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ABSTRACT

PHYSICAL TRANSFORMATION OF HISTORIC BUILT
ENVIRONMENT:
THE CASE OF KESTELLI STREET

The Izmir Historic City Center, including Kestelli Street, is a multi-layered area
that has hosted various civilizations throughout history, and contains a wealth of historical
and cultural heritage. With the foundation of the Republic, the breaking points that
emerged with the developments in history caused changes in many factors including
commercial, social and demographic. In parallel with these transformations, the first steps
were taken to preserve the region through the implementation of conservation and
planning studies, which commenced in the second half of the 20th century.

The aim of the study is to determine the physical transformations that occurred in
Kestelli Street since the foundation of the Republic of Turkiye by considering diverse
aspects of it in various periods. Within the scope of the study, the transformation of
Kestelli Street in the last 100 years within the framework of Izmir history and planning
studies has been analyzed in four periods by examining old maps, aerial photographs and
old documents and using a comparative method. Kestelli Street is examined within the
context of urban planning and registration decisions, solid-void rate, landuse, lot
organization, storey system, construction techniques, conservation status, and
architectural elements. The objective is to illuminate the transformation of the city from
the past to the present, to determine the changing economic and social factors, and to
assess the impact of urban planning studies on the city.

The results of the analysis conducted in the area indicate that uncontrolled practices
that do not respect and damage the values of the region have continued to increase in
recent years. This has led to a situation in which Kestelli Street is under threat of losing
its historical, architectural, and social values.

The protection of Kestelli Street as a whole is of great importance in terms of
safeguarding the city's identity and cultural heritage for future generations. In this
framework, the data collected within the scope of the study is intended to serve as a

foundation for subsequent planning and conservation studies.
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OZET

TARIHI YAPILI CEVRENIN FiZIKSEL DONUSUMU:
KESTELLI CADDESI ORNEGI

Kestelli Caddesi’nin de i¢inde bulundugu izmir Tarihi Kent Merkezi, Tarih boyunca
cesitli medeniyetlere ev sahipligi yapmis, birgok tarihi ve kiiltiirel mirasi iginde barindiran
cok katmanli bir alandir. Cumhuriyet’in ilan1 ile birlikte tarihte meydana gelen
gelismelerle ortaya ¢ikan kirilma noktalari, ticari, sosyal ve demografik olmak {izere
bir¢ok faktorde degisimlere sebep olmustur. Yasanan doniisiimlerin paralelinde 20.yy’in
son ¢eyreginden itibaren baslayan koruma ve planlama caligmalari ile birlikte bolgenin
muhafaza edilmesi i¢in ilk adimlar atilmistir.

Calismanin amaci, Kestelli Caddesi’nde Tiirkiye Cumhuriyeti'nin kurulusundan bu
yana meydana gelen fiziksel donilisiimlerin ¢esitli periyotlarda her yoniiyle ele alinarak
tespit edilmesidir. Caligma kapsaminda, eski haritalar, hava fotograflar1 ve eski belgeler
incelenerek ve karsilastirmali yontem ile Kestelli’nin son 100 yilda Izmir tarihi ve
planlama caligsmalar1 ¢er¢evesinde doniisiimii 4 periyot icerisinde incelenmistir. Kestelli
Caddesi, planlama ve tescil kararlari, doluluk orani, fonksiyon, parsel organizasyonlari,
kat yiikseklikleri, insaa teknikleri, korunmusluk durumu ve mimari elemanlar
cergevesinde incelenmis ve karsilagtirmali yontem kullanilarak alanin gegirdigi doniisiim
analiz edilmistir. Boylece kentin ge¢misten giiniimiize doniisiimiiniin aydinlatilmasi,
degisen ekonomik ve sosyal unsurlarin ve yapilan planlama ¢alismalarinin kente etkisinin
belirlenmesi hedeflenmistir.

Alanda yapilan analizler sonucunda 6zellikle bogenin degerlerine saygi duymayan
ve zarar veren kontrolsiiz uygulamalarin son yillarda artarak devam etttigi, boylece
Kestelli Caddesi’nin, sahip oldugu tarihi, mimari ve sosyal degerlerini kaybetme tehtidi
altina girdigi tespit edilmistir. Kestelli Caddesi’nin sahip oldugu deger ile bir biitiin olarak
korunmasi, kentin kimliginin ve kiiltiirel mirasinin gelecege tasinmasi agisindan biiyiik
onem tagimaktadir. Bu ¢ercevede calisma kapsaminda ele edilen verilerin yapilacak

planlama ve koruma ¢alismalar1 i¢in rehber olmas1 hedeflenmistir.
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

The historical city centre of Izmir is a multi-layered area that contains many
historical and cultural heritages. It has been home to various civilisations throughout
history and has been of great economic and cultural importance as an important port city
of the Aegean Region. Kestelli District is one of the areas within Izmir Historic City
Centre that reflects this cultural and historical diversity. Located on the periphery of the
commercial centre, which is actively used today, this region is a point where many
cultures and languages have fused throughout history. This cultural diversity has
progressed throughout history, leaving its traces in the region.

The historic city centres of many cities are in a state of continuous change and
transformation, driven by economic, social and cultural needs. The historical depth and
the continuous change in Izmir have resulted in a significant transformation of the
physical structure of the city over time. In particular, the foundation of the Republic, the
rapid urbanisation that followed the industrial revolution in the 1950s, and the
reconstruction works carried out in the 1980s have been pivotal threshold points in the
transformation of Izmir's city centre.

In order to regulate these alterations, conservation studies have been initiated since
the 20th century, and activities for urban planning have been intensified. During this
period, the Venice Charter published in 1964, marked the beginning of a new era in the
formation of a contemporary understanding of conservation worldwide. Following
conservation studies, initially at the scale of individual buildings, the concept of
conservation began to be addressed at the scale of urban planning with the Amstredam
Declaration published in 1975. Subsequently, the "Washington Charter" published in
1987, the "10th European Conference of Ministers responsible for Regional Planning
(CEMAT)" conference in 1994, and the "Historic Urban Environment Conservation
Challenges and Priorities for Action" meeting in 2009 emphasized the destruction caused
by accelerated urbanization in historic areas and the importance of holistic protection of

these areas.



The concept of considering historic areas as a whole and protecting them
holistically aims to create a sustainable understanding in the protection and planning of
historic city centres. Although charters and declarations published around the world
guided conservation and planning efforts in Izmir, the city continued to transform rapidly
during this period.

The Kestelli District has also been subjected to various physical, functional and
social changes and transformations over time due to the transformation of the city. While
these transformations may contribute to the values of the area and ensure its development,
they may also result in the values and history of the area remaining in the background.
Kestelli Street is under the threat of losing its historical, architectural and social values
due to uncontrolled practices that do not respect and damage the values of the region.
Today, Kestelli Street is attempting to maintain a balance between the needs of modern
life and the preservation of the historical texture.

Within the scope of the study, the physical transformations that have occurred on
Kestelli Street since the foundation of the Republic of Turkiye have been identified by
considering different aspects of the street in various periods. In addition, the
transformation of Kestelli Street in the last 100 years within the framework of Izmir
history and planning studies has been analyzed in four periods by examining old maps,
aerial photographs and old documents and using a comparative method. The objective is
to analyse the transformation of the city from the past to the present, to determine the
effects of changing economic and social factors and planning studies on the city, and to

use the data obtained as a guide for planning and conservation studies to be carried out.

1.1.Problem Definition

Kestelli Street, is home to a wealth of historically significant buildings and
monuments, bearing the traces of numerous civilisations. Consequently, conservation of
this region is of great importance in terms of maintaining the city's identity and cultural
heritage for future generations. Initial steps have been taken for the conservation of the
region, especially with the conservation and planning studies that started in the last

quarter of the 20th century.



A number of studies in the field of conservation and planning have been identified
as important factors influencing the transformation of the region, particularly in areas
where they can be implemented. However, it is evident that the changes observed in
Kestelli Street over time are not aligned with the planning studies. The building stock in
the region is exposed to uncontrolled and unsupervised change, particularly by the users
of the area. It can be argued that these changes, which are in opposition to the planning
studies, are the consequence of a lack of supervision in the area. The increasing
prevalence of uncontrolled renovations and interventions represents a significant threat
to the cultural heritage of historical city centres.

Monitoring, analysing and understanding the changes that occur over time is of
great importance in terms of preserving the historical texture of the city and carrying it to
the future. However, comprehensive studies on the causes, processes and results of these
changes are limited.

Although similar studies, especially in historical city centers, are numerous, they
typically focus on the areas in terms of their current conditions and current problems. It
becomes challenging to follow the process of change in studies that focus on the analysis
of a single period. However, as the name suggests, historic built environments derive their
value from a heritage that has lasted throughout history. For this reason, it is only possible
to determine the transformation occurring in historical environments by following the
process throughout the process. Accordingly, the principal objective of the study is to
employ a range of archival sources, including diverse dates, scales, and categories, in
order to ascertain the transformations that have transpired from the past to the present.

The analysis of the changes occurring on Kestelli Street not only illuminates the
history of the city, but also provide guidance for future urban planning and conservation
efforts. In this context, an understanding of the effects of economic and social needs on
the city center contributes to the development of more informed and sustainable

interventions.

1.2. Aim

The aim of the study is to determine the physical transformations of Kestelli Street

from the foundation of the Republic of Turkiye to the present day by utilizing different



archival sources in various periods. In this respect, in order to determine the changes that
occurred in the area throughout history, the area is analyzed within the framework of a
holistic process by examining archival sources between 1923 and 2024. This approach
allows for the use of a different method in examining a historical built environment and
the transformation of the area.

Through the research and analysis to be carried out, the objective is to reveal what
kind of characteristics Kestelli Street has from the past years to the present and how these
characteristics have changed over time. Furthermore, the study determines the planned or
unplanned interventions that have caused this change. The objective is to ascertain the
extent of the impact of this transformation on the area, including the values it protects or
destroys, and the effects it has on the physical environment and its users.

The objective of the study is to provide the necessary data for the conservation of
the historical texture, the preservation of the cultural and historical values of the area, and

sustainable urban planning.

1.3. Research Methodology and Materials

The study employed qualitative research methods, which entail the analysis of
tangible documents and data. Within the scope of the study, field research was carried out
on Kestelli Street. In addition, old maps and various plans of Izmir were analyzed. Old
Land Registry and Cadastre Maps of Kestelli Street were examined and analyzed. The
registration documents of the historical buildings on the street were examined and
historical photographs of the buildings were identified. The documents and maps of
different periods were analyzed comparatively.

A case study approach was adopted for the study area and Kestelli Street in
Kemeralt1 was chosen as the case study. The methodology of the thesis is presented in

detail in Chapter 2.



1.4. Limits of The Study

The study encompasses the identification of the alterations and interventions that
have occurred throughout history within the Kestelli District and the physical
transformation of the area. In particular, the study focuses on what kind of changes are
experienced in which periods, which factors affected these changes and how the physical
structure of the city evolved. Furthermore, the study analyses the conservation and
planning works carried out in the area, examining their relationship with the
transformation.

The study area was defined as Kestelli Street within the context of the study. The
history and values of Kestelli Street are identified and its architectural features are
analyzed. The changes in the area and their effects are analyzed using various methods,
together with their causes.

The study conducted to reveal the transformation of the region covers the period
from the foundation of the Republic to the present day. Within this 100-year period, four
different threshold points is determined and the process was divided into periods and the
examinations were carried out on these dates. The first threshold point is 1923, the year
of the founding of the Republic of Turkiye. The year 1984 is identified as second
threshold year, as the year in which the effects of the rapid population growth and
intensive urbanization that started in the 1950s and whose effects continued until the
1980s can be read. This year is also important as it is the year in which the 'Kemeralti
Conservation Development Plan' was published, revealing the state of the city before the
changes that took place after the plan.

The third threshold year is 2002, as it encompasses the period leading up to the
publication and revision of the Conservation Plan and provides insight into the urban
condition following the registration studies conducted in the 1980s. Finally, the year 2024

is designated as the last threshold year for analysis.



Figure 1.1 Field of the study

Kestelli Street was selected for the field study and is bounded by Anafartalar Street
to the north and Ikicesmelik Street to the south. For the analyses on a per building basis,
the lot boundaries on Kestelli Street and the buildings within these lots were determined
(Figure 1.1). The total area of the study area is 18,022 m?. In this area, 87 buildings on 79
lots in 1930, 67 buildings on 75 lots in 1984, 64 buildings on 74 lots in 2005 and 77
buildings on 74 lots in 2024 were analyzed.

1.5. Literature Review

The study considers the historical development and change process of Izmir

Historic City Centre, with particular focus on Kestelli Street.



Cinar Atay (1998), in his publication ‘Plans of Izmir from the Ottoman Empire to
the Republic’, concentrated on the history of Izmir through historical maps and plans of
the city. Many of the historical plans included in the content are included in this study for
the first and only time. In this respect, this source is an original and unique source of great
importance for this study.

Rauf Beyru's (2011) study, entitled 'Izmir City in the 19th Century', reveals
significant changes in trade, industry and socio-cultural areas in Izmir neighborhoods
during the 19th century and beyond.

In addition, within the scope of the study, conservation, planning and
documentation studies carried out within the framework of Izmir historical city center
were examined.

Gaye Cansunar (2011), in her study ‘Integration of Historical Fabrics with Living
City in The Context of Conservation Policies’, identified the decisions taken and
interventions carried out for conservation in Izmir Kemeralti and determined the effects
of these actions. The study also analyzed various conservation legislations and planning
studies in [zmir comparatively.

Cikas et.al. (2016) carried out an extensive documentation and planning study in the
Kestelli District with the team formed by Izmir Institute of Technology within the scope
of the ‘Izmir History Project Kestelli Sub-Region and its Neighborhood Development and
Revitalization Project’. In 2015, the documentation work carried out in the area served as
an enlightening source for the thesis.

[Than Tekeli (2018) defines the scope and purpose of the project and identifies the
project sub-regions in his report titled ‘Izmir History Project Design Strategy Report’
published within the scope of the Izmir History Project. It presents the conservation and
design strategies developed according to the project sub-regions in an inclusive manner.

The recent publication of the Izmir Historic Port City Area Management Plan was
published in 2022 and covers the years 2022-2027. It deals with the history of Izmir
according to periods. The protected areas, archaeological heritage, architectural heritage
and intangible cultural heritage in the area were evaluated. New strategies have been
developed for the area by analyzing the conservation activities carried out in the region
and the conservation problems of the region.

The main element of the thesis, the changes occurring in Historic City Centers, has

been covered in similar publications.



Merve Demiréz and Neriman Sahin Giichan (2020) in their article 'Urban
conservation legacy of the Turkish planning system: tracing spatial change in the Ankara
Acropolis, from 1923 onwards' examined the spatial change of the Ankara Acropolis,
known as Haci Bayram Quarter, in relation to the development of urban conservation
from the Republican period to the present day. The study presents a summary of the
conservation history of the area and identifies the changes brought about by conservation
initiatives.

Izmir Historic City Center and its surroundings, which were determined as the study
area, have been examined in various studies.

Gozde Benzergil (2006), notes that the alterations that occurred in the Kemeralti
region during the Republican period resulted in a deterioration of the area's texture,
leading to the region becoming a collapsing historical center within the city in her master's
thesis, entitled ‘A Research Of The Changes Occurred In Republic Period In The
Historical Street Structures With Conservation Context: Kemeralti-871 Street Pilot’. This
study has identified the existing problems in 871 Street through analyses and has
proposed conservation proposals at street scale.

Rabia Zeybek Cetin's (2012) master's thesis, titled ‘Evaluation on Revitalization
Policies of Historic Town Centers, The Case of Izmir Kemeralt1’, examines the efforts
made to protect Kemeralt1 Bazaar, the commercial center of Izmir. The thesis emphasizes
that these conservation efforts remain only at the spatial scale and that social and
economic revitalization efforts are insufficient. In this context, the problems and solution
suggestions that have arisen from the conservation works and the problems experienced
by similar historical areas through Kemeralti are included.

Pinar Gokg¢inar Balkan (2018) notes that the interventions made in the Damlacik
Neighborhood in the Kemeralt: Region of Izmir have resulted in the loss of the area's
intrinsic value In her master's thesis, 'Assessment of Conservation Problems of Historic
Damlacik District, Konak, Izmir', In particular, with the opening of the Konak-Yesildere
Tunnel, which passes through the Damlacik neighborhood, she conducted an examination
of the accelerated change and increasing destruction in the region and made conservation
suggestions.

Gamze Cevher (2019) examined the change of the Beyler Streets over time in her
master's thesis, entitled ‘Investigation of The Change Of Urban Historical Space (Izmir
Beyler Streets Sample)’. In particular, she notes that the region had a respectable

residential character in the past, but that it has become a depressed area with unqualified
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commercial functions and idle buildings. In this context, she concludes that the
conservation works carried out in the region have remained superficial and have not been
able to move to the urban planning dimension, unlike holistic conservation.

The aforementioned sources have been very effective in recognizing the history of
Izmir during the preparation phase of the study and understanding the works carried out
in Izmir in terms of conservation and their effects in the process. In addition, the
importance, boundaries, heritage values and the changes that the Kestelli Street, which is
the focus area of the study, has been evaluated in the light of the information obtained
from the mentioned sources.

A review of previous studies revealed that although there are many studies in and
around the historical city center of Izmir, the studies on the Kestelli region are quite
limited. Further, the current field studies conducted within the scope of the study were
evaluated in order to determine the changes in the focal areas studied. This implies that
the focal areas are analyzed and evaluated only in a single time period. However, cultural
heritage areas should be analyzed in the historical process in accordance with their
historical value. Changes in the examined areas can only be clearly revealed through
analyses to be made throughout the historical process. Consequently, the time and reasons
for the transformation in the area can be accurately determined.

The results of the literature study revealed similar studies that have analyzed the
changes that have occurred in the case area over the past century by examining the old
plans on the basis of the buildings are limited. The aim of this thesis study is to establish

a unique position in the literature and to serve as a guiding source for similar studies.

1.6. Content of The Thesis

This study consists of six chapters in total. The first chapter includes the problem
definition, aim, research method and materials, study limitations and literature review.

In the second chapter, the methodology of the study is described in detail. Research
materials and analysis techniques are explained. The sources used in the analyses and the
way of processing the sources used are described. The form and technique of analysis for
each category of analysis are described in detail. Finally, the evaluation method and

criteria are explained.



The third part of the study covers the transformation of Izmir and Kestelli in the
historical process and within the framework of planning studies. In this section, the
changes that Izmir has undergone from its foundation to the present day are summarized,
conservation and planning studies and conservation legislations in Izmir throughout
history are examined. Also, a summary of the effects of planning studies on the
development process of the city are summarized. Finally, the current situation of Kestelli
Street is analyzed and presented.

The fourth part of the study includes a detailed analysis of the transformation of
Kestelli Street during and after the Republican period. In this section, the physical
characteristics of Kestelli Street are analyzed comprehensively at 4 different threshold
years. The analyses include the registration status of the buildings in the area, the cadastral
features of the area, the solid-void ratio of the area, landuse, the number of storeys and
construction techniques of the buildings, the lot organization of the lots, the maintenance
status of the buildings and the architectural elements they have, and the conservation
zoning plan studies carried out in the area.

The fifth chapter constitutes the evaluation section of the study. In this section, the
analyses made on 4 different years in the fourth section were overlapped and examined
by comparative analysis method and the changes that occurred in Kestelli Street between
the analyzed years were determined. Finally, the values and problems of the area were
identified and evaluated.

The sixth chapter, which is the conclusion chapter of the study, presents a summary
of the historical transformation of Kestelli Street and the impact of the conservation and

planning works in Izmir city center on the transformation of Kestelli Street.
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CHAPTER 2

METHODOLOGY

In this study, the spatial transformations that have occurred on Kestelli Street within
the context of a specific historical framework. For this purpose, the 100-year period from
1923, the year of the founding of the Republic of Turkey, to the present day has been
divided into four distinct periods for analysis. In order to map the current situation of each
period, various archival sources with different degrees of detail obtained from different
institutions were utilized. In line with the study, a number of parameters were identified
to analyze and compare the spatial changes in Kestelli Street. These include physical
parameters such as cadastral status, planning and registration decisions, solid-void rate,
landuse, lot organizations, storey system, construction techniques, building status,

architectural elements and renovations.

2.1. Research

2.1.1 Tools of Historical Research

A literature review and archive search are conducted to investigate the conceptual
aspects of the study. In the third part of the study, the history of Kestelli Street and the
region where it is located is explained through the history of Izmir City. The Ahmet
Piristina City Archive and Museum (APIKAM) and Konak Municipality archives are
utilized to identify historical maps and photographs of Izmir. The conservation and
planning works carried out in the Historic City Centre of Izmir, including Kestelli Street,
have been explained by utilizing various sources in the literature. An interview was
conducted on 3 May 2024 about the history of the Historical Yusuf Riza Primary School,
which is among the landmark buildings in the area, and the past use of Kestelli Street

(Appendix C).
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The theme of transformation in the historical process, which constitutes the main
fiction of the study, has been approached through the use of archival research and
historical research methodology.

In order to ascertain the changes that have occurred within the selected study area,
a series of analyses are conducted on a range of subjects over a number of years. While
determining the developments in terms of change, the last 100 years in history are the
focus of attention. During the research process, analyses were conducted based on the
threshold years determined. The analyses were carried out in the threshold years or in the
closest years, depending on the resources available during the studies. If the source for
the threshold years cannot be found, the source closest to the threshold year is used in the
analyses.

The initial phase of the research is based on the foundation of the Republic in 1923.
The year 1923 was analyzed with reference to the Land Registry and Cadastral Maps
issued in 1930, which represent the most proximate available source. In order to
determine the changes caused by the rapid population growth and intensive urbanization
that commenced in the 1950s and continued until the 1980s, the year 1980 was identified
as the second threshold year. In the 1980 analyses, various sources were employed,
including aerial photographs of 1975, registration documents of 1981 and Conservation
Development Plan of 1984.

In 1984, the city entered a new construction process following the publication of
the Conservation Zoning Plan due to the zoning decisions contained in the plan. The
transformation process continued in the city until the 2002 revision of the Conservation
Plan. In order to understand the changes that occurred in this process, the year 2002 was
determined as another threshold. The analyses within this year are based on the analyses
conducted in 2000 for the Conservation Development Plan Revision, registration
document issued in 2002, and aerial photographs of 2005. The last threshold date of the
research is the year 2024, when the thesis study was prepared. Various field analyses were
conducted to determine the current status of the site in 2024.

In order to determine the changes in the study area, the region was analyzed under
nine different topics. In this context, the registration status of the buildings in the area,
the cadastral features of the area, the solid-void ratio of the area, landuse, the number of
storeys and construction techniques of the buildings, the lot organization, the maintenance
status of the buildings and the architectural elements they have, and the conservation

zoning plan studies carried out in the area are examined. Within the scope of these
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analyses made in different years, the changes that the region has experienced in different

subjects over time have been clearly revealed.

Table 2.1. Data used in analyses

Years
1930 1975-184 2000-2005 2024
1984 2005
Cadastral 1930 Cadastral Conservation Conservation 2024 Current
Analysis Map Development Development Map
Plan Plan
1981 2002 Current
Registration Registration Registration
. . Documents - Documents - Documents -
Registration
- 1984 2005 2024
Status ) . .
Conservation Conservation Conservation
Development Development Development
Plan Plan Plan
. . 1930 Cadastral 1975 Aerial 2005 Aerial 2024 Current
Solid-Void
Map Photo Photo Map
2000 Kemeralti
1981
1930 Cadastral o Conservation 2024 Site
Landuse Registration .
Map Data Development Analysis
Documents
Plan Revision
1981 2002
Number of | 1981 Registration o o 2024 Site
Registration Registration )
Storey Documents Analysis
Documents Documents
. 1981 2002
Construction | 1981 Registration 2024 Site
Registration Registration
Technique Documents Analysis
Documents Documents
Lot 1930 Cadastral 1975 Aerial 2005 Aerial 2024 Current
Organization Map Photo Photo Map

cont. on the next page
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Table 2.1. Data used in analyses

. 1984 2005 2024
Conservation
Conservation Conservation Conservation
Development
Development Development Development
Plans
Plan Plan Plan
Registration
. Documents
Architectural
(1981-2002-
Elements
2018) - 2024
Site Analysis
Building 2024 Site
Status Analysis
Registration
Interventions Documents
& (1981-2002-
Renovations 2018) - 2024
Site Analysis

Each of the analyses was conducted using different sources depending on the
necessity of the analysis and accessibility (Table 2.1).

e A variety of sources from different years are consulted in order to ascertain the
Block-Lot layouts in the area and the changes. The survey was conducted in four different
years: 1930, 1984, 2005 and 2024.

The first official land registry and cadastral works in Izmir are initiated in 1930,
with the cadastral data being documented on maps. For the analysis of 1930, the first year
of the analysis, 7 different maps of 1930 are obtained from the General Directorate of
Land Registry and Cadastre. These seven maps are then combined to create a single base
map.

In the 1984 analysis, the 1984 Conservation Development Plan was utilized.
Similarly, the 2005 analysis was conducted using the Conservation Development Plan in

force in 2005. Conservation Development Plans are obtained from the archive of Konak
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Municipality. Finally, the analyses conducted in 2024 are made by processing the current
block-lot data on the current map.

The evolution of Block-Lot layouts over time can be discerned from an examination
of the relevant plans. Furthermore, each change to Block-Lot layouts is documented by
the General Directorate of Land Registry and Cadastre. Within these documents, the date
and scope of the change is understood. The documents obtained from the General
Directorate of Land Registry and Cadastre are employed in the analysis.

e The registration documents obtained from the Izmir No. 1 Cultural Heritage
Conservation Regional Board Directorate are utilized in order to ascertain the registration
status of the buildings within the study area. Furthermore, the buildings that are marked
as registered in 1984, 2005 and on the current zoning plans are also taken into
consideration.

¢ In order to determine the changes in the solid/void ratio of the area, the area was
analyzed using the cadastral map of 1930 from General Directorate of Land Registry and
Cadastre, 1975 and 2005 aerial photographs from General Directorate of Mapping and
2024 current map. Aerial photographs obtained from the General Directorate of Mapping
are employed to ascertain the solid-void ratio on Kestelli Street in 1975

In 2005, aerial photographs obtained from the General Directorate of Mapping are
used to determine the solid-void ratio.

e Ground floor and upper floor uses are analyzed in 4 different years, 1930, 1981,
2000 and 2024 in order to determine the functions of the buildings in the area.

In the area survey carried out by the General Directorate of Land Registry and
Cadastre in 1930, a table was kept that listed the ownership and function of each lot. The
data of 1981 was obtained from the registration documents (Izmir No.1 Cultural Heritage
Conservation Regional Board Directorate, 1981). These data are processed on the 1975
aerial photograph and a function map was created. In 2000, Dokuz Eyliil University's City
Planning Department conducted a functional analysis of the area, which was evaluated
over a period of four years (Dokuz Eyliil University, 2002). The data for 2024 was
obtained through surveys and research conducted in the area and processed on the current
map.

