waste facilities. Local fishermesgcondary housing owners and
tourism sector were also listed as protestersnmesfishery cases.
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The interview research is conducted with variougigs participating in the

various stages of the process (Figure 105). Tie\ii@wees are asked which stage they

participated. The interviewees giving “protestirtgge” answer were from headmen
(61%), municipality (22%), NGOs (11%), universi32f) and public institutions (3%)

(Figure 106). On the other hand, the interviewdss asked who were the opponents

and they listed several parties involving in canfli (Figure 107). The most stated

opponent parties were local people/ villagers a@DN in all three LULUSs.

100%
90%
80%
70%
60%
50%
40%
30%
20%
10%

0%

= No stage of the process

m All process

= Finding resolution/ acting as

expert

m Protesting/ opposing/ not wanting

Solid Waste
Facility

Fishery

opinions

1 M Sijte selection/ decision making/
Quarry planning/ giving permissions or

Figure 105. Stages of the process in which thevi@eees of 3 LULU cases participate

Municipality
22%

Public Institution

University
3% 3%
NGOs
11%
Headmen
61%

Figure 106. Interest groups of the interviewees vd#aod he/she participated in
protesting stage of the process

193



100% 1 3
o - = Media
90% ® Rival companies
80% Tourism sector/ Secondary house
owners
70% ® Fishermen
. m | awyers
60% 23
® People expecting profits
0,
50% L ® Everybody
23
40% ® Institutions
30% 1 m Politicians
46 B Municipalit
20% +— 40 paiy
31 ® Headmen
10% +— _ _
NGOs/ Chambers/City Council
0% ' ' ' Local people/ villagers
Solid Waste Facility Fishery Quarry

Figure 107. Opponents in 3 LULU cases

Strategies of opponents against land use decisiorizase studies found several
opposing strategies (Figure 108) stated in liteeaincluding mobilizations, petitions
(Baxter et al., 1999; Sherman, 2003; Mannarini,Q08attracting media attention, letter
writing and phone calling (Baxter et al., 1999; @han, 2003), slowing down the
process, visible anger, polite legal confrontatiBaxter et al., 1999), campaigns against
LULUs (Rootes and Leonard, 2009; Sherman, 2003)ansduits (Sherman, 2003).

Besides, opponents in solid waste facility casesveld their response to siting
decisions by visiting related departments, makibgections to the plan decisions and
meeting together and showing banners to officialfarmal visits of Metropolitan
Municipality to the proposed area (i.e. Torbal geting other villages and NGOS (i.e.
Gokdere-Kaynaklar), establishing an initiative gvoagainst waste (i.e. Torbal),
contacting with Ministers (i.e. Torbal ) and clogimads (i.e. Harmandal ). Disturbing
EIA meetings, working with an environmentalist lawy(i.e. Yac lar), meetings

including concerts, sailing and keeping guard ie tea (Figure 109), bicycles,
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firebrands, artists and swimmers (i.e. & k) and protesting by wearing a traditional
scarf and playing drums and reeds (i.e. ¢/kar) were other ways of showing
opposition in fishery cases. Opponents in quarsesastablished civil initiatives (i.e.
Ozbek), visited public institutions (i.e. Cambetidaapplied for conservation decisions
to cancel quarry proposals (i.e. Gokdere). Orgagimeetings and going to court were
the most stated ways of showing opposing respdnsagerviewees.

100% i Signature campaigns
90% Phoning/ sending emails
80% = Other ways (taking photos, going to
endarme, concerts and sailing)
. = Visiting related departments/
70% institutions
B No meetings
60% _
® No lawsuits
50% m Meeting with NGOs
40% ® Carrying banners
30% ® Making formal written objections
20% E Closing roads
® Making press release/ using media
10%
= Going to court
0%

. e ® Organizing meetings
Solid Waste FacilityFishery Quarry

Figure 108. Ways of showing opposition in three IWtases

Figure 109. Keeping guard in the sea as a wayaiépting fisheries in Sac k
(Source: left photo H, 07.11.2011; right photo ,11.2011)
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Impacts of conflicts on communities:The only impact stated in both literature
(Owusu et al., 2012) and case studies is feanVieigees stated other impacts on local
opponents as tiring and psychological effects. Algoblic officers faced negative
attitudes such as invectives. Decision makers laitigal loses in solid waste cases
according to interviewees. Fishery and quarry cangsawhich were moved or closed
faced economic costs because of conflicts. Somelnhesa in quarry cases were
threatened by mining companies. The parties haimewonflicts of case studies were
various (Figure 110).

There were also positive impacts of the confliciscases which the wrong
decisions were cancelled, for instance the solidtevéacility within agricultural lands
(i.,e. Menemen) and quarry near antique city (i.em&tbeyli). There were also social
benefits of conflicts in villages where local pedmglame together and act collectively.
Besides, some groups in communities are said te paxsonal and political benefits.

Two headmen shared their feelings about “succes$€rms of playing role in
the cancellation of the solid waste facility propless One of them said that they
succeeded a work bigger than their power and attdEdit is not easy for a village to

make the decision of Metropolitan Municipality givap”. The other headman said

We succeeded with NGOs. Then, | won the prize led fife advocate of the year 2010’
given by EGECEPAegean Platform of Environment and Culfuré/e were touched and

affected. Indeed, | can say we wrote a history.siMeceeded with all the friends here. If we
are united, we will succeed more things.

100%
90% 15 = Private company is harmed
80%
70% - ® Metropolitan Municipality
60% . is harmed politically
® Headman is harmed
50% 9 29
40% —
30% ® Opponents are harmed
20%
10% ® | don't know
% | Public offi harmed
Solid Waste Fishery Quarry ublic officers are harme
Facility

Figure 110. Whether there were people harmed gethtJLU cases
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Table 12. Comparison of characteristics of corgliatthree LULU cases

Solid Waste Facility

Fishery

Quarry

Levels of
conflict

Impasse

Dispute

Dispute

Focus of conflict

Issue-focused

Issue-focused

Issue-focused

Types of conflict

Process conflict; both
internal and external

conflicts

Process conflict;
both internal and

external conflicts

Process conflict; both
internal and external
conflicts

Parties involved
in the conflict

Public institutions such as Ministry of Environmemid Urbanism,
hosting or neighboring municipalities, local peqgplsOs including
chambers, associations with various intereststigalliparties and city

councils, universities and private sector

Metropolitan

Municipality

Local fishermen,
secondary housing
owners and touris
sector

Strategies of

Mobilizations, petitions, attracting media attentitetter writing and
phone calling, slowing down the process, visiblgaanpolite legal
confrontation, campaigns against LULUs, lawsuits

Visiting related
departments, making
objections to the plan
decisions and meeting
together and showing
banners to officials in
formal visits of
Metropolitan
Municipality to the
proposed area, meeting
other villages and
NGOS, establishing an
initiative group against

Disturbing EIA
meetings, working
with an
environmentalist
lawyer, meetings
including concerts,
sailing and keeping
guard in the sea,
bicycles,
firebrands, artists
and swimmers and
protesting by
wearing a

Establishing civil
initiatives, visiting
public institutions and
applying for

opponents waste, contacting with | traditional scarf conservation decisions
against land use | Ministers and closing | and playing drums| to cancel quarry
decisions roads and reeds proposals

Fear, impacts on local opponents as tiring andhdggical effects,

public officers facing negative attitudes suchragctives

Companies facing

Impacts of economic costs and
conflicts on Companies facing | headmen threatened by

communities

Political loses

economic costs

mining companies

Reasons _of conflicts: The second issue for understanding and analyzing

conflicts is about the reasons of conflicts which essential for conflict resolution too.
There are both actual and perceived reasons affdnteunderlying factors such as

media and politics. Many interviewees (more thaPol®n all three cases stated that
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these LULUs were decided to be located on wroregs gfigure 111). Many interviews
(more than 50%) told that the reasons of opposiegewoth wrong locations and

wrong site selection methods (Figure 112).

100% - . m | don't know/ No comment

80% ® Semi-right/ semi-wrong

60% B Can be anywhere if appropriate to

40% regulations/ if the facility is proper
= Was right before but wrong now

20%
E Right

0% . .

Solid Waste FacilityFishery Quarry = Not right/ wrong

Figure 111. Perceptions of interviewees on righdradghe site selection in three LULU

cases
100% -
= | don't know
80% -
60% ® None of them
40% - = Wrong site selection method
04 -
20% ® Wrong location
0% -
Solid Waste  Fishery Quarry ® Both wrong location and
Facility wrong site selection method

Figure 112. Whether the site selected or its decisnaking process was the reason of
opposing in solid waste facility case

Effects of LULUs regarded as reasons of conflicts:Many negative
externalities of LULUs stated in literature areridun case studies (Figure 113).
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80%

70%
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Quarry

Obstructing cruises
Incompatibility with upper scale plans
Economic loss in commercial sector
Air pollution
Damages

= Not asking to local people
Mosquitoes

= Damage to drinking water resources
Underground water pollution

= Explosion risk

= Lack of control/ Lack of mitigation
measures _

® Proximity to olive groves

® Bad effects to tourism

= Damage to roads/ Traffic problems

® Visual pollution

® Economic loss in land or real estate
values )

= Damage to animals

E Being wrong informed/ Lack of
knowledge about technology

E Pollution

m Odor

B Proximity to settlements

B Sea pollution

= Noise

B Agricultural loss

m Decrease in life quality

® Dust

® Health effects

B Environmental problems/ Damage to
nature/ Damage to forests

Figure 113. Reasons of being opponents in threell tdses
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1. Negative Effects:Some LULUs have distinct impacts which make them
unwanted. Examples are odor and mosquito problemsolid waste facilities, sea
pollution in fisheries, and dust and vibrationgjuarries. The most stated effect of these
three LULUs as reasons of conflicts by intervieweas environmental effects.

a. Environmental impacts: Some impacts stated in previous studies such
as environmental pollution, environmental stresspact to ecosystem and visual
pollution (Popper, 1985; Ishizaka & Tanaka, 200&higely, 2007; Lam & Woo, 2009;
Rootes and Leonard, 2009; Rogge et al., 2011; worDdink et al., 2011; Whetten &
Cameron, 2011) are also reasons of conflicts ie casdies. Damages of solid waste
facilities and quarries to water resources (i.enbtires) and forests (i.e. Yamanlar)
were listed as environmental reasons of confli€isheries are told to cause water
pollution and eradication of species and damagks.sBassible damage of quarries to
1000 years old trees in Kaynaklar village was &dda reason of not wanting. The most
usual source of conflicts about LULUs is environmaérstress, because planning is
about resource allocation and when there is annulidoad scarcity, the local people act
against large projects.

b. Health effects: One of the reasons for protesting LULUSs is théect to
health (Lam & Woo, 2009; Ishizaka & Tanaka, 2008nwer Dunk et al., 2011,
Popper, 1985; Schively, 2007; Rootes and Leond@@d92Llurdes et al., 2003; Kikuchi
& Gerardo, 2009; Rogge et al.,, 2011) such as plessiiseases caused by dust and
pollution or psychological effects. In solid wasi@ses an opponent told the fear about
explosion risk of the existing disposal in Harmdndan increase in cancer cases in
Ya clar is also told as an effect of quarries. Heaffects were seen as reasons of

opposing according to interviewees from variougipsi(Figure 114).

University Public Institution

10% 10% .
Metropolitan
Municipality
"
0
Municipality
'\'2%((,25 20%

Figure 114. Interest groups of the interviewees wdid health effects as reasons of
opposing in three LULU cases
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C. Economic costs:Value lost in lands or real estates and possiateatje
to agricultural products can be listed as exam{{ésuchi & Gerardo, 2009; Ishizaka
& Tanaka, 2003; Lam & Woo, 2009; von der Dunk et 2011; Henderson, 2003;
Peyton, 2007; Rogge et al., 2011). Economic lossommercial sector (i.e. Torbal)
and tourism sector (i.e. Menderes and aSk) were emphasized as reasons of
protesting. Effect of fisheries to local fishingiaities was a reason on debate. Quarries
were also told to cause loss of pastures whiclciffdne sector of livestock farming.
Also, proximity of quarries to olive groves had h@nvironmental and economic costs.

d. Effects to life quality: LULUs are not wanted also because of their
effects to quality of life (Popper, 1985; Lam & Wd009; Ishizaka & Tanaka, 2003;
Minchart and Neeman, 2002; Henderson, 2003; Kik&c@ierardo, 2009; Rogge et al.,
2011; Owusu et al.,, 2012) such as noise and odaifjct problems and fear for
additional developments. Electrical energy cutsraasons of not wanting quarries (i.e.
Ya clar). Mosquitoes, seagulls and poured waste freaste transfer vehicles (i.e.
Harmandal ) are reasons affecting life quality lesea of solid waste facilities.
Proximity of the proposed solid waste facility tolqtic sports area and youth center is a
reason of opposing in Yamanlar case. Disturbanaguagtness in all fishery cases and
damage in roads in all quarry cases are othertsfteqquality of life. Extreme damages
were faced in Germiyan case in which stones bust fjuarries came to school garden
and damaged the walls and windows of houses.

