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ABSTRACT

Land use planning affects many different and usually conflicting interests. While every land use planning
decision has a potential of creating conflicts, Locally Unwanted Land Uses (LULUs) are the most conflict
facing subjects in urban land use planning processes. This paper aims to answer the question “what are
the reasons and solutions for conflicts in the planning processes of LULUs”. This paper is based on a
research examining LULU cases in izmir, Turkey including solid waste facilities, fisheries and quarries to
find out the reasons and the solutions for LULU conflicts. The research findings suggest that the conflicts
stem not only from negative effects of LULUs on environment and community but also from procedural
deficiencies such as lack of knowledge and lack of trust. The findings also call for planning processes
with more consideration of local level and public participation seeking for consensus. Meanwhile, the
conclusions underline the limitations for the success of participatory processes in which conflicts are
resolved with attempts including symbolic benefits rather than considering exact interests of local people.

Quarries

© 2016 Elsevier Ltd. All rights reserved.

1. Introduction

Land use planning is both a technical and a political process
in which many different interest groups are affected by planning
decisions (Kaiser et al., 1995; Chabot and Duhaime, 1998). The
interest groups include elected and appointed officials, developers
and landowners, local residents, representatives of special interests
such as neighborhood preservation and environmental conserva-
tion and land planners (Kaiser et al., 1995; Jones et al., 2005), and
other people affected by planning decisions. Land use planning
faces with conflicts (Jones et al., 2005; Peltonen and Sairinen, 2010)
because of these differing interests.

Conflicts emerge in land use planning especially while dealing
with Locally Unwanted Land Uses (LULUs). LULUs are land uses
with a potential of facing local conflicts in their site selection pro-
cesses. They are land uses or development projects which “may
be regionally or nationally needed or wanted but are considered
objectionable by many people who live near them” (Popper, 1985)
because of their negative externalities such as being noisy, dan-
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gerous, ugly, smelly; polluting; increasing traffic; and lowering
property values (Popper, 1983, 1985; Nordenstam, 1994; Peyton,
2007). People affected by such externalities usually oppose to them
(Popper, 1985; Ishizaka and Tanaka, 2003; Rogge et al., 2011).
Recent researches showed that the problems in site selection
processes of LULUs are usual in many countries as well as in Turkey.
While many studies proposed site selection methods such as multi-
criteria analysis methods (Vasiloglou, 2004; Banar et al., 2006;
Ekmekcioglu et al., 2010), many other studies focused on con-
flicts in the site selection processes of LULUs. They tried to find
out the reasons for the conflicts (Llurdes et al., 2003; Chung et al.,
2008; Kaliampakos et al., 2011), factors affecting acceptance of
land uses (Sellers, 1993; Steelman and Carmin, 1998) and ways
to solve conflicts (Ishizaka and Tanaka, 2003; Llurdes et al., 2003;
Kikuchi and Gerardo, 2009; Kaliampakos et al., 2011; Chiou et al.,
2011; Simsek et al., 2014). These studies successfully exemplified
the theoretical debates in their case areas; however, only a few
studies made a comparison of various LULU types. Besides, only a
few discussed the relationship between planning process and land
use conflicts by using examples. The researches in Turkey includ-
ing the cases of NIMBY syndrome related with LULUs (Palabiyik
et al., 2010), site selection methods of unwanted land uses without
focusing on their conflicts (Banar et al., 2006; Ekmekcioglu et al.,
2010), a mediation practice in resolving the disputes about power
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plant project (Miiezzinoglu, 2000), are examples of the attempts
to evaluate the conflict resolution practices of Turkey. The legisla-
tion in Turkey is claimed to inadequately handle the collaborative
approaches, participation and alternative dispute resolution tech-
niques (Ozceviketal.,2010; Yilmaz, 2012). Rather than legislations,
informal mediation practices are used in Turkish society when
honor and self-respect are at stake (Yilmaz, 2012).

This paper is based on a research examining 27 LULU cases in
[zmir, Turkey (Atay Kaya, 2014). The case studies include exam-
ples of three different LULU types experiencing three different site
selection processes. The research examines solid waste facilities,
fisheries and quarries which might be considered as the most fre-
quently mentioned LULU conflicts in izmir in recent years. With this
study, we aim to find out the reasons for conflicts and to emphasize
the issues to be considered in planning processes for preventing or
resolving these conflicts in Izmir case.

2. Planning for LULUs

LULUs include most of the land use categories such as indus-
try, transportation, technical and social infrastructure and housing.
While not every land use type in these categories is a problem,
some of them like low income housing, slums and shelters for the
homeless for housing category or drug treatment centers and men-
tal health facilities for health category are not desirable for the
neighboring community.

LULUs are mostly related with NIMBY (not in my backyard)
movement (Schively, 2007; Peyton, 2007). People having NIMBY
approach are mostly aware of the need of the facility but do not
want it near themselves in their neighborhoods, districts or vil-
lages. When there is a NIMBY movement against LULUs, the land
allocation process becomes more complicated. On the other hand,
it has a progressive effect on decisions by addressing issues weakly
concerned by local communities.

Resolving conflicts requires at first a deep understanding of their
reasons. Reasons may be substantial and related with characteris-
tics of conflicts. Levels, focuses, types of conflict, parties involved,
strategies of opponents, and impacts of conflicts on community
indicate characteristics of conflicts (Kaiser et al., 1995; Jones et al.,
2005; Lam and Woo, 2009; Whetten and Cameron, 2011). Conflicts
may have low or high levels of disagreement. They may be exter-
nal or internal. They may occur between two parties or within
large groups of people. These issues provide insights for under-
standing characteristics of land use conflicts. LULU conflicts can be
caused not only by their environmental impacts such as odor or
noise but also by other procedural factors such as distrust, politi-
cal reasons and lack of knowledge. Therefore understanding these
factors affecting them is essential for conflict resolution (Popper,
1985; Bassett etal., 2002; Ishizaka and Tanaka, 2003; Lam and Woo,
2009; von der Dunk et al., 2011; Rogge et al., 2011; Whetten and
Cameron, 2011).