¢ The floor heights of the area are obtained from the registration documents of the
registered buildings in 1930 and 1981. It was not possible to reach the floor heights of the
unregistered buildings in 1930 and 1981. In 2000, the studies carried out within the scope
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of the Kemeralt1 Conservation Plan are included in the study (Dokuz Eyliil University,
2002). In 2024, the examinations and analyzes made in the area are recorded on the
current map.

e The construction techniques of the buildings in the area are analyzed in 4 different
years, 1930, 1981, 2002 and 2024, in line with the available sources.

In 1981, during the registration works carried out by Izmir No.1 Cultural Heritage
Conservation Regional Board Directorate, registration documents are prepared for each
registered building. These documents also contain information on the construction
techniques of the registered buildings. From this perspective, the construction techniques
of the buildings registered until 1981 are recorded on the map specific to the year 1981.

In order to ascertain the extent of the impact of the construction techniques
employed in the buildings constructed prior to 1930 and registered in 1981, it was
necessary to include the year 1930 in the map used for the analysis. This was because the
techniques employed would have been the same in both years.

A group of buildings in the area were registered in 2002. The data from the
registration certificates issued in this year were included in the 2002 analysis.

No documentation could be located about the construction techniques of the
unregistered buildings for any given year. However, as the construction dates of the
buildings are known, the buildings that exist today and whose construction techniques are
known are also included in the maps of 1981 and 2002. Furthermore, unregistered
buildings that do not exist today could not be evaluated in the analyses of other years,
except for the current analysis made in 2024.

e For the determination and analysis of the lot organizations in the area, the
cadastral map of 1930 obtained from the General Directorate of Land Registry and
Cadastre, aerial photographs of 1975 and 2005 obtained from the General Directorate of
Mapping and the current map of 2024 are used. Lot organizations are evaluated under 5
sub-headings as only mass, mass with garden, mass with courtyard, annexes and empty
lots.

e A comprehensive field study was conducted to ascertain the architectural
elements of the buildings on Kestelli Street. In the field study, the facades of each building
on Kestelli Street are analyzed and the architectural elements are recorded on the base
map. In addition, the elements on the facades are photographed.

The registration documents obtained from Izmir No.l Cultural Heritage

Conservation Regional Board Directorate are used to determine the architectural elements
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that are lost due to vandalism and openings such as windows and doors that are closed
over time on the facades of the buildings.

The missing architectural elements are identified by comparing the elements on the
facade of the building with the current state of the building as depicted in the building
photographs on the registration documents.

e The current status of the buildings, including their maintenance status and the
modifications and renovations they have undergone, was determined through field
studies. The buildings on Kestelli Street are analyzed one by one, and the modifications
and renovations they underwent are recorded on the maps according to the categories
determined. For the determination of the renovations of the registered buildings, the
registration documents obtained from Izmir No.l Cultural Heritage Conservation
Regional Board Directorate are used. The renovations are determined by comparing the
photographs on the documents with the current state of the building. At the same time,
the maintenance status of the buildings in terms of structure and materials was also

determined.

2.1.2 Site Analysis

The Kestelli District is a historical district located in the City Centre of Izmir, which
contains the historical and cultural values of Izmir (Figure 2.1). Kestelli Street is located
on the periphery of Kemeralti Bazaar, the historical trade center of Izmir, which is still
actively used today (Figure 2.2). The area is a high sloping area located on the foothills
of Kadifekale.

Kestelli Street forms the main axis of the Kestelli District and connects Anafartalar
Street and Ikigesmelik Street in the east-west direction. Given its position between these
two major commercial axes, Kestelli Street experiences a high level of pedestrian and

vehicular traffic.
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Figure 2.1. Konak and Kemeralti in [zmir

(Source: Modified from 2024 current map obtained from Konak Municipality)
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Figure 2.2. Kestelli Region and Kestelli Street in Kemeralti

(Source: Modified from 2024 current map obtained from Konak Municipality)

The boundaries of the study area were defined as the lots along Kestelli Street with
frontage to the street and the buildings within the boundaries of these lots. In this context,

a total of 74 lots were analyzed in the study area, across eight different blocks. The 77
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buildings within these 74 lots were analyzed within the scope of the study boundaries
(Figure 2.5).

The field studies were conducted between November 2023 and May 2024 with the
objective of determining the current condition of Kestelli Street.

In order to lead the analyses, Kestelli Street was first photographed from
Ikigesmelik to Anafartalar in the west direction (Figure 2.6) and from Anafartalar to
Ikigesmelik in the east direction (Figure 2.7) and the building facades were documented.
The street exhibits a diverse architectural character, encompassing historic buildings,
renovated facades, newly constructed structures, unqualified buildings, and neglected

structures on both sides (Figure 2.3).

Figure 2.3. Kestelli Street, 2024

In the field survey, all buildings within the study boundaries are examined in terms
of landuse, number of storey, construction techniques, lot organization and architectural

elements. Within the scope of the field study, it was not possible to enter the interiors of
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the buildings; the buildings were analyzed through their facades. For this reason,
especially analyzes on the use of the upper floors of the buildings were made based on
tradesmen's statements.

For the field studies, 1/1.000 scale area maps are prepared in advance. Physical
analyses are made by marking on the previously prepared maps. These data are then
transferred to digital media. Furthermore, photographic documentation was undertaken

of the facades of buildings on Kestelli Street (Figure 2.4).

(b)
Figure 2.4. A view of Block 2381, Lot 33&34
(a) on Sunday, November 5, 2023 (b) on Friday, May 17, 2024
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2.2 Documentation

The data obtained from different sources are combined on different map bases
according to years (Table 2.2). All analyses prepared with data from 1930 are presented
on the map of 1930. The 1930 map created by combining seven different maps obtained
from the General Directorate of Land Registry and Cadastre (Figure 2.8). Since seven
different maps are prepared by different officers in 1930, there are some differences in

their representations (Figure 2.9).

_ Block 186
Block 184 |7

Block 187
Block 117

Block 119

Block 189 Block 2381 & 3639

Figure 2.8. Creation of the 1930 map

The map prepared for the region, which encompasses the 2381 and 3639 lots,
illustrates the building boundaries within the lot through the use of short scratches visible

within the lot boundaries. In contrast, the maps belonging to other regions depict the
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buildings within the lot, with their interiors colored pink. In order to avoid confusion due
to differences in representation on the map base, the representations are harmonized
during the merging of seven different maps. In order to facilitate a more comprehensive
understanding of the buildings with clearly describe boundaries, the boundaries of the
buildings are delineated from the boundaries of the lots and the interiors of the buildings
are painted pink in accordance with the other maps.

It is stated that the analyses for the 1975-1984 period are made by combining the
data of three different years: 1975, 1981 and 1984. All of these analyses, which are related
to the physical condition of the buildings, are presented on the 1975 aerial photograph. If
the analyses are related to the lots, the Conservation zoning plan of 1984 was employed
as a base for the identification of the lots.

The data for the period between 2000 and 2005 are obtained from sources in three
different years: 2000, 2002 and 2005. Among the analyses conducted during this period,
those indicating the physical condition of the buildings are presented on the aerial
photograph of 2005. The data specific to the lots are processed on the 2005 Conservation
Zoning Plan in order to gain a more nuanced understanding of the lots.

All of the current 2024 data obtained from the field studies are processed and
presented on the 2024 current map. In the analysis of the Conservation Development Plan,
the current Conservation Development Plan of 2024 was used as a base. The current map
was obtained from the archive of Konak Municipality. Any discrepancies observed in the
acquired map are identified through field studies in the field and corrected in accordance

with the current situation.
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Figure 2.9. Examples of individual cadastral maps from 1930 (a) Block 119 (b) Block
184 (c) Block 189 (d) Block 2381 and 3639
(Source: General Directorate of Land Registry and Cadastre, 1930)
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Table 2.2. Map bases used in analyzes

Years
1930 1975-1984 2000-2005 2024
1984 2005
Cadastral Conservation Conservation
Analysis Development | Development
Plan Plan
Registration
Status
Solid-Void 1930 Cadastral 2024 Current
Landuse Map Map
Number of 1975 Aerial 2005 Aerial
Storey Photo Photo
Construction
Technique
Lot
Organization
1984 2005 2024
Conservation
Conservation Conservation Conservation
Development -
Development | Development | Development
Plans
Plan Plan Plan
Architectural
Elements
Building
2024 Current
Status -
Map
Interventions
&
Renovations
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2.3 Evaluation

In the evaluation chapter of the study, the data from different years presented in the
chapter four are analyzed using the comparative method. In 2024, the current data from
the area are compared with the data determined in 1930, 1975 and 2005. This enabled the
changes that Kestelli Street has undergone to be determined. The identified discrepancies
are illustrated using the current map of the area, created in 2024. A separate map is created
to illustrate the changes observed in each of the eight categories examined in the study
over the four different time periods. The changes are processed on this map in a structure-
based manner.

The results of the analyses have enabled the values and problems of Kestelli Street
to be determined. Furthermore, the changes identified in the studied area have been

evaluated in conjunction with their causes and effects.
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CHAPTER 3

IZMIR AND KESTELLI WITHIN THE CONTEXT OF
HISTORY AND PLANNING STUDIES

Kestelli Street, situated in the city center of Izmir, has evolved in conjunction with
the city throughout history and has been significantly influenced by the factors that have
shaped its transformation. This section of the study examines [zmir within the context of
its transformation since its foundation until the present day. The historical events that
have affected Izmir, both economically, socially and in terms of urbanization, have been
identified. Studies and legislation which have played a pivotal role in the evolution of
Izmir and, consequently, Kestelli, have been identified and analyzed. The impact of the
historical developments that have shaped Izmir's growth and the planning studies that

have influenced the study area have been analyzed in a comprehensive manner.

3.1 First Settlements in [zmir

The first settlement in Izmir started 8500 years ago in the Neolithic Period. The first
societies of that period settled in Yesilova Mound on the borders of today's Bornova
district. The prehistoric cultural process of Izmir, which started with Yesilova Mound,
continued with Yassitepe and ipeklikuyu Mound (Derin, 2019). Around 3000 BC, the old
Smyrna, located in today's Bayrakli region, was founded. At the end of the 4th century
BC, the city was transferred to Pagos (Kadifekale) mountain. During this period, a part
of the city was located on Pagos and a large part of it spread towards the harbor in the
plain (Figure 3.1).

When the city center of Izmir was moved from Bayrakli to Kadifekale, the
formation process of today's historical city center began. Agora, Theater, Stadium and

many settlements were formed in this period (Baykara, 1974). During the Roman Period,
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the city of Smyrna started to gain importance and developed its characteristic of being a
trade city (Yilmaz, Yetkin, 2002). In the 5th and 6th centuries AD, Smyrna became one

of the most important cities of Western Anatolia due to its strategic location.
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Figure 3.1. Smyrna Ancient City, Naumann & Kantar, 1943

(Source: Ahmet Piristina City Archive and Museum)

In 1081, the first Turkish sovereignty in [zmir was established thanks to Caka Bey.
Until the 15th century, izmir was ruled by various principalities, especially Aydinogullari.

In 1424, the Ottomans took Izmir under their sovereignty (Beyru, 2011).
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3.2 Izmir in the Ottoman Period

After Izmir came under Ottoman rule, the Liman Kale (Lower Castle) was rebuilt
by Sultan Mehmet II in 1480. In this way, port security was ensured in the city. After the
security was ensured, the settlement in Kadifekale started to spread towards the inner
harbor. Liman Kale, which played an important role for the city during the Ottoman
Period, is not traceable today, but it has found a place in the silhouette of the city with the
engravings of the period. In this way, Luigi Storari included the castle in his city plan
dated 1856. Liman Kale was completely demolished during the coastal landscaping works
carried out at the end of the 19th century.

In addition to the Greek, Armenian and Jewish minorities who settled in Izmir
during the Ottoman period, it is known that foreigners of European origin, called
Levantines or Franks, had been living in Izmir since the 15th century (Beyru, 2011).
According to the first survey book of 1528, there were 224 households in izmir, 31 of
which belonged to Greeks (Site Management Plan, 2022). In the late 16th century, [zmir
developed as a center of trade and commerce due to its strategic location at the crossroads
of the main trade routes and became a center of attraction for settlement. Throughout the
17th century, merchants from various European cities settled in Izmir, leading to a
significant increase in the volume and diversity of the city's population. The new
settlement area was located between today's Basmane district and Ikicesmelik.

It is known that the axis forming Anafartalar Street forms the coastal line of the
Ancient City of Smyrna. This axis, which had preserved its form until then, started to fill
up rapidly as of the end of the 17th century (Figure 3.2). In the late 19th century, the
filling process ended and the historical harbor dock, which dominated the trade of the city
in those years, formed the area where Anafartalar Street and Kemeralt1 Bazaar are located

today (Figure 3.3).
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Figure 3.2. Map of Izmir between the end of the 17th century and the end of the 18th
century, Wolfgang Miiller

(Source: George Poulimenos, 2020)

Plan 3. Stadtgebiet von Izmir zwischen M. 18. Jh. und M. 19. Jh.
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Figure 3.3. Map of Izmir between the Mid-18th century and the mid-19th century,
Wolfgang Miiller

(Source: George Poulimenos, 2020)
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The Kestelli District has continued to be shaped throughout history under the
influence of the settlements spreading towards the harbor since the Ottoman Period and
the commercial activities that played an important role in the development process of the
city of Izmir (Figure 3.4). As evidenced by the historical maps obtained from archival
studies, the earliest known representation of Kestelli Street can be found on maps created
in the late 17th century. (Figure 3.2). During these years, the most intense period of trade
in Izmir, the Kestelli District became a socialize hub of different traditions, languages and
cultures. Each of these civilizations left traces that contribute to the architectural and

cultural heritage of the region.

g Kestel treet

Figure 3.4. Izmir port and surroundings maritime map, drawn by Captain Richard
Copland, 1834
(Source: Ahmet Piristina City Archive and Museum)
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3.3 Development of Izmir and the Kestelli Region In 19.th Century

In the first half of the 19th century, the inner harbor, which was the commercial
center of the city, developed and many of the buildings such as khans, shops and mosques
that are still in use today were built during this period (Figure 3.5). One of the important
spatial-commercial developments that emerged during this period was the expansion of
the bazaar area around the inner harbor towards the non-Muslim neighborhood in the
north of the city in the late 19th century (Site Management Plan, 2022). In 1860, with the
opening of the Izmir-Aydin railway, the first railway line of the Ottoman Empire, and the
construction of the pier between 1867 and 1876, trade in the city gained momentum. The
new transportation infrastructure began to shape the social and spatial life of the city
(Beyru, 2011).

Figure 3.5. Extract from 1836 Thomas Graves map, [zmir Archeology Museum

(Source: Ahmet Piristina City Archive and Museum)
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The 19th century was a century in which Izmir experienced a series of disasters,
including earthquakes and fires, which caused significant damage to the city. It is
documented that the earthquake of 13 November 1856 caused extensive damage to the
city, with numerous houses collapsing in the quake and significant losses being incurred
(Site Management Plan, 2022). In the first half of the 19th century, the fires of 1834, 1841,
1842 and 1845 caused significant damage to the city.

The devastation caused by the fires of 1841 and 1845 was particularly significant.
The first fire destroyed the Jewish Neighborhood, while the second fire damaged the
Armenian Neighborhood and the surrounding area (Beyru, 2011). In response to these
disasters, construction techniques were improved and road widths were increased in the
plans from the second half of the 19th century onwards. It was therefore the intention to

minimize the destruction caused by disasters such as earthquakes and fires.
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Figure 3.6. Plan of Izmir, drawn by Luigi Storari, 1854-1856
(Source: Konak Municipality Archive)
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In the mid-19th century, Storari was commissioned to create a plan of Izmir's city
center, which had been devastated by fires in 1841 and 1845. The plan, completed in
1854, provides a comprehensive and detailed representation of the city's main and side
roads, as well as the lots within the center (Figure 3.6). Furthermore, the plan includes a
list of significant buildings in the area, with their locations indicated by number codes.
This marks the first instance of modern urban planning principles being applied in the
reconstruction of the city following the fire. The plan also includes a grid plan system
designed to increase street widths. A comparison of the Storari plan with the insurance
plans made in 1905 reveals that lot arrangements were made in the last fifty years, and

that the streets became more distinct (Arikan, 2001).
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Figure 3.7. Izmir neighborhoods in the 19th century
(Source: Site Management Plan, 2022)

In the 19th century, the settlement in the city started from the foothills of Kadifekale
and extended along the coast between today's Cumhuriyet Square and Varyant areas.
According to many sources from this period, the foothills of Kadifekale in the south of
the city and its surroundings were settled by Turks. In the mid-19th century, the
neighborhoods of Degirmendagi, Esrefpasa and Kadifekale constituted the boundaries of
Muslim-Turkish settlement in the Ottoman period (Site Management Plan, 2022).
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Between Anafartalar Street and the Turkish Neighborhood was the Jewish Neighborhood,
and just north of it, around the present Basmane Station, were the Armenian
Neighborhoods. Along the shoreline, various commercial establishments were located on
long thin lots, followed by the Frankish neighborhood up to Alsancak. Immediately
behind the coastline was the area where Greeks resided up to the Armenian
neighborhoods (Figure 3.7).

In the Kestelli District, home to Turkish-Jewish neighborhoods, Kestelli Street
served as a dividing marker between the neighborhoods. The area from the west of
Kestelli Street to today's Varyant is composed of Turkish neighborhoods. The area to the
east of the street, between Ikicesmelik Street and Anafartalar Street, is marked as the
Armenian District (Figure 3.8). From the first day of settlement, it is understood that

Kestelli was an area that harbored multicultural life.
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Figure 3.8. Plan of Izmir, drawn by Lamec Saad, 1876
(Source: Konak Municipality Archive)
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The two Turkish Baths on Kestelli Street are also located in the Saad plan and it is
understood that they were built before 1876. Although traces of one of these baths (Block
189, Lot 12) have survived to the present day, the other (Block 187, Lot 61) has
unfortunately not been preserved.

In this process, the housing developments in the Izmir region have evolved into a
type of two-storey row house, accessed from the facade on the street. These houses often
feature asymmetrical facades, wooden bay windows and small-scale back gardens

surrounded by high walls (Cikis, 2009).
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Figure 3.9. Izmir city area before World War I, 1996
(Source: Arife Karadag, 1998)
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Until 1914, it is understood that the settlement on Kestelli Street was mostly
residential. It is understood that commercial activities were carried out in a small area to
the west of the intersection with Anafartalar Street (Karadag, 1998). In the following
years, this commercial overflow from the Kemeralti Bazaar grows and cover a large part

of the area.

3.4 Development of Izmir and the Kestelli Region and Planning Studies
in Republic Period

Following the establishment of the Republic, the growth and development of
modern Turkish cities, including Izmir, were influenced by the conservation principles
that emerged during this period. Urban planning activities were accelerated in order to
facilitate the construction of the modern Turkish capital and other Anatolian cities
(Demirdz & Giighan, 2020). Modern city plans were prepared by European planners with
expertise in urban planning and conservation.

In 1922, the first conservation initiative in the Republican period was the circular
titled "Instruction on Museums and Asar-1 Atika," which was sent to the governorships
by the order of Atatiirk. This instruction is related to museology and excavation works
and does not include a provision on the repair of ancient artefacts (Celebi, 2012).

The Great Fire of Izmir, which began on 13 September 1922 in the Armenian
Neighborhood and continued for three days, represents the most critical turning point in
the urban history of Izmir during the Republican period. The fire caused the destruction
of a large part of the city and resulted in the loss of numerous lives. As reported in the
aftermath of the fire, approximately 20,000 to 25,000 buildings were destroyed, with an
area spanning two and a half kilometers in length and one kilometer in depth along the
coastline also affected (Serge et.al. 2003).

The devastation wrought by the fire on a significant portion of the city prompted a
mass exodus of foreign residents, resulting in a decline in the city's population. In 1924,
the Population Exchange Agreement was signed between Turkiye and Greece, and a
portion of the incoming population settled in the abandoned houses of foreign citizens in

Izmir. Although the country experienced a significant influx of population as a result of
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the population exchange, it was not possible for Izmir to reach its pre-1922 population
during this period. The decline in population also resulted in a reduction in the labour
force, which in turn diminished Izmir's capacity to engage in international trade.

In the aftermath of the fire that devastated a significant portion of the city, the
reconstruction of Izmir became a priority for both the local and central governments. The
initial steps in this regard began with the establishment of the ‘Izmir Reconstruction and
Construction Investigation Company’ in Paris, which was travelling to Paris for the
Lausanne negotiations (Cetin, 2012). In 1924, the company commissioned René Danger
and Raymond Danger to prepare a city plan under the leadership of Henri Prost.

The first plan commissioned by izmir Municipality for the reconstruction of the city
after the proclamation of the Republic was the plan prepared by Rene Danger (Kaftanci,
2000). The plan was finalized and published in 1925, thus providing a framework for the
reconstruction of Izmir, which commenced in 1925 and gained momentum in the 1930s.
The implementation of the plan was not completed until 1935 due to the financial
constraints faced by the municipality (Karadag, 1998). During the implementation phase
of the plan, a new ownership scheme was established and the lots were sold by the
municipality through auctions (Bilsel, 2009).

The plan divides the city into three distinct zones: residential, commercial, and
public buildings (Figure 3.10). On the west side of Kestelli Street, between Anafartalar
Street and 442 Street, all of today's 186 and 187 Blocks are designated for commercial
use. The remaining lots on Kestelli Street are planned for residential purposes, with the
exception of the aforementioned two lots. It is well documented that the exchange of
Thessaloniki, which occurred after the establishment of the Republic, led to a significant
increase in the population of the city. This phenomenon has had a profound impact on the
residential character of the urban plan. The most notable and enduring legacy of the
Danger-Prost plan for Izmir is the Kiiltlirpark. Kiiltlirpark is one of the urban heritages

from the 1930s to the present day and is still in use today as a fairground.

40



Sekil 7. IzMIR KENT PLANI
(Rene DANGER,1925)

e
AT

8
a4

D
NF

“' !‘

?’

Q
=)

Q

@57,

®
i
R
ﬁ@‘

'P

S —
a .‘"'A

W_—{ Alsancak Gart -

g
g

N
"' [ ] "‘

==

- Konut alanlari - Sanayi ve is alanlara - Kamu binalari - Kent ig¢i yesil alanlar

A.KARADAG, 1997

Figure 3.10. 1925 Rene Danger - Henri Prost Izmir city plan diagram, 1997
(Source: Arife Karadag, 1998)

Figure 3.11. Land registry and cadastral maps, Block 187, 1930

(Source: General Directorate of Land Registry and Cadastre)
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In 1930, the first official and planned Land Registry and Cadastre works were
initiated in the city (Figure 3.11). This was followed by the creation of city plans
according to lots and the realization of block lot divisions. Furthermore, the first
documentation and listing studies on historical buildings were initiated within the
Ministry of Culture in 1933 (Zengin, 2010).

During the first half of the 20th century, conservation efforts were ongoing globally.
In this context, the Athens Conference was convened in 1931. The Athens Conference is
regarded as a pivotal event in the evolution of contemporary conservation in Europe. As
a consequence of the 1931 conference, the 'Athens Charter' was published in 1933.

In the scope of the conservation concept, which was just beginning to be defined
during this period, the Athens Charter highlights the importance of preserving qualified
buildings and building groups on a single building scale without demolishing them.
Furthermore, it emphasizes that new buildings to be constructed in historical areas should
not be designed in a manner that imitates existing architectural styles (ICOMOS, 1933).

By the end of the 1930s, it had become evident that the Danger-Prost plan was
inadequate for Izmir. Consequently, the famous French architect Le Corbusier was
commissioned to prepare a new plan for the city (Eylice, 2000). Following his
investigations and studies in Izmir, Le Corbusier presented a city plan proposal in 1949
(Figure 3.12). However, Le Corbusier's master plan scheme's decisions regarding
Kemeralt1 were found to be far away from the understanding of conservation and were
therefore considered to be far from being realistic and applicable (Bilsel, 1999).

Corbusier defined the historical texture in and around Kemeralti as a ‘Deteriorated
region where there is nothing worth preserving except a few monumental buildings' and
proposed an administrative center consisting of high blocks instead of the existing texture
(Temiz, 2001). Rather than a detailed map, the plan is an upper scale sketch study for the
city. Although these plans were found to be unsuitable for the city as a whole and were
not implemented, they exerted a significant influence on subsequent projects for the

Konak district (Eyiice, 2000).
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Figure 3.12. Izmir city plan, drawn by Le Corbusier, 1949
(Source: Ahmet Piristina City Archive and Museum)

The period from the foundation of the Republic until the 1950s saw the most
significant impact of industrialization on Izmir. During this period, [zmir was a port city
with a prominent role in foreign trade. However, from the 1950s onwards, this
commercial capital began to shift towards an industrial focus (Karadag, 1998).
Consequently, the construction of factory and workshop buildings became prevalent in
numerous locations throughout the city, including the Kemeralti area.

In 1930, the renovation and reconstruction works which had gained momentum,
almost came to a halt between 1940 and 1945 due to the economic problems caused by
World War II. With the end of the war, migration started in the 1950s, which caused a
large population increase in the city. Due to the migrations, a rapid urbanization process
occurred in the city. As urbanization and uncontrolled expansion continued, the need for
a new urban plan to control this rapid expansion became apparent. In 1951, therefore,
new steps were taken to prepare a new urban plan.

In 1951, the municipality organized an international planning competition for the
preparation of the new city plan (Eyiice, 2000). The city plan prepared by Kemal Ahmet
Aru, Giindiiz Ozdes and Emin Canbolat was awarded the first prize in the competition.
The plan designated Konak as the city center and decided that all public, commercial and

cultural functions would be concentrated in this area (Figure 3.13). This formed the basis
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of the present Izmir City Centre. Furthermore, the plan included the utilization of the area
as a green space to prevent the formation of squatter settlements in Kadifekale. However,
due to the urbanization rate higher than the planning rate and inadequate supervision, this

area could not escape the increase in squatter settlements (Karadag, 2000).
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Figure 3.13. Izmir city plan, drawn by Kemal Ahmet Aru, Giindiiz Ozdes and Emin
Canpolat, 1951

(Source: Ahmet Piristina City Archive and Museum)

Although the plan includes decisions on the conservation of the existing urban
fabric, it is insufficient for the protection of the buildings. It can be argued that the fact
that there was not yet a legal regulation on the concept of protected areas at the time of
the plan caused the buildings not to be protected and destruction to occur. Furthermore,
after the planning work was completed in 1955, the municipal councils decided to
increase the storey heights. This resulted in the construction of eight- to nine-storey
buildings in the city without changing the boundaries of the Izmir built-up area, which

had been established two centuries prior (Kaftanci, 2000). Consequently, high-rise
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buildings began to emerge in numerous locations throughout Izmir, including Kestelli,
and the Izmir skyline and urban identity began to change irreversibly from 1955 onwards.