2. Type of LULU: Some reasons of conflicts varied in terms of LULU
types.

a. Public-private distinction: Some LULU types are not wanted because
they are seen as way of getting private revenukd $aste facilities were distinct from
other two cases in terms of being public investmegbme actors opposed quarries and
fisheries with a reason that they said “damagingrenment for the sake of economic
benefits of private investors”.

b. Necessity or not:Disagreements about the need for the facilityhie t
country and local need are reasons of conflictsn(leaad Woo, 2009). Some types of
LULUs are not considered as necessities for thearithe district. Fishery cases faced
with this critique. Some opponents told that fiskgiare not urgent needs as solid waste

facilities and the cities can live without them.
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C. Being against the LULU itself: Some LULUs are not wanted anywhere.
For example the fisheries for tunny fish are oppobg some groups because those
opponents think that these fisheries eradicatedeape

d. Additional facilities: Some LULU types require additional facilities
which local people did not want. For example thgidoc facilities, depots and docks of
fisheries are listed as unwanted facilities by lanterviewees. A headman criticized
the illegal dock of the fishery located near hisdieand said that “in fact the fishery
does not have any harms but the trucks have”.

3. Case location:There are also location based reasons of LULU msf

a. Geographic characteristics: Some LULUs are not wanted in some
geographic locations. For example fisheries areospp in closed bays. Besides,
geologic, topographic and other natural charadiesi®f the sites hosting LULUs may
be reasons of conflicts. Solid waste facilities ao¢ wanted in sites with permeable
grounds because of the risk of groundwater poltugiee. Torbal ).

b. Neighboring land usesWhen the LULUs are proposed in locations near
sensitive land uses such as residential area Haemandal ), agricultural land (i.e.
Menemen), forests (Kemalm and olive groves (i.e. Germiyan), their planning
processes face conflicts (Figure 115).

Public Institution  Mevropolitan

Private sect 4% Municipality
4% 4%
Municipality
23%
Headmen
11%

Figure 115. Interest groups of the interviewees wdid proximity to settlements and
olive groves as reasons of opposing in three LUBkEks

C. Location requirements: Quarries also differed from other LULU types
in terms of their locations that had to be seleétenh sites with the reserves. Other two
types of LULUs could be located in alternative lomas, but quarries had no chance to
be located in a place without stone resources.h@rother hand, optimum locations of

quarries are also selected from all reserve are@swarious reasons as in other land
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uses. Quarries producing materials for constructidnbuildings and roads were
preferred in locations where they would be usedt theans they prefer locations near
the settlements. Interviewees from NGOs, some pulnistitutions and headmen
criticized these; however, an interviewed academicifrom Mine Engineering
Department told that the difference between stomed mines was the factor of
economic value and if the quarries were not locatesites near the places that they
would be used or sold, the cost of transportationld/cause inefficiency.

d. Conservation decisions:Protests of LULUs increase when there are
conservation decisions in or near their locati@samples include protests against solid
waste facilities near Tahtal Basin ConservatioreaAnn Menderes, quarries near
antique city in Ahmetbeyli and fisheries near fdytizones of seals in Karaburun. A
headman from a village near a conservation siteized the waste facility proposal as:
“... they have prevented us to make even henhouseamshed in the village for years
because of the Conservation Basin of Tahtal Darsaitl whether two cows are
dangerous than solid waste...”

e. Responsibility boundaries: Conflicts emerged when local people who
are not living in the formal boundaries of distsittut being affected by LULUs are not
considered in public meetings or decision makinacesses (i.e. fishery in &c k case
which is located in Urla boundaries).

f. Image of the district: The possibility of losing image affected conflicts
about LULUs (Kikuchi & Gerardo, 2009; Rogge et &Q11). For example in solid
waste disposal cases, some groups feared from hamgd as land of waste because of
the possibility of having an image in which loca@riaultural products are polluted.
Apart from this, the municipality feared from dareagof fisheries to the Citta Slow
image in S ac k case.

g. Ownership: Some LULUs located in privately owned lands faced
conflicts with those owners (i.e. Odemi

Factors affecting the conflicts: As stated in literature, some driving forces
(Campbell, Gichohi, Mwangi, & Chege, 2000) affectied conflicts about all 3 types of
LULUs in case studies. The common factors in ate¢hcases are media, lack of
knowledge, political factors, existing bad examplask of trust and directions of other

people according to interviewees (Figure 116).
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100% -

lllegal dock

90% Lack of job opportunities for local

9
eople
itta Slow
80%
Decision making from Ankara
without considering local people
70% = Rival companies J beop
60% B Prejudice
Lack of introducing facilities
50% .
° E Personal benefits
40% m No factors
= Directions
30%
E Lack of trust
20% m Existing bad examples
10% m Political factors
® Lack of knowledge/ Lack of
0% . . . awareness

E Media

Solid Waste FacilityFishery Quarry

Figure 116. Underlying reasons of being opponenthree LULU cases

1. Process based reasonsviany of the factors affecting conflicts are
procedural. Many interviewees found the site selacprocesses unsuccessful (more
than 65%). The interviewees finding processes ld seaste facility unsuccessful were
less than the interviewees finding processes dadradiio LULUs unsuccessful (Figure
117).

a. Top-down decisions:As stated previously by Rogge and others (2011),
local people in case studies criticized the top+d@pproaches which they described as
decision making “from their offices” or “from Ankat. An interviewee from
Kemalpaa Municipality said that “It is not asked to loc#hen only Ankara decides,
some formations (groups) supporting the governnwam immediately finish their
works. Mostly, local (people), local government andnicipality should be active.”

b. Decision makers:Conflicts depending on who decides are seversdt,Fi

some people think that the Mayor and his friendsicil (i.e. solid waste facilities).
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Second, some groups criticized the decision makaegging planners. Third, some
conflicts happened with the reason of the critigu@ private companies decide the

locations of their investments (i.e. fisheries gndrries).

100% - ) .
® The failures will be overcome
80% - in further processes
60% - ® | don't know/ No comment
40% - Semi-successful
20% -
0% m Successful
O% i T 1
Solid Waste Fishery Quarry  ®Not successful
Facility

Figure 117. Perceptions of interviewees on succkfise site selection process in three
LULU cases

C. Lack of investigation: Some conflicts emerged because of the
investigation deficiencies according to some grodps example in Bornova solid
waste facility case, some actors were suspicioositaine criteria including wind and
sun directions while selecting sites for those litaes. Also, there is a critique of
Menemen solid waste facility site selection whistblamed to be done by looking from
Google.

d. Symbolic participation: Processes lacking participation of related actors
and local people caused conflicts about some laed.ul'he participation meetings in
EIA process in the case studies are told to be slimby some opponents. The meeting
for deciding potential sites for fisheries was melga as a symbolic participation too.
An interviewed academician from Faculty of Fisherialked about this meeting with

negative impression:

Ministry of Environment organized a meeting ¢lecide potential locations for fisherjea
Ceme Prl Hotel. All stakeholders attended to theetimgy. Marine Counsellorship,
Provincial Directorate of Agriculture, Military... ehworkshop took 3 days. In the last day,
a counselor from Ankara came and announced thertéis hand. 9 Eylul University was
there. | was participated from Ege University. Btleing was a lie. They put all the
stakeholders together and then a man comes andsraatext accepted. And he says ‘is
there any accepters and rejecters?’. They exclushdekersities from the signature list.
Such antidemocratic... Some of our old professorsdsihy they called us if our opinions
were not considered. They said we did not call gogh cagy... These professors went out.
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e. Effect of political actors: With a combination of previously emphasized
factors of politicization of development issues ¢Bett et al., 2002) and lack of balance
between parties (Andrew, 2001), the involvementpofverful political actors to
manipulate the decisions in both site selectiortg@se and conflict process increases the
local movements in case studies. An example fosdhavolvements in site selection
process occurred in fishery cases in which potelttt@ations are said to be decided by
those actors. An example for their involvement amflict process was the explanation
of some Ministers in Torbal case that the distigs not suitable for solid waste
disposal. When decisions are changed dependingase texplanations, people distrust
to the process and asked why the decisions chamngkdoolitical power if they were
scientifically suitable.

f. Temporal deficiencies: Some LULUs faced conflicts because of
weaknesses in meeting deadlines (Andrew, 2001 )andy late in their site decisions.
For example an alternative site to Harmandal swlaste facility is told to be late
because its capacity has expired. Another templ@fadiency is related with the time of
informing local people. The opposing local peopiéczed the processes in which the
companies made the investments but the local peogie not informed (i.e. quarries).

g. Inconsistency with existing plans/regulations: As some land use
decisions are made with only permissions of soragtitions (i.e. quarries) or they are
made incrementally (i.e. solid waste facilitied)ey may be inconsistent with upper
scale plans and thus those land uses are pro{estedamanlar).

h. Lack of open and transparent processesSome opponents of solid
waste facilities criticized the Metropolitan Murpaeility not to be transparent in site
selection process of solid waste facilities (i.erfva).

2. Approach based factors Factors affecting LULU conflicts may be
approach based although they were not includeldemeviewed literature.

a. Planning approaches:There is an opinion that the approach to decision
making process in which planning and planners aduded caused site selections
inappropriate to planning objectives or decisiofisese factors caused some groups to
criticize the process and oppose to site selectemisions. In solid waste facilities, the
decisions were made within a planning process; @d®ein fishery and quarry cases, the
site selection process depended on permissionghentbcations did not have to be
included in urban plans. Besides, there was nofmil@lanner in practice of fisheries

and quarries. Moreover, the top-down decision ntakapproaches also caused
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conflicts. Some interviewees found the process coessful as the decisions were made
from “Ankara” without investigating or seeing thiges

b. Approaches of parties to other parties: Approaches excluding or
forcing local people increased conflicts. For exeanpome opposing local interviewees
stated that the decision makers did not care tAdmay said that “nobody came to ask
our opinions”. In addition to complaints from lackconsideration, there was a problem
about forcing and rude approaches in quarry cabks. situations in which some
headmen faced with threats of mine owners increesetflicts.

C. Approaches of parties to the reasons of problemsThere is a
disagreement in effects of some LULUs which caussdlicts. Some parties told that
there was a big problem about pollution causedshefies, whereas some other parties
rejected the polluting effects of fisheries andittiiat the problem depended on the lack
of knowledge and opponents were directed by powardtors using coasts. In addition,
the fisheries were seen as similar to agricultlaatls making production by some of
the parties whereas they were seen as similardticas making murder of fishes by
some other parties.

d. Approaches of parties to the level of disputesinterviews tried to
explore the approaches of parties to the levelighudes by asking them how many
people were participated in conflicts. Some partaggproached to conflicts as
movements of all people living in the district whas some parties approached to
conflicts as small movements of a few shouting pe@pe. Cakmakl ).

3. Actor based reasonsParties involved in conflicts are a part of factors
affecting them. There may be varieties in reasuttsin and between actor groups.

a. Varieties between actor groups:Local actor groups no matter having
knowledge about the process and regulations watdete considered. Although
opponent groups usually focused on the effectsldfUs to local people, other groups
emphasized various issues. Actors from Metropolitdanicipality focusing on
technological developments and actors from pubfistitutions emphasizing the
appropriation of the decisions with the existingiséation are examples.