For a smooth process there is a need for utilizing conflict
minimization and resolution strategies. The strategies based on
technical and ethical concerns include competent siting prac-
tice, considering local, environmental, social criteria, developing
trust, utilizing from multi-disciplinary approach (Nordenstam,
1994; Been, 1994; Forester, 1999; Carpenter, 1999; Elliott et al.,
2003; Healey, 2003; Klosterman, 2003; Llurdes et al., 2003), and
using compensation and technology (Ozawa, 1999; Lam and Woo,
2009; Chiou et al., 2011; Lesbirel, 2011). Besides, participatory
approaches suggest conflict resolution methods such as media-
tion, facilitation, negotiation, collaboration and consensus building
(Forester, 1999; Innes and Booher, 1999; Straus, 1999; Andrew,
2001; Margerum, 2002; Goldstein and Butler, 2010; Cullen et al.,
2010).

3. LULUs in izmir case

With a total population of 4.168.415 (TurkStat, 2015) izmir is
the third largest populated city in Turkey. Composed of 30 dis-
tricts this metropolitan city involves 35 conflict facing LULU types.
Among those, three LULUs with ongoing site selection conflicts are
examined in this study (Fig. 1):

1. Solid waste facility cases: for this type the study examines the
existing solid waste facility in Harmandali and proposed areas
in Torbali, Menemen, Gokdere-Kaynaklar, Menderes, Yamanlar
and Odemis. The existing facility built in 1992 had completed its
capacity in 2007. Since then protests have been lasting to close
the area as soon as possible. On the other hand, izmir Metropoli-
tan Municipality (IMM) is searching for alternative sites but
could not finalize the process as the proposed locations are not
accepted by their localities.

2. Fishery cases: the study examined the fisheries in Demir-
cili, Sigacik, Saip-Ambarseki, Kiiciikbahge, Ildiri-Gerence and
Mordogan. A notification about their location criteria is pub-
lished in 2007 and a protocol determining potential fishery
locationsis signed in 2008. Despite notifications about their loca-
tions, transfer to deeper water and permission cancellations,
protests remain since 2005 with reasons such as sea pollution
and effects to tourism.

3. Quarry cases: the conflict facing quarries are located or pro-
posed to be located in Germiyan, Yagcilar, Nohutalan, Ozbek,
Karaburun, Koésedere, Pinarbasi, Belkahve, Gékdere-Kaynaklar,
Cakmakli, Yenmis-Akalan-Ansizca, Cambel, Karakuyu-Yenikoy-
Cileme and Ahmetbeyli. The conflicts about the quarries began
in Belkahve in 1992 and resolved through their transfer to a
more acceptable location in 2010; however the conflicts in other
locations continue.

3.1. Method

The research starts with the question “What are the reasons
of and solutions for conflicts in planning processes of solid waste
facilities, fisheries and quarries in Izmir cases?”. To answer this
question the study applied qualitative techniques including doc-
ument analyses, media search, in-depth interviews and content
analysis. The data is collected from the archives of local institu-
tions, chambers and newspapers. izmir Metropolitan Municipality,
Provincial Directorate of Environment and Urbanism, Provincial
Directorate, izmir Bar Association and izmir Branches of Chamber of
City Planners and Chamber of Environmental Engineers are visited.
The web-based archives of national and local newspapers, related
organizations and blogs are searched. The documents including
reports, books, plans, photos, inventories, press releases, court deci-
sions are searched and the opinions of the experts and local people
are noted.

This preliminary research guided to determine the case loca-
tions and interviewees. 35 conflict facing LULU types are found
and ranked due to the conflicts’ intensities. Among those, firstly
nine LULUs which were protested by local people with meetings
and took place in media more are selected. These are mines and
quarries, electricity generating stations, communication towers,
watching stations, loud entertainment facilities, dams, shopping
malls, solid waste facilities and fisheries. Then three of them - solid
waste facilities, fisheries and quarries- are chosen. Rather than all
solid waste facilities, fisheries or quarries in the city the study con-
sidered only conflict facing LULUs. Seven conflict cases about solid
waste facilities, six cases about fisheries and fourteen cases about
quarries are found (Fig. 2).
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Fig. 1. Three conflict facing LULUs in izmir (Photos by authors on the left; photos from Milliyet archive (Milliyet, 2004-2012) on the right).

Table 1
Number of interviewees due to cases and groups.

Cases Interviewed Groups

Metropolitan Municipality Public Institution District Municipality Headmen (Muhtar) Private sector NGOs University Total
Solid Waste Facilities 6 6 8 5 0 4 1 30
Fisheries 0 5 7 9 2 6 3 32
Quarries 0 5 11 14 3 4 1 38
Total without duplications’) 6 8 17 25 5 7 4 72

" Duplications occur when an interviewee answers for more than one cases.

The research aimed to reach the knowledge and opinions of dif-
ferent people from different parties and to facilitate the comparison
of various cases by using a set list of questions. With this aim in-
depth structured interview technique is employed. 19 open-ended
questions (Appendix A) are asked to all 72 interviewees from the
parties involved in the process including public institutions, local
people, non-governmental organizations, private companies and
universities (Table 1). For a deep understanding of the conflicts the
case studies are examined through content analysis.

The reasons and proposals are discussed on case findings by
referring to related literature. The following findings include both
actors’ perspectives and our observations.

3.2. Reasons for conflicts

Conflicts in three LULU cases in izmir are caused by several
substantive and procedural factors. In substantive and procedural
distinction by substantive we mean the reasons depending on out-

comes and by procedural we mean the reasons on processes as in
the distributional and procedural justice distinction (Been, 1994;
Cutter, 1995). While the substantive reasons are based on charac-
teristics of LULUs such as types, locations, impacts of them and their
economic or political outcomes, the procedural reasons are related
with decision making process such as decision making approach,
technical procedures, role of actors in the process.

3.2.1. Substantive reasons

One category of substantive reasons for conflicts are LULU type
related reasons including three issues: (i) some LULU types are pri-
vate investments, so conceived as a way of getting private revenue
from natural resources as in fishery and quarry cases, (ii) some
types are not considered as necessities for the community (i.e. fish-
eries), (iii) for some LULU types although they are not considered
as problem themselves, their additional facilities are opposed by
local people (i.e. logistic facilities of quarries).
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Fig. 2. Locations of three conflict facing LULUs in izmir (produced by authors on Google Earth image).