In the 1950s, Izmir underwent a rapid process of urbanization as a result of
population growth and migration. Consequently, the 1951 plan devised by Aru, Canpolat
and Ozdes became inadequate in a relatively short period of time, necessitating the
preparation of a new plan. The studies conducted in 1961 resulted in the preparation of
the Bodmer Plan and a plan report comprising 137 articles by Albert Bodmer (Figure
3.14). The plan proposed a number of projects designed to address the issue of slums in
the city. In addition, the existing housing texture was preserved and new housing areas

were envisaged.
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Figure 3.14. Izmir city plan, drawn by Albert Bodmer, 1961

(Source: Kemeralt1 Conservation Development Plan Revision Report, 2002)

In the second half of the 20th century, urbanization increased worldwide in parallel
with Izmir, driven by migration as a result of the spread of industrialization. During this

period, conservation studies were conducted globally, especially in Europe. The "2nd
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International Congress of Architects and Technicians of Historical Monuments" held in
Venice in 1964 marked the advent of a new era in the formation of contemporary
conservation understanding. Within the framework of the published charter, the concept
of monument was redefined and it was mentioned that it was essential to protect the
monuments together with their surroundings and in a permanent manner (ICOMOS,
1964). The Venice Charter was accepted in our country with the decision of GEEAYK
dated 24.09.1967 and numbered 3674. Thus, it became necessary to re-evaluate the
perspective of the cultural heritage in Izmir City Centre, which is at risk of extinction due
to the recent intensive urbanization.

In 1966, the symposium 'Resolutions on the Regeneration of Historic Urban Sites'
held in Czechoslovakia emphasized that conservation work that respects the fundamental
values of historic sites requires limiting urbanization in these areas.

It was stated that historic areas should be protected as a whole, with their squares,
streets, and neighborhoods. It was also decided to raise awareness of conservation in these
areas and to draw attention to the need to integrate new buildings and additions into the
historic environment. Finally, the importance of regular maintenance and monitoring of
the historic environment was emphasized, and it was stated that the necessary financial
resources should be provided by local governments (ICOMOS, 1966).

In 1975, the idea of co-operation for the conservation of the European Architectural
Heritage was adopted at the congress held in Amsterdam. The Declaration defined the
concept of architectural heritage and stated that it encompasses not only monuments and
their surroundings but also all rural and urban areas with historical and cultural value
(ICOMOS, 1975). In addition, it was recognized for the first time in this declaration that
the conservation of architectural heritage is primarily related to urban and regional
planning. As a result, local authorities were encouraged to expand their involvement in
the conservation of historical built environments.

In accordance with the Declaration, financial support for local administrations and
property owners engaged in conservation works has been proposed. Furthermore, in order
to ensure the continuity of conservation efforts, the public should be made aware of the
importance of such activities through various training programs. During the course of
conservation works, it was suggested that architectural heritage should be integrated into
social life, thereby protecting the regions holistically, including their sociocultural
characteristics. Furthermore, it was emphasized that the evolution of the concept of

architectural heritage should be reflected in the protection laws and legislation, and that
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planning laws and architectural heritage protection laws should be considered together
(Ahunbay, 2007).

The Amsterdam Declaration also serves as a foundational document for urban
planning in Izmir, emphasizing a comprehensive and integrated approach to conservation
at the urban scale, rather than focusing on individual buildings. This highlights the
significance of holistic conservation in urban planning, particularly during a period when
the concept of conservation has recently emerged as a key concern in our country and
extensive planning studies have been conducted.

Following the publication of globally recognized statutes, the first Conservation
Law No. 1710 in the history of the Republic was established. Subsequently, the first
comprehensive identification and registration studies were initiated. Large-scale

registration works in the historic city center of [zmir were carried out in the late 1970s

(Site Management Plan, 2022).
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Rapid urbanization in the post-1950s era gave rise to a number of challenges,
particularly in the context of large-scale urban governance. In response, the Turkish
government established a series of specialized agencies within the Ministry of
Development and Housing with the objective of addressing these issues (Altingekig,
1987). The Izmir Metropolitan Planning Bureau (IMPB) was established in 1965 as a
result of these studies. The bureau has carried out various analyses in Izmir since the
beginning of its activities. These studies have revealed that the city center exhibits a dual
structure, comprising the historical area, namely the Kemeralti Region, and the new
business center area, namely the Giimriik and Basmane Region. The dual structure
comprises the concentration of offices, banking, insurance, import and export functions
in the new center, while retail and wholesale units are concentrated in the old center
(Altingekic, 1987). The Master Plan, prepared as a result of the studies carried out by the
bureau, was approved in 1973 and entered into force (Figure 3.15).

The development plan prepared by IMPD in 1973 for an area of approximately
76,000 hectares is regarded as the first comprehensive plan in terms of both the area
covered and the planning methodology applied (Arkon, Giilerman, 1995). The plan
determined that the distinctive characteristics of the Kemeraltt and its architectural
patterns should be preserved and restored due to their historical and cultural value.

In the 1960s, a concentration of industrial settlements occurred on the east-west
axis in Izmir. The Izmir Citywide Master Plan, published in 1968, foresaw the
development of an industrial axis running north-south. However, the necessary public
investments for implementation could not be provided after the plan's publication. In
addition, the implementation of the plan was not possible due to various resource
deficiencies and lack of control mechanisms. Consequently, the plan was revised in 1978,
resulting in the Izmir Citywide Master Plan Revision.

In 1978, the Kemeralt1 region was designated a conservation area by the decision
of the High Council of Heritages and Monuments (GEEAYK)) on 17 November 1978 and
was assigned the designation A-1373. Subsequently, in 1979 and 2002, the boundaries of
the conservation area were extended through the addition of new regions. In 2002, the
status of Kemeralt1 Urban Conservation Area was updated to that of an Urban + 3rd
Degree Archaeological Conservation Area, as a result of a decision by Izmir No. 1
Cultural Heritage Conservation Regional Board Directorate (KVKK) dated 30/01/2002
and numbered 9728 (Site Management Plan, 2022). Kestelli Street is situated within the

boundaries of the Urban Conservation Area (Figure 3.16).
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Following the 1980s, the characteristics of the labour force evolved in response to
developments within the industry. This has resulted in an increase in the working-age
population in Turkiye since the late 1970s (Kamaci, 2012). Consequently, the city of Izmir
experienced a significant influx of migrants during the 1980s. As a consequence of the
aforementioned demographic shifts, industrial zones expanded at a greater rate than
anticipated while slum neighborhoods densifying around these areas. This led to Izmir
undergoing a typical metropolitan city process (Karadag, 1998). However, the fact that
the developments that have occurred have been higher than planned has also brought
along the problems of the metropolitan city. The urbanization process in Izmir continued
rapidly after 1985 and expanded to Menemen in the north, Menderes in the south, Urla in
the west and Kemalpasa in the east.

In addition to the rapid industrialization of the city, Kestelli Street also hosted
businesses operating in the textile and clothing sector from the late 20th century until the
1980s (Tekeli, 2015). As of the 1980s, commercial activities in and around Kemeralti
began to encounter difficulties in responding to the increasing population. Subsequently,
the emergence of alternative bazaars in the expanding periphery of the city led to the
abandonment of the region. This resulted in the loss of the Kestelli Neighborhood’s
commercial identity based on production (Cikis et.al., 2016).

With the Metropolitan Law No. 3030 enacted in 1984, the Izmir Metropolitan
Planning Office was closed down and the planning organization within the ministry was
transferred to the Izmir Metropolitan Municipality (Cansunar, 2011). Furthermore, with
the enactment of the Development Law No. 3194 in 1985, the authority to prepare and
approve 1/5000 and 1/1000 scale implementation development plans was transferred to
municipalities, and all control in the field of planning was transferred to local
governments (Arkon, Giilerman, 1995).

In consequence of the declaration of Kemeralti1 as an Urban Conservation Area in
1978 and the introduction of new legal regulations, it was resolved that a new plan should
be formulated for the protected area (Figure 3.17). Following the initiation of the
aforementioned planning studies, the Kemeraltt and Surroundings Conservation
Development Plan was approved by the Izmir No. 1 Cultural Heritage Conservation
Regional Board Directorate (KVKK) on 27 July 1984. (Kemeralti and Surroundings
Conservation Development Plan Notes, 1984). The purpose of the plan is stated in the
plan notes as "The aim is to conserve the historic structures that embody our cultural

heritage and the distinctive character of the area, to encourage regular commercial
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activity, to enhance transportation infrastructure in the central district, and to develop a
conservation plan that aligns with the existing landuse patterns and can be implemented
as much as possible without the need for a revision plan" (Kemeralt1 and Surroundings

Conservation Development Plan Notes, 1984).
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Figure 3.17. Kemeralt1 and surroundings conservation development plan, 1984,

(Source: Kemeralt and Surroundings Conservation Development Plan Report, 2002)

It is unfortunate that the plan, which was prepared upon the declaration of the region
as a protected area, did not comply with the conservation conditions required by the

protected area. Furthermore, the additional floor rights introduced by the plan encouraged

51



demolition and reconstruction (Kemeralti Conservation Development Plan Revision
Report, 2002).

Instead of planning the area with detailed functions, all residential and commercial
functions are included in the M code. Furthermore, in regions designated with the M code,
the entitlement to construct on the entire lot has been secured, while the stipulation that
the ground floor be devoted to residential use has been revoked. Consequently, new rights
have been established within the commercial zone, facilitating the demolition and
reconstruction of buildings.

Following the initiation of the Kemeraltt Development Plan in 1978, registration
works were initiated in 1981 by izmir KVKK. The majority of the historical buildings in
and around Kemeralti, including Kestelli, were registered during this period.
Furthermore, the development plan required the permission of the ‘Cultural Heritage
Conservation Regional Board Directorate' for all kinds of constructions to be made on the
lot and neighboring lots where the old monument building is located (Kemeralt1 and
Surroundings Conservation Development Plan Notes, 1984). However, the registration
decisions issued from 1981 onwards did not reach the development plan, which had
already commenced work, and could not be fully processed within the plan. This situation
resulted in some registered buildings having to be demolished in accordance with the
plan, particularly due to road widening works (Cetin, 2012).

The plan, which includes Kestelli Street, reveals that adjacent to the two- and three-
storey building blocks, there are building blocks with development rights up to six storeys
(Figure 3.18). This situation was evaluated by the local authorities as an incompatible
element in the urban texture. Furthermore, one of the multi-storey car parks proposed in
the plan, which is currently situated on Balik¢ilar Square, was demolished in 2019,
despite having been implemented subsequent to the plan. Consequently, in light of the
proposed new roads, car parks and high-rise buildings, it was determined that the plan did
not adhere to a conservationist approach, but rather a conventional development plan
methodology (Kemeralti Conservation Development Plan Revision Report, 2002).

In accordance with the recently implemented development plan, the Kemeralti
neighborhood, encompassing Kestelli, has commenced a new construction phase. During
this period, it has been observed that numerous buildings in the area have been
demolished and reconstructed in a manner that accommodates the elevated floors

permitted by the development regulations and the entire lot boundary.
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Figure 3.18. Kestelli Street and surroundings in Kemeralt1 and surrounding

development plan, 1984
(Source: Konak Municipality)

Accordingly, the Izmir No. 1 Cultural Heritage Conservation Regional Board
Directorate, in its decision dated 28 April 1995, requested the revision of the relevant
conservation development plan. The plan was proposed on the grounds that the existing
plan does not sufficiently protect the registered lots and buildings, proposes new
constructions incompatible with the existing lot and building texture, and includes

approaches that encourage vehicle traffic (Cansunar, 2011). The Kemeralti and
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Surrounding Area Conservation Master Plan Revision was completed in 2002. It is stated
by various opinions that until this time, negative practices continued to be implemented
in the area, multi-storey construction occurred in the protected area, and multi-storey car
parks created an incompatible image within the texture and increased the traffic density
in the area.

Following the planning studies, the Convention for the Protection of the
Architectural Heritage of Europe was established in Granada on 3 October 1985. This
convention was accepted in our country with the law numbered 3534 and published in the
Official Gazette dated 20.04.1989 and numbered 20145 (COE, 1994).

Within the scope of the Convention, it is stated that the conservation of architectural
heritage should be recognized as the main element of all kinds of planning policies. It is
also mentioned that inter-institutional co-operation and public participation should be
ensured in conservation processes. The Convention has made it obligatory for the member
states to comply with the articles it contains.

The Washington Regulations were published in 1987, following the European
Convention for the Protection of the Architectural Heritage. The Charter was prepared
with the specific aim of protecting historic urban areas and is based on a holistic
conservation approach. It was created in response to the intense destruction of urban areas
caused by industrialization and the threat to urban identities (ICOMOS, 1987).

It is stated in the articles of the Regulation that the conservation of historical areas
should not be seen only as a physical phenomenon but should be protected as a whole
together with the street textures, building-void relations, construction techniques of the
buildings and their landuse patterns over time. Additionally, the Regulation emphasizes
the importance of interdisciplinary collaboration and public engagement in the
development of conservation plans.

The Charter emphasizes the importance of regular maintenance to ensure the
continuity of the conservation of the historic built environment. It states that new
functions to be given to buildings should primarily aim to protect the area and should be
appropriate to the character of the area. It is stated that new buildings constructed in
historic areas should be built in harmony with the historic fabric, respecting the existing
construction in the area (ICOMOS, 1987). Furthermore, the Charter recognized the
critical importance of integrating conservation with urban planning tools, influencing the
development of subsequent urban conservation studies in Turkiye through interaction

with planning (Demirdz & Giighan, 2020)
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In 1994, the "10th European Conference of Ministers responsible for Regional
Planning (CEMAT)" was organized in Oslo. In the report published at the conference, it
was stated that the urban development taking place in Europe has led to a significant
increase in the population of cities and this has resulted in social pressures. In response,
it was emphasized that all urban development policies should adopt a holistic approach,
focusing on economic, social and environmental issues, and that these policies should be
designed and formulated with the needs of future generations in mind. It was also
suggested that new values and perspectives should be brought into the planning process
and that urban planning should promote sustainable urban development and, if necessary,
aim to bring about a change in people's lifestyles (COE, 1994).

The conference emphasized that the potential of the historic built environment and
existing infrastructure should be used to limit urban sprawl. It was proposed to raise
awareness of the problems of urban life and to inform the public through education (COE,
1994).

In the 20th century, the foundations of conservation and urban planning were
established, and these principles were continued in the 21st century. The initial years of
the 21st century was dedicated to the preparation of revised versions of the zoning plans
that had been developed previously and the implementation of new, upper-scale plans.

In 1984, following the criticism received by the Kemeralt1 and Surrounding Area
Zoning Plan, a revised plan was requested. The requested revised zoning plan was the
subject of further study in the last years of the 20th century, and finally the ‘Kemeralti
Conservation Development Plan Revision' was published in 2002. The most specific
change made in the revised plan is the division of the area into two phases. Given the
considerable extent of the study area encompassed by the plan and the diverse attributes
of the regions within it, it was recommended that the area be planned in two distinct
phases rather than subjected to a single unified plan. The portion of the study area
extending from the coast to Esrefpasa Street has been designated as Stage 1, while the
region extending from the east of Esrefpasa Street to Kadifekale has been designated as

Stage 2 (Figure 3.19).
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Figure 3.19. Kemeralt1 conservation development plan revision area

(Source: Kemeralt1 Conservation Development Plan Revision Report, 2002)

Within the framework of the plan prepared, the aim is to protect and conserve
Kemeralt1 and to consider the Kemeralt1 region as a whole with Agora, Ancient Theatre
and other archaeological sites around it. By establishing a link between the Kemeralti
bazaar and the archaeological sites, the aim is to create a significant axis for urban tourism
(Kemeralt1 Conservation Development Plan Revision Report, 2002).

In the decisions taken for the plan, the elimination of vehicular traffic in Kemeralti
Bazaar was proposed for the first time. In order to address the parking requirements of
the region, it is recommended that the multi-storey car parks in Kemeralt1 be dismantled
and that a high-capacity underground car park be constructed in Konak Square.

In order to implement the objectives of the Plan for archaeological sites, the Izmir
Metropolitan Municipality has prepared the Kadifekale, Theatre and Surroundings
Conservation Development and Survival Project. As a result of the studies carried out
within the scope of the project, new archaeological finds were uncovered and the
boundaries of the protected area in the city were amended by the decision of the izmir
No. 1 KVKK dated 04.11.2004 and numbered 152 (Kemeralt1 Conservation Development
Plan Revision Report, 2002).

56



In 2002, with the Kemeralt1 and Surrounding Area Conservation Master Plan, it was
decided to plan the area in 2 stages, and the 1st Stage works were initiated first. For the
Ist stage planning works, the Department of Urban and Regional Planning, Faculty of
Architecture, Dokuz Eyliil University was assigned by Izmir Konak Municipality. With
the decision dated 28.07.2005 and numbered 732 of izmir Regional Board for the
Protection of Cultural and Natural Assets No. 1, the 1/1000 scale 1st Stage Conservation

Revision Zoning Plan was approved.
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Figure 3.20. Kestelli Street and surroundings in Kemeralt1 and surrounding
development plan, 2005
(Source: Konak Municipality)
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Kemeralt1 Bazaar and Kestelli District are among the first planned areas since they
are included in the 1st Stage (Figure 3.20). Within the framework of the plan, a policy of
revitalization of the area has been adopted and the aim is to reverse the decline of the
Kemeralt1 area into a deteriorated area. In addition, it is objected to preserve the original
building character of Kemeralti and to sustain the commercial-cultural activities in the
area. In line with this objective, analyses have been made in the area and various strategies
have been developed for the problems of the region.

In accordance with the Conservation Development Plan Revision, it is proposed
that the existing residential and commercial uses in and around Kemeralt1 should be
continued by sanitizing the texture. The new buildings to be constructed in the historical
area are described in detail in the plan notes. It is emphasized that the functions that have
been lost in the region should be reinstated in their original locations and preserved.

The objective is to identify specific functions that the municipality will be
responsible for implementing in designated regions within the plan boundaries. For these
designated function zones, it is recommended that the provision of incentives such as tax
reduction, project support and labour assistance for registered buildings should be
considered.

The plan identifies a number of trees in the area that are to be registered. It also
recommends the introduction of ornamental plants and the use of ivy for providing shade
on streets. The aim is to maintain vehicle access in the area during limited hours while
encouraging pedestrian use. In addition, the report proposes the creation of service areas,
including toilets and health centers (Kemeralti Conservation Development Plan Revision
Report, 2002).

In 2007, an area of approximately 210 hectares, including Kemeralt1 and its
surroundings, Kadifekale, the Ancient Theatre, the Agora, the First, Second and Third
Degree Archaeological, Natural and Urban Conservation Areas, was designated as a
"Renewal Area" within the scope of the Law No. 5366 on the ‘Law on the Renovation,
Conservation and Utilization of Historic and Cultural Immovable Assets That Have Been
Worn Out’ with the decision of the Council of Ministers dated 01.10.2007 and numbered
2007/12668.

In 2013, the Izmir Metropolitan Municipality initiated the Izmir History Project
with the objective of rehabilitating and revitalizing the historical city center of Izmir,
Kemeralt1 and its surroundings, as well as the urban and 3rd degree archaeological site

area, from a holistic perspective. The Izmir History Project Centre was established within
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the Historical Environment and Cultural Assets Branch Directorate of the Department of
Studies and Projects of Izmir Metropolitan Municipality for the purpose of in situ project
implementation.

The aims of the Izmir History Project are stated as strengthening [zmir's relationship
with history, developing and rebuilding the memories of Izmir residents in relation to their
city, and preventing and reversing the formation of depressed areas in the project area
(Tekeli, 2018). At the same time, within the scope of the project, solutions have been
proposed for the uncontrolled urbanization of the area, which has become a problem since
the 1950s. The project's objective is to rehabilitate and revitalize the area's residential
functions. Additionally, the aim is to strengthen the trade factor in the city center,
particularly in view of the potential for tourism, and to increase accommodation facilities

in line with this goal.
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Figure 3.21. Izmir History Project sub-regions

(Source: Ilhan Tekeli, 2018)

The study area of the project consists of 252 hectares, including the 'Renewal Area'.

Since each region within the area has different physical characteristics and requires
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different intervention decisions, it is divided into 19 different sub-regions (Tekeli, 2018).
The zoning made in the conservation development plans and neighborhood boundaries
were effective in determining the sub-regions (Figure 3.21). The objective of the project
includes determining the original texture and character of each sub-region and developing
intervention and protection strategies accordingly. To this end, implementation projects
and operational plans for the protection of historical heritage and the revitalization of
social life in the study areas are being developed. As each sub-region requires a separate
detailed study, the operational plans for the study sub-sections are being prepared in
cooperation between different institutions.

Kestelli District, where Ketselli Street is located, has been identified as the 6th Sub-
District within the scope of the project. The 6th Sub-region studies were carried out in
2016 within the Design, Architecture and Urban Studies Application and Research Centre
of Izmir Institute of Technology.

In addition to the ongoing regional planning studies in the area, Article 7 of the
Metropolitan Municipality Law No. 5216, enacted in 2004, assigns metropolitan
municipalities the task of preparing, implementing and enforcing master development
plans in accordance with the environmental layout plans. Furthermore, the law states that
these plans should be prepared within two years following the enactment of the law.
Consequently, the Izmir Urban Regional Master Plan was prepared and came into force
in 2007 (Aysel and Goksu, 2008).

Since the plan was criticized by various institutions after it entered into force, the
plan was revised and the Izmir Urban Region Master Plan Revision was published in
2009.

In 2009, while the planning work was ongoing in Izmir, an expert meeting entitled
"Historic Urban Environment Conservation Challenges and Priorities for Action" was
held in Los Angeles. The meeting emphasized that rapid urbanization in recent years and
modern urban planning in all cities pose a threat to historic urban areas. Accordingly, the
goal was to identify the main challenges facing the conservation of historic settlements
and to understand the impact of these challenges on these cities.

The meeting emphasized the importance of better planning and protection of the
historic fabric, improving practices and supporting professionals in addressing
conservation threats. To this end, it was agreed to identify historic urban environments
and carry out documentation studies in these areas using various methods, and to include

conservation practices in planning processes. It is suggested that historic urban areas
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should be classified according to typologies that define their characteristics and require
different approaches, and then conservation methods should be determined according to
the typologies. It is suggested that good examples of projects for economic development,
tourism and solving local problems should be identified and implemented in pilot areas.
It is also emphasized that the role of local government in the management of historic
urban environments should be recognized and tools, actions and efforts should be
developed.

Subsequently, the conference 'Recommendation on the Historic Urban Landscape'
was organized in Paris in 2011. At the conference, it was stated that rapid and uncontrolled
urbanization has led to social and spatial fragmentation and caused a serious deterioration
in the urban environment. This is particularly due to excessive building density,
monotonous structures, loss of public space and inadequate infrastructure.

It has been mentioned that urban historic heritage is a key element in enhancing the
quality of urban life, promoting social cohesion and economic development. It is
emphasized that the future of humanity depends on the effective planning and
management of urban heritage.

On 14 April 2020, Izmir was included in the UNESCO World Heritage Tentative
List as Izmir Historic Port City. Following the admission to the provisional list, studies
have been initiated with the objective of permanently including Izmir in the UNESCO
World Heritage List. As of 5 May 2020, the Izmir Site Management Plan and the
UNESCO candidacy file studies have started.

In accordance with the protocol signed between the Ministry of Culture and
Tourism and TARKEM within the framework of Additional Article 2 of Law No. 2863
and the relevant Regulation, TARKEM was authorized to prepare the management plan
for the designated area boundaries and the "Nomination File" for the UNESCO World
Heritage List and to establish the Site Management Office (Izmir Historical Port City
Directorate, 2022). In accordance with the aforementioned protocol, the [zmir Historic
Port City Area Presidency was established in March 2021, with the subsequent
implementation of the requisite works.

The boundaries of the area to be studied for nomination were determined through a
process involving the participation of stakeholders (Figure 3.22). Accordingly, Yesilova
Mound and Yassitepe Mound in Bornova district, Old Smyrna in Bayrakli district, the

Ancient City of Smyrna in Konak, the Historical Kemeralt1 Bazaar, Basmane, Kadifekale
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and its surroundings were determined as the management area (Site Management Plan,

2022).
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Figure 3.22. The management area includes the ancient city of Smyrna,
located in the center of Konak District, The Historical Kemeralt1 bazaar,
Basmane, Kadifekale and its surroundings, 2022

(Source: Site Management Plan, 2022)

The purpose of the Site Management Plan is to provide a framework for the holistic
conservation of the natural and cultural heritage values of the Izmir Historical Port City,
enabling spatial planning processes, strengthening the social and economic structure,
developing a visitor management system and risk management, and improving the
management structure. In order to achieve the vision of the Management Plan, 34
objectives under six goals and 558 activities to achieve these goals have been identified
(Site Management Plan, 2022). The planned targets are designed for a five-year period
between 2022 and 2027.

In the areas identified within the framework of the plan, an in-situ evaluation of the
current situation has been conducted, and a detailed analysis of the historical and physical
characteristics of the areas has been carried out. Furthermore, the planning studies and

conservation strategies that have been carried out in these areas have been identified and
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re-evaluated. In accordance with the aforementioned analyses, the values of each study
area and their respective preservation status have been determined. Furthermore, the
principal issues and requirements of each area have been identified. As a consequence of
the analyses and determinations, specific to each study area, the implementation,
protection and monitoring strategies to be carried out in these areas have been designed.
On 29 June 2022, the Area Management Plan was approved and published.

Following the work on the Site Management Plan, the nomination file for the
UNESCO World Heritage List was prepared. A nomination application was submitted for
Izmir based on three criteria, namely criteria (ii), (iii), and (vi) (HPCI, 2023). In
accordance with the UNESCO definition, criterion (ii) is defined as 'exhibit an important
interchange of human values, over a span of time or within a cultural area of the world,
on developments in architecture or technology, monumental arts, town-planning or
landscape design' (UNESCO, 2021). Izmir's multifaceted character is a consequence of
its long-standing trade and migration relations with various cultures throughout history.
Furthermore, it meets this criterion in terms of exhibiting an example of the unique human
values brought about by multiculturalism and related spatial developments.

Criterion (ii1) is 'bear a unique or at least exceptional testimony to a cultural
tradition or to a civilization which is living or which has disappeared'. Izmir has been
nominated for this criterion because it is a unique example of a city that has witnessed the
harbor trade and its development from prehistoric times to the present day.