There are also cases in which effects of LULUsiaferred differently by two
opposing parties. The headmen from different vdagescribed the effect of fisheries
to local fishing activities differently. One satdbt the fisheries increased the amount of
fish hunted by the local fisheries and even it Wwetier when the fisheries were located

closer to the coast. On the contrary, the fishewese said to affect local fishing
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activities badly according to four other headmenjod of Environment, Culture and
Tourism of Karaburun and Seferihisar Municipality.

b. Varieties between actors of the same grouPersonal differences are
one of the sources of conflicts (Whetten & Camer20i1). These differences cause
varieties in approaches within the same group. géreeralization about approaches of
public institutions would be meaningless, becauseret were both opposing and
supporting actors from public institutions. On titeer hand, actors from private sector
had similar approaches. Both mining and fishery gannes criticized the process in
which they had to face protests although they aaigolopriate to regulations. They
called for government intervention for solving taggoblems. Mining companies told
the process about quarries providing precautiomsitimize effects to local people, but
there were some firms which did not take these quions because of economic
reasons and there was a lack of control in prackthery companies told there were
other factors increasing conflicts such as wrongvwladge about polluting affects of
fisheries and powerful sectors using media.

C. Characteristics of the citizens in zmir: People living in zmir differed
from many other cities in the country in terms béit responses and level of being
oriented. Some interviewees told that the peoplmdi in zmir would not be quiet
when they had problems; they would fight for theghts and take part in protests
without any fear; and also they would learn the svafy getting their rights and would
not be oriented by others easily. There are plaifom which different actor groups
including provincial governments, municipalitiesdaNGOs exchange ideas, prepare
projects and develop strategies and planszmir according to Erayd n and others
(2008) who regardedzmir as “the most important region in Turkey innbar of its
experience of governance practices”.

4. Other underlying reasons: Many scholars emphasized the effect of
underlying factors on conflicts. The case studie3d.ULUs in zmir proved this
emphasis.

a. Knowledge/ lack of knowledgeThe effect of inadequate information in
conflicts (Rogge et al., 2011) interpreted in sal/@&ays in case studies. Some parties
told that the people who know their rights partatg in protests and others without
knowledge do not. On the other hand, some paxldghiat the protesting people do not
know the technology (i.e. solid waste facility) oharacteristics (i.e. fisheries) of

facilities. In this point of view, lack of knowledgs considered as a reason of conflicts.
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Informational deficiencies are the sources of theflcts (Whetten & Cameron, 2011)
in all three cases. The less information and kndgéeinterest groups have about the
issue, the bigger problems get. In this contexgnpérs’ responsibilities become
important as they should inform and support thecation of the participants to
planning process.
In fishery cases, there were some parties includimgersity, public institution

and private sector which blamed opponents to havengv knowledge about the
fisheries and their effects to seas. An interviewadineer from Provincial Directorate

of Agriculture said that

(People oppose to fisherledecause they are wrong informed. Because the thi
pollutes; that is the apparent reason. The reaoreas the share of place and not to
dominate that place. The coast users do not wdrteTis nothing scientific that fisheries
create pollution. There is knowledge pollution histsubject. The experts of this subject do
not say it pollutes.

b. Media: The role of media in conflicts (Bassett et al.020Rogge et al.,
2011) had two-fold effects in case studies. Fitshad an effect of increasing the
effectiveness and recognition of the local moveme&econd, some groups said that it
spreads biased news directed by powerful sectarpgrand increases opposing views
to some LULUs (i.e. fisheries). Interviewees fromarigus interest groups told that

media had effects on protests (Figure 118).

Private sector Public Institution
17% 16%

Metropolitan
Municipality

University

0,
17% 17%
NGOs Municipality
8% 25%

Figure 118. Interest groups of the interviewees wahd media as underlying factors of
opposing in three LULU cases

C. Political factors: Politicization of issues is a factor affecting fimts
(Bassett et al., 2002). There were some groups frolitical parties which criticize the

political approaches of Metropolitan Municipalitpdathus oppose to their project (i.e.
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solid waste facility), or criticize the politicabpitions of central government and thus to
oppose the actions of their policies (i.e. quajries

Political reasons affecting the decision makingcpeses and conflicts were
stated by Municipalities (23%), public institution®3%), private sector (18%),
university (18%), Metropolitan Municipality (12%hd NGOs (6%) (Figure 119).

University Public Institution
18% 23%
NGOs

0,
6% Metropolitan
. Municipality
Private sector 12% L
18% Municipality
23%

Figure 119. Interest groups of the interviewees v¥ahd political reasons as underlying
factors of opposing in three LULU cases

In Torbal case, the municipality criticized som®testers being against waste

facility with political reasons. He said

The biggest reason of the organizers of protesddisir own political future. Today, these
protesters do not oppose to the firms getting pssimns for mines from Ministry of
Environment. They do not oppose to the mines wittadforestration. If they oppose to
waste facility with environmental reasons they vaballso oppose to these.

d. Economic factors: Economic factors are one of the driving forces of
land use conflicts (Campbell, Gichohi, Mwangi, & €je, 2000). Some conflicts of
LULUs emerged from competing interests of varioestars (i.e. fisheries vs. tourism).
Besides, some rival companies of the same secpposied local movements against a
new proposal of that LULU (i.e. quarries).

e. Personal economic gainsSome groups are blamed to be opponents for
their own benefits such as money and constructiatenals (i.e. quarries). There are
also local people expecting job opportunities iahstacilities.

f. Prejudice: As LULUs are “unwanted”, hearing their names may b
enough for protesting in some cases (i.e. solideviagility).

g. Distrust: Trust or distrust in government affects the emecge of
conflicts (Lam & Woo, 2009; Baxter et al., 199%imaka & Tanaka, 2003; Elliott et
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al., 2003). When local people did not trust to dexi makers or the companies, the
conflicts get bigger and harder. In some casesl Ipeople did not believe that the
precautions in EIA reports would be taken (i.e.rgea) and the promised technology
would be used (i.e. solid waste facility). All imleewed interest groups stated distrust
as underlying factor of conflicts (Figure 120). THestrust is usually related with
existing bad examples. The proximity of solid wafstelity in Harmandal because of
the development permissions given after its esthblent is seen as a bad example.
Another one is the effects of irregular and tecbgmally poor fisheries located in
shallow water before the regulation. Moreover, gearwhich are permitted with the
previous regulation without technical experts amgdi®nmental precautions are bad

examples increasing distrust and conflicts.

University Public Institution
Private sector9% 18%
9%
Ngj)s Metropolitan
0 Municipality
28%
Headmen Municipality
18% 9%

Figure 120. Interest groups of the interviewees v distrust as underlying factor of
opposing in three LULU cases

A headman opposing one of the recent cases obtltbvgaste facility said that

We protested. Why? Because of thamir Metropolitan Municipality did not fulfill the
promises. For example, level crossing and overpase not built. (...) We will not be
opposed in the event that Metropolitan Municipalitifl do (wastg facilities as hethe
Mayor) said. It will have benefits for the district. Waee against this because we do not
trust Metropolitan Municipality. Our waste bins lealvoles. We could not go out in summer
because of mosquitoes. How will be a facility Ilkerope’s? It does not seem convincing.

On a contrary point of view, the interviewee fromarKyaka Municipality told
that there was no distrust in Yamanlar case. Hettwdt the Metropolitan Municipality
had done the necessary feasibility although he aves of the opponents of the site

selection decision.
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Table 13. Comparison of reasons of conflicts ie¢hitULU cases

Solid Waste

Facility

Fishery

Quarry

Sources of conflicts

Environmental stress and informational deficiencies

Effects of LULUs regarded as reasons of conflic

Negative Effect:

Environmental
impacts

Environmental pollution, impact to ecosystem arslial

pollution

Damages to water
resources and
forests

Water pollution
and eradication of
species and
damage seals

Damages to water
resources, forests
and trees

Health effects

Possible diseases

and psychological effects

Explosion risk

An increase in
cancer cases

Economic
costs

Value lost in lands or real estates, possible danag
agricultural products, economic loss in commeraia tourism

sector

Proximity to olive
groves

Effects to local
fishing activities

Loss of pastures
affecting livestock
farming, proximity
to olive groves

Effects to life
quality

Noise, traffic problems, fear for additional dey@iments

Odor, mosquitoes,
seagulls and waste
poured from
vehicles, proximity
to public sports
area and youth
center

Odor, disturbance
of quietness

Electrical energy
cuts, damage in
roads, stones burst
from quarries came
to school garden an
damaged the house

U

Type of LULU

Public-private

Private investment

Private investment

Necessity or
not

Not urgent needs
that the cities can
live without them?

Location
requirements

Had no chance to bs
located in a place
without stone
resources

1%

Being against

Not wanted
anywhere by some
groups because of

the LULU eradicating tuna
itself - fish -
Additional Logistic facilities,
facilities - depots and docks | -

(cont. on next page)

212



Table 13 (cont.)

Effects of LULUs regarded as reason

Geographic
characteristics

Solid Waste Facility | Fishery Quarry

Not wanted in
Not wanted in sites sites with
with permeable permeable

grounds because of
the risk of
groundwater
pollution

Not wanted in
closed bays

grounds because
of the risk of
groundwater
pollution

Neighboring land
uses

Sensitive land uses
such as residential
area, agricultural
land, forests and
olive groves

Sensitive zones
such as fertility
zones of seals

Sensitive land uses
such as residential
area, agricultural
land, forests and
olive groves

Conservation
decisions

Such as water basin
conservation areas

Sensitive zones
such as fertility
zones of seals

Such as water
basin conservation
areas and antique
city

Responsibility

Exclusion of
affected people
out of formal

boundaries - boundaries -
The possibility of
The possibility of having an image
S having an image with with polluted
§ Image of the polluted agricultural agricultural
2 | district products Citta Slow products
A When in privately
8 Ownership owned lands - -
Top-down “from their offices” or “from
decisions “from their offices” | Ankara”
Some people think | No planners; No planners;
that the Mayor and | companies companies select
Decision makers | his friends decided. | select sites sites
!_ack Qf . Investigation deficiencies
investigation
Symb.()l'c. Public meetings in EIA process
participation
Effect of political | Involvement of powerful political actors to manipte the
8 actors decisions
= Late for alternative | Time of
S site to existing informing local | Time of informing
@ % Temporal facility out of people found | local people found
> @ deficiencies capacity too late too late
£ | © | Inconsistency
5| @ ) "
@ [ @ | with existing
R plans/ regulations| When inconsistent with upper scale plans
g g Lack of open and
S | 8 |transparent Criticized in some cases
® | £ | processes

(cont. on next page)
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Table 13 (cont.)

Solid Waste
Facility

Fishery

Quarry

Approach basec

Planning
approaches

Planning and
planners are
excluded

Planning and planners
are excluded

Approaches of
parties to other
parties

Approaches excluding or forcing

local people

Forcing approaches o
companies

f

Approaches of
parties to the
reasons of problems

Disagreement
about polluting
effects of
fisheries

Approaches of
parties to the level of
disputes

Movements of all people living in the district oowements
of a few shouting people?

Opponents focus on the effects and public instigifocus
on the appropriation to the legislation

Varieties between effects of

actor groups fisheries on loca
MM focus on | fishing
technology activities? -

Varieties between

o . . .
% actors of the same :?]cs)iguc;%%(;smg and supporting actors from public
9o | group
S | Characteristics of Differed from many other cities in the country @rrns of
<& | the citizens in zmir | their responses and level of being oriented
Both a reason of protesting (lack of knowledge abou
Knowledge/ lack of | technology and characteristics of LULUS) and not
knowledge protesting (lack of knowledge about the effecti Gt Us)
Increasing the effectiveness and recognition breeging
Media biased news directed by powerful groups
Some people criticizing political positions of d&on
Political factors makers also oppose to their LULU siting decisions
Fisheries vs.
Economic factors - tourism Some rival companies
Job opportunities;
personal benefits such
Personal economic Job as money and
gains - opportunities materials
k3 Hearing their names may be enough for protestirgpime
€ | z | Prejudice cases
8| g Bad examples
JR such as irregularn Not believing that the
> o and precautions in EIA
= | £ technologically | reports would be
ol 5 Not believing | poor fisheries taken; Bad examples
ki 2 that the located in such as quarries
g > promised shallow water | permitted without
5 & technology before the environmental
& | & | Distrust would be used| regulation precautions
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4.5.2.Resolving Conflicts

The second part of the evaluation of the confliotgase studies include three

sub-headings: (i) minimizing conflicts (ii) resaig conflicts and (iii) both minimizing

and resolving conflicts.