A second substantive reason is LULU location. Putting a facility
in the wrong location is one of the failures of the siting processes
(O’'Hare et al., 1983). Location based conflict creating issues are (i)
geologic, topographic and other natural characteristics of the sites
hosting LULUs as in fisheries in closed bays or solid waste facilities
in sites with permeable grounds, (ii) LULUs near sensitive land uses
such as residential area, agricultural land, forests and olive groves
(i.e. solid waste facility proposal near Tahtali Basin Conservation
Area in Menderes, quarry proposal near antique city in Ahmetbeyli
and fisheries near fertility zones of seals in Karaburun), (iii) LULUs
close to administrative boundaries may affect the people residing
in neighboring settlements and not considered in decision making
processes (i.e. fisheries in Sigacik located in Urla boundaries), (iv)
the possibility of losing the positive image of the district or city (i.e.
Citta Slow image in Sigacik), (v) LULUs located on privately owned
lands objected by those owners (i.e. solid waste facility in Odemis).

The third substantive reason is based on LULU impacts such as
impact to ecosystem, environmental pollution, possible diseases
caused by pollution, dust, noise, odor problems, visual pollution,
environmental stress, traffic problems and psychological effects
(i.e. odor and mosquito problems, seagulls, explosion risk of the
existing disposal site in Harmandali, poured waste from waste
transfer vehicles, proximity of the proposed solid waste facility
to public sports area and youth center in Yamanlar in solid waste
facilities; sea pollution, eradication of species, damage to seals and

disturbance of quietness in fisheries; and dust and vibrations, pos-
sible damage to 1000 years old trees in Kaynaklar, an increase in
cancer cases in Yagcilar, electrical energy cuts, damage in roads in
quarries; economic costs including value lost in lands, effect to local
sectors such as fishing and livestock farming).

The fourth reason is related with
political and economic expectations and outcomes (Campbell
et al., 2000). Some groups having different political approaches
than IMM opposed to their proposals (i.e. solid waste facility).
Similarly, groups having different political positions than the
central government opposed to the actions of their policies (i.e.
quarries). Competing interests of various sectors (i.e. fisheries vs.
tourism), rival companies of the same sector (i.e. quarries) and
expectation of personal economic gains increased LULU conflicts.

3.2.2. Procedural Reasons

Procedural reasons affect conflicts as much as LULU char-
acteristics based reasons. One of the procedural reasons is
the decision making approach. The top-down decision making
approaches cause conflicts (Rogge et al., 2011). Local people in
many cases criticized the top-down approaches describing as
decision making “from their offices” or “from Ankara” without
investigating or seeing the site. An interviewee from Kemalpasa
Municipality said: “It is not asked to local. When only Ankara (cen-
tral government) decides, some groups supporting the government
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can immediately complete their works. Mostly, local (people), local
government and municipality should be active.”

Conflicts about decision makers are several. While in solid waste
cases local interviewees think that “the mayor and his friends”
decide, in fisheries and quarries protestors criticize the process as
the private companies decide the locations of their investments.
Another issue is about the involvement of the planners as decision
makers. Some groups criticized the decision making lacking plan-
ners which is perceived to result with site selections inappropriate
to planning objectives. In solid waste facility cases, previous deci-
sions were made within a planning process in which planners only
control the decisions made by engineers; whereas recent decisions
were made by a commission including planners. On the other hand,
in fishery and quarry cases the site selection processes depended
on permissions and the locations did not have to be included in
urban plans. There was no role for planner in practice of fisheries
and quarries. The participation meetings in Environmental Impact
Assessment (EIA) process are told to be symbolic by some oppo-
nents. An academician from Faculty of Fisheries mentioned his
negative impression about this meeting as:

“Ministry of Environment organized a meeting (to decide potential
locations for fisheries) in Cesme. All stakeholders attended to the
meeting. Marine Counsellorship, Provincial Directorate of Agricul-
ture, Military. .. The workshop took three days. In the last day, a
counselor from Ankara came and announced the text in his hand. 9
Eyliil University was there. I was participated from Ege University.
Everything was a lie. They put all the stakeholders together and
then a man comes and makes a text accepted. And he says ‘is there
any accepters and rejecters?’. They excluded universities from the
signature list. Such antidemocratic. ..”

Lack of open and transparent processes also face with conflict.
Some opponents of solid waste facilities criticized the IMM not to
be transparent in site selection process of solid waste facilities (i.e.
Bornova).

Technical procedures and deficiencies are other procedural rea-
sons. Some conflicts emerged because of the lack of investigation
according to some groups. In Bornova solid waste facility case
some actors were suspicious about the criteria of considering wind
and sun directions in site selection. In Menemen solid waste case
site selection was blamed to be done by looking from Google.
Some LULUs faced conflicts because of temporal deficiencies like
weaknesses in meeting deadlines (Kunreuther et al., 1991, 1993;
Andrew, 2001), being late in their site decisions or time of informing
local people. An alternative site to Harmandali solid waste facility
should be found before its capacity expired. Another technical defi-
ciency is the inconsistency with existing plans/regulations. As some
land use decisions are made incrementally (i.e. solid waste facili-
ties) or only with permissions of some institutions (i.e. quarries)
they may be inconsistent with upper scale plans.

Role of actors in the processis also regarded as one of the proce-
dural reasons. Personal differences are one of the important sources
of conflicts (Whetten and Cameron, 2011). Characteristics and per-
spectives of the actors, their approaches to the problem and to
each other cause varieties in approaches within and between actor
groups.

e Approaches of parties to the reasons of problems: opponent groups
usually focused on the effects of LULUs to local people. Actors
from IMM focused on technological developments. There were
both opposing and supporting actors from public institutions
who mainly emphasized the consistency with regulations. While
some headmen (elected officials in villages or districts, mukhtars)
told that fisheries increased the amount of fish hunted by local
fishermen, some others told that they affected badly. Private sec-

tor’s critiques on the process were similar that they had to face
protests although they acted appropriate to regulations. They
called for government intervention and control for solving these
problems.

e Approaches of parties to the level of disputes: some parties
approached to conflicts as movements of all people living in
the district whereas some parties approached to conflicts as
small movements of a few shouting people (i.e. in Cakmakl
case headman told that all villagers oppose to quarries whereas
interviewee from municipality told that 10-15 people oppose to
them). Prejudice was also a reason of conflicts for some actors. As
LULUs are “unwanted”, hearing their names may be enough for
protesting in some cases (i.e. solid waste facility).