Criterion (vi) is expressed as 'be directly or tangibly associated with events or living
traditions, with ideas, or with beliefs, with artistic and literary works of outstanding
universal significance' (UNESCO, 2021). The city center of Izmir, which has become a
center of attraction due to its trade culture, which has been maintained with various
communities throughout history, creates an identity unique to Izmir. This unique identity
1s still maintained by the citizens as a living heritage. In this regard, criterion (vi) has been
added to the nomination criteria for Izmir (The Historic Coastal Trading Settlement,
2023).

The UNESCO Nomination file with the name 'The Historic Coastal Trading
Settlement: izmir' was submitted to the Ministry of Culture and Tourism on 15 August

2022 (Izmir Historical Port City Directorate, 2022).
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3.5 Current Status of Kestelli Street

Kestelli Street has been a witness to historical events since the 17th century, when
the first traces of it were discovered, and has survived to the present day. Despite bearing
the traces of the past, Kestelli Street has undergone numerous changes throughout history.
It is renowned for its traditional houses and narrow streets, but the alterations made by
the street's users have resulted in significant transformations. The present-day
significance of Kestelli Street in the urban memory of [zmir is evidenced by its continued
role as a prominent feature of the city's landscape. Over the course of its history, the street
has undergone a multitude of functions and structural changes, reflecting the diverse and
evolving nature of urban life.

These changes in the area have occurred over the years with both the interventions
made by local administrations and the applications made by the users of the area. Kestelli
Street offers a good reflection of these changes that historical city centers have undergone
in history. It is known that the changes and problems experienced in the area are very
similar in the entire [zmir Historic City Centre, including the surrounding areas.

Kestelli Street has the potential to become an important and strategic axis for the
city due to its location. Situated between Anafartalar Street and ikicesmelik Street,
Kestelli Street forms one of the city's principal routes. Additionally, itis situated in close
proximity to Kemeralt1 Bazaar, the oldest and busiest bazaar in Izmir. Kestelli Street, also
known as "Kestelli Yokusu", is situated on a sloping terrain, as the name suggests.

The Kestelli District has historically served as a region that connects the city center
with the Ikicesmelik district, which constitutes the first nucleus of Turkish neighborhoods
in the city. Even today, it is observed that the region continues to be this transition zone.
(Cikis et. al., 2016). Consequently, it has the characteristic of being an area with great
potential for the city in commercial and cultural terms.

Kestelli Street has remained in its original physical form since its earliest
documented history. The first known representation of the street is observed in the plan
of Izmir drawn by Wolfgang Miiller at the end of the 17th century (Figure 3.2). The
present form of Kestelli Street is observed in the 1836 plan of Thomas Graves (Figure
3.5). The street form was depicted in the Storari plan of 1856 and the Goad plan of 1905

and has persisted to the present day in the same form (Figure 3.23). The consistency of
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the street trace throughout history ensures that the most significant factor influencing
physical change remains constant and ceases to be a variable. Consequently, the region
has consistently been delineated by a fixed street, and lot alterations have not been

observed as a consequence of factors such as road alterations.

Preserved Streets - -
1856 (Storari Map)

Preserved Streets -

1905 (Goad Map)

Figure 3. 23 Streets preserved in the same form according to Goad and Storari maps

(Source: Reproduced from Konak Municipality Data)

The Kestelli District, which was home to an important Turkish population
throughout history, is comprised of five distinct neighborhoods: the Kestelli
Neighborhood, the Ugur Neighborhood, the Tan Neighborhood, the Kahraman Mescit
Neighborhood and a portion of the Konak Neighborhood (Figure 3.24). The Kahraman
Mescit Neighborhood is not included in the study area, as it lacks a border with Kestelli
Street. The existing neighborhoods are predominantly commercial in character, and the
population density is relatively low. According to data from the Turkish Statistical
Institute, the population in Kestelli Neighborhood is 57, in Ugur Neighborhood it is 16,
and in Tan Neighborhood it is 87 (TURKSTAT).
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Figure 3.24. Kestelli Region and surrounding neighborhoods
(Source: Seniz Cikis et. al., 2016)

Kestelli Street is situated in a highly centralized location with regard to
transportation. Vehicles entering the area from Esrefpasa Street, which is one of the
primary north-eastern vehicle axes, and from Mustata Kemal Sagil Boulevard in the west,
are transported via 442 Street and Kestelli Street. Furthermore, the street is also used by
large commercial vehicles delivering products to local shops. In addition, the southern
end of Kestelli Street provides access to Anafartalar Street, which is the main pedestrian
route leading to the Kemeralti bazaar. Consequently, the street experiences high levels of
vehicle and pedestrian traffic throughout the day.

In addition to undergoing significant transformations throughout history, Kestelli
Street has retained a considerable degree of its historical and cultural texture, as well as
its potential for further development. The street is characterized by a multitude of
traditional buildings constructed in accordance with the traditional settlement order.
These buildings exhibit architectural characteristics typical of the Levantine and Turkish
populations who were the dominant landowners in the region in the past. In addition to
the historical buildings, the street boasts a diverse building texture, encompassing

numerous structures constructed in different periods and utilizing a variety of materials.
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The buildings are typically situated on the entire lot of land and are arranged in a
continuous, uninterrupted sequence. The number of visible gaps between the buildings is
limited. There is generally no standardized storey height along the street, with the storey
heights of the buildings varying continuously. Among the buildings on the street, there
are also historical buildings in very poor physical condition and even in danger of
collapse.

While this is no longer the case, Kestelli Street has historically been an area with a
mixed commercial and residential function. From the first half of the 20th century until
the 1980s, the street was home to numerous textile and shoe factories and retailers. As
the city expanded, many tradesmen relocated to new commercial centers established on
the periphery, leaving the area to become increasingly derelict. However, the abandoned
shops could be partially filled with different functions at a later date (Tekeli, 2018).

Today, the Kestelli area is an area of mostly abandoned buildings and has lost much
of its commercial vitality in recent years (Cikis et. al., 2016). Most of the houses built in
the 19th century are used as workplaces today. The ground floor of these workplaces
generally serves as a workshop, retailer and wholesaler in the clothing sector. The first
floors of the buildings are generally used as warehouses or remain unoccupied. In
addition to residential buildings, multi-storey business centers located on the street have
also assumed an important commercial role in the clothing sector. Apart from the
commercial functions related to clothing, there is only one educational building, one
bathhouse and one car park on the street. In this respect, it can be said that Kestelli Street
constitutes a very intense wholesale-retail trade axis today.

From the first times of its existence to the present day Kestelli continued to evolve,
adapting to the changing dynamics of the city. Many traditional houses were demolished
to make way for modern buildings and the character of the neighborhood began to change.
The construction of modern buildings and infrastructure has changed the neighborhood's

skyline, while the cultural heritage of the area has been preserved to a limited extent.
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CHAPTER 4

URBAN SETTLEMENT CHARACTERISTICS
OF THE KESTELLI STREET BETWEEN 1923-2024

Kestelli Street is located on the periphery of the city's busiest commercial area. The
street connects Anafartalar and Ikicesmelik Streets, which are among the most important
commercial axes for Izmir. In this way, the street has had an important place in the
commercial life of the city throughout history. Kestelli Street bears the name of the region
in which it is located and is the busiest axis of the region.

The Kestelli area is known for its 19th century traditional houses, narrow streets
and commercial identity (Figure 4.1). Some of the 19th century traditional settlement

layout and narrow streets have been preserved and have survived to the present day.

Figure 4.1. Kestelli Street, 2024
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Today, the Kestelli area is mostly an area of abandoned buildings and has lost much
of its commercial vitality in recent years (Cikis et al., 2016). The majority of the houses
constructed during the 19th century are currently utilized as workplaces. The workplaces
in question serve as clothing wholesalers, secondhand furniture store and leather goods
workshops.

These changes in the area have occurred over the years, both as a result of
interventions by local administrations and the applications made by users of the area.
Kestelli Street offers a good reflection of these changes that historical city centers have
undergone throughout history. It is known that the challenges and issues currently being
faced in the region are similar to those being experienced in the wider Izmir City Centre,
including the surrounding areas. At this juncture, Kestelli Street has been designated as a

representative of the entire historic city center.

4.1 Conservation Decisions

4.1.1 Conservation Development Plans

Conservation Development Plans have been prepared for Izmir in various years. In
accordance with the requirements of the period and the planning strategies in place, the
functions assigned to buildings or areas may be subject to change. According to the
conservation development plans prepared in different years, the planning strategies for
Kestelli Street have also changed. In order to determine this change, the Conservation
Development Plans of 3 years 1984, 2005 and 2024, obtained from Konak Municipality

were analyzed.
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Table 4.1. Buildings in conservation development plans

Type 1984 2005 2024
B-2: Adjoining Building —2 Storey 10 - -
B-3: Adjoining Building —3 Storey 51 - -
B-4: Adjoining Building —4 Storey 5 - -
B-6: Adjoining Building —6 Storey 8 - -
Elementary School 1 - -
K-M2: Hotel Preferred Residential Area — 2 Storey - 7 7
T2: Retail Commercial Area — 2 Storey - 16 16
T3: Retail Commercial Area — 3 Storey - 2 2
T-C3: Commercial Use for Tourism — 3 Storey - 46 39
T-03: Office — 3 Storey - - 6
Socio Cultural Facility - 1 1
Official Facility - 1 1
Special Project Area - - 1
Bath - 1 1

The first of the Conservation Plans was prepared in 1984. The 1984 plan legend
differs from those of the subsequent two years. In this period, the buildings were evaluated
according to their functions without a detailed distinction. In 1984, all buildings within
the study area were classified as 'Housing, bazaar, office building, all kinds of trade,
commercial storage, entertainment, multi-storey car park, service stations, local and
regional public institutions, hotels and motels. Housing cannot be built on the first floor,
one or more of these functions can be carried out on the same lot.' has the letter 'M'
definition. Apart from this, the buildings are planned by grouping according to their
settlement types and floor heights.

In 1984, 10 (13%) of the 75 lots in the area were identified as two-storey adjoining
buildings (Figure 4.2). Generally, these buildings are business centers located in
proximity to Anafartalar Street. In addition, 51 lots (68%) were planned as 3-storey

adjoining buildings. A total of five buildings (6%) are planned as 4-storey adjoining
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buildings, while eight buildings (10%) are planned as six-storey adjoining buildings.
Furthermore, one primary school is indicated in the area (Table 4.1).

In 2005, the Conservation Development Plan legends were amended. According to
the new legend, the buildings are planned in a more defined manner in terms of both floor
heights and functions (Figure 4.3). In 2005, there were 74 lots in the area. Out of 74 lots,
seven (9%) are 2-storey hotel preferred residential area. 16 buildings (20%) were planned
as 2-storey retail commercial area. 2 lots (2%) are planned as 3-storey retail commercial
area. 46 lots in the area are marked as 3-storey commercial buildings for tourism
purposes. In addition, one lot is defined as socio-cultural facility. Also, it is planned to
have one bathhouse and one official facility in the area.

The current 2024 Conservation Plan indicates that 74 lots within the area were
analyzed (Figure 4.4). Among the 74 lots, seven (9%) remain in the plan as a 2-storey
hotel preferred residential area, as determined in 2005. Similarly, 16 lots (20%), which
were planned as 2-storey retail commercial area in 2005, are also included in the current
plan in the same way. A total of 39 lots (52%) in the area are planned as 3-storey
commercial buildings for tourism purposes. Six lots (8%) in Block 184 have been
converted into 3-storey office buildings. In addition, the area in block 184, lot 35 has been
designated as a Special Project Area. Furthermore, it is planned to have one socio-cultural

facility, one official facility, and one bathhouse in the area.
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THE CASE OF KESTELLI STREET
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Figure 4.2. Conservation development plan analysis 1984
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4.1.2. Registration Status

A total of 28 of the buildings in the area are registered, while 40 are unregistered

(Table 4.2). Nineteen of the buildings were registered in 1981 (Figure 4.7). As a

consequence of the ongoing registration studies, three buildings were registered in 2002:
Block 189, Lot 7; Block 3639, Lot 10; and Block 3639, Lot 113 and 21 (Appendix A.1,
Figure 4.5). In 2018, the building on Block 189, Lot 5 and 6 was registered (Appendix
A.2, Figure 4.6).

(b)
Figure 4.5. Registered buildings (a) Block 189, Lot 7, (b) Block 3639, Lot 10, 2002

(Source: Izmir No. 1 Cultural Heritage Conservation Regional Board Directorate, 2002)
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Table 4.2. Registration status
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Total Building Number 28 49

Figure 4.6. Block 189, Lot 5 and 6, 2018

(Source: Izmir No. 1 Cultural Heritage Conservation Regional Board Directorate)
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4.2. Block-Lot Organization

In 1930, a total of seven blocks were identified within the boundaries of the study
area, namely 117, 119, 184, 186, 187, 189 and 192 (Table 4.3). In 1946, Block 192 was
divided into two, namely Block 2381 and 2382 (Appendix B.1, Figure 4.8). Subsequently,
a portion of Block 2381 was separated, resulting in the formation of Block 3639.
Consequently, the number of blocks in the area increased to eight. Following this change,
the number of blocks remained constant at eight until 2024. The blocks are still referred

to by their current names and boundaries today.

Figure 4.8. Block 192, 1930

(Source: General Directorate of Land Registry and Cadastre)
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In 1930, there were four lots in Block 117, six in Block 119, 10 in Block 184, 10 in
Block 186, seven in Block 187, 12 in Block 189, and 30 in Block 192. The total number
of lots is 79. From 1930 until 1984, one lot in the Block 119 was entirely removed, three
lots in the Block 184 were merged, and one lot in the Block 192 was included in the
neighboring lot and cancelled (Figure 4.16).

In 1984, there were four lots in Block 117, five in Block 119, eight in Block 184,
10 in Block 186, seven in Block 187, 12 in Block 189, 17 in Block 2381 and 12 in Block
3639, for a total of 75 lots. By 2005, two lots in Block 184 had been merged, resulting in
a total number of lots that had decreased to 74 (Figure 4.17).

In 2005, there were four lots in Block 117, five in Block 119, seven in Block 184,
10 in Block 186, seven in Block 187, 12 in Block 189, 17 in Block 2381 and 12 in Block
3639. The total number of lots was 74 (Figure 4.18). Given that there has been no change
in the lots in the area between 2005 and 2024, the 2005 data can be considered to be valid
for 2024 (Figure 4.19).

Table 4.3. Number of lots in years

Years

Block 1930 1984 2005 2024
117 4 4 4 4
119 6 5 5 5
184 10 8 7 7
186 13 10 10 10
187 7 7 7 7
189 12 12 12 12
2381 (192) 17 17 17
3639 (192) 30 12 12 12
Total 79 75 74 74

BLOCK 117: In 1930, there were four lots within the borders of Block 117. From
that year until the present, no change has occurred in these lots. The four lots have been

preserved until today with the same name and boundaries.
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BLOCK 119: In 1930, there were six lots within the boundaries of Block 119. In
1984, the Lot 20 on the border of Ikigesmelik Street was completely removed, resulting
in a decrease in the number of lots within the block to five. The remaining lots have
remained unchanged. From 1984 until 2024, there were five lots within the block of 119.

BLOCK 184: In 1930, there were 10 lots within the boundaries of Block 184. Until
1984, Lot 25, 26 and 28 within the Block were merged into a single lot under the name
of 47. The boundaries of Lot 24, where the historical Yusuf Riza Primary School was
located, were narrowed and renamed as Lot 35.

Until 2005, Lots 21 and 22 within the block were combined and reduced to a single
lot as Lot 48. From 2005 until 2024, there was no change within the block. Thus, while
the number of lots within the block was 10 in 1930, this number decreased to eight in
1984 and to seven in 2005.

BLOCK 184, LOT 35: The area, which is now Block 184, Lot 35, was created
by dividing Lot 24 into two as Lots 34 and 35 with the document issued in 1935
(Appendix B.2, Figure 4.9). The type of Lot 24, which was a school, was given as land in

Lot 34 and preserved as a school in Lot 35.

Krokinin tersimine mahsustur
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Figure 4.9. Formation of Block 184, Lot 35, 1935
(Source: General Directorate of Land Registry and Cadastre)
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BLOCK 184, LOT 47: Lot 47 was created by combining three different lots over
the years, later its type changed. In the first cadastral map dated 1930, the area, which
was three separate Lots as 25, 26 and 28, was first divided into two as Lot 26, 45 and 46,
and then with the document issued in 1973, Lot 25, 28, 45 and 46 were combined and Lot
47 were formed (Appendix B.3, Figure 4.10)

With the document issued in 1977, the type of land on Lot 47 was changed from

land to 'S-storey business building including basement and ground floor’.

Kroki yeri

Figure 4.10. Formation of Block 184, Lot 47, 1973
(Source: General Directorate of Land Registry and Cadastre)

BLOCK 184, LOT 48: Lot 48 was created by combining four different lots over
the years, later its type changed. In the cadastral map dated 1930, the area is observed as
four separate lots, namely Lots 20, 21, 22 and 23. In the 2005 document, Lot 22 was
removed, and the area was included within Lot 21. With the document issued in 2006,
Lots 21 and 22 were merged to form Lot 48.

With the 2007 document, the type of area was changed from 'House and two houses

with shops underneath' to '3-storey reinforced concrete building including basement'.
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BLOCK 186: In 1930, there were 13 lots within the Block 186. Between 1930 and
1984, Lot 30 within the block were divided into three distinct lots. Concurrently, six
smaller lots within the block merged to form Lot 40. As a result, the total number of lots
on the block decreased to 10.

Since 1984, there has been no alteration to the lot boundaries or names within the
Block 186.

BLOCK 186, LOTS 33-35-36: Lots 33, 35 and 36 were formed by dividing the
Lot 30 in 1930 into three different lots over the years.

The area on Block 186 where Lots 33, 35 and 36 are located today is observed as a
whole area including Lot 30 on the cadastral map dated 1930. With the document dated
1940, Lot 30 was divided into two lots, Lots 33 and 34. In addition, the four shops located
here were divided into two shops in each lot (Appendix B.4).

In the document issued in 1941 for Lot 34, the lot was divided into two separate
lots, 35 and 36. In addition, the two shops on the area were also distributed as one shop

each.

Figure 4.11. Formation of Lots 35 and 36, 1941

(Source: General Directorate of Land Registry and Cadastre)
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BLOCK 186, LOT 40: Lot 40 were created by the combination of six different
small lots. The area, which is Lot 40 today, consists of many small lots including Lots 21,
22,23, 26,27 and 28 on the cadastral map dated 1930. With the document issued in 1968,
all these lots were merged to form Lot 40 (Appendix B.5, Figure 4.12). All the buildings
on these lots were merged on Lot 40 as 'Coffee house, two rooms, two shops, two stores

and one garage’.

Figure 4.12. Formation of Lot 40, 1968

(Source: General Directorate of Land Registry and Cadastre)

BLOCK 187: In 1930, there were seven lots within the Block's borders. Between
1930 and 1984, two lots within the block underwent a change of name, yet the lot
boundaries remained unaltered.

Following 1984, one lot underwent a change of type, yet aside from this, there has
been no change in the number of lots or boundaries. Since 1984, the existing lots have

been preserved in their original form until the present day.
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BLOCK 187, LOT 61: The Lot 61 on the Block 187 is represented by Lot 52 on
the 1930 map. The 1940 document indicates that Lot 52 was divided into two separate
lots, designated as 60 and 61 (Appendix B.6, Figure 4.13). The types of the divided lots

were preserved as 'shop'.

kemer alti ¢35/ /s,
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Figure 4.13. Dividing Lot 52 Lots into two as Lot 60 and 61, 1940
(Source: General Directorate of Land Registry and Cadastre)

BLOCK 187, LOT 72: Over the years, Lot 72 were initially divided into two
separate lots, which were subsequently merged again, with the borders of each lot being
preserved. In 1998, the lot underwent a change of type.

The area which is now Lot 72 is observed as Lot 1 in the cadastral map dated
1930. In the 1957 dated document, Lot 1 is divided into two separate lots, Lots 68 and 69
(Figure 4.14).
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With the document issued in 1967, Lots 68 and 69 were recombined to form Lot
72 (Appendix B.7).

In 1998, the type of Lot 72 was changed from '12 shops and one bakery outside
and 34 rooms above 21 shops inside the passage' to '2-storey masonry workplace

including ground floor'.

Figure 4.14. Formation of Lot 72, 1967

(Source: General Directorate of Land Registry and Cadastre)

BLOCK 189: In 1930, there were 12 lots within the boundaries of Block 189.
Between 1930 and 1984, two lots merged to form Lot 27. In 1984, the Lot 27 underwent
a change of type. One lot also underwent a name change. Since 1984, the lots within the
block have been in the same boundaries and names until today.

BLOCK 189, LOT 21: The area designated as Lot 21 in the present day has the
same boundaries as Lot 2 on the 1930 Cadastral Map. Since 1984, it is thought that this
area, which is depicted on the maps as Lot 21, was divided into discrete lots between
1930 and 1984 and then reunited with the same boundaries. However, no official

document could be located pertaining to the modification of this lot.
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BLOCK 189, LOT 27: Lot 27 lots were created by the merge of two different lots.
Later, the lot type changed. It is observed that the area where Lot 27 is located today
consists of two lots, namely Lots 1 and 20 on the cadastral map dated 1930. These lots

were first merged into two lots, Lots 24 and 26 (Appendix B.13).
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Figure 4.15. Formation of 27 Lots by combining Lots 24 and 26, 1969
(Source: General Directorate of Land Registry and Cadastre)

Later, with the document issued in 1969, lots 24 and 26 were merged to form lot 27
(Appendix B.8, Figure 4.15). The type of the lots, which were previously land, was
preserved here as land. In 2019, Lot 27 were changed from 'Land and two bags of water'
to '3-storey reinforced concrete workplace'.

BLOCK 2381 and 3639: Block 2381 and Block 3639 were created by dividing a
single block. The areas that today constitute the Blok 2381 and 3639 were marked on the
maps as Block 192 in 1930. In the document issued in 1946, Block 192 was divided into
2 as Block 2381 and 2382. Later, a part of Block 2381 was separated and Block 3639 was
formed.
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4.3. Land Use

In 1930, there were 87 buildings within the boundaries of the study area. A total of

nine different functions were observed on the ground floors of these buildings. 19 percent

of the buildings in the area are used for residential purposes, while the majority, 58 percent

are used as stores (Table 4.4). Therefore, it can be inferred that the ground floors of the

buildings on Kestelli Street are primarily used for commercial purposes.

In addition to these functions, the area also includes two hotels, five bakeries, one

café-restaurant, three schools, one masjid, and two baths.

Table 4.4 Landuse by years

Function

Type

Storey

Ground Floor

First Floor

1930

1981 | 2000

2024

1930

1981 | 2000

2024

Residential
Building

17

3 -

38

13 3

Ruin /
Abandoned

2 9

Undefined

31 6

Commercial

Usage

Store

51

24 19

15

33

Wholesale
Store
(Clothing)

20

Wholesale
Store and
Manufacture

Wholesale
and Retail
Store

18

Khan

Business
Hall

Hotel

2 1

1

Bakery

1 -

cont. on the next page
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Table 4.4 Landuse by years

Café- 1
Restaurant

Manufacture - - 4 - - - 2 -

Storage and
Manufacture
School 3 2 - 1 3 2 - 1

Public .. 1
Usage Religious

Bath 2 |1 -2 o] -

Service Storage

Usage Car Park - - - 1 - - - -

Based on the 1930 distribution of upper floor functions, the upper floors of 38 of
the 87 buildings in the area (%43) were used as residences (Figure 4.37). In 33 (38%) of
the buildings whose ground floors are used as shops, the commercial function continues
same on the upper floors. Six hans continue to operate on the upper floors, along with two
hotels, four bakeries, three schools, one religious building, and one bath.

In 1981, the number of buildings within the study area was determined as 67 (Figure
4.38). The function of 36 of these buildings could be determined according to the data
obtained from the registration documents of the same year and the structures that still
exist today. Since no data could be obtained for the remaining 31 buildings, the functions
of these buildings could not be determined and they are marked as 'undefined' on the map.

A total of 37 buildings in the area have been identified, and of these, only 3 (8%)
ground floors are used as residences. It was determined that 24 of these buildings (65%)
had a commercial function on ground floor. Therefore, commercial use constituted the
majority on the ground floors of the buildings in 1981 (Figure 4.20). In addition to these,
there are four office blocks, one bakery, two schools, and one bath in the area.

Furthermore, two buildings in the area have been abandoned.
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Figure 4.20. Building with commercial function on the ground floor,
Lot 186, Block 29

(Source: Izmir No.1 Cultural Heritage Conservation Regional Board Directorate, 1981)

In 1981, 36 of the surveyed buildings had two or more stories. The upper floor of
13 of these buildings (36%) is used as residential (Figure 4.21). The upper floors of 9
(25%) of the remaining buildings are still in commercial use. In addition to these uses,
four office blocks, one bakery, two schools and one bath continue to function on the upper

floors. In addition, the upper floors of three buildings in the area have been demolished

or abandoned.
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Figure 4.21. Building with residential use in upper floors,
Lot 186, Block 24

(Source: Izmir No.1 Cultural Heritage Conservation Regional Board Directorate, 1981)

In 2000, Dokuz Eyliil University, Faculty of Architecture, Department of Urban and
Regional Planning conducted a study on the distribution of functions in and around
Kemeralt1 within the scope of Kemeralti Conservation Plan Revision. According to this
study, there were 64 buildings in the study area in 2000. The function of six of these
buildings could not be determined. Of the 58 buildings whose function was determined,
seven different functions are observed on the ground floors (Figure 4.39). Out of the total
number of buildings, 62% (36) had commercial functions (Figure 4.22). Among these, 19
were for retail and 17 were for wholesale. Additionally, there were four office blocks, one
café-restaurant, four production facilities, one bathhouse, and three storage areas (Figure
4.23). Furthermore, nine buildings in the area have been demolished or abandoned and

are not in use.
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Figure 4.22. Building with commercial function, Lot 3639, Block 113

(Source: Izmir No.1 Cultural Heritage Conservation Regional Board Directorate, 2002)

Figure 4.23. Bathhouse in Kestelli Street, 2024
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A total of 43 of the 58 buildings whose function can be identified from 2000 have
two or more floors. Three of these buildings (7%) have residential units on their upper
floors. 19 buildings (44%) continue to maintain their commercial function on the upper
floors. Of these, five are for retail sales and 14 are for wholesale. Additionally, eight
buildings have started to use their upper floors as warehouses. In addition to these uses,
there are currently four office blocks, one hotel, two production houses, and one
bathhouse that continue to operate on the upper floors. Additionally, the upper floors of
five buildings in the area have been demolished or abandoned.

According to the surveys conducted in 2024, a total of 77 buildings were identified
within the study area. Within the area, nine different types of use were identified. 59 of
the 77 buildings (83%) have ground floors for commercial use (Figure 4.40). Of these, 15
are retail, 20 are wholesale, mostly textile, six are wholesale and manufacturing, and 18
are wholesale and retail. Additionally, there are 6 office blocks, one hotel, five café-
restaurants, one school, and one parking lot. The ground floor of four buildings in the area
has been demolished or abandoned.