Minimizing conflicts: Some attempts of decision makers to minimize ousfl

about LULUs in case studies matched the stratggieposed in previous literature.

Besides, there were case specific attempts. Althaame interviewees listed some

attempts of decision makers, some others told ngtwias done (Figure 121).

100%
90%
80%
70%

60%

i

50%
40%
30%
20%
10%

0%

E

Solid Waste FaC|I|tF|shery

Quarry

Using media
Site visit with academicians

® Showing examples

Public participation meeting of EIA

® Proposing a wanted land use

= Promises about explosion hours,
n B anizng T abread

m Offering gifts

= Mediation

B Making conservation decisions

® | don't know

® Face-to-face meetings

m Explaining technical details

® Compensation

E Collecting opinions of institutions

B Changing location

E Cancelling the decision
Taking mitigation measures

® Nothing

dust

Figure 121. Attempts of decision makers for comnflesolution in three LULU cases
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Most of the interviewees (82 % in solid waste figitase, 54% in fishery case
and 68% in quarry case) criticized these attemPtdy one percent in solid waste
facility case, two percent in fishery case and ®icent in quarry case found the

attempts sufficient (Figure 122).

100% = Sufficient but not efficient

80% -
m Sufficient

60%
m Not sufficient and not efficient

40%

20% = Not sufficient

0% . . . B | ocation proposal
Solid Waste FacilityFisher uarr
y y Quarry m Critical procedural proposal

Figure 122. Whether these attempts were suffi@edtefficient in three LULU cases

Some of these attempts are regarded as a stratel@gision makers to persuade
opponents. An example was the Germany trip orgdnibg the Metropolitan
Municipality to show good examples of solid wasteilities. Chamber of Commerce in
Torbal did not attend to the trip and the intewee expressed his thoughts with these

words:

. but Metropolitan Municipality disregarded our éxmations &bout the reasons of
opposing and had a work of taking a 30 people commissioGérmany to show them a
recycling firm of a city with 60000 population wiin aim of deceiving them and cheating
the headmen and managers in Torbal . They wantéd atgend to this trip. As Chamber of
Commerce, we answered that they needed to visinbladal at the end of the Germany
trip. Therefore, we saved our district from beingste disposal area of 30 districts.

On the other hand, the answers to the questioneofdasons of not opposing in
three LULU cases included some of these attemptgi@ 123). The reasons about
trust, personal economic gains, not being affectkdowing the facility, job
opportunities, gifts for village and financial suwp showed the efficiency of these

attempts on preventing some opponents.
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0,
100% 3) 6 9 Trust
90% 11 8 7 —— [ Political reasons
Personal economic gains
80% 12 12 7 “Not considering
70% 5 5 11 = Not being affected
8 Nobody wants/ Everybody opposes

60% 15 . 10— wlackof knowledge

0 ; m Knowing the facility
50% 10 ] Job opportunities
40% . 23— "™lIncrease in land values

20 ® | don't know
30% ~ mHesitation
6 . :
20% = Gifts for village
B For cheaper fish
10% ® Financial support for association
0% . . t ® Fear
) . B Considering the need
Solid Waste FacilityFishery Quarry

Figure 123. Reasons of not opposing in three LUBEes

Public participation, deliberation and learning: Participatory approaches of
several scholars (such as Forester, 1999; Carpd@9; Healey, 2003; Bryson, 2004)
could not be successfully managed by decision nsakethe case studies. Indeed, the
ongoing regulations do not require participatoywling processes except EIA process.
Interview results indicated that the regulationsrevenain determinants for decision
makers. Some interviewed public institutions tdh@ttthe oppositions would not be
considered if the facilities are located with adkg competent process. There were
contrasting opinions about EIA process which isnsas a successful participatory
process according to some groups while it is stégdome other groups that the
participation in EIA process was for the sake affality but not an efficient one. Also,
some opponent interviewees criticized the procaswhich private companies took
‘EIA is not needed” report by showing their capestower.

Allmendinger pointed the role of systems plannindaly with an example of
Environmental Impact Assessments (EIA); howeveir thalidity is even on debate in
some practices. For example, the people living tieamproposed land uses act against
these decisions although their EIA has preparedeoysion makers.

Although it would be a subject of another resedrlevaluate the success of
EIA processes in Turkey in detail, this researcached clues in this matter from

interviews with people who talked about EIA meesin§traus (1999) proposed three
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dimensions to evaluate the success of meetingserinst of (i) results achieved, (ii)
process used and (iiii) relationships built. Thesere several opinions of interviewees
showing that EIA meetings about quarries and fissem zmir failed in all these
dimensions. Some interviewees told that the megtiwgre productive in terms of
outcomes desired by only the investors not thel Ipeaple. In terms of process, some
interviewees were not satisfied with the way theetimgs were run. In terms of
relationships, the meetings were under tensionhithveven the public officers heard
abusive words and faced rude attitudes. Thesegspacts of EIA meetings listed in the
interviews were not surprising because the maipgse of these meetings were only
informing the citizens rather than building consens

In addition to EIA meetings, a participatory megtinas tried in fishery cases.
Potential sites of fisheries were decided in a mgeparticipated by various public
institutions, private sector, NGOs and universiti@s protocol is signed after this
meeting. This meeting was criticized by severamviewees who participated there. A
sharp criticism was of an interviewee from ProvahdDirectorate of Agriculture that
potential locations were decided with a subjectipproach by directions of Ministers
towards their political and private interests. Besi, an interviewed academician from
Faculty of Fisheries also criticized the proces# th was a show rather than a real
participation and that negotiated decisions ofgdicipants were not approved but the
text brought by a counselor was signed. Particiyagpproaches are emphasized in
theory as requirement of competent siting pract{@sscter et al., 1999; Magigi, 2010
Nordenstam, 1994; Margerum, 2002); however, thegmtive opinions of interviewed
participators showed that the success of the attashpparticipatory meeting for
deciding potential sites of fisheries was an ongaiaebate.

There is no consensus between interviewees fromoldigitan Municipality in
terms of including participatory conflict resolution planning process. One advocates
the view that the decision maker has a right tectehe site; therefore there is no need
to compromise with local people if the site fuliltechnical details and regulations.
Similarly, another interview states that there Wik no solution if the process is
participatory. Moreover, another says that theralld/doe people who can not be
convinced whichever participatory model is used.at$® gives examples of some non-
participatory projects of central government sushKanak Tunnels and Passage of
Gulf in which no conflicts are happened. On thetay, another one advances the

benefits of participatory approaches in terms afreasing possibility of solutions.
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These diverse perspectives might be the reasoatdfying participatory approaches in
solid waste cases iamir.

Competent siting practice: Many scholars (such as Nordenstam, 1994; Elliott
et al.,, 2003) argued that competent siting prasticgfilling the principles of trust,
equity, participation and communication will miniei conflicts about LULUs. The
communication with stakeholders and mostly locabgbe was used in LULU siting
processes in all three cases; however, it was dfteethe decision made. Although the
communication was not a legal requirement for theision makers, decision makers in
solid waste facility case were usually open to diedhoughts and opposing views. The
LULU site selection criteria were technical; theref, the equity principle was not seen
in the criteria. Despite this situation, there waw proofs showing inequity in the
LULU siting processes in three cases. Developingttand public participation were
lacking principles in these three siting processes.

Considering technical criteria is also a requireteércompetent siting practices.
Decision makers in all case studies about threeUl&Jin zmir told to give attention to
technical requirements for the facilities. Variaperts took place in decision making
processes. Although some interviewed opponents warspicious about this
consideration, case studies showed at least minifegal technical requirements.
Technical arguments brought by professional experire described as a way for
planners to foster public deliberation (Forest@99). However, “technically competent
work” is not adequate alone for further public bdehative processes in the cases, but
also planners should be sensitive to public vatuneksocial identities.

Minimizing post-siting effects: Post-siting effects of LULUs (Been, 1994) and
mitigation measures should be considered to mir@nsianflicts (Lam & Woo, 2009).
When conflicts emerged in cases with existing fed, decision makers tend to
improve their conditions to minimize the disputé&xisting solid waste facility in
Harmandal was decided to be rehabilitated by Mutlitan Municipality. Fisheries
were moved to locations with redefined deepnessdistdnces. Quarries in Belkahve
are moved to a more acceptable location withous@aV pollution.

The previous attempts of minimizing fishery cort8iby moving them to deeper
water is approached differently by proponents appooents of these LULUs. While
some proponents of fisheries told that the reguhativhich moved the fisheries in
deeper water was a bad solution, some opponentsl fduas a successful step for

resolution of fishery conflicts.
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As the Metropolitan Municipality decided to mininreizmpacts of solid waste
facility with new technology, they emphasized anptesentation to persuade the local
opponents. One interviewee told that they putahemation of the new facility on
website and introduced the project in several aegdions for the Taesik case.

Multi-disciplinary approach: The need for a multi-disciplinary approach in
LULU decision making emphasized by Nordenstam ()1984s also underlined by
some interviewed parties. There were opposing pets@s in the success of this
strategy in case studies. In one point of view, Bl process required a report signed
by various experts from various disciplines. On titeer hand, some interviewees
criticized the siting decisions given by only eregns.

Private contractual arrangements: Penington (2004) proposed a competitive
land use planning in which private contractual mgements are used to solve
externality problem. However, in a system of prevabntrol affected parties may not be
able to protect their rights and interests; theesfgovernment control will be a better
solution for LULU cases inzmir on the contrary to this approach. The seligism of
an interviewee from private sector told that thiuation would be worse for local
people without the regulation, legislation and conbf public institutions in quarry
cases.

A conflict creating factor for fisheries is the apach that says “damaging
environment for the sake of economic benefits avgbe investors”. Although some
opposing parties rejected the need of fisheriasdhe of them in public nutrition and
the portion of their export in national economy alear. However as there is a
disagreement on the polluting effects of the fisgseand there are interests of local
people to be considered, the locations of fisheslesuld continue to be decided and
preventions of pollution should continue to be colted by public institutions.

Similar to fishery cases, quarry cases are als@g@iinvestments and face with
opposing approaches regarding them as “not a mbstiever, the use of materials
extracted in quarries in the construction sectabigious. Apart from other two LULU
types, quarries have to be in locations where tiseaereserve for these materials. Apart
from other valuable mines, quarries suffer to beffiaient when they are located far
from the sites to be used depending on their ecantoss from transport cost. While
miners want the quarries near the cities, the@r s#lection decisions should be decided

and controlled by government to protect local pedmm unwanted effects.
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Conflict Resolution: Besides conflict minimization strategies, theraaveome

attempts for conflict resolution in LULU cases nimir more or less.

Collaboration and Consensus Building: Collaborative processes bringing
stakeholders together to reach consensus agreemnewlecisions are promoted in
several theories (such as Innes & Booher, 1999otEEt al., 2003; Cullen et al.,
2010). While some attempts approximating thesecgmbred are tried in case studies,
most of them failed because of using them afteringathe decisions.

Metropolitan Municipality organized some face-tadameetings with local
people and chambers to solve the conflicts abaytqeed location of new solid waste
facility. Interviewees from this institution tolchdt they told the technology of the
proposed facility and explained that it would natise problems as in the existing one.
Newspapers included news that Mayor of Metropolitaumicipality tried to talk with
villagers but the opponents shouted him down. @nather hand, the interview from
Chamber of City Planners told that the meetingsiaf with chambers had only a
persuasion aim after making decisions and mainsfagas on technology rather than
location. Face-to-face interaction among stakehsldge a requirement of consensus
building (Susskind & Cruikshank, 1987); however, tims case the aim of these
meetings were informing the opponents about dewssicather than building a
consensus on a mutually acceptable decision.