e Approaches of parties to other parties: approaches excluding or
forcing local people increased conflicts. There was a problem
about forcing and rude approaches in quarry cases. Even there
were some headmen faced with threats of mine owners. Trust
or distrust in government also affects the emergence of conflicts
(O’Hareetal., 1983; Baxteretal., 1999; Ishizaka and Tanaka, 2003;
Elliott et al., 2003; Lam and Woo, 2009). When local people did
not trust to decision makers or the companies, the conflicts get
bigger and harder. In some cases, local people did not believe that
the precautions in EIA reports would be taken (i.e. quarries) and
the promised technology would be used (i.e. solid waste facility).
All groups stated distrust as underlying factor of conflicts. The
distrust is usually related with existing bad examples such as the
proximity of solid waste facility in Harmandali to residential areas
because of the development permissions given after its estab-
lishment, the irregular and technologically poor fisheries located
in shallow water before the regulation, and quarries permitted
without technical experts and environmental precautions by the
previous regulation. A headman opposing one of the recent cases
of the solid waste facility explained their opposition reason:

“We protested. Why? Because of that Izmir Metropolitan Munici-
pality did not fulfill the promises. For example, level crossing and
overpass were not built. (...) We will not be opposed in the event
that Municipality will do (waste) facilities as he (the Mayor) said.
It will have benefits for the district. We are against this because we
do not trust Municipality.”

On the contrary, another opponent interviewee in the same case
told that there was no distrust and IMM had done the necessary
feasibility.

e Effect of political actors: politicization of development issues
(Bassett et al., 2002), lack of balance between parties (Andrew,
2001) and siting decisions influenced by political pressures
(O’Hare et al., 1983) cause conflicts. The involvement of powerful
political actors to manipulate the decisions in both site selection
and conflict processes increased the local movements in the cases.
It is said that potential fishery locations are decided by those
actors. Also, Ministers explained that Torbali was not suitable for
solid waste facility. Change in decisions through those interven-
tions arose the question of why they changed with political power
if they were scientifically suitable.

Effect of media: the role of media in conflicts (Bassett et al., 2002;
Rogge et al., 2011) had two-fold effects in case studies. First, it
increased the effectiveness and recognition of the local move-
ments and protests. Second, it spread biased news directed by
powerful sector groups (i.e. fisheries).

Characteristics of the citizens in Izmir: people living in izmir dif-
fered from many other cities in the country in terms of their
responses and level of being oriented. Some interviewees told
that the people of izmir would not be quiet when they had



88 I. Atay Kaya, N. Kaya Erol / Land Use Policy 58 (2016) 83-94

problems; they would fight for their rights, take part in protests
fearlessly and learn the ways of getting their rights.

e Actors’ level of knowledge: the effect of inadequate information
in conflicts (O’Hare et al., 1983; Rogge et al., 2011; Whetten and
Cameron, 2011) interpreted in several ways in case studies. Some
parties told that the people who know their rights participate
in protests and others without knowledge do not. On the other
hand, some parties told that they protest because they do not
know the technology (i.e. solid waste facility) or characteristics
of facilities (i.e. fisheries). The less information and knowledge
interest groups have about the issue, the bigger problems get. In
fishery cases, some parties including university, public institution
and private sector blamed opponents to have wrong knowledge
about the fisheries and their effects to seas. An engineer from
Provincial Directorate of Agriculture mentioned:

“(People oppose to fisheries) because they are wrong informed.
Because they think it pollutes; that is the apparent reason. The real
reason is the share of place and not to dominate that place. The
coast users do not want. There is nothing scientific that fisheries
create pollution. There is knowledge pollution in this subject. The
experts of this subject do not say it pollutes.”

3.3. Resolving conflicts: what is done, what should be done for
Izmir cases?

LULU conflicts can be minimized and resolved by using several
strategies. Case studies are analyzed to clarify whether decision
makers used these strategies. There are some attempts of deci-
sion makers to minimize and resolve conflicts. However in all cases
these attempts were found insufficient by the majority. The follow-
ing part presents main strategies applied by the decision makers
and then discusses appropriate proposals for case studies.

The main conflict minimization and resolution strategies can be
categorized in two groups:

3.3.1. Strategies based on technical and ethical concerns
(i) Recognition of conflicts is the preliminary step for solution
(Forester, 1999); however, some interviewees from decision
making institutions in case studies unconsciously told that the
process was successful and smooth. Decision makers should be
aware of the reasons for conflicts, conflicting parties and their
interests.

(ii) Considering technical criteria is a requirement for compe-
tent siting practices (Nordenstam, 1994; Elliott et al., 2003).
Decision makers in all cases paid attention to technical require-
ments for the facilities but had weaknesses in additional ethical
principles and participatory approaches which are detailed in
the following parts.

(iii) Principles of trust and equity: beside technical criteria there
is also a need for fulfilling the principles of trust and equity
to minimize conflicts about LULUs (O'Hare et al., 1983;
Kunreuther et al., 1991, 1993; Nordenstam, 1994; Elliott et al.,
2003; Llurdes et al., 2003). The LULU site selection criteria
were technical; therefore, lacking the equity principle. How-
ever, there were no proofs of inequity in all cases. Developing
trust was also alacking principle in these three siting processes.

(iv) Consideration of post-siting and external effects (Been, 1994;
Klosterman, 2003) and using mitigation measures (Lam and
Woo, 2009) are essential for conflict minimization. Decision
makers tend to improve the conditions of the existing facilities
(i.e. rehabilitation project for Harmandali solid waste facility,
transfer of quarries in Belkahve to a more acceptable location
without a visual pollution and transfer of fisheries to deeper
water) and prefer to use new technology to solve conflicts.

There should be further precautions for external effects and
regular controls.

(v) Community  opposition can be  prevented by

considering the local concerns (Lam and Woo, 2009). Interests
of local people are excluded from the current decision making
processes in many cases for fisheries and quarries. It should
be the responsibility of public institutions to consider local
needs and interests.