A total of 65 of the 77 buildings examined in the area have two or more floors. The
use of the upper floors in 13 of these 65 buildings could not be identified. Among the 52
buildings whose use was identified, only one upper floor is used as a residence. The
remaining upper floors of nine buildings continue to serve a commercial function, with
three being retail, four being wholesale, and two being wholesale and retail. The most
common use for upper floors is as a warehouse. Out of the 52 buildings, 26 have their
upper floors used as warehouses. Among them, seven have both warehouse and
production functions, while the remaining 19 only serve as warehouses. Additionally,
there are six office blocks, one hotel, and one school operating on upper floors. Eight
buildings in the area have abandoned or demolished upper floors that are not in use.

The analyses demonstrate that Kestelli Street has historically retained its
commercial function as a continuation of Anafartalar Street, which has been its neighbor
since the 1930s. In 1930, the area had a balanced mix of commercial and residential use.
Although the commercial character of the ground floors has been partially preserved until
2024, the residential use on the upper floors has decreased significantly. Instead, the upper
floors of the buildings have become idle and are now being used as warehouses. Many of
the buildings in the area were originally constructed as street-level shops with living
quarters on the upper floors. Currently, the upper floors of these buildings are no longer

inhabited and are instead being used as warehouses.
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4.3.1. Landmarks

The urban environment of Kestelli Street is characterized by a series of notable
points that have come to assume an iconic status, serving as a landmark and contributing
to the street’s distinctive identity. These landmarks have a profound impact on the street’s
perception, influencing how it is experienced and perceived by those who live and visit

there.

4.3.1.1. Historical Istiklal School

Figure 4.24. Students of Historical Istiklal School

(Source: Prof. Dr. Nejat Topguoglu Photograph Archive)

One of the most important buildings on Kestelli Street is the Historical Istiklal
School. The building is located on Block 119, Lot 19 at the intersection of ikicesmelik
Street and Kestelli Street.
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In 1922, the school commenced educational activities under the name ‘Istiklal
Erkek Numune Mektebi’ with four study hall and six classrooms (Figure 4.24). It became
one of the 42 official primary schools opened in Izmir in the 1922-1923 academic year
after the War of Independence (Tarihi Istiklal Okulu, 2021). After the school was closed

in 1974, the building remained derelict until 2016 and was used as a storage depot.

Figure 4.25. Block 119 Lot 19, registration document image, 1981

(Source: Izmir No. 1 Cultural Heritage Conservation Regional Board Directorate, 1981)

The building consists of two floors, ground floor and basement floor. It was built

with masonry system using stone and brick materials. Although the exact date of

98



construction is uncertain, it is understood that the building was built in the 19th century,
as evidenced by its characteristic architectural elements and materials. According to
various sources, the building is known as the Istiklal Primary School and was originally
designed as a school. Although it is uncertain, it is thought that it may have been built as
one of the schools in the Jewish Quarter (Cakmak, 2017). In 1981, the building was
registered by Izmir No. 1 Cultural Heritage Conservation Regional Board Directorate
(Figure 4.25). Upon comparison of the sketch in the registration document with the
existing building lot, it becomes clear that the lot and a portion of the building mass were
abandoned to the road during the widening of Ikigesmelik Street in 1962-63, with the
remaining portion demolished (Cakmak, 2017).

(a) (b)

Figure 4.26. Historical Istiklal School after restoration
(a) Arched Stone Jamb, 2021 (b) Roof Cornices, 2021
(Source: TARKEM Tarihi Kemeralt: Insaat Yat. Tic. A.S. Archive)
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The building is shaped around a small courtyard and consists of a mass giving
facade to Ikicesmelik and Kestelli Street from two sides. Subsequently, an additional mass
was constructed in the early 20th century. In the building, many qualified elements in
terms of architectural value have survived to the present day. It is of great importance to
preserve architectural elements such as arched stone jambs on the entrance door, corner-
cut stones, original shutters and roof cornices, as they represent the distinctive

characteristics of the period during which the building was constructed.

Figure 4.27. Front facade of Historical Istiklal School (a) Additional building before

restoration, 2019 (b) Main building before restoration, 2019 (c) Additional building
after restoration, 2021 (d) Main building after restoration, 2021
(Source: TARKEM Tarihi Kemeralt: Insaat Yat. Tic. A.S. Archive)

The historical Istiklal school was restored in 2019 in collaboration with Konak

Municipality and TARKEM and officially opened for operation in 2021 under the name
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‘KONTAK Innovative Learning Center’. During the restoration process, architectural and
technical projects were prepared by Umart Architecture.

While the building was being restored, the main structure was preserved as it was,
and the extension structure was demolished since it was not possible to preserve and it
damaged the original main structure. The annex structure was rebuilt with modern
techniques using steel construction in the same place.

During the restoration phase, the aim was to make the building functional in
accordance with today's conditions, making the necessary changes using traditional

methods and remaining faithful to the original use and materials.

Figure 4.28. Students in KONTAK Innovative Learning Centre, 2022
(Source: ‘Cimentas ve Kontak’tan 500 Cocuga Yeni Nesil Egitim’, 3 March 2022)

The building has been re-functionalized as an innovative learning center. The aim
of the project is to provide experimental and scientific education, using today's
technology, primarily for children and young people (Figure 4.28). Maintaining the
original educational function and local user benefits were the determining factors in the
re-functionalization phase. In the education center, workshops on astronomy, aeronautics
and space, natural sciences, robotics coding, physics and chemistry, and handicrafts have
been set up, with the aim of bringing children and young people in the region closer to
science.
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4.3.1.2. Civiciler Bath

One of the focal points on the street is the Civiciler Bath located on the east side of
the street, on Block 189, Lot 12. The bath structure was registered by Izmir No. 1 Cultural
Heritage Conservation Regional Board Directorate in 1981. Although the exact date of
construction of this building, called Civiciler Hamam, has not been determined, it is
estimated that it was built between the 16th and 18th centuries. As one of the examples
of Ottoman civil architecture, the building reinforces the atmosphere of a traditional

Turkish neighborhood.

Figure 4.29. Civiciler Bath, Block 189 Lot 12, November 2023

4.3.1.3. Historical Yusuf Riza School

Another building on Kestelli Street that is a landmark in the memory of the people
of Izmir is the Historical Yusuf Riza Primary School. Yusuf Riza Primary School is

remembered for its innovative approach to education and the firsts and innovations it
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brought to Izmir. In addition, the school was of great importance to the city of Izmir in
many ways. It is known that many important names in history were educated here. Until
recently, the school served as a reminder of the city with its modern school building
located in a large garden at 184 block 35 lot. However, due to many unresolved problems
in the building, the decision was taken in 2009 to demolish the building.

The history and story of Yusuf Riza Primary School, from its foundation to its
closure, is of great importance to the memory of the city. Research has been carried out
on various sources in order to determine the brief history of the building and its
importance for the city. In addition, an interview was conducted on 3 May 2024 about the
history of the Historical Yusuf Riza Primary School (Appendix C). The information
contained in this section has been compiled in the light of the information obtained from

the interview.

Ecole privée Darul-lrfan

u'.“f-‘-‘...:);..: Lt

Figure 4.30. Yusuf Riza Bey with his students, before 1929

(Source: Yusuf Riza Diivenci Archive)
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Yusuf Riza Bey, the founder of Yusuf Riza Primary School, was an educator who
brought many innovations and values to Izmir in the field of education (Figure 4.30). He
opened ‘Bedraka-I Irfan’, the first Muslim girls' school in Izmir, on Ismet Inénii Street in
today's Esnaf Seyh Neighborhood. In 1898, he founded ‘Dar'iil irfan’, known today as
Yusuf Riza, which means ‘Gate of Knowledge’. In the year it was founded, ‘Dar'iil Irfan’
became the first co-educational kindergarten in Turkiye (Figure 4.31). It was also the first
school in Izmir where students were taken to school by shuttle bus. In the first years of
its establishment, students were brought to Konak Square by horse-drawn tram from

various parts of Izmir, from where they would walk to the school together accompanied

by the instructors (Appendix C).

(b)

Figure 4.31. Lunch in Historical Yusuf Riza School (a) Kindergarten students
(b) Primary school students

(Source: Yusuf Riza Diivenci Archive)

The first physical education class in Izmir was given by teacher Selim Sirr1 Tarcan
at Yusuf Riza Primary School (Appendix C). Nail Morali, who was a student at the school,
mentioned the elements that the school brought to Izmir: "Yusuf Riza Efendi had brought

innovations to Izmir with the 'Tevzii Miikafat' ceremonies that it organized at the end of
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the school year and had provided exemplary benefits in increasing the demand for

education' (Morali, 2002).

OKULUN TARIHGESI :

1

YUSUF RIZA OKULU bundan 65 fil nce 1898 tarihinde »DARULIRFAN KULTUR YUR
DU+ adiyle rahmetli biytk gitimei YUSUF RIZA Bey tarafindan kuruldu.

BABASINA olan sonsut saygist O'nun  adi yagutmak isteyen Bay Adnan Divene
yeni yaptirilan binaya « UF RIZA+ adim vermigtir,

DARUL'IRFAN, YUSUF RIZA adanyla gorevine devam eden miessese, kurulugundan b
yana Vatana yararlt birgok grenci yetigtirmig, bu da Okulun halk arasinda sevilip ter
cih edilmesine bir sebep teghil etmistir. YUSUF RIZA OKULU gegmigten aldij: bu o
lumlu, yaratics, manevi bir Gin ka < parlak bagd
nlan, buginin hlp\hndll.hnw kuvvet kaynads olmugtur

|

YUSUF RIZA YAYINI : 14 1 d

S
-

(a) (b)
Figure 4.32. Yusuf Riza Primary School in a newspaper article
with its modern building, 1963 (a) West facade (b) East facade

(Source: Yusuf Riza Diivenci Archive)

In 1929, after the death of Yusuf Riza Bey, the name of the school was changed to
"Yusuf Riza Primary School' in order to keep the name of its founder alive. It was also at
this time that the school building was demolished due to various needs and rebuilt as a
modern building (Figure 4.32). After 1929, Mr. Yusuf Riza's son Adnan Diivenci took
over the management of the school. During this period, the first modern shuttle bus in
Izmir was put into operation at Yusuf Riza Primary School (Figure 4.33). Since its

foundation, famous names of great importance in various fields have been students of
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Yusuf Riza School. Adnan Menderes, Siikrii Saragoglu, Goniil Yazar, Thsan Alyanak and

Selim Sirr1 Tarcan were among these students.

Figure 4.33. Yusuf Riza School shuttle

(Source: Yusuf Riza Diivenci Archive)

The various changes that took place in Kestelli Street until the mid-1980s had a
negative impact on Yusuf Riza Primary School. The profile of users in the area has
changed and local tradesmen have been replaced by foreign users. The Kestelli area has
undergone many physical changes with increasing urbanization. Since the educational
activities and the harmony with the environment became quite unsolvable under the
differentiated conditions, it was decided to close the Yusuf Riza Primary School in 1987

(Appendix C).
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After the school was closed, the building was left abandoned for a long period of
15 years. Despite the presence of security guards at the school, the problems of theft and
looting continued to increase day by day. In 2009, it was decided to demolish the Yusuf
Riza Primary School building, which had become a security problem for Kestelli Street
and its neighborhood. In the same year, the building was demolished and temporarily used

as a car park to prevent it from remaining empty and abandoned (Figure 4.34).

o,

[ll

Figure 4. 34. Current status of Block 184, Lot 35, 2024
(Source: TARKEM Tarihi Kemeralt: Insaat Yat. Tic. A.S. Archive)

In 2016, as part of the Izmir History Project, an international office and cultural
complex project was developed for the area where the old school building is located
(Figure 4.35). The project was developed by the owners of Yusuf Riza School and
TARKEM Tarihi Kemeralt1 Insaat Yat. Tic. A.S. and the owners of Yusuf Riza School.
The project covers Lot 35 and 34 in Block 184 used as a service area, which were

previously part of the school lot.
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(b)

Figure 4.35. International Creativity Centre Project (a) General project view

(b) Courtyard view
(Source: Yusuf Riza Offices, 2020)

The project, which has been designed with the concept of an international creativity
center, plans to create a complex where new software and technologies be produced and

education be carried out in cooperation with universities, technology companies and
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institutes (Yusuf Riza Offices, 2020). The aim is to attract a variety of companies and
office users to the area, bringing vitality and diversity to the region. The project includes
interconnected open offices, private offices, service and support units, conference and
meeting rooms and cafes. These functions are connected by positioning them around a
courtyard (Cikis et.al., 2016). In the final period, the architectural projects are prepared
by Studio Evren Basbug. At the same time, lots 184, 34 and 35, which are included in the
project area, have been declared as "Special Project Area" in the zoning plan for

conservation purposes.

4.3.1.4. The Street Entrance with Ivy

The first notable feature of the street is located at the entrance of Kestelli Street
from Anafartalar Street. Here, the upper covering, formed by vines extending to the
intersection with Dr Faik Mubhittin Adam Street, creates the impression of entering a
different area. This upper covering serves as a gateway to Kestelli Street via Anafartalar
Street. The ivy growing on a net stretched across the first floor of the buildings is a typical
canopy form for Kemeralt1 (Figure 4.36).

It is regrettable that the ivy, which was a defining and inviting feature of Kestelli
Street, has withered over time due to a lack of maintenance. The plant, which was unable
to thrive in a healthy manner, was removed in the first months of 2024. In addition, the
net that grew on the ivy was also cut out from the buildings, and the top cover was

completely removed.
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(b)

(c)
Figure 4.36. Ivy at the entrance of Kestelli Street (a) 2011 (Source: Yandex street view)
(b) November 2023 (c) May 2024

110



PHYSICAL TRANSFORMATION OF
HISTORIC BUILT ENVIRONMENT:
THE CASE OF KESTELLI STREET

v S
Preparcd by Gonea Katmer - e : ash-9-8/ N W L i g /4
Supervised by Assoc. Prof. Dr. ENf Ugueba Sagm | ~ —— Z “j"‘n’ wnf’ i ¥

SRR

LANDUSE
ANALYSIS - 1930

LEGEND
H STUDY AREA BORDER

—— PLOT BORDERS

— :l BLOCK BORDERS

| 10 | PLOT NUMBERS
[ 2381 | BLOCK NUMBERS

[ | RESIDENTIAL BUILDING

[ | COMMERCIAL USAGE

S STORE
Kh  KHAN
H  HOTEL

Bk BAKERY
CR CAFE - RESTAURANT

I PUBLIC USAGE

Sc SCHOOL
R RELIGIOUS
B BATH

[ SERVICE USAGE

St STORAGE

OPEN SPACE
- RUIN / ABANDONED

UNIDENTIFIED

MIXED USE

x: GROUND FLOOR FUNCTION
GROUND FLOOR
FUNCTION GROUP

FIRST FLOOR
FUNCTION GROUP

y : FIRST FLOOR FUNCTION

SOURCE

Map: Cadastral Region Map,
1930, General Directorate of
Land Registry and Cadastre
Archive

*  Prepared by Gonca Katmer
by combining cadastral maps
from 1930. — \ o L - / e G ) ;

*  The hatch differences are - ~ _ flaes i i <A A Lol SCALE - 1/1.000
due to the original map. 4 M = ) g = 3 4

Figure 4.37 Landuse analysis 1930



LANDUSE
ANALYSIS - 1981

LEGEND
G STUDY AREA BORDER

f—— PLOT BORDERS
— —1 BLOCK BORDERS
[ 10 | PLOT NUMBERS
(2381 BLOCK NUMBERS

[T ] COMMERCIAL USAGE

S STORE
Kh KHAN
BH  BUSINESS HALL
H HOTEL
Bk BAKERY

I PUBLIC USAGE

Sc SCHOOL
B BATH

[ SERVICE USAGE
St STORAGE

] OPEN SPACE
- RUIN / ABANDONED
UNIDENTIFIED

MIXED USE

% : GROUND FLOOR FUNCTION
GROUND FLOOR
FUNCTION GROUP

FIRST FLOOR
FUNCTION GROUP

y : FIRST FLOOR FUNCTION

SOURCE

Map:Aerial Photo, 1975, Ministry
of National Defense General
Directorate of Maps Archive
1981, Registration Documents,
Izmir No. 1 Cultural Heritage
Preservation Regional Board
Directorate

Figure 4.38 Landuse analysis 1981




PHYSICAL TRANSFORMATION OF
HISTORIC BUILT ENVIRONMENT:
THE CASE OF KESTELLI STREET k

o

Preparcd by Gonca Katmer
Supervised by Assoc. Prof. D, EIf Ugurlu Sain

LANDUSE
ANALYSIS - 2000

LEGEND
G STUDY AREA BORDER [

f——{ PLOT BORDERS

— —1 BLOCK BORDERS

| 10 | PLOT NUMBERS
(2381 BLOCK NUMBERS

[ RESIDENTIAL BUILDING

[ | COMMERCIAL USAGE i

S STORE —
WsC  WHOLESALE STORE (CLOTHING)

WsM  WHOLESALE STORE
AND MANUFACTURE

WsR  WHOLESALE
AND RETAIL STORE

M MANUFACTURE

I PUBLIC USAGE

B BATH

[ SERVICE USAGE
St STORAGE

[ OPEN SPACE
- RUIN / ABANDONED

| UNIDENTIFIED

. MIXED USE

x : GROUND FLOOR FUNCTION
GROUND FLOOR
FUNCTION GROUP

FIRST FLOOR
FUNCTION GROUP

y : FIRST FLOOR FUNCTION

SOURCE

Map: Google Earth Pro, 2005,
Kestelli Street, 38% 25'01.88"
N, 27°08'03.82" E

*  Reinterpreted  From: Landuse  Analysis
(Ground  Floor), 2000, Conservation
Development Plan Revision, Dokuz Eyliil

University, Faculty of

Architecture, Department

J of City and Region E - ’ " \\ AT J &
3 Planning, 2002, [zmir '-'-‘f "

SCALE : 1/1.000

- \“*’: & . -_-. : s o ._:.a. ‘_

Figure 4.39 Landuse analysis 2000



LANDUSE
ANALYSIS - 2024




4.4. Solid-Void

Kestelli Street has always been an area with high building density since the 1930s.
Due to its proximity to the commercial center of the city, the area is intensely used and
this is reflected in the settlement pattern of the area. The buildings along the street are
typically arranged in a contiguous order, with the majority of them fronting Kestelli Street

along the lot (Figure 4.41).

Figure 4.41. Adjacent houses along Kestelli Street,
Block 189, Lot 3,4 and 5, 1981

(Source: Izmir No.1 Cultural Heritage Conservation Regional Board Directorate)
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Since the buildings in the 1930s generally had backyards or courtyards, which led
to the conclusion that the solid-void ratio was lowest during this period compared to other
years. Over time, additional buildings were constructed within these gardens or new
buildings were erected on the entire lot, with the demolition of houses with gardens.
Consequently, it has been observed that the solid-void ratio has consistently increased in

the four periods analyzed from the 1930s to the present day.

Table 4.5. Number of buildings in years

Years
1930 | 1975 | 2005 | 2024
Number of Buildings | 87 67 64 77

In 1930, there were 87 buildings within the boundaries of the study area. By 1975,
this number had decreased to 67. In 2005, the number of buildings was 64. Finally, in
2024, the number of buildings increased to 77 (Table 4.5).

Table 4.6. Solid and void areas

YEARS
TYPE
1930 1975 2005 2024
Solid Area (m?) 10.172 10.587 11.162 12.122
Void Area (m?) 7.850 7.435 6.829 5.900
Solid/Total %56,4 %58,7 %61,9 %67,2

In 1930, the total area of the occupied zone within the boundaries of the study area
was 10.172 m? (Figure 4.44). Of this, 7.850 m? was determined to be void. Accordingly,
the area density in 1930 is calculated as 56.4% (Table 4.6).
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The buildings are typically situated in a continuous alignment along Kestelli Street
(Figure 4.42). It is uncommon for a single building to occupy the entire lot. In general,

the lots exhibit open areas, such as backyards or courtyards.
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Figure 4.42. Houses along Kestelli Street, 1981

(Source: Izmir No. 1 Cultural Heritage Conservation Regional Board Directorate)

The Yusuf Riza Primary School on Block 184 Lot 24 and the Katip Zade Madrasa
on Block 3639 Lot 21 have been constructed in the center of their respective lots, with

the majority of the area designated for garden use. Additionally, there are five buildings
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with large courtyards in the vicinity of the Anafartalar axis of the street. Consequently,
these areas represent a significant proportion of the gaps on Kestelli Street.

The data derived from the aerial photographs from 1975 indicated that 10.587 m?
of the area was solid, while 7.435 m? was void (Figure 4.45). The total density was
calculated as 58.7% (Table 4.6). Over the 45-year period from 1930 to 1975, the area of
the occupied land increased by 414 m?.

During this time, several buildings were demolished and replaced with new ones,
which were generally constructed to cover a larger portion of the lot. In addition, in the
lots with large backyards, additional buildings were built in the garden and thus most of
the empty spaces were filled. As a result, the area of open space in the area decreased,
leading to a significant increase in the solid-void rate.

The data obtained from the aerial photographs from 2005 revealed that there were
11.162 m? of solid area and 6.829 m? of vacant area in 2005 (Figure 4.46). Consequently,
the total density was calculated as 61.9% (Table 4.6). From 1975 to 2005, the occupied
area exhibited a net increase of 574 m?.

It was observed that the new buildings constructed in place of the demolished ones
were generally located on the entire lot. In addition, in these years, the construction of
new buildings in the empty garden areas within the lot continues. Thus, with each passing
year, the occupancy rate in the area is increasing and the green areas that increase the
quality of life are gradually decreasing.

In 2024, the current map was used as a base for the analysis of the solid/void ratio
of Kestelli Street. In 2024, 12.122 m? of the area was occupied, while 5.900 m? was vacant
(Figure 4.47). Consequently, the density of the area was calculated to be 67.2% (Table
4.6). Between the years 2005 and 2024, the area of occupied land increased by 960 m?.

New buildings were constructed on all of the vacant lot area. In addition, in some
of the existing buildings with gardens, the use of open space has been abandoned by

constructing add-on structures that occupy the entire lot within the garden.
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Figure 4.43. Current status of Yusuf Riza Primary School lot,
Block 184, Lot 24, 2024

The demolition of Yusuf Riza Primary School on Block 184, Lot 24 has resulted in
the entire lot becoming a vacant area (Figure 4.43). The lot's size, which is considerable,
contributes to the perception of a low-density rate. Regrettably, this area is the sole open

space on Kestelli Street at present.
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4.5. Lot Organization

Lot organizations in the area were analyzed in four different categories for each
threshold year. The building-lot relationship of the buildings that sit on the lot boundaries
without any gaps is evaluated as 'Only Mass'. Lots with gardens next to the buildings were
evaluated under the title of 'Mass with garden'. If the lot boundaries are surrounded by
buildings and there is a garden between the buildings, these lots are evaluated under the
category of 'Mass with courtyard'. (Figure 4.48). Buildings without any structure on the

lot are processed as 'Empty Lot'.

(a)

(c)

Figure 4.48. Lot organizations

(a) only mass (b) mass with garden (c¢) mass with courtyard
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In 1930, there were 87 buildings in the area. Of these 87 buildings, 32 (36%) are
located in such a way that there are no gaps within the lot boundaries. These lots have
only masses, with no open space. In contrast, 49 buildings (53%) in the area generally
have gardens on the opposite side of the lot facing the street. The buildings are located in
a contiguous order to face the street. The remaining empty areas on the lot constitute the
backyards of these buildings. In six buildings (6%), the garden layout is located in the
center of the building mass. These buildings are categorized as 'Mass with courtyards'.
(Table 4.7, Figure 4.50).

In 1975, there were a total of 67 buildings in the area. 28 of the 67 buildings (41%)
are located within the lot only as a mass. 30 buildings (44%) were masses with a garden.
The number of masses with courtyard in the area was determined as 7 (10%) in 1975.
Furthermore, no buildings were present in 2 lots (3%) during this period. These lots were
completely vacant (Table 4.7, Figure 4.51).

In 2005, there were 64 buildings on Kestelli Street. Of these 64 buildings, 37 (58%)
are located on the whole lot and have a lot layout consisting of only masses. 15 buildings
(23%) have a garden within their lot. The number of masses with courtyards was
determined as 6 (9%). In addition to these, 6 lots (9%) have no buildings in 2005 and the
lots are vacant (Table 4.7, Figure 4.52).

In accordance with the findings of the 2024 analysis, there are 77 buildings in the
area. 58 (75%) of the 77 buildings are buildings with only mass layout. Only 13 (16%) of
the buildings in the area are located in a lot as mass with a garden. The remaining 5
buildings (6%) are categorized as 'Mass with courtyards'. (Table 4.7, Figure 4.53). Since
the demolition of the building on Block 184, Lot 35 in the area in 2009, the lot has been
vacant (Figure. 4.49)
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Figure 4.49. Empty lot example, Block 184, Lot 35

Table 4.7 Lot organization by years

Years
Type
1930 1975 2005 2024

Only Mass 32 28 37 58
Mass With

49 30 15 13

Garden

Mass With

6 7 6 5
Courtyard
Empty Lot - 2 6 1
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4.6. Storey System

The vertical perception created by the buildings along Kestelli Street has undergone
obvious changes at some points over the years.

The data for 1930 was obtained from the registration documents of the buildings in
the area that were registered in 1981, taking into consideration the construction dates of
the buildings. The analysis revealed that all the buildings in the area had two or three
floors in 1930 (Figure 4.57). Additionally, it was recorded that three of them had basement
floors (Figure 4.54).

Figure 4.54. Example of two storey building, Block 2381 Lot 35

(Source: Izmir No.1 Cultural Heritage Conservation Regional Board Directorate, 2002)
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In the 1981 analysis, the buildings that were registered in this year and the buildings
that were constructed in these years and still exist today were analyzed. In this context, a
total of 29 buildings were able to determine the storey height (Figure 4.58). Of the 29
buildings examined, 20 are two-storeyed and six are three-storeyed. This indicates that
the buildings in question typically consist of two or three floors. The most significant
change is the construction of two high-rise business hotels located behind Anafartalar
Street to the north of Kestelli Street. Additionally, the silhouette of Kestelli Street has
undergone a significant change since the 1970s due to the construction of a five-storey
commercial building on Block 184, Lot 47, which is also located on the street (Figure

4.55).

Figure 4.55. Example of five storey building, Block 184 Lot 47, 2024

In 2000, during the analysis studies conducted within the scope of the Kemeralti
Conservation Plan Revision, the ratio of two or three storey buildings observed in the
previous years was mostly preserved (Dokuz Eyliil University, 2002). Additionally, the
number of four-storey buildings increased to two (Figure 4.59). A new six-storey building
was built on Block 189, Lot 21, adjacent to Ikicesmelik Street (Figure 4.56). The number

of high-rise buildings in the region increases to four.