In Yamanlar case, Metropolitan Municipality tried tget the support of
chambers and universities. They asked expert amsniom university for the
suitability of the proposed area. They visited s$ite with representatives of chambers
of architects and engineers. As the importancgtaiKeholder involvement in decision
making processes are emphasized in some studienp(K&992b; Bryson, 2004;
Healey, 2006), this attempt is a step for solutiGarpenter (1999) described the field
trips and site visits as ways to prepare individual participate. Because in some cases
participators may not have information about thessithese visits enable them to
understand these locations. The attempts of Melitapdvunicipality in organizing site
visits for Chambers and universities could be seetinese kinds of solutions.

A trip to show good examples in Germany was orgahiby Metropolitan
Municipality to explain that a similar facility wibut problems would be established in
Torbal . As one of the reasons of conflict in salidste cases was the bad conditions of

existing facility, showing good examples may inse@ositive opinions.
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Some location decisions were given up by decisiakars and some local
interviewees regarded this attempt as a solutiovin@ up is a kind of accommodating
approach in which the party neglects own needssatidfy the needs of other parties
(Whetten & Cameron, 2011). Some interviewees froetision makers told that
cancellation of the decisions were not the resiufirotests but the result of technical or
legal deficiencies.

Both Conflict Minimization and Resolution: The only method used for both

minimizing and resolving conflicts was compensaiiothe case studies.

Compensation: Among various forms of compensation stated inrditgre
(Susskind & Weinstein, 1980; Gregory et al., 1984m & Woo, 2009; Chiou, 2011;
Lesbirel, 2011), case studies amir used strategies including providing a wanteadl
use, bargaining through money and improvementailitias, and suggesting gifts.

Metropolitan Municipality tried to minimize localrgtests in Harmandal case
by proposing a “prestigious” urban recreationalaanéhich will be provided after the
closure of existing waste disposal. Similar tod@aste facility case, it was stated in an
interview that some “wanted” facilities such aswiterrace and café were proposed in
Cambel to persuade the local people to acceptigaatmowever this suggestion was
rejected.

Some bargaining processes between private sectbiogal opponents were
used in some quarry cases. It was stated in tleevietvs that the quarry companies
went to villages or host districts before publicatiegs of EIA and either give money to
local people to stop their possible oppositionocdbargain through some promises about
explosion hours, dust prevention systems and riegaif the damaged roads.

An interviewee from Provincial Directorate of Enwmment and Urbanism

explained these promises and bargaining procegsarry cases with these words:

Bargaining is through both money and improvemerfaoiiities. Wanting money is not an

event made publicly; it is done secretly. Villageesn compromise with company in terms
of arranging hours of explosion. There are promidfesompanies. How much dynamites
will be used is determined. Do not do at night bthe weekend, etc. It is what should be
done.

Besides money and promises, it was claimed thatrguampanies suggested
some gifts to local people such as investmenthdasthools or mosques in the village,
construction materials to villagers, dinners todman and employment opportunities

for some villagers. As these gifts were given withquerying the exact interests of the
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opposing groups, this point fit Fainstein’s (20a@®jtique of negotiations including
results satisfied the only symbolic benefits beeanfsthreat and bias in the process. An
interviewee from private sector also added thateswittagers were hopeless about the

cancellation of the quarry decisions and theydetth benefits were their only chance.

Table 14. Comparison of conflict resolution attesnptthree LULU cases

Solid Waste Facility | Fishery | Quarry

EIA public meetings (formality or efficient?)
No need to compromise
if the site fulfills

Public technical details/
participation, | regulations? No
deliberation solution if Participatory
@ | and learning | participatory? People | meeting for
2 can not be convinced | potential
S whichever participatory] sites but full
O model is used? of criticism -
8 Communication with stakeholders and local peoplealfter the
E Competent decision made. Not proofs showing inequity. Consndgetechnical
‘£ | siting practice | criteria.
p= Rehabilitation of
Minimizing existing site; Proposing
post-siting a new facility with Transfer to | Transfer to a more
effects improved technology | deeper water| acceptable location
Multi-
disciplinary EIA report signed by various experts from varioiscighlines
approach

Attempts failed because of using them after makivegdecisions
Face-to-face meetings
Collaboration | with local people and

and chambers but for
Consensus persuasion; site visits
Building with chambers and

university; a trip abroad
for good examples - -

Proposing “wanted”
facilities such as café;
giving money; promising
explosion hours, dust
prevention systems and
repairing of the damaged
roads; proposing gifts to
local people such as
investments to the schoolg

Both Minimizing and Resolving| Resolving Conflicts

Proposing a or mosques, construction
“prestigious” materials and employment
Compensation| recreational area - opportunities
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4.6. Recommendation for Conflict Resolution of Three LULWUS in

zZmir

There are various theoretical studies proposinglicomesolution strategies as
explained in Chapter 2. The appropriate aspecthasge proposals are discussed and
adapted for case studies. Some of the findingshefdase study are parallel to the
theoretical inferences such as problems to implértten conflict resolution strategies
and criteria to succeed in conflict resolution. Tissues below are solutions from
theoretical studies which can be used for miningzamd resolving conflicts in case
studies.

Minimizing Conflicts: Strategies for minimizing conflicts appropriate dase

studies are public participation, deliberation dedrning, considering externalities,
considering local level, multi-criteria approactdanulti-disciplinary approach.

Public participation, deliberation and learning: The ongoing decision making
processes of many LULUs in Turkey is similar to thecess “decide-announce-
defend” described by Forester (1999) as “First dlécide what | want; then Tl
announce it and I'll defend it!". Rather than thgsecesses, he proposed deliberative
processes and creative solutions encouraged byatoeslin cases where planners face
conflicts. He told that the thinking of planningadvising decision makers and planners
as experts was a past approach and changed tontpiok planning as political and
more complex.

For effective deliberation in planning there is aed for considering both
substantive issues and procedural issues togdtoeedter, 1999). Decision makers in
all cases about three LULUSs tried to solve cordlioy mostly considering substantive
reasons. The Metropolitan Municipality in solid wedacility cases attempted to
change the technology and quality of the new fiycdind tried to persuade opponents
by focusing on these technical details. In quaases both the Ministry of Environment
and Urbanism and mining companies told about imgmuents of the bad conditions
such as decreasing dust by using water or relatiolit of the area after leaving. In
fishery cases decision makers hardly cared ab@uptbcedural problems, rather they
tried to explain that the fisheries did not polltike seas. As many interviewees think
that legislations limit the changes in the procdabgy do not consider procedural

problems and do not propose procedural solutionsgmn
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Forester (1999) promoted learning from practicghinsolid waste facility cases
of this research, however, there were some plarsadsthat they did not know about
the previous practices as they participated onlyhélast one. There is a need for them
to listen to the practice stories from their ingiin’s previous experiences about the
case and other cases and to understand the cledleéagoe possibly faced and the
opportunities to be learned for other two cases.

Considering Externalities: External effects should be considered in decision
making processes to minimize conflicts (Klostermaa03). The process should be
dominated by local governments. This will give thstitution further responsibilities
such as taking precautions for external effectsitrolling the facility regularly and
preventing further residential development near dbkected sites of all three LULU
types.

Considering local level: As local level is the most affected one, community
opposition can be prevented by considering thel logacerns (Peeples, 2000; Lam &
Woo, 2009). Planning LULUs requires government karity national and regional
development priorities and to consider interestbcdl people who would be possibly
affected by these land uses. The process askiadjpeople to decide a location seems
not likely to succeed, rather a process in whiatisien makers not only consider local
effects and interests in decision making but alsdransparent and informative in all
stages seems to reach proper solutions.

The lacking point in current process about fisterend quarries is the
consideration of local people in their decisionec&l demands such as providing job
opportunities and preventing the use of the exgstiiage roads should be regulated.
Local people are excluded from the current decismaking processes if the company
takes ‘EIA is not needed’ report for fisheries apdrries. It should be the responsibility
of public institutions to inform local people nabet responsibility of the private
companies. Otherwise after the company take tlpsrteall necessary licenses and
permissions and make investments, it is too latéotathem to discuss whether the
quarry is wanted or not wanted by the local peopléhese situations companies either
do not care local protests or find ways to stoposppy voices by threats or symbolic
benefits. When the companies managed to stop dppwsiby this kind of gifts, the
success is delusion rather than real one in wheztl mterests of participants are

satisfied.

225



Multi-criteria approach: As mentioned in previous case studies (such as
Vasiloglou, 2004; Colebrook; 2005), utilizing framulti-criteria analysis methods such
as analytical hierarchy process (AHP) and analyt@twork process (ANP) and
combining these methods with geographic inforrmagstems (GIS) and stakeholder
analysis methods provides trust in decision magmgesses of LULUS.

Multi-disciplinary approach: A framework integrating various disciplines is
needed in LULU decision making (Nordenstam, 1994)the LULU concept involves
various disciplines such as sociology, economy,irenmental management and
planning, various experts should be involved inislen making process. In case studies
the involvement of various disciplines are seeftliA process; however, the planners
are excluded from processes of fisheries and aqsarri

Alternative implementation tools: Land use planning regulations in Turkey are
so strict that do not provide chances for alteugatools such as alternative zoning
technigues argued by Levy (2000) and Roberts (1988)y may facilitate minimizing
conflicts in the case studies immir. For example, with such a method, hosting
communities may get some incentives about densttiesr development rights may be
transferred, some contracts may specify the reopangs for LULUS, and some impact
fees may be paid for local costs.

Conflict Resolution: Methods for resolving conflicts proposed in litewra are

utilized here under sub-headings of recognizinglms, consensus building, joint-fact
finding, mediation and facilitation and planningwgarehensively.

Recognizing conflicts: The preliminary step for solution is the recogmtiof
conflicts (Forester, 1999). The solution possipilis weak in cases where decision
makers think the process proceeds well. Some ietgees from Metropolitan
Municipality in solid waste facility cases and froMinistry of Environment and
Urbanism in quarry cases told that the process suasessful. The decision makers
should be aware of the procedural reasons of a@bsflconflicting parties and their
interests.

Conflict management approaches of partiesCollaborating approach is more
preferable in reaching all-gain agreements tharother kinds of approaches including
forcing, accommodating, avoiding and compromisiWighétten & Cameron, 2011);
however in case studies of all three LULUSs, partiesnot have this approach and they
had avoiding, forcing and compromising approacleesm@ing to interviewees (Figure
124).
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Figure 124. Approaches of parties to the conflsiotution in three LULU cases

g

An interviewed expert taking part in EIA processaapublic officer explained

various approaches of private sector on conflisbigion with these words

Entrepreneurs try to find a way for solution whihay feel the response. They say that ‘we
shall listen to the public and their desires’. Hoes there are also some of them who do
not make this. There are those who say ‘this isrigiyt in regulations and | will do this’.
There are those who search for collaboration waitiall people.

Consensus building: Consensus building increased the possibility of

implementation of the decision with its attempt fafding mutual gain solutions

(Susskind, McKearnan and Thomas-Larmer, 1999). & meare some problems about

implementation of site selection decisions in cstsglies. In solid waste facility cases

there were several locations decided for new ftscitiut none of them could be

implemented. Similarly, some quarry proposals caudtl be implemented because of

conflicts with local people. For example, in YXdar case the quarry was implemented

but then stopped with court decisions and then empginted again and stopped again
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several times. Such implementation problems magdbeed with consensus building
processes.

The amount of people in the conflict processesctdfthe success of consensus
building and when wider public is participated theocess did worse (Beierle and
Cayford, 2001). This finding related with the cadedies because the participants in
most of those disputes included the people fronetiige districts or villages. The case
studies also suffer from complexity and threatsnted as barriers to consensus
building by Elliott (1999). He told that the numbef issues and parties would be a
problem for an efficient process. The case studiethis thesis are also complex in
terms of the amount of issues and people. Besithese are two cases in which
headmen told about threats from mining companidses& behaviors may also be
barriers to solutions.

Participatory processes face NIMBYism in socialyrtogeneous areas and face
obstacles in metropolitan areas (Fainstein, 2000D)the solid waste cases of this
research there would be a kind of NIMBYism and pss would possibly face
obstacles as the problem comprehended the wholepodtan area.

Consensus building fails when there is a lack olflingness to participate
because of distrust to other parties or expectaifopetter outcomes from other ways
(Carpenter, 1999). This failure would be a possybfbr the case studies in which the
interviewees listed examples of forcing approaadfegarious parties. Some opponents
told that they will never give up their opposingspimns. Besides, some interviewees
from decision making institutions told that whene tldecisions were technically
competent there will be nothing to be discusseti aital people. Moreover, the mining
companies were told to have no willingness to niagmtbecause they had the power
from legislations.