(vi) Multi-disciplinary approaches (Nordenstam, 1994) and

multi-criteria analysis methods (Vasiloglou, 2004; Banar et al.,
2006; Ekmekcioglu et al., 2010) are required for technically
competent decisions. EIA process involves various disciplines;
however, planners are excluded from processes of fisheries
and quarries. As the LULU concept relates various disciplines
such as sociology, economy, environmental management and
planning, their experts should be involved in decision making
process and their criteria should be considered.

(vii) Comprehensiveness in approaching to the problem is needed

to prevent conflicts. Location decisions of case studies are made
with an incremental approach. Such large public service deci-
sions should be made within the planning of the whole city;
thus, further development permissions and neighboring dis-
tricts would not be a problem.

(viii) Alternative zoning techniques (Roberts, 1988; Levy, 2000) may

facilitate minimizing conflicts. Land use planning regulations
in Turkey are so strict that do not provide chances for them.
With such tools, hosting communities may get some incentives
about densities, their development rights may be transferred,
some contracts may specify the requirements for LULUs, and
some impact fees may be paid for local costs.

(ix) Among various forms of compensation stated in literature

(O’'Hare et al., 1983; Lam and Woo, 2009; Chiou et al., 2011;
Lesbirel, 2011), case studies in Izmir used strategies includ-
ing providing a wanted land use, bargaining through money
and improvement of facilities, and suggesting gifts. Money
payments are unlikely to solve oppositions depending on inter-
ests ‘not for sale’ as O'Hare et al. (1983) mentioned. Decision
makers should “focus on bargaining rather than gift-giving”
(O’Hare et al., 1983). As the gifts were given without query-
ing the exact interests of the opposing groups, this point fit
Fainstein (2000) critique of negotiations including results sat-
isfied the only symbolic benefits because of threat and bias
in the process. Besides, negotiated compensation after fulfill-
ing the mitigation and control measures may improve conflict
resolution processes (O’Hare et al., 1983; Kunreuther et al.,
1993).

3.3.2. Strategies based on participatory process
(i) Public participation, deliberation and learning: the ongoing

decision making processes of many LULUs in Turkey is similar
to the “decide-announce-defend” process (Ducsik, 1978, cited
in O’Hare et al., 1983; Forester, 1999). However, it is a wrong
way to choose a ‘best site’ and advocate it (O’Hare et al., 1983).
The interviewee from Menemen Left Bank Irrigation Association
had a similar opinion in which he said

“Metropolitan Municipality should not decide alone. They should
ensure consultation with nongovernmental organizations and local
administrators. One location is not enough. It (waste facility ) should
be in four different locations. Opinions of everybody should be
taken. If we live together we should decide together. Conflict reso-
lution should have compromise.”

Participatory approaches (Kunreuther et al., 1991; Nordenstam,

1994; Baxter et al., 1999; Carpenter, 1999; Forester, 1999;
Margerum, 2002; Healey, 2003) could not be successfully man-
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aged by decision makers in the case studies. Indeed, the ongoing
regulations do not require participatory planning processes except
EIA process. The regulations were main guides for decision makers.
The oppositions were not considered when the process is legally
competent. EIA process is seen as a successful participatory pro-
cess by some groups while for some others this participation was
for the sake of formality but not an efficient one. Some opponents
criticized the process in which private companies took ‘EIA is not
needed” report by showing their capacities lower.

As stated in the procedural reasons for conflicts, the participa-
tory aspects of the meeting for potential fishery locations were
in doubt. Although various parties took part and a protocol was
signed, the interviews from public institutions, university and pri-
vate sector criticized the process and told that negotiated decisions
of the participants were not approved but the text brought by a
counselor was signed. These negative judgements showed that the
success of the participatory decision making attempt for fisheries
was questionable.

Interviewees from IMM had different views on participatory
conflict resolution. While one expert promoted participatory pro-
cesses, another advocated that the decision maker has a right to
select the site; therefore there is no need to compromise with local
people if the site fulfills technical details and regulations. Similarly,
another interviewee stated that there would be no solution if the
processis participatory and another said that there would be people
who cannot be convinced whichever participatory model is used.
These perspectives might be the reason of lacking participatory
approaches in solid waste cases. Their attempts include field trips
and site visits which are regarded as factors preparing individuals
to participate by Carpenter (1999). IMM organized site visits for
Chambers and universities and a trip to Germany for good exam-
ples. These attempts increase positive opinions and overcome the
conflict reason based on existing bad examples.

For effective deliberation there is a need for considering both
substantive issues and procedural issues together (Forester, 1999).
Decision makers in all izmir cases tried to solve conflicts by mostly
considering substantive reasons. In solid waste facility cases IMM
attempted to persuade opponents by focusing on the technology
and quality of the new facility. In quarry cases there are improve-
ments of the bad conditions such as decreasing dust by using water
or rehabilitation of the area after leaving. In fishery cases decision
makers tried to explain that the fisheries did not pollute the seas.
Many decision makers in izmir cases do not consider procedural
problems and do not propose procedural solutions enough.

(ii) Collaboration and consensus building: collaborative processes
bringing stakeholders together to reach consensus agreement
on decisions are promoted in several theories (Kunreutheretal.,
1991; Innes and Booher, 1999; Elliott et al., 2003; Cullen et al.,
2010). While some attempts approximating these approaches
are tried in case studies, most of them failed because of using
them after the decisions. Face-to-face interaction among stake-
holders is a requirement of consensus building (Susskind and
Cruikshank, 1987, 2006). Communication with stakeholders as
a strategy for competent siting practices (Nordenstam, 1994;
Elliott et al., 2003) was used in all three cases; however, it was
done after the decision made. IMM organized some face-to-face
meetings with local people and chambers to solve the conflicts
about proposed location of new solid waste facility; how-
ever, the aim of these meetings were informing the opponents
about decisions rather than building a consensus on a mutu-
ally acceptable decision. Chamber of City Planners told that
these meetings had only a persuasion aim after making deci-
sions and main focus was on technology rather than location.
Nevertheless, it is a step for solution in terms of stakeholder
involvement. On the other hand, some local people thought the

Mayor of IMM had collaboration suggestions; for example an
interviewed headman told that: “The waste of Izmir. .. He (the
Mayor of IMM) had to find a way out. He asked for help via media.