132



Figure 4.56. Example of six storey building, Block 189 Lot 21, 2024

In 2024, the current building heights have continued in a similar way since the early

2000s. Most of the buildings in the area still consist of two-three floors (Figure 4.60). The

use of five and six storey high-rise buildings still continues.

Table 4.8. Storey system by years

Years
fype 1930 | 1981 | 2000 | 2024
1 Storey - - 5 11
1 Storey (Basement + Ground Floor) 1 - - -
2 Storey (Ground Floor + First Floor) 13 17 30 36
2 Storey (Basement + Ground Floor + First Floor) 2 3 3 6
3 Storey 9 6 13 16
4 Storey - - 2 3
5 Storey - 2 2 3
6 Storey - 1 1 2
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4.7. Construction Technique

The construction of the buildings in the area occurred at different time intervals.
Over time, the structures have been damaged and worn out due to environmental factors
and human interventions. In order to determine the condition of the buildings in the area,
the period in which they were built and the maintenance status of the buildings were
analyzed. Since information on the maintenance status of the buildings in the past years
could not be accessed, this analysis could only be carried out in today. However, when
the current maintenance status of the buildings is considered in relation to the year they

were built, it provides insights into the condition of the buildings in the past years.

Table 4.9. Building construction periods

Constructed | Constructed | Constructed | Constructed
Before Between Between Between
1930 1930-1975 | 1975-2005 | 2005-2024
Number of Buildings 34 20 19 19

The construction dates of the buildings on Kestelli Street were determined by
overlapping the Cadastral Map dated 1930, aerial photographs of 1975 and 2005, which
were used in the previous analyses. In 2024, it was determined that 34 (37%) of the
buildings in the area were constructed before 1930. 20 buildings (21%) were built
between 1930 and 1975. 19 (20%) of the buildings were built between 1975 and 2005.
Finally, 19 (20%) buildings are known to have been constructed between 2005 and the
present (Table 4.10).
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A total of 28 of the 87 buildings in the area in 1930 are currently registered. The
construction technique of 23 of these 28 buildings could be identified. Of these, 11 (47%)
were constructed using the masonry construction technique, which is one of the
traditional construction techniques. It is known that 10 buildings (43%) were constructed
using the masonry technique with stone material. Furthermore, 2 buildings (8%) were
constructed using the masonry technique with mixed stone & brick material (Table 4.10,

Figure 4.61).

Figure 4.61. Masonry building example, Block 117 Lot 32, 1981

(Source: Izmir No.1 Cultural Heritage Conservation Regional Board Directorate, 2002)

The data obtained in 1981 revealed that there were 67 buildings in the area. Of

these, the construction technique could be identified in 25 of the 28 registered buildings.

139



12 of the 25 buildings (48%) were constructed with masonry technique (Figure 4.61). 10
buildings (40%) were constructed with masonry technique and stone material. One
building (4%) was constructed with masonry technique and mixed stone & brick material

(Figure 4.62). Additionally, two buildings (8%) were constructed with a wooden structure
(Table 4.10).

Figure 4.62. Stone & brick masonry building example, Block 189, Lot 4

In 2000, the construction technique could be identified in 20 of the 28 registered
buildings out of the 64 buildings found in the area. It is known that 9 of the 20 buildings
(45%) were constructed with the masonry technique. In 8 buildings (40%), the masonry
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technique with stone material was used. In addition, 2 buildings (10%) have a wooden

structure construction system. (Table 4.10, Figure 67).

Figure 4.64. Steel structure example, KONTAK Innovative Learning Center (Historical
Istiklal Elementary School), 2024, Block 119, Lot 19
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In 2024, the current construction technique analyzed in the area. Of the 77 buildings
within the study boundaries, the construction technique of 63 could be determined. The
remaining buildings could not be analyzed due to access limits and restrictions on
building owner permissions. Of the buildings in the area, 29 were constructed using the
masonry technique (46%), while nine were constructed using the masonry technique with
stone material (14%). Two buildings (3%) were constructed with wooden structures.
Consequently, it was determined that 40 (63%) of the buildings in the area were
constructed using traditional techniques. Apart from this, 22 buildings (34%) were built
with reinforced concrete, which is one of the modern construction techniques. One of the

buildings in the area (1%) has steel construction technique (Table 4.10, Figure 4.68).

Table 4.10. Construction techniques

Years
Type
1930 1981 2000 2024
Masonry 11 12 9 29
Mason
Y 10 10 8 9
(Stone)
Traditional Masonry
Construction
Technique (Stone & 2 1 - -
Brick)
Wooden
- 2 2 2
Structure
Reinforced
- - 1 22
Modern Concrete
Construction Steel
Technique ce i i ) {
Structure
Unknown 64 42 47 14
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4.8. Building Status

The conditions of the buildings were evaluated under three headings. Structural
system and materials in good and well-maintained condition were evaluated as 'Good'.
Structures whose structural system is in good condition but whose materials such as
plaster, paint, etc. or architectural elements such as doors, window moldings, etc. are
slightly damaged are evaluated as 'Moderate'. Finally, buildings with both poor structural
system and serious damage to architectural elements and materials were evaluated as
buildings in poor condition. It was not possible to carry out this analysis for buildings that
do not have any street frontage or cannot be entered. These buildings are separately stated

as buildings in unidentified condition.

Table 4.11. Building status
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It has been determined that 29 (31%) of the buildings in the area are included in
the category of buildings in good condition. 37 structures (40%) are in good structural
condition but require minor maintenance. 11 structures (12%) are completely damaged

and in poor condition. The condition of 15 buildings could not be determined (Table 4.11).
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Table 4.12. Buildings status according to construction period
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The maintenance status of the buildings was also analyzed in relation to the year
they were constructed. Accordingly, 12 (35%) of the 34 buildings built before 1930 are
in good condition today. 14 (41%) of these 34 buildings are in moderate condition (Figure
4.69). 7 buildings (20%) are in poor structural and material condition (Figure 4.70). The
condition of one building could not be determined (Table 4.12, Figure 4.75).
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Figure 4.69. Example of a building built before 1930 and in moderate condition,
Block 3639, Lot 8

Figure 4. 70. Example of a building built before 1930 and in poor condition,
Block 184, Lot 5&6
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There are 20 buildings constructed between 1930 and 1975. 4 of these buildings
(20%) are in good condition. 10 buildings (50%) are slightly damaged in terms of material
and architectural elements and in moderate condition (Figure 4.71). Among these 20
buildings, no building in poor structural condition was identified. The condition of six
buildings could not be determined since they could not be observed (Table 4.12, Figure
4.75).

Figure 4.71. Example of a building built between 1930-1975 and in moderate condition,
Block 3639, Lot 130

Figure 4.72. Example of a building built between 1975-2005 and in moderate condition,
Block 2381, Lot 151
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Among the 19 buildings built between 1975 and 2005, 5 (26%) were found to be in
good condition. 8 (42%) structures have minor material damage and in moderate
condition (Figure 4.72). 4 (21%) buildings are in poor structural and material condition
(Figure 4.73). The condition of two buildings could not be determined (Table 4.12, Figure
4.75).

Figure 4.73. Example of a building built between 1975-2005 and in poor condition,
Block 184, Lot 31

8 (42%) of the 19 buildings constructed in the area since 2005 are still in good
condition. 5 (26%) structures are in moderate condition in terms of material (Figure 4.74).
Among these 19 structures, no structure was found to be structurally dangerous and in
poor condition. In addition, since it was not possible to observe 6 buildings, their

condition could not be determined (Table 4.13, Figure 4.75).
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Figure 4.74. Example of a building built between 2005-2024 and in moderate condition
Block 184, Lot 23

152



PHYSICAL TRANSFORMATION OF
HISTORIC BUILT ENVIRONMENT:
THE CASE OF KESTELLI STREET

Prepared by Gonea Katmer
Supervised by Assoc. Prof. Dr. EIf Uguriu Safim

BUILDING PERIODS &
STATUS

LEGEND

e STUDY AREA BORDER
—— PLOT BORDERS
 — — BLOCK BORDERS

PLOT NUMBERS
2381 | BLOCK NUMBERS

D CONSTRUCTED BEFORE 1930
:| CONSTRUCTED
BETWEEN 1930-1975

[ construcTED

BETWEEN 1975-2005

:l CONSTRUCTED

BETWEEN 2005-2024

BUILDING STATUS

7 GOOD (Structural Syst nd
m Materials :E:;d Ci::il::c:n)
m MODERATE (Structural system is in

good condition but materials are
slightly damaged)

W POOR

“ (Structural System and Materials in
Poor Condition)

“| UNIDENTIFIED STATUS

SOURCE

Map: Current Plan, 2024, Konak
Municipality Archive

- Registration Documents, lzmir
No. 1 Cultural Heritage
Preservation Regional Board
Directorate

™

KESTELLI STREET

Figure 4.

. Building status analysis




4.9 Architectural Elements

Kestelli Street has a very diverse texture with historical buildings, reinforced

concrete structures, modern additions and traditional architectural elements. To ascertain

the architectural characteristics of the buildings on the street, a comprehensive on-site

analysis conducted. Within the framework of the analysis, 68 buildings with facades on

Kestelli Street analyzed.

The architectural elements identified currently in-situ were divided into two groups

as 'traditional' and 'modern'. Furthermore, the doors and windows that were formerly

present in the buildings but have been filled and closed with various methods today were

also identified within the scope of the analysis (Figure 4.85).

Table 4.13. Architectural elements
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It was determined that 10 of the 68 buildings examined have a total of 11 bay
windows, two in one of the buildings (Figure 4.76). While seven of these bay windows
are still in place, four of them are completely missing and only traces can be detected

(Table 4.13)

Figure 4.77. Example of a building with wooden shutters, Block 184, Lot 48
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It was determined that two types of shutters with two types of materials, wooden
shutters and metal shutters, were used in the windows of the examined buildings. Metal
window shutters were utilized in eight of the buildings, with four of them exhibiting the
shutters in situ. In contrast, four buildings exhibited the loss of the metal shutters, with
their presence only discernible through the traces left on the buildings (Table 4.13). In six
buildings, the shutters used are wooden (Figure 4.77). In three of these six buildings,
wooden shutters are preserved in situ. In the remaining three buildings, the shutters are
missing.

It was determined that 13 of the analyzed building facades have floor and roof
cornices (Figure 4.78). In 11 buildings, cornices were detected during the on-site
examinations. Apart from this, it is known from the building registration documents that
two buildings in the area had cornices in previous years, but they were considered as

missing because they could not be detected on site (Table 4.13).

fl‘

) 'ﬂ

Figure 4.78. Example of a building with floor and roof cornices, Block 187, Lot 58
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It was observed that seven of the buildings in the area have ornamental details on
their facades (Figure 4.79). The ornaments found in five of these seven buildings were
identified in the field and included in the analysis. However, the ornaments known to be
present in the transition in two buildings could not be seen in situ and were eroded and
lost over time.

In particular, in nine of the registration slips issued for the registered buildings in
the area, it is stated that there is an entrance canopy in the building. However, only two
of these canopies are currently in situ, while the entrance eaves, as stated to be present in
seven buildings, are absent. Additionally, stone jambs are observed on the door and
window edges of six buildings. While stone jambs were identified in five buildings, one

building no longer exhibits this feature.

Figure 4.79. Example of a building with window jamb ornaments, Block 3639, Lot 8

A total of 10 buildings display pilasters on their facades (Figure 4.80). These
pilasters are located on both sides of the entrance door in some buildings and at the corner
points in others. In one building, the pilasters that were known to exist could not be

identified in situ and are considered to be missing. Pilasters are still in place in nine
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buildings. There is an inscription on the facade of three of the buildings in the area. Two

of them are preserved in the building, but one of them is not present (Table 4.13).

B moda feline

@ v teline comat

Figure 4.80. Example of a building with stone pilasters, Block 186, Lot 24

According to the information in the registration documents of the historical building
located on Block 186 Lot 1, there was a fountain on the facade of the building in the past.
The fountain is still located at the corner point of the building. The fountain is made of
marble material with various ornaments on it (Figure 4.81). However, it is determined
that the fountain on the building is no longer functional.

In the 1930 Land registry cadastre maps, it is marked that there are water-wells in
the gardens of six buildings. As a result of the investigations carried out in these six
buildings, it was understood that all the wells were removed and rendered dysfunctional

by methods such as the construction of a building on them or covering them in the garden.
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Figure 4.81. The building with unfunctional fountain, Block 186, Lot 1

Only one of the buildings on the street has an arch element on its facade (Figure
4.82). In 52 of the 68 buildings examined, the advertisement signs of the user shop occupy
the facade. Furthermore, 52 buildings have mechanical shutter systems on doors and shop

windows (Figure 4.83).
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Figure 4.82. Example of a building with arc, Block 2381, Lot 46

A total of 18 external units of air conditioners are mounted on the facade of the
building. The presence of these ventilation systems on the facade has the effect of
disrupting the facade organization of the buildings.

Additionally, it has been observed that ondulin eaves are used on the entrance doors
and roofs of six buildings in the area (Figure 4.84). In 4 buildings, it has been determined
that some doors and windows have been filled and closed for reasons related to security

or usage.
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Figure 4. 83. Example of a building with signboards and mechanical shutter,

Block 189, Lot 3

Figure 4.84. Example of a building with ondulin eave and air conditioning unit, Block

119, Lot 11
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CHAPTER 5

EVALUATION

In this chapter, the changes that the area has undergone in different years have been
analyzed within the framework of its characteristics, and it has been shown how the
different characteristics of the area have changed in the four different periods were
discussed. From 1930 to 2024, the changes that occurred at the scale of individual
buildings and their effects were evaluated. In this context, the cadastral characteristics of
the area, the solid-void ratio of the area, landuse, number of storey and construction
techniques of the buildings, the lot organizations, the interventions and renovations of the

buildings and the studies carried out in the area on the conservation plan analyzed.

5.1. Alterations in Conservation Decisions

A series of conservation development plans have been prepared for the
conservation and planning of Izmir historic city center. The first of these was prepared in
1984. Over time, the social, economic and commercial character of the city has undergone
constant change. In order for the plans prepared for the conservation of the city to be
successful, it is imperative that they be updated to reflect the changing structure of the
city. Consequently, the development plans prepared at different points in time have
undergone modifications to align with the evolving needs of the city. In order to ascertain
the changes experienced by Kestelli Street in terms of planning, the conservation
development plans prepared in 1984, 2005 and 2024 were subjected to analysis.

In conservation development plans, lots are planned on two main components:
function and storey height. For this reason, the changes over the years have been analyzed
in two categories as function and floor height. In the planning studies, four lots have
undergone a change in function from 1984 to 2005. From 2005 to 2024, the functions

planned in one lot have been altered. Concurrently, the floor height was reduced in 13 lots
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between 1984 and 2005. Following this period, there has been no change in the planned
floor heights in the lots on Kestelli Street (Table 5.1).

Table 5.1. Conservation development plan alterations
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In 1984, lots were categorized in a manner that included numerous function
groups. However, since 2005, the functions have been grouped and specified for the lots
in a more specific manner. Furthermore, the functions of the lots have been written on the
lots themselves, with unique functions. For instance, the 2005 Conservation Zoning Plan
specifies that three buildings in Block 119 serve distinct special functions as official
facilities, socio-cultural facilities, and bathhouses.

The most notable planning change on Kestelli Street occurred between 2005 and
2024 on Block 184. The school building on Lot 35, which houses the Historical Yusuf
Riza Primary School, was demolished in 2009. Following the demolition of the school,

the lot was designated a special project area (Figure 5.1).
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Figure 5.1. 2024 Conservation development plan,

Block 184 Lot 35, special project area example
(Source: Konak Municipality, 2024)
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5.2. Evaluation of Block-Lot Organizations

The condition of the lots on Kestelli Street from 1930 to the present day has been
determined by analyses conducted in four different years. The analyses were conducted
in 1930, 1984, 2005 and 2024. According to the analyses made in different years, it was
observed that the lot layout in the area has changed over the years. The documents
obtained from the General Directorate of Land Registry and Cadastre indicate that various

lots were rearranged due to situations such as merge, separation, or boundary changes.

Table 5.2. Lot changes according to years

Lot Changes Between Lot Changes Between
1930-1984 1984-2005
Number of Lots 10 1

The examinations conducted in the area revealed that 10 lots, belonging the
current lot layout in the area in 2024, were formed by changing between 1930 and 1984.
One lot was organized between 1984 and 2005 (Table 5.2, Figure 5.6).

Between the years 1930 and 1984, Lot 20 within the Block 119 area was
completely removed as a consequence of the road widening works on Ikigesmelik Street.
In 1935, the boundaries Lot 24 in the Block 184 area were rearranged, resulting in the
formation of Lot 35. In 1940, Lot 30 on Block 186 was divided into three lots, forming
Lots 33, 35 and 36. In 1968, six different lots merged to form Lot 40.

The initial division of Lot 72 within Block 187 resulted in the formation of two
distinct lots, which were subsequently merged with their original boundaries (Figure 5.3).
In 1940, the division of Lot 52 into Lots 60 and 61 led to the emergence of Lot 61.
Between 1930 and 1984, Lot 21 within Block 189 was divided into separate lots and
reunited with their original boundaries. Block 189 Lot 27 was constituted by the merger

of two lots in 1969.
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Figure 5.3. Division of Block 187, Lot 72 into two separate lots

(Source: General Directorate of Land Registry and Cadastre)

While in 1930 the number of lots in the area was 79, this number decreased to 75
in 1984. Between 1984 and 2005, the Block 184, Lot 48 was formed by the merger of two
distinct lots. In 2007, the lot type was changed (Figure 5.4). In 1998, the building on
Block 187, Lot 72 underwent a change of type (Figure 5.5). While the number of lots in
the area was 75 in 1984, it decreased to 74 in 2005. After 2005, the number of lots in the

area has remained unchanged.

Kroki Yeri

e

Figure 5.4. Block 184, Lot 48 type change, 2007
(Source: General Directorate of Land Registry and Cadastre)
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It was thus determined that the number of lots within the study area decreased from
79 to 74 between the years 1930 and 2024. There was no change in the number or
boundaries of the block. Despite the lack of change in the study boundaries over the years,
the decrease in the number of lots can be attributed to the fact that two or more small lots
in the area were merged to form larger single lots.

It can be posited that the widespread use of larger-scale buildings, a consequence
of evolving socio-economic circumstances and advancements in construction

methodologies over time, has precipitated the current predicament.
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Figure 5.5. Block 187, Lot 72 type change, 1998

(Source: General Directorate of Land Registry and Cadastre)
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Figure 5.6 Cadastral alterations analysis




5.3. Alterations in Landuse

Kestelli Street has consistently been a highly utilized area due to its proximity to
the city's commercial hub. The nature and intensity of use in the area, along with the
evolving user demands, have led to a dynamic evolution in the functions of the buildings.
Consequently, the buildings on Kestelli Street have undergone a multitude of changes in
terms of their use and function over time. In order to ascertain these changes, the building
uses in the area analyzed over a four-year period, spanning from 1930 to 2024. The years
1930, 1981, 2000 and 2024 were selected as representative of the historical evolution of
the area.

Between the years 1930 and 1981, 19 buildings in the area have undergone a change
of function on the ground floor and first floor. Between the years 1981 and 2000, the
function of 12 buildings on the ground floor and 13 buildings on the first floor changed.
Between the years 2000 and 2024, the utilization of the ground floor and first floor of
four buildings changed (Table 5.3).

Table 5.3. Landuse change throughout years
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The function determinations, based on data from four different years, revealed that
the area exhibited four distinct categories of use. Since 1930, buildings with the same
function have been analyzed as "Continues its original function." In the land use analyses,
the functions were examined in four different categories: residential, commercial, public,
and service use.

In the case of the function of a building has undergone a transformation over time,
yet it has retained its original classification, it is evaluated as "Maintains similar function."
Conversely, if the function of the building has undergone a significant shift to a different
category, it is analyzed as "Function completely changed." Furthermore, if the building
has been abandoned and is no longer in use, or if it has been completely demolished, it is

classified as "Ruin or Abandoned" (Figure 5.7).

Figure 5.7. An example of a completely abandoned building, Block 189, Lot 5 and 6

From 1930 to 2024, 23 buildings preserved their ground floor function. The ground
floor of 24 buildings, whose functions have changed, continue to serve their new
functions in accordance with the original use. The remaining 24 buildings have introduced

new uses that are incompatible with their original function, which has resulted in a change
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to the character of the area. Furthermore, four buildings have been demolished or
abandoned and are no longer in use today (Table 5.3).

The upper floors of 14 of the analyzed buildings continue to serve their original
functions as intended. Three buildings have changed function but have been re-
functionalized in a manner compatible with their original design. Unfortunately, 27
buildings are still in use in a manner incompatible with their original function. In addition,
eight buildings have abandoned upper floors that are not currently in use.

In 1930, Kestelli Street was a multifaceted area with a combination of residential
and commercial functions, as well as several public buildings including schools, masjids
and public baths.

Currently, the residential use in the area has been entirely abandoned. The public
use is limited to two buildings: one is an old public bath, while the other is the restored
and re-functionalized Historical Istikal School. The evolution of Izmir's trade and tourism

sector has resulted in the transformation of the buildings into commercial functions.
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Figure 5.8. Example of a building as wholesale store
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It is understood that the commercial use in the area has increased, particularly after
1981. After 2000 and subsequently, it was determined that the commercial use was
predominantly in the textile wholesale sector (Figure 5.8). Regrettably, the commercial
potential of the area is not optimally exploited due to the wholesale-oriented commercial
use. As the shops in the area only sell wholesale through companies, they do not appeal
to the daily visitors of Kemeralt1 Bazaar. This situation results in the area being deprived
of the status of a commercial destination.

The lack of active user circulation in the buildings results in the lack of access to
the first floors of the buildings. Since the shop owners do not require access to the upper
floors, only the ground floors are actively used. This situation has resulted in the first
floors of the buildings being used as warehouses for the stores or completely abandoned
(Figure 5.9). The lack of active use on the first floors causes the buildings to be neglected
and worn out over time. The lack of active use of the upper floors of the buildings has
resulted in the potential of the area being ignored. This has led to Kestelli Street becoming
isolated from the urban users, particularly given that the first floors of the buildings in the

area are completely closed to the entrance of the daily urban users.

Figure 5.9. Example of a building with abandoned upper floors,
Block 117, Lot 32 and 33
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Figure 5.10. Vehicle traffic on The Kestelli Street

Furthermore, the delivery of goods to wholesale stores must be conducted by large
vehicles. The area of Kestelli Street is unsuitable for the passage of such vehicles due to
its location and physical characteristics. The continuous passage of vehicles in narrow
streets causes an intense vehicle traffic and congestion in the area, which also prevents

pedestrian passage (Figure 5.10).

178



ALTERATION
BETWEEN 1930-2024

LEGEND

e STUDY AREA BORDER
—— PLOT BORDERS

— — BLOCK BORDERS
PLOT NUMBERS

{Ground Floor) {First Floor)

SOURCE

Map: Current Plan, 2024, Konak
Municipality Archive




5.4. Evaluation of Solid Void Ratio

The Kestelli District has consistently been a highly indemand area throughout
history, due to its location on the periphery of Izmir's trade center. Consequently, the
results of the numerous analyses conducted in the area since 1930 indicate that Kestelli
Street has been a densely populated area since the early years of the Republic.

Since 1930, the changing economy, commercial and social living conditions have
been the factors that have changed the settlement pattern of the region. The settlement
density on Kestelli Street analyzed in 4 years, 1930, 1975, 2005 and 2024, and its change
was determined. The total area of the study area, as defined by the boundaries included
in the analysis, is 18.022 m?. Of this total, the built environment constitutes 12.122 m?
(67%).

Of the 12.122 m? of built environment in the area, 8.893 m? (73%) consists of areas
that have been solid since 1930. Between 1930 and 1975, the amount of solid area in the
area increased by 2.235 m? (18%), with the addition of new buildings or new buildings
built in the place of demolished buildings. Between 1975 and 2005, the amount of new
occupied area increased by 468 m? (4%). From 2005 to the present day, the amount of
occupied area increased by 526 m? (4%) and reached the current occupied area of 12.122
m? (Figure 5.12).

The results of the examinations conducted in the area indicate that the majority
(73%) of the residential areas on Kestelli Street have been present in the area since the
early years of the Republic. The demand for the area has increased in line with changing
economic conditions and an expanding population over time. Since 1930, the settlement

density on Kestelli Street has continued to increase.
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Figure 5.12. Solid void ratio
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Figure 5.13. Density by year

181



In 1930, the occupancy rate in the area was %56.4, which increased by %2.3 to
%358.7 in 1975. From 2005 to 2024, the occupancy rate increased by a further %3.2,
reaching a level of %61.9. From 2005 to 2024, the occupancy rate increased by %5.3,
resulting in a total occupancy rate of %67.2. Over the 94-year period from 1930 to 2024,
a total of 1.949 m? of space was constructed on the lots located on Kestelli Street, resulting
in a 10.8% increase in the total occupancy rate (Figure 5.13).

From 1930 to the present day, it is clearly observed that the lots on Kestelli Street
are larger near Anafartalar Street and become smaller as one moves towards ikigesmelik
Street. This can be attributed to the fact that there are usually hans with commercial
functions near Anafartalar Street, which is a commercial axis, while smaller residential
buildings are generally located on the continuation of the street.

When the settlements are analyzed on a lot basis, it is observed that in 1930, all of
the lots in the area had buildings and there was no empty area among the lots. This
situation has of course varied over time. For example, in 1975, the buildings on five of
the lots in the area were demolished and the lots were empty land. In 2005, the same
situation is valid for nine lots. In 2024, one lot is entirely empty land.

Between 1930 and 2005, although the number of empty lots increased in
conjunction with the demolition of buildings, there was no decrease in settlement density.
This situation is evidently related to the simultaneous change in lot organization. Despite
a decrease in the number of lots with buildings on them, the amount of occupied area has
increased. This is due to the fact that the lots, which were typically arranged with gardens
in 1930, were replaced by the arrangement of the masses to fill the entire lot (Figure 5.14).
Since this settlement concept continued to increase until 2024, the occupancy rate in the

area has continued and will continue to increase gradually.
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5.5. Alterations in Lot Organization

The configuration of buildings within a lots on Kestelli Street has undergone
significant changes over time. These changes can be attributed to a number of factors,
including the construction of new buildings in place of demolished structures, the division
or consolidation of lots, and the addition of new structures to existing buildings in the
garden. To assess these changes, the configuration of the lot analyzed from 1930 to 2024
(Figure 5.18).

In evaluating the originality of the land layout, the layout of the first known building
on the existing lot is taken as the original. Of the 74 lots in the area, 42 (57%) have
maintained the original building-lot layout relationship since 1930. In 28 lots (21%) in
the area, the settlement of the building with a garden within the land has been transformed
into a lot where only the mass is located within the lot. In contrast, one lot has been
transformed from a settlement with a courtyard to a settlement where only the mass is
located in the lot. In three cases, while the buildings were situated in an area with a garden,
the lot has evolved into a courtyard typology, with the space between the buildings

constructed in the garden over time (Table 5.4).