Contextual issues affecting the success of consebsiding include cultural
and social factors (Carpenter, 1999). Processededet® adapt to participants from
different ethnic, racial, religious or economic bgwunds. In the case studies these
characteristics of interviewees were not askedtierte were some clues showing this
variety. For example, one headman told that thermsawere supported by low income
groups to get free materials from the companiesthean headman told that the people
not opposing to quarries were from an ethnicallyarty group; another headman
stated that some people showing themselves asrprajuslims were not oppose to

the unwanted facilities.
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Another contextual issue affecting consensus peases the legal framework.
The processes in case studies would also fail athesiissue. There were people who
were not aware of relevant legislation. They evehrbt know about the responsible
institution. This awareness would be ensured bylit@ors according to Carpenter
(1999).

Historic factors are also regarded as a contexégak that affects the success of
consensus processes. Carpenter (1999) arguedhthatast failures were barriers to
success. Some of the case studies faced these$asleveral times.

The possible success of consensus building prosesse be determined with
conflict assessment in which information about ehaitders, issues they gave
importance and their willingness to negotiate (8um&s and Thomas-Larmer, 1999).
Some of the conditions in which efforts are notljkto succeed included in the case
studies. One of these conditions is same with itli@tgons stated by Carpenter (1999):
stakeholders who do not want to participate. Anottendition is the existence of a
better option available. This condition is valid quarry cases in which mining
companies get their rights and powers from laws exidting procedures. Another
related condition is the power imbalances amoniesialders. The effect of powerful
groups in decisions was a problem in fishery andriqucases. The fishery case
included interviewees suffering from the effectpofverful tourism sector in media and
organization of local people against fisheries. Pussibility of powerful actors to
intervene the results of communicative planningcpsses was emphasized by Fainstein
(2000) as a weakness of these processes.

Although the conflicts mainly emerge between Meblgan Municipality and
local people, some other actors are included irptheess of solid waste facilities with
various interests. Such interests are mostly palitin solid waste case in which some
actors wanted the Metropolitan Municipality to besuccessful. These conditions make
it difficult to try a communicative and participaygprocess.

The existing solutions in case studies show theiptesfuture of the consensus
building approaches in practice under this contd@te consensus point should be
rethought here in terms of the quality of decisiofge the decisions successful when
there are no opponents? What if there are quighpdng voices? Then, government
authority in decision making and conflict resoluatiprocesses of LULUs is a need to
provide the consideration of all voices in the camity only if the government is

socially sensitive.
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Joint fact-finding: This kind of information gathering in which stalkddhers
work together increases trust and decreases desagrés about technical issues
(Ehrmann and Stinson, 1999). Disagreement abootnrdtion was seen in the solid
waste disposal case in which both decision maketrdg@elitan Municipality and the
opponent Karyaka Municipality hired technical expertise fromiversities about the
suitability or unsuitability of the facility in Yaanlar. Also, in fishery cases there is a
disagreement on the polluting or not polluting effeof fisheries. Statements of a
headman from Karaburun exemplify the condition aderéng distrust. He told that the
court expert investigating the fisheries was “a rafithe company” and gave a report in
favor of the company. The headman did not trustréperts of even the experts of the
court.

Situations not suitable for joint fact-finding imcle power imbalances among
parties, lack of belief to a fair fact-finding pess, and parties having extreme
differences in technical background (Ehrmann ands8n, 1999). As all three LULU
cases lack balance between powers and knowledgarbtés, the fact-finding process
should be thought twice. It would be a solutiorcdmflicts between public institutions if
technical analyses for such decisions are dondmatltollaboration of various related
municipalities, ministries and other public indtituns taking part in or being affected
from decision making process.

Mediation and facilitation: Recent researchers propose dispute resolution
processes supported by mediators and facilitatStsgtgl and Sipe, 1992; Forester,
1999; Susskind, McKearnan and Thomas-Larmer, 18H8ytt, 1999; Straus, 1999;
Holzinger, 2001; McCorkle & Reese, 2005) especiallycases suffering problems of
communication and trust (Elliott, 1999) as in theee case studies immir. In several
LULU cases, some interviewees did not believe i plossibility of consensus. This
problem could be solved by an effective facilitatocluded in the meetings as Straus
(1999) proposed.

Forester (1999) stated professional services fidomgg this mediation and
facilitation; however, there are not these firmdurkey but there are advisory bureaus
serving for providing expert knowledge rather ttsamving mediation or facilitation.
There are recent attempts to increase mediatiorepses in Turkey since the approval
of related law (No. 6325) in 2012. A Mediation Diterate is established in Ministry of
Justice. A new profession of mediators startedolwesconflicts alternative to courts.

However it is different from what Forester told base of several reasons: it is a public
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institution not a private firm or nonprofit orgaatron, mediators are selected from only
graduates of law faculties, and disputes relateth \wublic interests and requiring
discovery and expert assistance are not allowée ®olved with mediation process and
court decisions are needed for such situationsteéftre it seems the existing mediation
institution is not suitable for solving such dispsiin the cases and planners can not act
as mediators within the ongoing procedures andletgon.

Planning professionals must play multiple rolesleviealing with institutional
rivalries, uncertainty and conflicts (Forester, 9p9These roles include bringing
knowledge of experts, listening and encouragingatore solutions as mediators,
defending particular values as negotiators, andcttring processes of participation,
discussion, invention and decision making as omgagi In terms of planner’s role, the
only evaluation could be done for solid waste facitases as in the other two case
groups planners were excluded from decision magnogesses. In solid waste facility
cases, the planner’s role is only the evaluationhef sites proposed by engineers in
terms of planning principles and plan decisions.

Forester (1999) argued that the recommendationdaminers in practice were
not only based on their specialized knowledge, &#lab sometimes certain options
requested by politicians. The fishery case zmir had similar points proving this
argument. Some interviewees from public institugiamniversity and private sector told
that the potential fishery sites were decided wditections and requests of some
politicians. The case differs from Forester's argam in the point that the
recommendations were from experts including enggéether than planners.

Planning comprehensively:Comprehensiveness in terms of size and context is
needed to prevent conflicts. For example, decisefsut the location of solid waste
case is made with an incremental approach, buted¢ kinds of large public service
decisions were made while the whole city is plantiexh the problems about further
development permissions would be prevented angribi@ems of neighboring districts
would not emerged. A critical solution proposal fdanning process by Chamber of

City Planners:

zmir Metropolitan Municipality decided the wastesgibsal area. This decision is not made
within a plan. Indeed, this kind of decisions shibbbe made in Environment Plan by a
collaborative work of Metropolitan Municipality aniinistry (of Environment and
Urbanism) and described with plan notes related with thecess requirements for their
determination, at least strategically. However,réhes not such a plan note in neither
1/100000 nor 1/25000.
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On the other hand, fishery cases involve privattosencluding both investors
and affected other sectors using coasts. Thesersdake an important part in national
and regional economies therefore their conflicteusth be prevented by making a

comprehensive coastal plan separating those laginegatively affecting each other.

Table 15. Recommendations for three LULU cases

Public
participation,
deliberation and
learning

A need for considering procedural issues in aoidito
substantive issues and learning from practice

Considering
externalities

Taking precautions for external effects, contrgjlthe facility
regularly and preventing further residential depetent near the
selected sites

Considering local
level

Considering interests of local people who woulgbssibly
affected by these land uses; being transpareninéorinative in
all stages; providing job opportunities and prewventhe use of
the existing village roads; preventing the exclosiblocal people
when companies take ‘EIA is not needed’ report

Utilizing from multi-criteria analysis methods suak analytical
hierarchy process (AHP) and analytic network pre¢@&\P) and

g Multi-criteria combining these methods with geographic infornmaspstems

= approach (GIS) and stakeholder analysis methods

S | Multi- . . L .

§) disciplinary Integratlng various disciplines such as _souoltﬁppnomy,

= environmental management and planning

= approac_h

£ Alternauve , Alternative zoning techniques, incentives, transfedevelopment

£ | Implementation rights, impact fees

S | tools

Recognizing Being aware of the reasons of conflicts, confligtparties and
conflicts their interests

Finding mutual gain solutions to increase the pmlsi of
implementation; being aware of barriers such asptexity,
amount of people, lack of willingness to particgggtower
imbalances, different cultural and social backgdsmparticipants

_E Consensus lack of knowledge about legislation, past failuaesl the

S | building consensus point.

§ Joint fact-finding | Information gathering in which "public institutiongork together

@ | Mediation and A need for improving mediation process used inllégputes,

© | facilitation using them for resolving LULU conflicts and incladi planners

E | Planning Deciding locations of LULUs while the whole citypg&anned; not

8 comprehensively | incrementally
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CHAPTER 5

CONCLUSION

Land use planning is a technical and political sieci making process shaping
the future of the land whose meaning changes bpbitance remains in different
approaches. It has both economic and politicaltfans.

There are various interest groups taking placelanmng processes and being
affected by decisions of land use planning. Thegluithe public institutions, local
people, private companies, NGOs and universitiegs multiple interest related nature
of land use planning causes it to face with cotdlidhe possible relation between the
conflicts about land uses and its decision makingcgss should be discussed for
resolving conflicts. There are some studies inditre proposing several strategies to
solve land use conflicts. Participatory planninigpdte resolution techniques, decision
making processes considering local community petsms, and the need for
alternative planning processes with more publictigpation rather than planner-
centered planning are underlined by various studies

Locally unwanted land uses (LULUSs) are land usegkvimay be regionally or
nationally needed or wanted but are consideredctibjeble by many people who live
near them because of their negative externaliigamples of LULUs are power plants,
refineries, mines, solid waste facilities, incirtera, housing for the mentally ill, prisons
and military installations. While every land usesha potential of facing disputes,
LULUs are the most conflict facing land uses. LUL&le opposed by interest groups
with several reasons such as health effects, edenmsts, harms to environment, and
so on. Land allocation for LULUs is usually probletie in land use planning process.
Therefore, analysis of LULU conflicts and reviewitige theoretical discussions would
be useful to solve or minimize conflicts as theygmiguide decision makers dealing
with LULUs in planning practices.

This thesis aimed to answer why conflicts are eexbiig planning processes of
LULUs in zmir and how these conflicts be resolved. Afterieeing the literature to
find out the theoretical background and methodalalgiguidelines, case studies
including 3 types of LULUs in 27 locations are exaed by using document analysis,
media search and 60 in-depth interviews with 7Xedtalders from various interest
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groups. These LULU types included solid waste fgcitlecisions in Harmandal ,
Menemen, Tekesik, Gokdere-Kaynaklar, Menderes, Yamanlar andnd fisheries in
Demircili, S ac k, Saip-Ambarseki, Kuctikbahce, Ild r -Gerencel aiordo an and
quarries in Germiyan, Y& lar, Nohutalan, Ozbek, Karaburun, Kosedere, Baar
Belkahve, Gokdere-Kaynaklar, Cakmakl , YentAkalan-Ans zca, Cambel, Karakuyu-
Yenikoy-Cileme and Ahmetbeyli.

Findings of the case studies on the reasons oflicisnébout LULUs in zmir
supports the findings stated in literature. Thessesons mainly include external effects
of LULUs on local people, for instance odor of dolaste facilities, visual pollution of
fisheries and dust and vibration effects of quarrighere are also procedural reasons of
conflicts including top-down decisions, symbolicrggapation, lack of investigation,
effect of political actors, inconsistency with régfions and lack of transparent process.
It is found that some conflict resolution methods ased by decision makers including
attempts such as face-to-face meetings and engagewitd chambers and experts in
solid waste facility case, participatory meetingfishery case and suggesting gifts to
possible local opponents in quarry cases. Theviews showed that the opponents are
not satisfied with these attempts.

The possibility of solving this kind of reasonsldiLU conflicts by changing
planning approach are searched in this thesis. Smn#ict resolution methods and
collaborative processes proposed in the literatuag be suitable for LULUs iremir.
Conflicts can be solved by using consensus buildapgroaches, mediation and
facilitation supports and processes consideringalldevel and external effects of
proposed land uses. Also, factors affecting LUldnfticts such as lack of knowledge,
prejudice, distrust, media and political factorswdld be recognized.