’

He said “let”s find a location together’.

Collaborating approach is more preferable in reaching all-gain
agreements than the other kinds of approaches including forc-
ing, accommodating, avoiding and compromising (Whetten and
Cameron, 2011); however in case studies of all three LULUs, par-
ties did not have this approach and they had avoiding, forcing and
compromising approaches according to interviewees. An expert
taking part in EIA process as a public officer explained approaches
of private sector on conflict resolution with these words

“Entrepreneurs try to find a way for solution when they feel the
response. They say that ‘we shall listen to the public and their
desires’. However, there are also some of them who do not make
this. There are those who say ‘this is my right in regulations and I
will do this’. There are those who search for collaboration with local
people.”

Giving up is a kind of accommodating approach in which the
party neglects its own needs and attempts to satisfy the needs
of other parties (Whetten and Cameron, 2011). Some location
decisions were given up by decision makers and some local inter-
viewees regarded this attempt as a solution. Some decision makers
told that cancellation of the decisions were not the result of protests
but the result of technical or legal deficiencies. Besides, there is
an effect of political interventions in the cancellation of decisions
and approaches of parties in the conflicts. An interviewee from
Karsityaka Municipality explained this for the Yamanlar case:

“Maybe, the central office (of the political party) will say ‘stop
this dispute’ and the issue will finish. It may not be done. Another
location may be searched. We can not guess what happens in pol-
itics. Otherwise, Metropolitan Municipality is insisting. Karsiyaka
Municipality is opposing. Compromise will happen only if there is
a political thing (intervention).”

Consensus building increased the possibility and success of
implementation of the decision with its attempt of finding mutual
gain solutions (Susskind et al., 1999; Susskind and Cruikshank,
2006). There were some implementation problems in case stud-
ies especially in solid waste facility and quarry proposals which
are cancelled again and again. Such problems may be solved with
consensus building processes.

Factors affecting the success of consensus building badly include
complexity and number of issues and people, threats (Elliott,
1999), metropolitan scale (Fainstein, 2000), distrust and lack of
willingness to participate, contextual issues including cultural
and social factors (Carpenter, 1999), perceptions on consensus
building as a difficult and time-consuming process and external
barriers disrupting the process (Susskind and Cruikshank, 2006),
and power imbalances among stakeholders (Carpenter, 1999;
Fainstein, 2000). (i) The case studies suffer from complexity where
the participants in most of those disputes included the people
from the entire districts or villages. (ii) There are two cases in
which headmen told about threats from mining companies. (iii)
Besides these barriers, participatory processes face obstacles in
metropolitan areas as izmir does. (iv) In the case studies, some
opponents having no willingness to participate told that they will
never give up their opposing positions. Besides, some interviewees
from public institutions told that when the decisions were techni-
cally competent there will be nothing to be discussed with local
people. Mining companies having their rights and powers from
existing legal procedures do not mostly want to negotiate. This
exemplifies “the existence of a better option available” described
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by Carpenter (1999). (v) The ethnic, racial, religious or economic
backgrounds of interviewees were not asked in the case studies
but there were some clues showing this variety and the effect of
contextual issues. For example, one headman told that the quar-
ries were supported by low income groups to get free materials
from the companies; another headman told that the people not
opposing to quarries were from an ethnically minority group.
(vi) Interviewed decision makers in the case studies think that
the processes would be difficult and time-consuming if all actors
participate. (vii) Power imbalances among stakeholders affect the
quality of consensus building process in fishery and quarry cases.
Some interviewees suffered from the effect of powerful tourism
sector in media and organization of local people against fisheries.
The consensus point should be rethought here in terms of the
quality of decisions. Are the decisions successful when there are
no opponents? What if there are quieted opposing voices? Then,
government authority in decision making and conflict resolution
processes of LULUs is a need to provide the consideration of all
voicesin the community only if the government is socially sensitive.

For an effective process, facilities should be licensed after nego-
tiations produce written ‘siting agreements’ as legal contracts
between decision makers, developers and the community (O’'Hare
etal., 1983; Kunreuther etal., 1991, 1993; Susskind and Cruikshank,
2006). There are no such written documents produced in case
studies in izmir. Indeed, licensing procedures do not require such
agreements. The timing and requirements of the licensing proce-
dures should be rearranged. The need for a written commitment is
emphasized in an interview with a headman as

“If the Metropolitan Municipality promises with a written commit-
ment that it (the waste facility) will have latest technology and a
notarized guarantee that there will be no odor, local people of the
district may be persuaded.”

(iii) Joint fact-finding: it increases trust and decreases disagree-
ments about technical issues (Ehrmann and Stinson, 1999).
There is a disagreement about information in case studies. In
Yamanlar solid waste facility case, both decision maker and
opponent municipalities hired technical expertise from uni-
versities about suitability or unsuitability of the facility. Also,
in fishery cases there is a disagreement on polluting or not pol-
luting effects of fisheries. A headman from Karaburun stated
that the court expert investigating the fisheries was “a man
of the company” and gave a report in favor of the company.
The headman did not trust the reports of even the experts of
the court. This situation fits the process that O’hare described
as “opponents often claim that the local officials are ‘in bed’
with the developers”. Therefore, inclusion of the parties into
the fact finding process would solve trust problems in terms of
technical issues.

(iv) Mediators and facilitators: they support dispute resolution
processes (Forester, 1999; Susskind et al., 1999; Elliott,
1999; Straus, 1999; McCorkle and Reese, 2005; Susskind and
Cruikshank, 2006) especially in cases suffering problems of
communication and trust (Elliott, 1999) as in the case studies
in izmir. There are some informal types of mediation used by
several parties such as public institutions and political actors.
An interviewee from Provincial Directorate exemplified these
interventions in quarry cases with these words

“When local people close the roads to hinder the facilities of mine
quarries and prevent vehicles to work, bureaucrats and politicians
intervenes and ensures the collaboration between local people and
managers of mines and quarries.”