Table 5.4. Transformation of lot organizations
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In 1930, it was observed that narrow and small lots were generally only mass

settlements, while garden settlements were preferred in larger lots with sufficient area on
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a square meter basis. 28 (87%) of the 32 lots whose land layout has changed in the period
until 2024 constitute the transformation of the mass with garden into a only mass
settlement (Figure 5.15). This phenomenon can be attributed to the construction of
additional structures on the grounds of existing garden houses, which has resulted in the
complete occupation of the land. Furthermore, the replacement structures have been

erected on the entire lot, eliminating any remaining open space.

Figure 5.15. Lot organization changed mass with garden to only mass,
Block 189, Lots 3 and 4
(a) 2005 Lot Organization Analysis (Figure 5.18)
(b) 2024 Lot Organization Analysis (Figure 5.18)

Rarely, additional buildings built in the garden were placed on the land with a
courtyard in the center between the buildings (Figure 5.16). In such cases, the site has

been converted into a mass with courtyard layout (Figure 5.17).

185



! —
| g NEWEGH

Imalat Toptan ve Perakende

o

)

Figure 5.16. Example of a transformation of lot organization from mass with garden to

mass with courtyard, Block 189, Lot 11

(a) (b)
Figure 5.17. Lot organization changed mass with garden to mass with courtyard
Block 189, Lot 11
(a) 2005 Lot Organization Analysis (Figure 5.18)
(b) 2024 Lot Organization Analysis (Figure 5.18)
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5.6. Alterations in Storey System

Kestelli Street presents a silhouette with a variety of storey heights with the
buildings on it in the last hundred years. Since 1930, the street has generally had a
settlement with two or three storey buildings. After the 1980s, five and six storey
buildings began to appear alongside this silhouette.

The vertical silhouette of Kestelli Street has undergone a series of changes over
time, with the construction of new buildings replacing those that have been demolished
in the area. In order to determine these changes, floor height analyses conducted in 1930,
1981, 2000 and 2024 were compared (Figure 5.24). Over time, some buildings have
retained their original storey heights, while others have been constructed as high-rise
buildings that are incompatible with their surroundings. From 1930 to 2024, no examples
of buildings in the area with decreasing storey heights were identified. Buildings whose
original floor heights could not be determined when they were first constructed could not

be included in the comparison.

Table 5.5. Number of storey change throughout years
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The number of buildings that preserved their original floor height from 1930 to
2024 is 35. Eight buildings were built high-rise, incompatible with the previous original
floor height. Three of them were built until 1981, three of them were built until 2000, and
two were built between 2000 and 2024. Since data could not be found for 32 buildings
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within the field study boundaries, original floor heights could not be determined (Table
5.5).

It is notable that these high-rise buildings do not align with the surrounding area
in accordance with the Kemeralt1 1st Stage Conservation Development Plan Revision,
which was enacted in 2005 (Figure 5.19). A total of 11 buildings within the boundaries of
the study area are incompatible with the floor heights specified in the development plan

(Figure 5.20).
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Figure 5.19. Floor heights incompatible with the conservation development plan, 2016
(Source: Seniz Cikis et. al., 2016)
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Figure 5.20. An example of a building with floor height incompatible with the

conservation development plan, Block 187, Lot 58

One of the buildings with incompatible storey heights and disrupting the silhouette
of the area is a pair of buildings constructed at the entrance of Kestelli Street in the
direction of Anafartalar Street. These buildings are located on Block 2381, Lots 142 and
143 (Figure 5.20). The buildings constructed until 1981 are five storeys high. The

buildings along Kestelli Street were generally constructed as two or three storeys.

(a) (b)
Figure 5.21. Example of a buildings with floor height incompatible with the

conservation development plan
(a) Block 2381, Lot 142
(b) Block 2381, Lot 143
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The neighborhood of Lots 142 and 143 is characterized by two-storey buildings. In
addition, the buildings along Anafartalar Street, where the buildings were neighboring,
were one or two storeys high. Consequently, the five-storey heights of the buildings built
on Lots 142 and 143 create incompatibility with the environment.

The current 2024 Conservation Development Plan designates the area of Block
2381, including Lots 142 and 143, as '"T3', or 3-storey retail trade. Consequently, both
buildings have become incompatible with the current development plan.

The Block 184, Lot 47, commonly referred to as the Kestelli Business Center, was
constructed in the 1970s as a six-storey building (Figure 5.21). Consequently, the visual
profile of two to three storey structures along the street has undergone a significant
transformation. In addition, this building blocks the view of the Historical Yusuf Riza

Primary School behind it and prevents the building from being seen from the street.

Figure 5.22. Example of a buildings with floor height incompatible with the

conservation development plan, Block 184, Lot 47

Under the 1984 Conservation Development Plan, the whole of Block 184 is zoned
'B-3' as three-storey adjacent building. In addition, the current 2024 Conservation
Development Plan designates the same area as "TO-3', as three-storey office building. In
this state, the Kestelli Business Center is not only incompatible with the development
plan, but also has a disturbing quality in the area as it is not in harmony with the

surrounding buildings.
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Figure 5.23.Example of a buildings with floor height incompatible with the

conservation development plan, Block 189, Lot 21

The building on Block 189, Lot 21 was also built in conflict with the zoning plan
(Figure 5.23). Lot 21, built between 1981 and 2000, is required to comply with the 1984
conservation plan. According to this plan, Lot 21 is defined as 'B-4', as four-storey
adjacent building, but Lot 21 was built as a 6-storey hotel building. In addition, the status
of the area has been changed in the updated zoning plans as "T-C3' and the appropriate
floor height has been reduced to three storey.

The buildings constructed along Kestelli Street, which do not implement the zoning
plan to which they are attached, create a state of incompatibility with their surroundings.
These buildings cause the vertical scale of the area to deteriorate and disrupt the user

perception.
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5.7. Alterations in Construction Technique

The construction techniques observed in the buildings on Kestelli Street have varied
throughout history. The new buildings constructed in the locations of the demolished
buildings on the street have been built using the most recent technologies. In order to
ascertain the variations in construction techniques, the buildings in the area analyzed over
a four-year period (Figure 5.26). The years 1930, 1981, 2000 and 2024 were selected for
analysis. In these years, the construction techniques could only be provided in registered
buildings, since no other records indicating the construction techniques of the buildings
other than the registration slips belonging to the registered buildings could be reached. In

2024, the construction techniques of the current buildings could be determined through

field studies.
Table 5.6. Alterations of construction techniques
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In evaluating the changes in construction techniques observed in the area, the
construction technique of the first known building on the lot where the current buildings
are located was taken as a basis. Accordingly, 41 (53%) of the 77 buildings in the area
have been preserved in a way to preserve the original construction technique. 22 (28%)
buildings in the area were constructed using a modern technique that is incompatible with
the construction technique of the original building in the past. The original construction

technique of 14 (18%) buildings could not be determined (Table 5.6).

194



Figure 5.25. Reinforced concrete example building, Block 189, Lot 27

The buildings registered in 1930 and 1981 were generally constructed using the
traditional masonry technique with stone or stone and brick materials. Modern reinforced
concrete structures started to be observed in the area until 2000 (Figure 5.25). With the
innovations brought by technology, it is evident that the buildings constructed in place of
the demolished buildings were constructed using up-to-date techniques. Nevertheless, the
fact that 41 of the 77 buildings in the area have been preserved in their original technique,
representing a rate of 53%, is a promising indication.

It is possible to utilize contemporary construction techniques when constructing
new buildings in historical areas. However, new buildings constructed with modern
techniques in historical built environments should be built in harmony with their
surroundings. In order to ensure this harmony, the building should be constructed in
accordance with the floor height determined in the development plans. Furthermore, the
design of the building should be in accordance with the regulations regarding the layout
of the facade, roof, and all architectural elements, as specified in the Kemeralti Plan Notes

(Konak Municipality, 2005).
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5.8 Interventions & Renovations

The buildings on Kestelli Street have consistently undergone changes in accordance
with the evolving functions, varying user profiles, and fluctuating needs that have been
observed over time. Since 1930 until today, the existing buildings have sometimes
undergone maintenance or restoration that contributes to the building and its
surroundings, and sometimes they have been subjected to major renovations that have
caused serious damage to the building. The renovations that have been carried out on
some buildings have also resulted in significant damage to the facades of the buildings.
In order to determine the interventions made to the buildings over the years and their
effects on the facades, a series of on-site examinations were conducted (Figure 5.35).

The status of the analyzed buildings was evaluated in three different categories.
Interventions that did not damage the structural elements, facade elements and plan
scheme of the building, such as ceramic tiling, wall painting and interior arrangements
were categorized as ‘Minor renovation’. Conversely, structures where the facade
organization of the building was disrupted, the plan scheme was differentiated or
structural interventions were made were evaluated as ‘Major renovation’. The buildings
that have been restored in accordance with the original are categorized as ‘Restoration’.
In addition, if the renovations made to the building cannot be observed in any way or if
the building is new and has not been renovated yet, it is evaluated as ‘Renovation could

not be detected’ (Table 5.7).

Table 5.7. Renovation status
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Not Be Detected

W | Restoration
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(b)
Figure 5.27. Minor renovation example, Block 117, Lot 32&33, (a) Ground floor view

in 1981 (Source: Izmir No. 1 Cultural Heritage Conservation Regional Board

Directorate, 1981), (b) Current status of the building, 2024

The field investigations revealed that 25 buildings on Kestelli Street have
undergone ‘Minor renovation’ (Figure 5.27). Minor interventions or renovations generally

constitute renovations for use depending on the changing function of the building. Such
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interventions may include modifications such as changing door-window joinery,
renewing floor or wall coverings and adding signboards to the facade without changing
the plan scheme of the building. Although minor renovations do not appear to cause
significant damage to the building, they often result in the loss of the original character
of the building and may contribute to a sense of disharmony in the street silhouette. In
order to avoid such situations, all kinds of simple repairs should be carried out under the

control of the relevant unit in accordance with the standards set by local authorities.

Figure 5.28. Major renovation example, Block 189, Lot 3, 2024

The study revealed that 15 buildings on Kestelli Street have undergone major
renovations (Figure 5.28). In these buildings, the facade organization has been partially
or completely disrupted. This has resulted in damage to the original character of the
building and, in some cases, the plan scheme has been disrupted. If these renovations are
not authorized and unplanned, they may cause irreversible and permanent damage to the
building.

A total of five buildings on Kestelli Street have been restored in accordance with
the original. It is of great importance that restoration works are carried out by experts and
in a supervised manner in accordance with the originality of the buildings. In this way,

street silhouettes can take a shape that reflects the original texture.
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(c)
Figure 5.29. Restoration example, Block 186, Lot 24, (a) Original state of the building,
1981 (Source: Izmir No. 1 Cultural Heritage Conservation Regional Board Directorate,
1981), (b) Before restoration, 2011 (Source: Yandex Street View, 2011), (c) After

restoration, 2024
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It is of critical importance to supervise the interventions made to the buildings
after the restoration works. For example, it is understood that a successful restoration
work was carried out after 2011 in the building located on Block 186, Lot 24 (Figure
5.29). However, after the ground floor of the building was used as a shop, a large brand
signboard was hung on the facade of the building. This addition unfortunately damages
the original facade organization of the building. It is of critical importance to prevent such
incompatibilities by increasing the frequency of inspections in the area, in order to ensure
the sustainability of the restoration works.

It has been claimed that the buildings on Kestelli Street are perpetually undergoing
transformation in response to the evolving functions of the buildings and the varying user
demands. The analyses and investigations conducted in the area substantiate this
assertion. In fact, this rate of change has accelerated considerably, particularly in recent
times. It can be seen that the rate of change is so significant that when the area in question
was revisited six months after the date of the field analyses, it was found that a

considerable number of buildings on the street had been renovated and renewed (Figure
5.30).
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(2) (h)

Figure 5.30. Buildings that have undergone renovation in the last 6 months (a) Block
184 Lot 29, November 2023 (b) Block 184 Lot 29, May 2024 (c) Block 184 Lot 31,
November 2023 (d) Block 184 Lot 31, May 2024 (e) Block 119 Lot 12&13, November
2023 (f) Block 119 Lot 12&13, May 2024 (g) Block 189 Lot 11, November 2023 (h)
Block 189 Lot 11, May 2024
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The on-site analysis revealed that the renovations and interventions applied to the
buildings had resulted in changes at various levels, particularly on the street facades. In
areas of historical importance, the street silhouette and the state of preservation of the
building facades were of particular importance. Consequently, the interventions made to

the buildings have been analyzed and evaluated separately in terms of the facade (Table

5.8).

Table 5. 8. Facade alterations
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The alterations and interventions to the facades of the buildings were evaluated
according to four categories. If there is no change in the facade order, and no deficiencies
or additions to the architectural elements, the building is evaluated under the title of
‘Original facade organization’. In the case where the facade layout of a building has been
distorted on the ground floor, where the original openings of the building have been
changed, or where architectural elements have been added to the building in such a way
that the facade layout cannot be perceived, these buildings are included in the category of
‘Distorted facade organization in ground floor’. If the aforementioned changes affect not
only the ground floor but also the first floor of the building, the building is evaluated as
‘Distorted facade organization in both ground floor and first floor’. Finally, if the facade
of the building is closed in such a way that it cannot be perceived at all or covered with a

coating, it is categorized as ‘Facade cladding’.
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Only three of the buildings in the area have preserved their original facades (Figure
5.31). The facade features of these buildings are in their original state when they were

first built. There are no signboards for commercial purposes on the facades.

(a) (b)
Figure 5.31.0riginal facade organization example, Block 119, Lot 19 north facade (a)

original facade of the building, 1981 (Source: Izmir No. 1 Cultural Heritage
Conservation Regional Board Directorate, 1981), (b) After restoration, 2024

The ground floors of 41 buildings on Kestelli Street have undergone alterations to
the facade layout, which has resulted in the loss of original features. The majority of the
buildings on the street are shops, and the placement of shop signs has disrupted the facade
layout. Furthermore, in buildings with shops on the ground floor, the ground floor street
facade has been entirely removed and replaced with a glass facade, which has made the
interior more visible from the street. Such an opening type is not encountered in the
facades of masonry buildings constructed during the 19th century. It is evident that the
original building facades have been destroyed and renovated inappropriately, in

accordance with the demands of the user (Figure 5.32).
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(b)
Figure 5.32. Example of distorted facade organization in ground floor, Block 186, Lot 29

(a) Original facade of the building, 1981 (Source: Izmir No. 1 Cultural Heritage
Conservation Regional Board Directorate, 1981), (b) Building facade in 2024
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(b)

Figure 5.33. Examples of distorted facade organization in both ground floor and first
floor, (a) Block 189 Lot 8, November 2023 (b) Block 119 Lot 18, November 2023

A total of eight buildings were identified with deteriorated facade layouts on both
the ground floor and the first floor. These buildings exhibited similar characteristics to
those whose ground floor facade layouts had been altered, with the ground floor street
facade also displaying damage. Additionally, the shop signs hung on the facades of these
buildings were of a size that reached the first floor level. This indicates that the facade
layout has been disrupted or obscured in such a way that it cannot be perceived on both

the ground floor and the first floor (Figure 5.33).
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(a) (b)
Figure 5.34. Facade cladding example, block 2381, lot 35 (a) Original facade of the

building, 1981 (Source: Izmir No. 1 Cultural Heritage Conservation Regional Board
Directorate, 1981) (b) Building facade in 2024

The facades of 11 buildings on the street are covered with facade cladding. This
covering material extends from the ground to the roof, obscuring the facade layout and
openings on the facades that are completely closed (Figure 5.34). Furthermore, the
materials of the building, facade decorations and traditional architectural elements, if any,

are not visible. This situation results in the buildings losing their facade character.
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5.9 Evaluation of Values

Kestelli Street is an area with a variety of values and potentialities at both the urban
and building scales. The studies and analyses conducted within the scope of the thesis
clearly demonstrate these values. Kestelli Street has succeeded in preserving its historical
values in some respects and continues to maintain them today. However, it can be argued
that some of the area's most significant defining characteristics have been damaged and

lost over time.

5.9.1 Urban Spatial and Commercial Value

In addition to forming the initial nucleus of the Turkish communities in the city,
Kestelli Street has also served as a connection between the city center and the ikicesmelik
area. This function is still maintained today. The high level of pedestrian and vehicular
traffic on Kestelli Street provides access from the Ikicesmelik area to the Kemeralt:
Bazaar, integrating the historical and commercial center of the city with the city.

Kestelli Street has historically been an area that has been the bearer of the city's
intense commercial identity, as the land use analysis will confirm. The commercial
activity, which intensified from the 1930s until today, has always been an element of
identity for the street.

Until the 1980s, Kestelli Street was home to various sectors, including textile and
shoe manufacturers. In addition, the area exhibited a high level of vitality, functioning as
the most important wholesale and retail trade axis in the region during this period. The
area serves as a transition point between the city's busiest commercial area, residential
area and important archaeological and historical sites. With these qualities, Kestelli Street
constitutes one of the promising areas of the city in terms of commercial and tourism

potential.
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5.9.2. Architectural Value

Kestelli Street is a prominent area of the historical city center, distinguished by its
location, commercial importance and the quality of the buildings on it. The street contains
unique and valuable textures and districts that preserve the traditional settlement pattern
of the 19th century and preserve their architectural and historical features. Even today,
Kestelli Street maintains its historical atmosphere by incorporating streets and districts
that preserve its original texture.

There are registered lots on Kestelli Street, most of which were built in the 19th
century. These lots encompass a number of historical buildings. These buildings have
been classified as Grade II Cultural Heritage, reflecting their significant originality,

authenticity, and rarity.

Figure 5.36. Kestelli Street, May 2024
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Kestelli Street is characterized by a rich urban texture, where buildings with
different materials and construction features come together (Figure 5.36). The facade
layouts, proportions, architectural elements and ornaments of the buildings are the
distinctive features that differentiate the street. The characteristic 19th-century buildings,
which were typically constructed to accommodate shops on the ground floors and
accommodation functions on the upper floors, are significant details that emphasize the
historical and cultural value of the street.

On the other hand, there are some valuable buildings in and around Kestelli Street
that have not been registered and are in danger of extinction. These valuable buildings are
part of the cultural heritage of the region and need to be protected. Therefore, the
preservation of the historical and cultural heritage of Kestelli Street is of great importance

in terms of urban planning and conservation policies.

5.10. Problems of Kestelli Street

A comprehensive analysis of the evolution of Kestelli Street over time has revealed
a multitude of changes that have occurred within the area. In addition to these changes,
the changing conditions at the urban scale and the user effects at the scale of individual
buildings have collectively contributed to the emergence of various problems in the area

over time.

5.10.1 Functional Problems

The Kemeralt1 District is experiencing a loss of commercial and functional vitality
as a result of the diversification and relocation of central activities throughout the city.
Since the late 1980s, the traditional city center has begun to shrink, with the establishment
of new sub-centers in other parts of the city. This has resulted in a significant loss of
commercial vitality in the area. In the last decade, this commercial function has mostly

decreased. As a consequence of the establishment of organized bazaars on the periphery
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of the city, tradesmen in the area of Kemeralt1 began to leave. These areas, which were
previously occupied by tradesmen, have been partially filled with scattered commercial
activities.

The majority of the region's building stock is currently comprised of commercial
buildings. Therefore, the population residing in the region is quite low.

Kestelli Street is home to numerous wholesale clothing shops, with the majority of
the buildings in the area utilizing the ground floor for trade and the upper floors for
storage or workshops. Since the users of the buildings change frequently, the ground
floors are constantly undergoing renovations, so the ground floors deteriorate faster and
more intensely than the upper floors. The showcases of these commercial activities,
concentrated on the ground and first floors, continue uninterrupted along the street.
Wholesalers primarily display their products in shop windows, with an additional display
in the street (Figure 5.37). However, this does not prevent the building facades from being

perceived from outside, and the historical identity of the street is reflected in the facades.

Figure 5.37. An example of an open storefront on Kestelli Street

Typically, only the ground floors of buildings are actively used and the upper floors

are used for storage, leading to neglect and deterioration of the buildings. Buildings whose
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upper floors are not open to the public cannot fulfil their potential. The fact that the shops
on the street are mostly wholesale shops and the upper floors are out of use limits the
variety of users and reduces the frequency of use. In addition, transport vehicles coming
to the shops have a negative impact on traffic.

The fact that the buildings in the Kestelli area are generally commercial in nature
and the limited residential use in the area also creates a safety problem in the area. The
street is particularly deserted at night when the working population leaves their
workplaces. Inadequate night lighting and the lack of measures such as security cameras,
and the fact that almost all of the area is occupied by the working population during the
day and there are no services such as housing, café-restaurant or accommodation that

extend into the night, create an unsafe environment and perception of the street at night.

5.10.2. Problem of Conservation and Perceptibility of The Historical

Built Environment

The transformations that Kestelli Street has undergone over time have had a
negative impact on the socio-cultural fabric of the area, as well as the physical loss of the
buildings. Intensive commercial use, frequent changes of tenants and businesses, and
economic difficulties have led to the destruction of the buildings and the area. Although
many of the buildings are of historical and cultural value, their use by people unfamiliar
with the area means that Kestelli Street is losing its importance in the city.

As most of the buildings on the street are subject to intensive commercial use, their
architectural values are not easily perceived from the outside. The commercial use of the
buildings has resulted in unqualified interventions, especially on the ground floors and
facades. Interventions such as changes in facade organization, damage to architectural
elements, lack of maintenance and major renovations have had a negative impact on the
buildings. As these interventions have been carried out in an uncontrolled manner and
without considering the potential of the buildings, they have caused irreversible damage
to the buildings. As a result, the characteristics of the periods to which the buildings

belong have been damaged and the integrity of their original state has been disrupted.
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Figure 5. 38. Examples of incompatible signs (a) Block 3639 Lot 130, May 2024
(b) Block 2381 Lot 33&34, May 2024

The most important element that makes it difficult to perceive the traditional
building structure on the street is the shop signs (Figure 5.38). The signs are arranged in
such a way that they cover almost all the facades of the buildings, and this is one of the
main problems of Kestelli Street, as well as of Kemeralt1 as a whole. In addition to
signboards, the facades of the buildings are often covered with various unqualified
additions such as air conditioning units, mechanical shutters, and ondulin canopies. The
elements added to the facades of contemporary buildings in the historical texture in
random proportions and using incompatible materials damage the silhouette and create

visual pollution.
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(a) (b)
Figure 5. 39. Fabric cover on Kestelli Street (a) November 2023 (b) May 2024

In addition, Kestelli Street is covered with a fabric for most of the year. To protect
themselves from the sun and rain, building users cover the street with a fabric net on the
first floor of the buildings (Figure 5.39). This situation makes it impossible to see the
upper floors of the buildings and seriously disrupts the scale of the street. The various
attachments used by the shops, which prevent the perception of the buildings, create a

serious visual pollution in the street.

5.10.3 Lack of Supervision

Over the years, renovations and additions made to the historic buildings on Kestelli
Street by their users have caused serious damage to the buildings. This situation is usually
caused by a lack of supervision. The conservation and restoration of historic buildings is
an interdisciplinary and participatory process that needs to be handled carefully.
Interventions in historic city centers should be carried out within the framework of
conservation policies, by identifying the needs, resources and physical conditions that
effects the future of the area. However, as in many regions, the lack of adequate
monitoring and control mechanisms in Kestelli prevents this process from being carried

out in a healthy manner.
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Figure 5. 40. Example of a renovated building, 2024

Unauthorized or inappropriate interventions in historic buildings have degraded
their original architectural features and aesthetic values, sometimes causing irreversible
damage. For example, the use of modern materials to replace the historic texture and
original materials of buildings has reduced their aesthetic and historic value (Figure 5.41).
Such interventions can also damage the load-bearing systems of the buildings, reducing
the chance of their long-term survival.

Any intervention in historic sites should be approved by experts and constantly
monitored. However, in many regions such controls are either insufficient or not carried
out at all. Inadequate monitoring of conservation decisions taken in areas of historic
interest, lengthy procedures and the inability of the state to allocate sufficient funds to the
field of historic environmental protection mean that the number of buildings in a state of
neglected is increasing day by day. This situation has allowed users to carry out arbitrary
interventions in the area, causing damage to the buildings. These problems are further
increased by the lack of awareness among users of historic buildings. Users who do not
have sufficient knowledge about the conservation of historic buildings have often
damaged the building with their unintentional renovations. This is a factor that makes it
difficult to protect the historical and cultural heritage.

Damage to historic buildings caused by renovations and additions by users
should be prevented. This can be achieved by strengthening supervision mechanisms,
raising user awareness, and implementing stricter and more enforceable laws to protect
historic buildings. In this way, historic buildings can be passed on to future generations

and cultural heritage can be preserved.
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CHAPTER 6

CONCLUSION

Kestelli Street, in the Konak district of Izmir, is an area of architectural and
historical value that still bears the traces of the past, although it has undergone severe
physical transformation and lost much of its original texture in the process.

The most intense period of physical transformation began with increasing
industrialization in the 1950s, with migration to the city center and increased population
density.

The unplanned and uncontrolled construction caused by the rapid urbanization of
the city has become a threat to the texture of the historic city center, in particular by
causing serious damage to historic buildings. After the 1950s, planning efforts were
stepped up to prevent damage, but with the decision of the Municipal Council in 1955 to
increase the height of buildings, buildings with five or more storeys, which are still in use
today, began to be built on existing lots in the area.

Between 1930 and 1975, the small and fragmented lots on the street were merged
into larger lots, and the number of lots decreased from 79 to 75. In addition, although the
total number of buildings on these lots decreased from 87 to 67, the overall occupancy
rate in the area increased from 56.4% to 58.7%. In addition, five and six story buildings
were observed for the first time during this period. This clearly shows that the newly
constructed buildings in this period were built on large lots, filling the entire lot and with
high floors. Thus, the silhouette of Kestelli Street began to change irreversibly. It is
determined that only 48% of the buildings in the study area were able to maintain their
original floor heights over time.

The original commercial-residential texture of Kestelli Street disappeared after
1930 and the area was completely abandoned to commercial use. Today, 60% of the
buildings on the street maintain their original or similar function, while the function of
the remaining 40% has completely changed. On the upper floors, only 32% of the
buildings retain their original or similar function, 52% have completely changed their

function and the remaining 16% have been completely abandoned and are not in use.
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Today, the wholesale shops for companies, which are the common use of the area,
do not appeal to the daily users of Kemeralt1 Bazaar, thus depriving the area of being a
commercial destination. The lack of active circulation of users in the buildings has
resulted in the lack of access to the first floors of the buildings. This has resulted in the
first floors of the buildings being used as warehouses for the shops or being completely
abandoned. The lack of active use of the first floors causes the buildings to deteriorate
over time.