Theoretical contributions of the thesis are:

- Understanding and analyzing the characteristics r@agons of conflicts are
needed for resolving conflicts. Varieties in chaéeastics of conflicts affect the
proposed resolution methods. For example, whenlebyel of conflicts shifts
from technical issues to impasses, the possilafitgsolution becomes difficult.
Also, when the amount of parties involved in camfliincreases, the tools used
in participation and representation changes.

- As well as varieties in characteristics of confijctarieties in conflict reasons
have an effect on selection of the conflict resolumethod. For example, when

the reasons are about the negative effects of LUInii8gation measurements
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and considering externalities are proposed formizing conflicts. On the other
hand, when the reasons include complaints such isisust, inadequate
information, weaknesses in meeting deadlines anitigmation of issues, the
solution strategies become procedural.

For a smooth land use planning process, theoretiogts propose strategies to
minimize conflicts such as public participation atwmpetent siting practices.
Many scholars argue that successfully designedegsss prevent some reasons
of conflicts before they emerge. For example, whiem land use plans are
prepared by considering local level, the exterrfédcts of LULUs to local
communities are predicted and prevented.

The case studies prove the theoretical approa¢tathabjective and technically
competent planning processes could fail in deahity conflicts. It is obvious
that the siting procedures should fulfill the teiclahrequirements; however, it is
not adequate alone unless complemented with coasiole of social criteria,
public participation and learning, trust, equitydlaommunication.

The reasons of conflicts about LULUs are not ontjemal effects including
odor, pollution and dust, but also procedural deficies caused their
opposition. People protesting LULUs criticized tiop-down decision making
processes in which they are not even informed. Thisclusion supports the
planning theories promoting the public involveminthe planning processes.
Failed participatory attempts in case studies supddhe theoretical emphasis
on the need for success criteria in participatorgcesses. These criteria
determined factors such as participation on an lehasis, jointly designed
processes, balance of power between parties ahgimae of a neutral mediator
or facilitator. Processes lacking these criterieeéain case studies. For example,
the public meeting in EIA is seen as a formalityveey for interests of
companies. Another example is the participatorytmgedor deciding potential
sites for fisheries. A wide range of participatamsluding public institutions,
universities and private sector criticized the psxin which they are included
in the meeting but excluded in the decisions. Neseasus is reached in neither
of these attempts.

The critiqgue of negotiative planning about the gkeaching agreements which
satisfied only symbolic benefits of some groupsaoee of threat and bias in the

process is exemplified in the case studies. Theatisol attempts of quarry
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companies in which they suggest gifts for villagemsch as construction
materials for roads and mosques solve only cosflmit fail in meeting the

exact local interests. Besides, the powerful compawners threatening the
headman not to protest the quarries do not solyegperblems but only provide

temporary quietness against private investmentss lppwerful or low income

groups taking part in consensus building procesg beaforced to accept the
agreements. The source of this force may be not @ threats of powerful

groups but also economic factors creating obligaticn which low income

groups have to accept money rather than the qualignvironment. The thesis
concludes that the consensus point should be rgthoun decision making

processes lacking power balances between parties.

Consensus between decision makers, private congamd affected local

people does not always reach the best results. Wivthety agreed on a decision
which is not sensitive to environment? What if éhare no advocators for other
species? The cases fulfilling the opposing intsrestd thus minimizing or

resolving conflicts but lacking consideration ofiet species which can not fight
for their rights may unlikely produce good plannohegisions.

There may be processes lacking the conflict miratnan criteria or some

unpredictable reasons may cause conflicts. In tis#smtions, conflicts are

resolved either by courts with conventional methadsby ADR processes.

There are some strategies, rules or principles DPRAmethods, mediation,

negotiation, collaboration and consensus buildmgeneral; however, most of
the LULU conflict situations require case basedisohs. The issues affecting
success of conflict resolution methods and gendrebretical requirements
should be complemented with site specific and based issues.

Conclusions for the planning practice of 3 LULUS in zmir:

There is a wide range of conflict facing LULUs @mir. Opponents of some of
them such as thermal plants are supported by pdapte various parts of the

city, while some other LULUs such as rehabilitatmimics and refugee camps
are opposed by a small group of people. While atisflabout some of them
emerged once and resolved, some others remainvedsdkemaining conflicts

with intense disputes placed in media include thsecstudies of this thesis

including solid waste facilities, fisheries and ques. All these three LULUs
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have different site selection processes; howeVeof them faced with conflicts
and opponents of all those criticized procedurficamcies.

Parallel to the theoretical conclusions, in theecstudies locations of LULUs
should be decided not only with technical critesach as waste amount,
deepness of water and slope, but also with critesiasidering local level and
social factors. The decision makers in solid wéestdity case in zmir proposes
a facility with new technology and promotes the imization of odor; however
the opponents in the same case expected conswmteratid communication
environment which enhances trust. In other two gaspponents know that the
technical details are considered in EIA proceskesiever they also claim that
the promises of companies in EIA reports will netdontrolled. Taking ‘EIA is
not needed’ reports for low capacities and therreiasing the capacity of
LULUs is a specific problem of fisheries and quesri When the company
owners take ‘EIA is not needed’ report, they do need to organize public
meetings and thus the interests of local peoplenareonsidered in these cases.
When they want to increase the capacity, they Haveake EIA report and
organize a public meeting, but the effect of mamlg to prevent an investment
at the beginning is not same with opposing to aditimhal capacity of an
existing investment.

The site selection process seems to continue aausinflicts in fishery and
guarry cases. Especially the process about quaraiesfor improvements. One
of the main problems of site selection processu#rges is about regulations
which allow mine companies to get licenses in arsnghwith the only criterion
of resource existence. The site selection prockegsarries included long, tiring
and expensive steps for private sector and theiaysnof local people were
taken after these steps. Therefore, investors afngicompanies either tended
to behave as reckless to the local protests ae tiet legal rights or wanted to
prevent possible conflicts in public meetings oAHirocess not to waste their
previous efforts. In the second condition, thegdrsome compromising ways in
which villagers gave up protests for the sake dfirige benefits for their villages
such as investments to their schools or mosquede\Wwbme local people took
advantage of these gifts, some others rejected #eincontinued protesting.
When the offers of mining companies were not workbey tried to use forcing

approach as in the first condition including thseatcording to local interviews.
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They managed to make their investments soonerter &cording to private
sector with a reason that they are powerful actbhat means they face local
protests sooner or later again.

There should be a better control mechanism in Turike terms of EIA
processes. Public institutions should control thiéltiment of the promises in
EIA reports given by developers or investors. Lagkcontrol causes lack of
trust. Recent mine accident in Soma causing 30thdéast month decreased the
public trust to mining activities performed by mmte sector. Besides,
punishments should be rearranged. The fees paitbrfiken promises are in
some cases lower than the cost of taking precauionording to an interviewed
engineer from a mining company. In such cases, aoiep prefer to pay for
punishments rather than taking precautions.

As well as punishments, the criteria in regulatieimuld be rethought. A
facility fulfilling the requirements in regulatiordes not mean it is proper and it
has a right location.

Recent changes in regulations limit the responsitaind rights of chambers in
Turkey. With these changes, chambers could go tatcwith the aim of
cancellation of plans if only there are technicailljpems such as inconsistency
with existing plans and mistakes about the respdigiboundaries. They could
not go to court with such a reason that the plaesdwot conserve trees. The
underlying reason of this national policy is to mize the obstacles against
economic development. However, there is a needyfoups fighting for other
values of the country in addition to economic valuadeed, the destruction of
nature will have negative impacts on national ecoyndn long term. Attempts
of stopping opposing voices may minimize conflictshort term but could not
resolve actual problems.

Conflicts about LULUs may enlarge and spread tontgwide when the
opponents are not considered. Recent examples @arements against nuclear
energy plants proposed in Mersin and Sinop, hydabet power plants in many
cities such as Rize, Artvin and Ma, and unwanted shopping center replacing a
park in stanbul. Conflicts should be managed when theiellév low. Also,
decisions should not be made despite the pubkctiep.

Mediation process started to take part in intexeak conflicts in Turkey;

however, its improvement and inclusion of planngtigcipline is a need for
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resolving public disputes about land uses. Themulshbe formal and legal
mediation processes in which planners can havdeaao mediators to resolve
planning process conflicts.

Methodological conclusions:

Such a research examining the opinions of peojladgart or being affected
by planning process conflicts should be qualitdyivdesigned. Numerical
results are not likely to explain underlying reascend driving factors of
conflicts and contingent relations emerged fromflocirresolution attempts.
Similarly, using interviews in such researcheslifiates understanding emotions
and opinions indicated by facial expressions. Legrfrom written documents
is not usually enough for studies examining suchciices full of conflicts;
therefore, learning from other people who take partthe actual process
promotes the research and fills the informationsgap

Researchers of planning should take into accouattioal experiences. Case
studies facilitate understanding of such confliasolving human interactions.
Learning the lived experiences of planners in pcachelps discovering actual
difficulties depending on site specific and cassdolaconditions.

Proposals for further research:

It is possible to handle LULU conflicts by focusing one case in much detail,
like interviewing many opposing individuals rathttan their representatives.
Time constraints and scope problems can be elieinby focusing on fewer
cases and enables to collect much local data antap.

A further study can compare conflicts of LULUs witinotests on local level
such as wind energy stations and LULUs protestcaumtry level such as
nuclear energy stations.

A comparative study examining the same type of LUfltbin different cities
can be meaningful.

A study can combine qualitative and quantitativethods with an aim to
propose a model for conflict resolution in a specdase. System dynamics

modeling which deals with complex systems can legl irs such a study.
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APPENDIX A

QUESTION SHEET OF INTERVIEWS

Gora Ulen Arazi Kullan m: Gori me No:
Gori Ulen Ki inin Ad : Tarih:

Gora dlen Ki inin Kurumu:

Arazi Kullan m n n (Onerilen) Yeri (Y):

Bu gorime YTE ehir ve Bolge Planlama Boliminde hazrlanan “Yezeld
stenmeyen Arazi Kullan mlar n n Planlama Sureckdeki Cat malar” konulu doktora
tezinin arat rmas nda kullan lacakt r. Goérthenin amac zmir'deki ¢op depolama
alanlar, taocaklar, bal k ciftlikleri gibi arazi kullan mlan n planlama sureclerinde
ya anan sorunlar hakk nda gokérinizi almakt r. Gérimemiz bilimsel ara rma amac

d nda kullan Imayacak ve kisel bilgileriniz kimseyle paylalmayacakt r. Bu gorime
Y’deki ¢cop depolama alanlar / @caklar / bal k ciftlikleri hakk ndad r.

Yer secimi sureci

1.

Siz (bireysel ya da kurumsal olarak) Y’'deki c¢cOop dlepa alanlar na/
ta ocaklar na/ bal k ciftliklerine ilikin sirecin (yer secimi, karar n protesto
edilmesi, ¢c6zim aray) hangi aamas nda/ amalar nda yer ald n z?

COp depolama alan n n/ taca nn/ bal k ¢iftli inin Y'de yer almas na kimler
nas | karar verdi biliyor musunuz? Biliyorsan zkdgr m s n z?

Sizce bu yer secim karar do muydu? Neden?

Sizce yer sec¢imine karar verme yontemidrd myd ? Neden? (Katlmc
m yd , adaletli miydi, vb.)

Anla mazl k sireci

5.

NOo

9.

COp depolama alanlar n n/ tacaklar n n/ bal k ciftliklerinin Y’de olmas na
kimler kar ¢ k yor, kimler destekliyor? (Yerel mi dar dan m ? Orgutlii mu
bireysel mi?)

Yakla k kag ki i bu anlamazl| klara dahil olmuur?

COp depolama alanlar n n/ tacaklar n n/ bal k ciftliklerinin Y’de olmas na
kimler neden kar ¢ k yor? (Cevreye zarar, sa a zarar, vb.)

COp depolama alanlar n n/ tecaklar n n/ bal k ciftliklerinin verece du Gnulen
zararlar n yan sra kar ¢ klmas n baka ne gibi faktérler etkilemiir? (Bilgi
eksikli i, siyasi sebepler, medya, guvensizlik, vb.)