Forester (1999) stated professional services firms doing this
mediation and facilitation; however, this type of firms does not
exist in Turkey but there are advisory bureaus serving for provid-
ing expert knowledge rather than serving mediation or facilitation.
There are recent attempts to increase mediation processes in
Turkey since the approval of related law (No. 6325) in 2012. A
Mediation Directorate is established in Ministry of Justice. A new
profession of mediators started to solve conflicts alternative to
courts. However it is different from what Forester told because
of several reasons: it is a public institution not a private firm or
nonprofit organization, mediators are selected from only gradu-
ates of law faculties, and disputes related with public interests and
requiring discovery and expert assistance are not allowed to be
solved with mediation process and court decisions are needed for
such situations. Therefore the existing mediation institution seems
not suitable for solving LULU disputes and planners cannot act as
mediators within the ongoing procedures and legislation. Planners
should be included in mediation process in Turkey.

3.4. Evaluation: intensity of conflicts

Conflicts in the 27 LULU cases in izmir had both similarities and
differences. Main characteristics of the cases are summarized in
Table 2. The distinguishing characteristics and reasons for these
conflicts affected their intensities and results.

Parties involved in the conflicts mainly changed the intensity
of conflicts. The amount of protesters, the varieties of parties and
their organization level affect the duration of disputes and the way
they are handled by the decision makers. The conflicts in cases
with relatively small amount of local protesters (i.e. quarry cases
of Cakmakli, Cambel and Ozbek, and solid waste facility case of
Odemis) were not as intense as the conflicts in cases supported
by external groups and famous people (i.e. fishery case of Sigacik).
The intensity attracted media and the effect of media increased
the amount of people involved (i.e. the secondary housing own-
ers) and the intensity of conflicts in Sigacik case. Besides, organized
protesters establishing initiatives increased the consideration of
their interests by decision makers (i.e. solid waste facility cases
of Taskesik and Kaynaklar, and quarry case of Ozbek). The ways
of showing opposition and the strategies used by opposing peo-
ple had an effect on results of conflicts. For instance, protesters
applying for conservation decisions to cancel quarry proposals in
Gokdere, Ahmetbeyli and K6sedere managed to stop the unwanted
decisions.

Impacts and intensity of conflicts had mutual effects. Whereas
tiring and psychological effects increased the intensity of con-
flicts (i.e. solid waste facility case of Harmandal, fishery case of
Sigacik and quarry case of Yagcilar), the intensity increased political
losses in solid waste facility cases and economic costs to compa-
nies in fishery and quarry cases. The unusual impact on headman
threatened by mining company decreased the possibility of conflict
resolution because of tense relationships in one quarry case.

The intensity of conflicts is also related with reasons. When the
impacts of LULUs got worse (i.e. extreme damages in quarry case of
Germiyan in which stones burst from quarries came to school gar-
den and damaged the walls and windows of houses), the opposing
voices got raised. Not only local impacts but also general environ-
mental effects (i.e. eradication of species) increased the intensity
of conflicts by inclusion of external environmental groups in the
process (i.e. fishery case of Sigacik).

The reasons taking place in legislations had a strong effect on
cancellation of LULU decisions and resolution of conflicts, at least
for a while. Proximity to olive groves stopped the LULU proposals
in some cases (i.e. quarry case of Yagcilar and solid waste facility
of Taskesik); however, these cancellations do not solve the con-
flicts in every situation (i.e. the quarry companies in Yagcilar took
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Conflicts

Cases

In all 3 LULU cases

In solid waste facility cases

In fishery cases

In quarry cases

Parties in the process

Ways of showing opposition

Reasons for conflicts

Impacts of conflicts

Solution Attempts

Public institutions, hosting
or neighboring
municipalities, local people,
NGOs, private sector and
universities

- Mobilizations, petitions,
lawsuits, attracting media
attention

Effects of LULUs depending
on type and location,
especially when there are
sensitive neighboring land
uses (pollution, health
effects, etc.)

Top-down decision making
process full of investigation
deficiencies

Symbolic participation in EIA
process

Involvement of powerful
political actors to
manipulate the decisions

- Temporal deficiencies
Inconsistency with upper
scale plans

Lack of knowledge about
technology and
characteristics of LULUs
Effect of media

Prejudice

- Distrust

- Existing bad examples

Fear, psychological effects,
invectives to public officers

EIA public meetings
Considering technical
criteria
- Communication with parties
but after the decision made
- EIA report signed by various
experts from various
disciplines

- Metropolitan Municipality

- Establishing an initiative
group, contacting with
Ministers and closing roads

Political losses

and proposing a
“prestigious” recreational
area

- Proposing a new facility with

improved technology
Face-to-face meetings with
local people and chambers
but for persuasion

Site visits with chambers
and university

A trip abroad for good
examples

Rehabilitation of existing site

Local fishermen, secondary
housing owners and tourism
sector

Disturbing EIA meetings,
keeping guard in the sea

Exclusion of affected people

out of formal boundaries

- Planners’ exclusion in
decision making process

- Disagreement about

polluting effects

Expecting job opportunities

- Economic costs to companies

- Participatory meeting for
potential sites but full of
criticism

- Transfer to deeper water

- Rival companies as
supporters of protesters

Establishing civil initiatives,
applying for conservation
decisions to cancel quarry
proposals

Planners’ exclusion in

decision making process

- Forcing approaches of
companies

- Expecting job opportunities

and personal economic

benefits

- Economic costs to companies
and threats to headmen by
mining companies

Transfer to more acceptable
locations

Proposing “wanted” facilities
such as café

- Giving money

- Promising explosion hours,
dust prevention systems and
repairing of the damaged
roads

Proposing gifts to local
people such as investments
to the schools or mosques,
construction materials and
employment opportunities

licenses for a neighboring area again and the conflict remained
unsolved). Procedural reasons including distrust, lack of knowledge
and top-down decision making process also affected the intensity
of conflicts. The involvement of powerful political actors and Minis-
ters in the process (i.e. solid waste facility of Tagkesik) increased the
recognition of the conflicts out of urban boundaries. On the other
hand, the conflicts involving local people expecting job opportu-
nities and personal economic benefits could be solved relatively
easier by using attempts of several compensation types such as
proposing gifts to local people such as investments to the schools
or mosques, construction materials and employment opportunities
(i.e. some quarry cases).

There were many solution attempts of decision makers decreas-
ing the intensity of conflicts. Transfer to deeper water in fishery

cases and transfer to more acceptable locations in quarry cases are
examples. A trip abroad for good examples in solid waste facility
case of Taskesik was seen as an attempt decreasing conflicts by
some interviewees whereas some other interviewees told it made
no difference.