As a result of the study, it is understood that Kestelli Street unfortunately not
fulfilling its potential. So that, it is found that Kestelli Street has almost lost its functional
identity.

After the Kemeraltt Conservation Zoning Plan was prepared in 1984, the new
zoning decisions included elements that encouraged demolition and reconstruction and
were therefore insufficient in terms of conservation. This situation led to a new period of
transformation in the city center. Until the revision of the Conservation Plan in 2002,
negative practices continued in the area. So much so that only 53% of the buildings in
Kestelli Street were found to have original construction techniques. This shows that 47%
of the buildings in the area were demolished and rebuilt using modern techniques. Some
of the buildings with original construction techniques are in poor condition due to neglect
or complete abandonment. In addition, some of these newly constructed buildings is
found to be incompatible with the floor heights specified in the zoning plan. Therefore,
these buildings are incompatible with their surroundings. In addition, they disrupt the
vertical continuity along the street and affect the perception of the users.

The buildings on Kestelli Street have a unique character with traditional
architectural elements such as bay windows, metal and wooden shutters, cornices and
ornaments that enhance the architectural value of the area. However, many known
architectural elements are missing or deteriorated. In addition, modern unqualified
elements and facade claddings added to the buildings also cause serious damage to the
facades of the buildings.

Research on the historical process of the area shows that the destruction and
deterioration of Kestelli Street increased with the expanding migration and urbanization,
especially after the 1950s. It is noted that the planning studies and legislation initiated
after this period could not prevent the area from becoming a slum. In the following years,
in addition to the conservation efforts that continued in the area, negative practices that

damaged the historic buildings and caused irreversible damage continued to be seen in

218



the region. Today, unplanned and uncontrolled interventions that damage the registered
buildings and the historical structure of the area are still widespread in the region.

The protection and sustainable conservation of architectural and historical values
of Kestelli Street is essential to preserve the memory of the city and to carry the region
into the future with its unique character. However, holistic conservation can only be
effectively achieved through historic-based identification, planning and monitoring. For
this reason, It is important to create opportunities to provide the necessary capital and
initiatives for the realization of the goals of the planning studies and the implementation
of the designed projects.

In addition, an effective control mechanism should be established in the region to
prevent unplanned and uncontrolled interventions contrary to the zoning.

Finally, in order to understand this physical transformation on Kestelli Street in
every aspect, only analyzing the current situation of the area provides insufficient results.
For this reason, it was very important for the study to use different archive sources from
different years and to analyze the area according to different physical parameters. In this
way, it has been possible to show clearly, with concrete data, which physical parameters
of the area have undergone greater transformation over which period of time. Thus, this
study has shown the importance of archival documents and the analysis of different
periods in order to understand the transformations in historical areas and their reasons.

It is only under these conditions that Kestelli Street can be preserved as a whole
with its values. In this way, Kestelli Street, which is an important part of the urban

memory of Izmir, can be preserved in its entirety and transferred to the future.
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APPENDIX A

REGISTRATION DOCUMENTS

AVRUPA KONSEYT

DOGAL VE KULTUREL VARLIKLARI KORUMA ENVANTERI

KULTUR VE TABIAT VARLIKLARINI KORUMA GENEL MUDURLUGU

s

ANIT 1ENVANFkR NO

HARITA NO
TLE: Temir LGEST: Konak MAHALLE KOY e = 2k
voya MEVKH _: Kemeral T 1| 2] 3
ADRES : Kostoll cad. NO:59-63 KemoraltiZMIR KADASTRO KORUMA [ et 1 3
DERECESI ’
PAFTA ? " ADA: 2381 PARSEL : 21+113 T = P R
ADI YAPTIRAN =
o reT——e YAPAN MiMARI GAGI ; N
Teadd \h‘.‘(ﬁ&. YAPIN TARIHI ©
KITABE : VAKFIYE
GENEL TANIM:
KORUMA DURUMU TASIVICI YAPI DI§ YAPI UST YAPI SUSLEME A [RUTUBET VoK
] B_|ELEMANLARI 0 | 8 _|ZIVAR
G C C C | (2 (T

VAZIYET PLANI

FOTOGRAF

BUGUNKU SAHIBI - Ozel Kisi

YAPILAN ONARIMLAR

kaphdir,

BAKIMINDAN SORUMLU OLMASI GEREKEN KURULUS : Ozel Kist

|
-

|
|

AYRINTILI TANITIM : Yapr zemin +1 kathdir ve yigma teknikle inga edilmigtir, Ust artii kirma gati olup, kiremitle

Zemin katta, yola bakan mekanlara ticari islev kazandinlmistir. Ust katlarda ise dikkdrtgen sekilli, sévelerie
¢ i pi uttur. Yapimin kogelerinde siisleme unsuru olarak kesme tagtan pilasterler yer
almaktadir. yapi ddneminde “aile evi” olarak kullaniimistir ve bu islevini yakin bir zamana dek siirdlrmigtir.

TEKNIK BILGILER

ORIINAL KULLANIMI - KONUT

DUGUNKU KULLANIMI : TIGARE

ONERILEN KULLANINI : TIGARET

HAZIRLAYANLAR 29 10112002

Yrd.Doc.Or, R. Exor GOLTEKIN

Restorator Mimar f Sanat Taribist

YAYIN DIZINI

1. T

2.

3

4.

6

7- KITABE
5 VAKFIVE
a

K.K. KARARLARI

Figure A.1 Registration Document of Block 3639, Lot 113 and 21

(Source: Izmir No.1 Cultural Heritage Conservation Regional Board Directorate)
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AVRUPA KONSEYI | DOBAL VE KULTUREL VAR

LIKLARI KORUMA ENVANTERI  D.K.VKE ]A NIT

ENVANTER NO :

TURKIY E [KULTUR VE TABIAT VARLIKLARINI KORUMA GENEL MUDURLUGU [HARITANO :
ILi: ILCESI: MAHALLE - KOY - MEVKI: KORUMA [ANITSAL 1]2[3
izmir Konak Kestelli Mahallesi DERECESI
ADRESI Kestelli Caddesi, No:105 KADASTRO: EVRESEL [1/2[3]
189 ada, 6 parsel 2 CEVREYE 1[2 3
AYKIRI
ADL: KONUT  [YAPTIRAN: - YAPAN: - MIMARI CAGI:
Son Osmanli Dénemi
YAPIM TARIHI:  |KiTABE: - VAKFIYE: -

19. yy. sonu-20.yy.
bagi

GENEL TANIM: {zmir {li, Konak
parselinde kayitli olan ta 1inmaz; bod,
KORUMA TASIYICI YAPI

ligesi, Kestelli Mahallesi, Kestell; Caddesi,
rum+zemin+1 kathdir. Yigma sistemde inga edilmistir.

[A[DIS YAPI IST YAPI [A[SUSLEME
[B] B [ELEMANLARI [B |

No:105 adresinde, tapunun 189 ada, 6|

DURUMU

&)
FOTOGRAF

BUGUNKU SAHIBI: Sahis BAKIMINDAN SORUMLU O

KURULUS:

LMASI GEREKEN

YAPILAN ONARIMLAR:
AYRINTILI TANITIM: Sz konusu taginmaz tescilli olan 5 parselle

biitiinlesik bir yapidir. Yani 5 ve 6 parsellerde tek bir yapt bulunmaktadir ashnda.
Bahse konulu taginmaz bodrum+zemin+1 kathidir, (On cephede bodrum katinda

kepenkli bir agiklik, zemin katta bakis agimiza gore sag tarafta giris agikligi, sol

KONUT

BUGUNKU KULLANIMI:
PROJEYE IHTIYACI VARDIR.

ONERILEN KULLANIMI:

tarafimiza ise bir pencere agikhigt yer almaktadir. 1 katin iki yaninda etrafi sévelerle

¢evrelenmis iki pencere agikhgl ortada ise Snceden var olan cumbanin sadece

konsollart bulunmaktadir. Onceden var olan cumbanin agiklig ise tugla oriilerek %é&;‘()l{’;YANLAR
kapatilmugtir.
YAYIN DiZiNi: EKLER:
s RAPOR
FOTOGRAF
2- ROLOVE PROJEST
3- RESTORASYON
4- PROJESI
HARITA
KROKI
KITABE

Figure A.2 Registration Document of Block 189, Lot 5 and 6

(Source: Izmir No.1 Cultural Heritage Conservation Regional Board Directorate)
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APPENDIX B

LAND REGISTRY AND CADASTRAL DOCUMENTS

T.C.
KULTUR VE TURIZM BAKANLIGI
iZMiR 1 NUMARALI KULTUR VE TABIAT VARLIKLARINI
KORUMA BOLGE KURULU

KARAR
TOPLANTI TARIHI VE NO : 10.05.2007-82 35.00/717
y " o = Toplanti Yeri
AR ARIHI VE NO i 0.03.2007-2309 e o
KARAR 1 t 10.0 3 ZMIR

izmir ili, Konak ilgesi. Kemeralti Semti, Kestelli Caddesi, 2.Kestelli Cikmazi’nda bulunan, tapunun

33 pafta. 3639 ada, 132 parsel numarasinda kayitl, miilkiveti 'ye ait
taginmazda restorasyon istemine iliskin 17.4.2007 tarihl bagvurusu, restorasyon raporu ve
uzman raporu okundu, ekleri incelendi, yapilan goriigmeler sonunda;

. izmir ili, Konak ilgesi, tapunun 33 pafta, 3639 ada, 132 parsel numarasinda kayitli, izmir | Numarah
Kiiltir ve Tabiat Varliklarii Koruma Kurulu'nun 30.1.2002 tarih ve 9728 sayih karari ile belirlenen

Kentsel+3.Derece Arkeolojik Sit Alaninda kalan, Gayrimenkul Eski Eserler ve Anitlar Yiiksek Kurulu'nun
20.6.1981 tarih ve A-2954 sayili karari ile korunmasi gerekli taginmaz kiiltir varlii olarak tescilli
taginmazin koruma grubunun Kiiltir ve Tabiat Varliklarim Koruma Yiiksek Kurulu'nun 5.11.1999 tarih ve
660 sayili ilkeﬁ%&i,egﬂw/zgmwﬂnﬂe’ restorasyon isteminin kararimiz eki rolovesi ve
restorasyon projesi dogrultusunda tavan ve doseme kaplamalarimin restitiisyon etiidii dogrultusunda ahsap
malzemeyle yapilmasi kosuluyla tadilen uygun olduguna, uygulamanin ilgili Belediyesi ve miiellif mimari
denetiminde yapilabilecegine, uygulama asamalarma ve sonrasina iliskin teknik rapor ve fotografik
belgelerin Kurulumuza iletilmesinden 6nce yapi kullanma izni verilemeyecegine, uygulama sonrasi yapinin
uygun bir yerine miiellif mimarin adinin ve onarim yilinin yazildigi bir tabela asiimasina karar verildi.

BASKAN BASKAN YARDIMCISI
, L Midiir [ ]
IMZA iMzA
) UYE UYE UYE
- IMZA IMZA IMZA
UYE UYE

Konak Belediye Bagkanhigt Biiyiikgehir Belediye Baskanhg
MZA IMZA

Figure B.1 Block 192 division into two block, namely Block 2381 and 2382
(Source: General Directorate of Land Registry and Cadastre)
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Figure B.2 Formation of Block 184, Lot 35, 1935

(Source: General Directorate of Land Registry and Cadastre)
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Figure B.3 Formation of Block 184, Lot 47, 1973

(Source: General Directorate of Land Registry and Cadastre)




Figure B. 4 Formation of Lots 35 and 36, 1941

(Source: General Directorate of Land Registry and Cadastre)




Figure B.5 Formation of Lot 40, 1968
(Source: General Directorate of Land Registry and Cadastre)
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Figure B.8 Formation of Lot 27 by combining Lots 24 and 26, 1969
(Source: General Directorate of Land Registry and Cadastre)
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APPENDIX C

INTERVIEW

Transcription of the interview on May 3, 2024:

GONCA KATMER: Yusuf Riza kimdir biraz bahseder misiniz? Okul nasil agildi?
INTERVIEWEE: Yusuf Riza Bey Bulgaristan dogumlu, Ahmet Efendi’nin oglu,

medreseli.

Medrese tahsillini tamamlaymca Ahmet efendi tarafindan Istanbul'a gonderiliyor.
Oradaki ulemalarla tanisiyor. Onlardan da egitim aldiktan sonra maarif nazir1 vasitasiyla
Avlonya'ya medrese midiirii olarak ataniyor. Avlonya’dan sonra tayini iyi basari, iistiin
basar1 sagladigi icin Avlonya'dan tayini Bursa'ya cikiyor. Bursa'da her nedense hemen
tayinini istiyor. izmir'de Izmir Idadisi‘ne ikinci miidiir olarak ataniyor. Simdiki Atatiirk
Lisesi. Izmir’de ikinci miidiirliigii yaparken. Selim Sirr1 Tarcan ile tamstyor. Selin Sirri
Tarcan o sirada askerligini yapiyor kale arkasinda. Selim Sirrt Tarcan, Tiirkiye'de

olimpiyat komitesini kuran insandir, ilk beden egitimi hocalarindandir.

Daha sonra Yusuf Riza Bey bakiyor Izmir'de Italyanlarn, Rumlarin, Fransizlarin,
Yahudilerin kiz okullar1 var ama hi¢ Miisliman kiz okulu yok. Simdiki Arap Firim

Sokagi’nda ‘Bedraka-i Irfan’ 1 ac1yor.

Burada sonra Yusuf Riza Bey 4 yil gibi bir siire sonra seyden ayriliyor. idadiden istifasini
veriyor. Erkek okulu agiyor. Simdiki Yusuf Riza’nin oldugu yere. Adini da 6len kizi adina,
bu okulun admni da ‘Dariil Irfan’ olarak aciyor, irfan kapisi. Dariil kap, irfan egitim.
‘Dariil Irfan’ olarak kuruyor zaten kizinin ad1 da irfan.

GONCA KATMER: Simdi arada ben bir soru sorayim, bu ‘Bedraka-i Irfan’ kiz
ilkokuluydu degil mi?

INTERVIEWEE: Kiz okulu, Miisliiman kiz okulu {zmir’deki ilk Miisliiman kiz okulu.
GONCA KATMER: Bunu yeri tam olarak nerede kaliyor?
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INTERVIEWEE: Arap Firin1 Sokagi’nda, Ismet indnii’niin evi var orada. O sokakta bir
yerde tam yerini bilemiyorum yani. Orada Esnaf Seyh Mahallesi’nde Esnaf Seyh Camii
vardir zaten.

GONCA KATMER: Evet biliyorum,

INTERVIEWEE: Ona yakindi, kiyamet kopuyordu, Miisliiman kizlar okula gidecek
falan filan. Ondan sonra, verecegin seyde fotograf var m1?

GONCA KATMER: Sinirli sayida var ama sizde varsa paylagsmayi ¢ok isterim.
INTERVIEWEE: Camii hocasinin, medrese miidiiriiniin nasil batiya doniik bir Avrupali
kafast oldugunu gosteren bir tane fotograf var. Boyle papyonlu redingotlu yemek yiyor
masada, yerde yemek yemiyor. Yusuf Riza okulunda, ‘Dariil irfan’da masada pegeteli,
catal bicakli.

GONCA KATMER: Biliyorum, evet, evet biliyorum 6grenciler var uzun bir masada.
INTERVIEWEE: Ben sana bir de Yusuf Riza Bey’in sarikli fotografini gondereyim. Bir
de Nail Morali’nin kitabindan bir par¢a sey yapayim. Ondan sonra telefonunu ver oraya
atayim WhatsApp’ina.

GONCA KATMER: ‘Dariil Irfan’ kuruldu. Bu hangi yilda oluyor kurulusu?
INTERVIEWEE: Kurulusu 1898. Buray1 agtiktan sonra, ‘Dariil irfan’1 agtiktan sonra
‘Bedraka-i irfan’1 kapatiyorlar. Yangin ¢ikiyor zaten, oray1 kapatiyorlar. Bu tarafa nakil
oluyorlar. ‘Dariil irfan’ olarak kiz erkek ilk defa karma egitim yapiliyor Tiirkiye'de. Bir
Miisliiman okulu, kiz erkek hepsi karigik. Ana okulundan ¢ikiyorsunuz...

GONCA KATMER: Ana okulda da var i¢ginde?

INTERVIEWEE: Evet, evet. Ciinkii Yusuf Riza Bey’in Avrupalihigina geliyor. ilk
servisi kuruyor. Ogrenci servisinin ilk defa kuruyor. Tramvayla yapiyor o isi ama tramvay
elektrikli degil, atli tramvayla. Alsancak’tan ve de Giizelyali tarafindan athi tramvayla
ogrenciler geliyorlar. Konak Meydani’nda hademeler karsiliyor, 6gretmenler karsiliyor. 2
tane tramvayin hepsi diizgiin siralar oluyorlar. Sarkilar, marslar sdyleyerek Kemeralti’ni
boydan gegiyorlar. Basdurak’tan yukariya dogru ¢ikiyorlar ‘Dariil Irfan’a.

GONCA KATMER: Cok giizel.

INTERVIEWEE: Bu Yunan iggali zamaninda da yapiliyor aynen. Bu arada ilk defa kiz
erkek okulu karigik karma egitim yapiliyor ve bir beden egitimi hocasi geliyor, Selim Sirri
Tarcan.

GONCA KATMER: ilk defa m1 beden egitimi dersi verilmis?

INTERVIEWEE: Evet zaten Selim Surr1 Tarcan Tiirkiye’nin ilk beden egitimi

hocalarindan ve ondan sonra yiiriiyor gidiyor. 4 sene ‘Dariil Irfan’da, Izmir idadisi’nde
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yani Atatiirk Lisesi’'nde simdiki Atatiirk Lisesi’nde ve bir okulda daha Tilkilik’te, 4 tane

okulda 4 sene beden egitimi hocalig1 yapiyor.

1929 yilinda Yusuf Riza Bey vefat ediyor. Yusuf Riza Bey’in oglu Adnan Diivenci okulu
yeni bastan modern bir bina olarak yapiyor.

GONCA KATMER: Yani i¢ mi yenilendi, nasil oldu? Okul binasi da yenilenmis mi o
zaman?

INTERVIEWEE: Evet, fotograflar1 var zaten.

GONCA KATMER: Yani tamamen biitiin yap1t yeniden mi yapiliyor?
INTERVIEWEE: Evet.

GONCA KATMER: Him yikilmis eski hali.

INTERVIEWEE: Yikik bir kism1 zaten. Catidan kiremitleri falan atiyorlar. Bunlarin
icerisinde sey de var yani Selim Sirr1 Bey de var. Cikiyor, beden egitimi hocasi ya biitiin
hademelerle beraber catiy1 da onartyorlar. Yani o zamanki egitim i¢in verilen ugraslara
bak. Sonra Adnan Diivenci modern egitime bagliyor. Bu arada Yusuf Riza’nin adi
Tiirkiye'nin batisinda bir¢ok yerde biliniyor egitimci olarak. Bu arada padisahtan madalya

aliyor egitim {izerine basarilarindan dolay1.

Adnan Diivenci ilk modern égrenci servisini kuruyor ve izmir’de herkes diyor ki ¢ilgin
bu adam yani arabayla ¢ocuk mu toplanir. Alsancak’tan benim ¢ocuklugumda
Karsiyaka’ya kadar uzanmisti, Bostanli’ya kadar. Bornova, Esrefpasa, Hatay da yeni yeni

kuruluyor oralarda ve Giizelyali tarafindan 6grenci toplantyor okula.

Bu arada izmir’in yerlesimini ben sana anlatiyrm, Alsancak Levantenlerin yabanci uluslu
insanlarin yasadigi bir yer. Hem Levantenler oturuyor hem de Ermeniler yani cesitli
mahalle mahalle oralarda oturuyorlar. Kemeralti'ndan buradan yukaris1 da Miisliiman
mahallesi olarak geg¢iyor. Benim ¢ocuklugumda dahi insanlar burada oturuyorlardi. Sonra
daha iyi binalara daha mevki yerlere para kazandikc¢a o evleri terk ettiler, biraktilar. Tabii
bosaltilan yerlere baskalar1 da geliyor. Ayakkabicilar geldi, ondan sonra onlar ¢ikti, onun
arkasindan iste trikotaj geldi. Simdi yine trikotaj devam ediyor ¢akmalar yapiliyor falan
yani. O sekilde o giizelim evleri terk ettiler. Cogu yikildi, yandi. Gece vakti gelip yaktilar,

otopark yaptilar falan filan. Yani eskiden buralar1 civil civildi.
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Mesela Kestelli Caddesi’nde Ali Ulvi Baradan vardi. Baradan siilalesi, fotografci, sanatci
bir ailenin sanatg1 bireyi Ali Ulvi Baradan, Yusuf Riza’nin karsisindaydi. Okulun yaninda
bah¢ede merdivenlerde cekilen klasik sene sonu fotograflarin1 falan, miisamerelerin

fotograflarini falan Ali Ulvi Baradan ¢ekerdi.

Kemeralt1 esnafi Izmir’in ekonomisi elinde tutan, ticaret erbabi, yiizde doksani1 kemer
altindan ¢ikmistir. O esnafin simdi esnemesi okunmuyor, darmadagin oldular.
Eczacibasi'na kadar hepsi buradan ¢ikt1 ve terk etti. Unuttular burayi. Simdi kundura

satiliyor Eczacibasi’nin ilk ilag¢ yaptigi eczanede. Giderek tabi dibi buldu Kemeralt1.

Izmir bize ¢ok sey verdi, biz Izmir’den ¢ok sey 6grendik, ¢ok sey aldik. Simdi, bizim de
kalic1 bir katkimiz bulunsun diye ismi degistirilmemek kaydiyla yine egitime destek

olacak bir proje olarak Yusuf Riza Projesi’ni koyduk.

Ta ki bu etraf bozuldu, servisler, trafik ¢ogaldi, Kestelli’ye giris zorlasti. Burada bir
hastalik vardir. Kemeralti'nda her tadilat yapan bes santim ileriye gider caddeye dogru
cikar vitrinini ¢ikartir. Bakar etrafta kimse yoksa bir dahaki tadilatta bir bes santim daha
cikar. Benim zamanimda oradan iki tane otobiis geciyordu Kestelli Caddesi’nden. Gide

gide diidiik kadar bir yer oldu ya sey gibi patika gibi bir yer oldu inanilmaz bir sey.

Iste buradaki doku bozulunca gelen esnaf saygisiz olunca... Okulun servisleri ¢ikacak,
arka tarafta 442°de cocuklar1 sokakta indirmezdik hi¢bir zaman asagi. Simdiki servisler
servis degil. Onu da anlatiyim sana bilgin olsun. Biz higbir ¢ocugu yoldan &biir tarafa
cross yaptirmazdik, ki bakicist var yani bakiciyla beraber iniyor, aileye teslim ediliyor
veya apartmana eve birakiliyor. Araba hangi kaldirimdan gidiyorsa yani sag taraf birinci
posta, sol taraf ikinci posta. Buradan toplaniyor, okula getiriliyor, ikinci posta bu taraftan
giris yapiyor, o taraftakileri kaldirimin da 6biir tarafindakileri topluyor. Aksam da ayni
sekilde bu taraftakiler birinci posta bosaltiliyor sag taraf, ondan sonra da doniiliiyor, ikinci
postu alintyor, doniiliiyor.

GONCA KATMER: Bu seyden mi? Simdi bos bir arsa var ya 35 parselin ucunda,
oradan?

INTERVIEWEE: Oras1 garajdi, oraya li¢ tane okul otobiisii sigardi. Okul otobiisii
deyince yani 50 kisilik biiylik otobiisler degil. Burast okulun garajiydi, merdivenlerle

yukar1 ¢ikiliyordu, merdivenleri hala duruyor zaten.
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GONCA KATMER: Buradan m1 servis alip birakiyordu?

INTERVIEWEE: Tabi Simdi 442’den yiiriiyerek ¢ikmaya calis bakalim ¢ikamazsin.
Arabalar park ediyorlar, onu yapiyorlar, bunu yapiyorlar. Ayni sey okul zamaninda da
oldu. Yani servis bir 1zdirap haline geldi. Sabah ayr1 aksam ayri. Bir geliyorsun
kepenklerin Oniine, garajin Oniline arabalar1 park etmisler, saygisiz yani. Bu sekilde bir

yere kadar geldik.

Sonra ben kararimi verdim. Dedim ki her seyin bir sonu var dedim. Ben devam
etmeyecegim. Okulu kapatmaya karar verdik, 1987 senesinde kapattik.

GONCA KATMER: Ne zaman yikilmist1 okul?

INTERVIEWEE: 2009.

GONCA KATMER: Simdi ben 1930 y1l1 haritalarina baktigim zaman Kestelli Caddesi
tizerinde aslinda ¢ok fazla diikkan var, yani orast acaba o zaman da mi ticari agirlikliydi?
INTERVIEWEE: Cadde lizerinde esasinda oralarin hepsi bahgeli olan konaklar. Simdi
mesela o diikkanlar var ya elbiseler satiyorlar, onlarin arka tarafina baktigin zaman ¢ok

giizel binalar var. Bahgelerin igerisine diikkanlar yapmislar, esasinda onlarin hepsi bahge.

Yusuf Riza’nin oldugu yerden asagiya dogru Basdurak’a kadar inen bolgede hepsinin
arka tarafinda mutlaka eski konaklar vardir. .... Bazilar1 devasa binalar yapiyor iste
mesela simdi Yusuf Riza’nin 6niindeki bina gibi.

GONCA KATMER: Peki siz okulu kapattiktan sonra bolge esnafi nasil etkilendi?
INTERVIEWEE: Yusuf Riza’nin karsisinda bir is hani1 vardir, eskiden orada kasaplar,
tursucular vardi. Bizim okuldan herkes onlardan aligveris yapardi. Biz oradan ¢ekildikten
sonra hepsi bir bir kapand: orasi trikotaj carsis1 oldu. Once ayakkabicilar geldi arka
sokaklardaydi.

GONCA KATMER: Simdi binay1 biraz sorayim...

INTERVIEWEE: Izmir’in en modern okul binasiydi.

Kestelli’de o zaman alt1 tane okul var. Ben bile okurken alt1 tane okul vardi simdi hepsinin
yikintis1 var demirlerle ¢evirmisler milletin kafasina inmesin diye. Onlardan bir tanesi
Istiklal okulu iste yaptilar yukarida. Alt1 tane okul, ii¢ tane kiitiiphane, iki tane hamam,

hemen Yusuf Riza’nin etrafin1 sayiyorum sana bildiklerimi.
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Iste boyle bir hikaye anlatmis olduk.
GONCA KATMER: Cok tesekkiir ederim, ¢ok sag olun.
INTERVIEWEE: Bir sey degil, ne zaman istiyorsan ara, fotograflar1 da iletece§im sana.
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