Sizce kar ¢ k Ima sebebi yanl yerin secilmesi miydi, bu yerin yanlyéntemle
secilmesi miydi, yoksa ikisi de etkili oldu mu?

10.Kar ¢ kmayanlar neden kar ¢ kmad lar? (Memnunlar myd, korkuyorlar

myd, param almlard ?)

11.Kar ¢ kanlar tepkilerini nas| gosterdiler? (Ne tlylemler yaptlar? Dava

acld m?)

12.C0Op depolama alanlar n n/ tacaklar n n/ bal k ¢iftliklerinin Y’de olmas ndan

vazgecildiyse vazgecilme sebebi eylemler miydikbaeyler miydi?

13.Bu sorunlu siurecte en ¢ok hangi konular Uzerindaildu? (Cevre, milkiyet,

kat| m, vb.)
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14.Bu anlamazl k stirecinden birileri zarar gérdi mu?

C6zum Sdureci

15.Taraflar n anlamazl klarn ¢6zimine yaklanlar naslid? (Zorlayc,
uzlamac, vb.)

16.Karar vericiler anlamazl klar n ¢6zimu icin neler yapt lar? (Yuz yuz&igme,
tazminat teklif etme, vb.)

17.Sizce ¢bzum icin karar vericilerin yapt klar ydiee etkili miydi, de ilse baka
neler yap Imal yd ?

Tum Surecg
18.Bunlara ilave etmek istedniz baka eyler var m ?

Di_er istenmeyen arazi kullan mlar
19.Di er istenmeyen arazi kullan mlar n mmir’in ce itli yerlerinde yer seciminde
ya anan sorunlara ilkin du Unceleriniz nelerdir? (Termik santral, rizgar
enerjisi santralleri, gozetleme kuleleri, vb.)

Kat | m n z ve katk lar n z icin teekkdrler...

ENGLISH TRANSLATION OF THE QUESTION SHEET OF INTERV IEWS

Interviewed Land use: Interview No:
Name of the Interviewee: Date:
Institution of the Interviewee:

(Proposed) Location of the Land use (L):

This interview will be used in the research of BteD Thesis with a subject “Conflicts
in the Planning Processes of Locally Unwanted Lidses”. The aim of this interview is
to take your perceptions on conflicts in plannimggesses of land uses such as solid
waste facilities, fisheries and quarries mmir. This interview will not be used with
aims other than scientific research and your peisoriormation will not be shared
with any people. This interview is about solid veafscilities/ fisheries/ quarries in L.

Site selection process

1. Which stage(s) of the process (site selecting, egtmtg decisions, finding
solutions) of the solid waste facilities/ fishefieguarries in L did you
(individually or institutionally) participate?

2. Do you know how the sites of solid waste facilitiésheries/ quarries in L are
selected by whom? Could you explain if you know?

3. Do you think this site selection decision was rigihy?

4. Do you think the site selection method was suco&sivhy? (Was it
participatory, just, etc.)

Conflict process
5. Who opposes and who supports the solid waste tfasilifisheries/ quarries in
L? (Are they local or external? Are they individwalorganized?)
6. How many people are there in these conflict praes3s
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7. Why do which opponents oppose to the solid wagtditfas/ fisheries/ quarries
in L? (Damage to environment, damage to health) etc

8. What kind of factors affected the opposition in iéidd to the damages of solid
waste facilities/ fisheries/ quarries? (Lack of whedge, political reasons,
media, lack of trust, etc.)

9. Do you think the reason of opposition is the s&&cbf wrong site or wrong
decision making method or both?

10.Why did the non-opponents not oppose? (Were thgpyathreatened, got
money, etc.)

11.How did the opponents show their responses? (Winat & meeting did they
organize? Were there lawsuits?)

12.1f the solid waste facilities/ fisheries/ quarries L are cancelled, were the
reasons of cancellations the movements or otheons&

13.What were the main subjects of this conflict pre@e¢Environment, property
ownership, participation, etc.)

14.Was anybody harmed in this conflict process?

Conflict resolution process
15.How were the approaches of parties to conflict ltgem? (Forcing,
collaborating, etc.)
16.What did the decision makers do for resolving dotg? (Face to face meetings,
proposing compensation, etc.)
17.Do you think the attempts of decision makers fonflict resolution were
sufficient and efficient? If not, what should beneé@

Whole process
18.Would you like to add anything else?

Other LULUs
19.What do you think about the conflicts in site sat@tprocesses of other LULUs
in various locations inzmir? (Thermal plants, wind energy plants, watching
towers, etc.)

Thank you for your participation and contributions...
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APPENDIX B

LIST OF INTERVIEWS

Table 16. List of interviews

LULU Interest
No | Institution of the Interviewee type LULU case Group
Solid waste facility in
Harmandal , quarry in
zmir Branch of the Chamber of City Ozbek, fishery in
1| Planners Seferihisar NGO
All solid waste
zmir Bar Association Environment | Solid | facilities, fisheries and
2 | Commission waste | quarries inzmir NGO
facility, | All solid waste
zmir Branch of the Chamber of fishery | facilities, fisheries and
3| Environmental Engineers and guarries in zmir NGO
Provincial Directorate of Environment| quarry | All solid waste
and Urbanism Directorate of facilities, fisheries and | Public
4| Development and Settlements guarries in zmir Institution
Provincial Directorate of Environment All solid waste
and Urbanism Directorate of EIA facilities, fisheries and | Public
5| Services (3 people) quarries inzmir Institution
Buca Kaynaklar Merkez District Headman
6 | Headman Office Solid | Gokdere - Kaynaklar | office
Menderes Cakaltepe Village Headmanwaste Headman
7 | Office facility | Cakaltepe office
8 | Menderes Municipality and Menderes Municipality
quarry | Gokdere - Kaynaklar,
9 | Bornova Municipality (2 people) P narba, Belkahve Municipality
Solid
waste
facility | Solid waste facility in
University (Ege Uni. Department of |and Harmandal and all
10| Aguaculture Production) fishery |fisheries in zmir University
Harmandal Cumhuriyet District Headman
11| Headman Office Harmandal office
Torbal Takesik Village Headman Headman
12| Office Solid |Torbal Takesik office
Menemen Koyundere Cumhuriyet waste Headman
13| District Headman Office facility | Yamanlar office
zmir Metropolitan Municipality
Department of Development and Metropolitan
14| Urbanism Directorate of Master Plans Torbal Takesik Municipality

(cont. on next page)
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Table 16 (cont.)

LULU Interest
No | Institution of the Interviewee type LULU case Group
An alternative to
zmir Metropolitan Municipality Harmandal (location ig
Department of Development and hided by the Metropolitan
15| Urbanism Directorate of Master Plans interviewee) Municipality
zmir Metropolitan Municipality
Department of Development and Menemen and Metropolitan
16| Urbanism Directorate of Master Plans Harmandal Municipality
All existing and
proposed solid waste
zmir Metropolitan Municipality facilities within
Department of Development and Metropolitan Metropolitan
17| Urbanism Directorate of Master Plans Municipality Municipality
All existing and
zmir Metropolitan Municipality proposed solid waste
Department of Environmental facilities within
Protection and Control Directorate of| Solid | Metropolitan Metropolitan
18| Solid Waste Facilities waste | Municipality Municipality
zmir Metropolitan Municipality | facility
zmir Water and Sewerage (cont.) | Harmandal and Metropolitan
19| Management General Directorate Yamanlar Municipality
20| Torbal Municipality Torbal Takesik Municipality
21| Kar yaka Municipality (2 people) Yamanlar Municipality
Harmandal and
22| Ci li Municipality Yamanlar Municipality
23| Buca Municipality Gokdere - Kaynaklar | Municipality
Torbal Branch of Chamber of
24| Commerce Torbal Takesik NGO
Special Provincial Directorate
Department of Construction Works and
Development Directorate of Public
25| Development and Urban Rehabilitation Odemi Tiirkoni Institution
Menemen Left Bank Irrigation Public
26| Association Menemen Institution
Quarry in Yac lar and | Headman
27| Ya clar Village Headman Office fishery in S ac k office
Quarry Quarry in Kdsedere and
28| Mordo an Municipality and fisheries in Mordoan | Municipality
29| Karaburun Municipality fishery |Karaburun Municipality
30| Urla Municipality (4 people) Urla Municipality
31| Karaburun City Council Karaburun NGO
Ce me Germiyan Village Headman Headman
32| Office Germiyan office
Kemalpaa Ans zca Village Headman Headman
33| Office Quarry Yenmi office
Kemalpaa Cambel Village Headman Headman
34| Office Cambel office

(cont. on next page)
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Table 16 (cont.)

LULU
No| Institution of the Interviewee type |LULU case Interest Group
P narba Kemalpaa and Gurp nar
35| Districts Headman Offices (2 people) P narba Headman office
Bornova Gokdere Village Headman Gokdere -
36| Office Kaynaklar Headman office
37| Kosedere Village Headman Office Kdsedere Headman office
Ozdere Ahmetbeyli District Headman
38| Office Ahmetbeyli Headman office
39| Urla Ozbek Village Headman Office Ozbek Headman office
40| Urla Nohutalan Village Headman Office Nohutalan Headman office
41| Alia a Cakmakl Village Headman Office Alia a Cakmakl |Headman office
42| Kemalpaa Municipality Quarry Kemalpaa Municipality
43| Alia a Municipality (cont.) |Alia_a Cakmakl | Municipality

44

Private engineering and consulting offi¢

preparing permission projects of quarri
and mines

45

Quarry Company

46

Quarry Company

Special Provincial Directorate

1

D

D

1

1

1

e

All quarries in
zmir

Private Sector

P narba,
Nohutalan, Aliaa | Private Sector
Belkahve Private Sector

Department of Health and Social Services All quarries in Public
47| Directorate of Licenses and Control zmir Institution
University (9 Eylul Uni. Department of All quarries in
48| Mining Engineering) zmir University
Karaburun Kugukbahce, Salman and
Parlak Villages Headman Offices and 3 Headman
Union of Environment, Culture and office ve 1
49| Tourism of Karaburun (4 people) Karaburun NGO
Demircili and
50| Demircili Village Headman Office S ack Headman office
51| Ce me lld r Village Headman Office Iid r Headman office

D

52

Karaburun Saip and Ambarseki Village
Headman Offices (2 people)

()

Saip-Ambarseki

Headman office

D

53

Seferihisar S ac k District Headman
Office

54

Seferihisar Municipality

D

55

Seferihisar City Council

Fishery

56

Fishery Company

57

Fishery Company

58

Provincial Directorate of Ministry of
Food Agriculture and Livestock
Directorate of Animal Health, Productia
and Aquaculture Department of
Aquaculture Production

S ack Headman office
S ack Municipality

S ack NGO
Demircili-S ack

Bay Private Sector
Iid r Private Sector

59

University (METU Department of
Sociology)

60

University (Ege Uni. Department of

Aquaculture Production)

All fisheries in Public
zmir Institution
Seferihisar S ac k | University
All fisheries in
zmir University
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APPENDIX C

ADDITIONAL PHOTOS

Figure 125. Banners against solid waste facilitidarmandal
(Source: H, 04.08.2013)

Figure 126. Children in solid waste facility prates Harmandal
(Source: M, 04.09.2012)

Figure 127. Fishery protests in 8c k supported by famous actors and actresses
(Source: left photo M, 26.09.2010; right photo N,d6.2011)
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Figure 128. Paulo Saturnuni, the father of thet&CBlow’ philosophy signing to the
‘No to Tunny Fisheries’ campaign of &c k (Source: M, 03.12.2010)

Figure 129. Fishery protests in boats ing8 k
(Source: left photo YA, 08.04.2012; right photo 08,04.2012)

Figure 130. Protests against quarries in Germiyaparted by NGOs
(Source: An interviewee from Germiyan)
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Figure 131. Quarry protests in Nohutalan and Geamiy
(Source: left photo H, 18.09.2008; right photo M,X1..2008)

Figure 132. Quarry and fishery protests togethé&enmiyan
(Source: An interviewee from Germiyan)

Figure 133. Villagers wearing traditional scarigmarry protests in Germiyan
(Source: An interviewee from Germiyan)
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