It would be reduced evaluation to say one LULU type was
more intense than other; however, there are several circumstances
explaining intensity comparison of 3 LULU types in izmir. In terms
of the year the protests started, quarries faced the longest con-
flict process started in 1992 with Belkahve case and solved in 2010
with the transfer of quarries. As another circumstance location vari-
ety made the solid waste facility cases having the most intense
conflicts. Solid waste facility cases faced conflicts in every trial of
alternative locations for only “one” land use decision; while fish-
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eries and quarries faced conflicts for different land use decisions in
their own locations. In terms of having national and international
support, the fishery cases gained the first rank in conflict intensity
with Sigacik case in which protesters came from different cities and
the Italian “father of Citta Slow” signed the “no to tunny fisheries
in Sigacik” campaign. Indeed, conflict intensities had varieties in
cases in the same LULU types.

4. Conclusion

There are various reasons for LULU conflicts in izmir. Findings of
the case studies demonstrate that the reasons for conflicts mainly
include external effects of LULUs on local people by increasing
density, pollution and traffic; for instance odor of solid waste facil-
ities, visual pollution of fisheries and dust and vibration effects of
quarries. The most usual source of conflicts about LULUs is envi-
ronmental stress, because planning is about resource allocation
and when there is an urban land scarcity, the local people act
against large projects. Decision makers in all cases paid attention
to technical requirements for the facilities within legal framework;
however there are problems about proposed locations within sci-
entific framework. There are also procedural reasons for conflicts
including top-down decisions, symbolic participation, lack of inves-
tigation, effect of political actors, inconsistency with regulations
and lack of transparent process.

The conflicts resulted not only with negative and but also with
positive impacts. The negative impacts are fear, tiring and psycho-
logical effects, negative attitudes to public officers, political loses of
decision makers and economic costs due to moving or closing the
facility. Positive impacts and social benefits are withdrawal of the
wrong location decisions on sensitive areas, collectively acting of
local people in villages, personal and political benefits, increase in
organization level of mobilizations against LULUs with the support
of NGOs, political actors, universities and private sector.

Comparative survey on the reasons for conflicts on three LULU
types in izmir indicates that there are both varieties and similari-
ties. While solid waste facilities and quarries are regarded as needs,
fisheries are regarded as ‘not necessity’ and unwanted because of
this. The impacts of quarries and solid waste facilities are perceived
more certain than those of fisheries since there is a disagreement in
the polluting effects of fisheries. The procedural reasons are similar
in all three LULU cases except the locality of the responsible insti-
tution and the role of planner. The solid waste facility decisions
are made by a commission including planners in local municipality
whereas fisheries and quarries proposed by private companies are
decided with permissions given by the public institutions no mat-
ter having a planner. These procedures increase conflicts in fishery
and quarry cases.

For effective solution substantive and procedural issues should
be considered together. Decision makers in all izmir cases did not
pay attention to procedural reasons as much as substantive reasons.
Participatory approaches could not be successfully managed as the
regulations do not mandate participatory processes. This does not
mean that no effort was made. It is found that some conflict res-
olution methods are used by decision makers including attempts
such as communication with stakeholders, face-to-face meetings
and engagement with chambers and experts in solid waste facility
case, participatory meeting in fishery case and suggesting gifts to
possible local opponents in quarry case; however, the opponents
were not satisfied with these attempts as it was done after the
decisions made.

The participatory approaches in planning processes may mini-
mize and resolve conflicts in such case studies. The conflict facing
location decisions may be renewed to minimize effects to the
environment, the society and the individuals even if not remov-

ing all negative impacts. A process providing support from all
related parties and ensuring their comprehension of the solu-
tion opportunities and limitations may resolve conflicts and bring
proper decisions. In this context, planners’ responsibilities become
important as they should inform and support the education of
the participants to planning process and act as mediators in con-
flict resolution processes. The solution proposals could be tried for
izmir or similar cases. However each practice needs its own solu-
tion depending on multiple factors and temporal circumstances. A
further study evaluating the results of this trial would be comple-
mentary.
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Appendix A.

English Translation of the Interview Questions (L in the ques-
tions indicate the name of the location or village hosting the land
use, for example Harmandali)

1. Which stage(s) of the process (site selecting, protesting
decisions, finding solutions) of the solid waste facili-
ties/fisheries/quarries in L did you (individually or institution-
ally) participate?

2. Do you know how the sites of solid waste facili-
ties/fisheries/quarries in L are selected by whom? Could
you explain if you know?

3. Do you think this site selection decision was right? Why?

4. Do you think the site selection method was successful? Why?
(Was it participatory, just, etc.)

5. Who opposes and who supports the solid waste facili-
ties/fisheries/quarriesin L? (Are they local or external? Are they
individual or organized?)

. How many people are there in these conflict processes?

7. What are the opposition reasons of different opponents for the
solid waste facilities/fisheries/quarries in L? (Damage to envi-
ronment, damage to health, etc.)

8. What kind of factors affected the opposition in addition to the
damages of solid waste facilities/fisheries/quarries? (Lack of
knowledge, political reasons, media, lack of trust, etc.)

9. Do you think the reason for opposition is the selection of wrong
site or wrong decision making method or both?

10. Why did the non-opponents not oppose? (Were they happy,
threatened, got money, etc.)

11. How did the opponents show their responses? (What kind of
meeting did they organize? Were there lawsuits?)

12. If the solid waste facilities/fisheries/quarries in L are cancelled,
were the reasons for cancellations the movements or other rea-
sons?

13. What were the main subjects of this conflict process? (Environ-
ment, property ownership, participation, etc.)

14. Was anybody harmed in this conflict process?

15. How were the approaches of parties to conflict resolution?
(Forcing, collaborating, etc.)

16. What did the decision makers do for resolving conflicts? (Face
to face meetings, proposing compensation, etc.)

[<)]
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17. Do you think the attempts of decision makers for conflict res-
olution were sufficient and efficient? If not, what should be
done?

18. Would you like to add anything else?

19. Whatdo you think about the conflicts in site selection processes
of other LULUs in various locations in izmir? (Thermal plants,
wind energy plants, watching towers, etc.)
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